GENDER TERMINOLOGY IN MODERN ENGLISH
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Introduction

Gender terminology in Modern English has to be understood in the context of a theory of gender, and the relevant facts about the history of the language. To know what we are talking about, we have to know what the current situation is in English. Many descriptions of English grammar say that Modern English has a system called natural gender. Other descriptions say that English has “lost its gender system.” We agree that there is a sense in which the gender system of Modern English is natural, and we also agree that something crucial has been lost. But, at the most general level, we would say that Modern English certainly does have a gender system, and we would claim that this system is not the result of abandoning one general type of gender system, e.g. grammatical gender, and replacing it with something else, .e.g. natural gender. Rather, the gender situation in Modern English is a development from earlier stages of English. And, given some insight into the linguistics of those earlier stages, we will suggest that a perfectly natural, and non-cataclysmic explanation is available for understanding the gender facts of Modern English. 

Natural gender is not the lack of a system of grammatical gender; it is simply a system in which there are essentially no relevant morphophonetic features, and the only relevant semantic features are based on biology. But, nonetheless, there is still a system and there are still rules. Modern English just happens to share a feature with Icelandic, namely the designation of neuter as the default category. This is not an accidentally shared property. Although it came into the modern languages in different ways, it came from the same place, namely Old Norse.

While recent work on gender has clarified much of the relevant terminology, the term natural gender has to date not been adequately explained. It is here that a historical perspective has much to offer. Exam​ining the historical development of the English gender system provides a new understanding of the development of natural gender. This course paper, drawing on a range of earlier scholarship devoted to defining linguistic gender and the Modern English gender system specifically, frames important possible ways to redefine natural gender for English. 
The aim of this paper is to single out and analyze gender terminology in Modern English.  The discussion of this concept in linguistics has generally focused upon the need to distinguish natural gender, where items refer to the sex of real-world entities, and grammatical gender, which has nothing to do with sex, but which has an important role in signaling grammatical relationships between the words in the sentences. The paper consists of introduction, three chapters, conclusions, summary and a list of references.

The first chapter of this paper consists of three subchapters. It is dedicated to the evolution of gender in English. The research works of some modern scientists are discussed the make up the theoretical background for the development of gender from earlier stages of English, different opinions and points of view on the problem of relations between grammatical and natural gender systems, its purpose and principle are given. The special attention is paid to the overview of the critical terms and concepts surrounding gender from their historical inception to contemporary debates.

The second chapter of the essay is dedicated to the biological perspectives of gender development and demonstrated that various biological forces shape human beings into two main subgroups by sex: female and male. Those are two categories from which we are allowed to choose when feeling out most forms. Our legal systems also require that everyone be categorized as either male or female, and newborns must be identified on birth certificates as one or the other.

In the third chapter of the course paper the above mentioned gender are examined from the viewpoint of the concept of sociology. The sociology of gender relations examines masculinity and femininity across cultures and historical periods. This sub-discipline, which was inspired by the feminist movement, attempts to remedy sociology’s previous exclusion of women. There also mentioned about human social life which is built around the relationships between the sexes. The sexes are both differentiated and ranked. 

Chapter I

Defining English gender

1.1. The evolution of Gender in English
In the fifth century BC, according to Aristotle’s account, Protagoras first created the labels masculine, feminine, and neuter for Greek nouns, and language scholars have been trying to explain the relationship of grammatical gender categories to the world around them ever since. Protagoras himself, apparently anxious that the grammatical gender of nouns and the sex of their referents did not always correspond in Greek, is said to have wanted to change the gender of Greek  menis “anger” and peleks “helmet”, both of which are feminine nouns, to masculine because he felt the masculine was more appropriate given the words referents. Despite Aristotle’s subsequent proposal of grammatical reasons for nominal gender classes, the original labels persisted in the descriptions of gender in classical grammars – and, therefore, in all the later Western grammars modeled on them – and these labels have created the pervasive misperception that grammatical gender categories in a language reflect a connection between male and female human beings and masculine and feminine inanimate objects [21: 5].                                              
According to L. A. Tymko [21: 9] the terms deceptively imply a link between the categories in the natural gender system of Modern English – in which there is a clear correlation between masculine   and feminine nouns and biological traits in the referent – and the categories in the grammatical gender systems of other Indo-European languages; in fact, these two types of systems are distinct. The shift of English from a grammatical to a natural gender system is highly unusual and involves a complex set of related grammatical transformations in the language. Despite their descriptive labels, noun classes in a grammatical gender system, unlike those in a semantic gender system, do not correspond to conceptual cat​egories, no matter how creative the grammarian. In other words, there is no way (or at least no linguistically justifiable way) to explain why in French a table is feminine and a necklace masculine based on the features of the referents (e.g., the appearance of the table or the shape of the necklace) says  L. A. Tymko [21: 11] . Yet in languages with two or three grammatical genders and the misleading labels masculine, feminine, and neuter, it can seem only logical to equate grammatical gender and biological sex – especially when there often is a correlation between grammatical gender and biological sex for nouns describing human beings (grammatical gender is not always arbitrary). But attempts to do so, particularly for inanimate objects, usually yield little more than nonsense [21: 34].
The mysteries of how European languages such as German, French, Spanish, or Italian categorize nouns as masculine, feminine, and neuter are at best a source of amusement and more often a source of bafflement and frustration for Modern English speakers, who are often unaware that their own language used to have these same kinds of noun categories. To English speakers, having been brought up in a linguistic universe where sexless objects are almost always it, it can seem arbitrary and absurd to talk about such objects with language normally reserved for male and female human beings and perhaps for animals. And the idea that grammatical gender is not supposed to “make sense”, that it is semantically arbitrary, often makes even less sense. A. Briggs[1: 410] notes that grammatical gender categories serve to divide the nouns in a language into formal classes, which serve as the basis for agreement with other elements in the sentence (e.g., adjectives, pronouns, verbs). They seem as natural and functional to native speakers of these languages as any other grammatical feature. It is the terminology that is deceiving: gender no longer simply means “kind”, and masculine, feminine, and neuter cannot serve unambiguously as generic labels for word classes. In response, linguists have attempted to develop specific, less ambiguous terminology for gender systems in the world’s languages, as the following section describes [1: 411].
The natural gender system of Modern English – in which only nouns referring to males and females generally take gendered pronouns and inanimate objects are neuter – stands as the exception, not the rule among the world’s languages. In this way, the descriptive term  natural for Modern English implies a pervasiveness that is, in this case, inappropriate: the English gender system is unusual in the family of Indo-Germanic languages, as well as among Indo-European languages more generally. Indeed, one does not have to turn back too many pages in the history of English to find a grammatical gender system: Old English (750-1100 or 1150 AD) had grammatical gender categories very similar to those of Modern German, its “sister” language. (“Sister” is a gendered reference that may have an etymological motivation, for although Old English spraec “language” is a masculine noun, the Old French word langue, from which language is derived, is a feminine noun.)[1: 408].

According to D. Crystal [4: 40] Old English had three grammatical genders – masculine, feminine, and neuter – and all inanimate nouns belonged to one of the three classes, sometimes for morphological reasons but often for no obvious reason. For example, Englaland “land of the Angles” is a neuter Old English noun (its root land is a neuter noun), but nuegd “tribe”, “race”, “country” is feminine, and cynedom “kingdom” is masculine (the suffix -dom is masculine); synonyms often have different genders (e.g., “sword” is feminine, while sweord “sword” is neuter), which underscores the fact that this gender system is not principally meaning-driven. (There also exists a subset of Old English nouns that appear with inflectional morphology associated with two or three different gender classes - e.g., the masculine-feminine noun  sue “sea”.) By the time of “Chaucer’s English” or most dialects of Middle English, however, the “early English” with which Modern English speakers are most familiar, the English grammatical gender system is all but gone [4: 30].
While recent work on gender has clarified much of the relevant terminology, the term natural gender has to date not been adequately explained. It is here that a historical perspective, as presented in this book, has much to offer. Exam​ining the historical development of the English gender system provides a new understanding of the development of natural gender. This chapter, drawing on a range of earlier scholarship devoted to defining linguistic gender and the Modern English gender system specifically, frames important possible ways to redefine natural gender for English. It is only within this context that we can make sense of the gender shift in the history of English, of the variation still present in the sys​tem today, and of what it means for the masculine to be unmarked in the grammar and lexicon [4: 33].
1.2. Proposed models for the Modern English gender system
The Modern English gender system is clearly based on semantic criteria, unlike its Indo-European ancestors.  Many Indo-European languages other than English have witnessed a noticeable decay in the original grammatical gender system, although few are as dramatic as English. The triple-gender system has been maintained in, for example, German and some of the Slavic languages. It has been reduced to a two-gender system in the Romance lan​guages, and it has disappeared in Persian. B. B. Hess, E. W. Markson, P. J. Stein[12: 192] notes that the neuter was always only “vaguely” distinguished from the masculine; its paradigm of inflec​tional endings often differed in only two cases, so the merger of the two gender classes did not involve the restructuring of entire paradigms. The shift from grammatical to natural gender renders English unusual among Indo-Germanic languages. Having lost most nominal and adnominal inflectional endings by the Middle English period, English has become a pronominal gender system, in which the personal pronouns he/she/it reflect a triple-gender system and the relative pronouns who/which distinguish only between the animate and the inan​imate. While many speakers and scholars have remarked on the system’s super​ficial simplicity, those who have tried to describe the system in detail have been struck by its complexity. As D. Popenoe [16: 191] states, “The gender of English nouns, far from being simple and clear, is complicated and obscure, and the prin​ciples underlying it are baffling and elusive, no less, and perhaps even more so, than in other languages” [16: 192].
Such a statement might seem absurd given that most nouns in Modern English follow the traditional semantic formulation of the system in which pronominal gender corresponds to distinctions of “real-world” biological sex. But most is not enough: the key to understanding the natural gender system in Modern English lies in the exceptions, the inanimate nouns that can take gendered pronouns and the human or other animate nouns that can take it. As D. Popenoe [16: 191]  correctly notes, these exceptions do not prove the traditional rule of natural gender, but rather they prove the rule wrong (although rule is probably too strong a word to apply to natural gender agreement in any circumstances). The natural gender system is not a simple one-to-one correspondence between biological sex and linguistic gender with scattered exceptions. Theoretical notions of gender in other disciplines complicate the role of biological sex in the construction of gender in useful ways here; and they support the argument that, in fact, the exceptions to the system as traditionally defined form patterns that need to be addressed in any formulation of the system, because English speakers are consistently inconsistent in their choice of gendered pronouns according to strict natural gender rules [20: 52].
The difficulty in describing the English system is two-fold. First, the tradi​tional idea that gender is a fixed property of the word must be abandoned, along with the idea that, on a grander scale, all gender systems must operate in perfectly similar ways. Second, the new formulation of the gender system must be based on features that may not be immediately obvious either to speakers or linguists because there are few formal clues. C. G. Heilbrun [11: 22] draws the important distinction between overt and covert grammatical categories: an overt category is one having a formal mark that is present in every sentence containing a mem​ber of the category (e.g., English plural); a covert category includes members that are marked only in certain types of sentences. (Heilbrun labels the distinctive treatment required in such environments “reactance.”) In English, gender is a covert category marked only by the reactance of singular third-person pronouns and the relative pronouns who/what/which (which indicate animacy). Despite this limited presence in the surface structure of English syntax, gender is nonethe​less a grammatical category and requires a systematic analysis of the patterns of anaphoric pronoun use for clues about the structure of the categories system. Intuitive assumptions about the relationship between sex and gender are not sufficient, for while biological sex is a good indicator of gender class, it is not absolutely predictive [13: 110].
The exceptional nouns, those that can flout the biological sex – linguistic gender correlation, have traditionally been divided into two basic types: conventional​ized references and emotive (or affective) references. The conventional gender assignments of certain inanimate nouns seem to hold irrespective of the attitude of the speaker, and they are fairly consistent within speech communities (e.g., ship as she). Proper names could be included in this category, given that their gen​ders are learned and conventional, and they apply even when the name is used for an inanimate object [11: 26].  C. G. Heilbrun argues strongly that English gender represents a grammatical category because the distinctions it creates are not always natural, non-cultural differences, but they must instead be learned; he lists a series of exceptions, which has been heavily cited in subsequent literature on linguistic gender. Nor would knowledge of any “natural” properties tell our observer that the names of biological classes themselves (e.g. animal, bird, fish, etc.) are “it”; that smaller animals usually are “I”; larger animals often “he”; dogs, eagles, and turkeys usually “he”; cats and wrens usually “she”; body parts and the whole botanical world “it”; countries and states as fictive persons (but not as localities) “she”; cities, societies, and corporations as fictive persons “it”; the human body “it”; a ghost “it”; nature “she”; watercraft with sail or power and named small craft “she”; unnamed rowboats, canoes, rafts “it,” etc. [11: 30]
Heilbrun  attempt at gender categorization, however, potentially muddles the situation more than clarifies it. With the phrase “as fictive persons” appearing throughout the description, Heilbrun undermines the distinction between conven​tional gender, personification, and colloquial variation due to emotive gender assignments.[11: 42] Personification accounts for some gendered references to inani​mates, particularly in literary registers of the language; here allegory and poetic diction effectively create gendered objects. And occasionally these uses pervade more colloquial registers, but the bulk of gendered inanimate references occur in everyday speech with no conscious personification. While the use of   she for nature seems fairly clearly conventional, the use of he for dogs, to pick one example, is more problematic because the pronoun references for dogs have more potential to fluctuate from it to he and for many speakers, also to she, depending on the dog, the circumstance, and the speaker. The choice of pronoun depends greatly on the psychological and sociological attitude of the speaker toward the referent as well as the attributes of the referent. Much of the twentieth-century scholar​ship on Modern English gender recognizes the dependence of English gender on speaker attitudes (e.g., Svartengren 1927, Erades 1956, Kanekiyo 1965, Joly 1975, Vachek 1976, Morris 1993), but the research comes to dramatically dif​ferent conclusions about the implications of this dependence, ranging from the assertion that English has no system of gender to the formulation of multiple formal gender classes.  [5: 178]
The recognition of its variability is a crucial component to understanding Modern English gender, but it is equally important not to overemphasize unpre​dictability: although biological sex is not absolutely predictive, there are regular, identifiable patterns that are both semantic and sociolinguistic. English gender is not a completely “momentary,” unpredictable phenomenon, a fact that Vachek nicely summarizes in his account of gender’s sociolinguistic predictability: “The fact is that if all factors that co-operate in determining the pronominal reference are duly considered and if their hierarchy is carefully established, the apparent confusion becomes clarified and the knotty relations disentangled. [5: 179] In other words, if the situation of the speaker and his approach to the extra-lingual reality he is handling are satisfactorily stated, his pronominal reference to this reality should be perfectly predictable” [5: 180]. There must be a system of gender, he concludes, if it can be so systematically manipulated; the gender category may not be strictly grammatical but it is lexico-stylistic (by which he seems to mean semantic and affective) [1: 413].
Attempts to describe the semantic and extralinguistic factors determining English pronoun reference, most of which postulate emotional involvement on the part of the speaker, have met with limited success. Svartengren, one of the earliest scholars to study Modern English gender variation in detail, examines exceptional uses of feminine pronouns in the “homely style” of speech or the “vernacular” (as opposed to literary language). [5: 186] Working from the premise that the use of the feminine for inanimate objects is an American phenomenon that has influenced British English, he devises three categories of objects that can take the feminine:  concrete things made or worked upon by man, e.g., machinery, industrial plants, receptacles, motors, rooms, houses, money, roads; substantive actions, abstract ideas, e.g., “whooping her up”; nature and nat​ural objects not worked upon by man. The feature that unifies the categories is that the use of she reflects emotional interest on the part of the speaker, a bond of living and working together: “We must come to the conclusion that the emotional character is the distinguishing feature of the phenomenon. Consequently, she (her) does not so much mark the gender of a more or less fanciful personification – though there are more than traces of such a thing – as denote the object of an emotion” [5: 190].While Svartengren’s dismissal of personifi​cation as the root of “exceptional” gender references and his conclusions about the emotional uses of gender are productive, they inappropriately limit these uses to the feminine and ignore larger patterns of gender agreement including exceptional masculine and neuter references [5: 191].
Subsequent attempts to pinpoint the factors determining emotive gender ref​erences have often proposed that masculine and feminine references to inanimate objects reflect negative and positive attitudes on the part of speakers toward the referent. Vachek [5: 192] noting that exceptional gendered associations cluster around some typical invariants and have social values, formulates a scale with a neutral, unmarked reference between two polar extremes for positive and neg​ative feelings toward the facts of any given reality. About these marked uses, he states: “The reason why the feminine set was chosen to refer to the positive kind of approach (signalling the thing referred to as amiable, intimately known, delicate, etc.), while the masculine set serves to denote the opposite, nega​tive kind of approach (signalling, in its turn, the concerned thing as huge, strong, unwieldy or generally unpleasant) is too obvious to need detailed specification - it reflects the common conception of the femine and masculine features regarded as typical of each of the two sexes” [5: 193].
Traugott concurs with this model of the affective gender system, also assuming the correlation between feminine and positive, masculine and negative to be transparent. The consensus is that for animate nouns, the masculine and feminine are both unmarked (and only one is possible), which means there is no polar opposition available for emotive reference. Speakers can, therefore, express negative feelings toward an animate referent by downgrading him or her to it, and all other positive or negative feelings must be inferred from context [20: 21].
The associations between feminine and positive, masculine and negative are not, however, obvious. Feminine references can reflect positive emotions toward a referent, but they also can reflect negative attitudes, about, for instance, frailty or weakness; in addition, masculine references can be positive about, for example, size and strength. The polar positive/negative distinction these scholars try to delineate is too neat, sharp, and simplistic  for a more detailed study of referential gender that blurs this dichotomy [9: 48].
1.3.    A re-understanding of Modern English gender
Beyond all the specific features that scholars have tried to isolate over the years to explain variation in Modern English gender references lies the broader concept that gender in the language reflects the social constructions of gender learned, maintained, and perpetuated by speakers. This description of linguistic gender clarifies the correlation between gender as defined in other academic disciplines and gender as it should be defined in the grammar of Modern English. It re​defines the terms by which gender in Modern English is a semantic category [2: 372]. In feminist theory, it is a given that social constructions of gender represent combinations of features inherent in “reality” and of society’s attitudes toward those features. Members of a given culture or society create the categories of masculine and feminine and determine what those ideas represent. They are not fixed categories - they fluctuate through time, by context, and by speaker. There is, however, consistency in the core features generally attributed to these categories (e.g., biological sex) and in the shared beliefs and attitudes about them within a culture. This description of the semantic categories in a natural gender system corresponds to the formulation of semantic prototype theory described by George Lakoff [23: 2], drawing heavily on work by Eleanor Rosch. In this model, categorization is a matter of both human experience and imagination: “of perception, motor activity, and culture on the one hand, and of metaphor, metonymy, and mental imagery on die other” [23: 3].  Both fuzzy and radial categories, as defined by Lakoff, have central members and fuzzy boundaries, which allow for partial membership and variability, just as we find in Modern English gender categories. Four decades ago, Ervin [18: 1830] recognized this correlation between gender in the language (semantic gender) and gender in the culture.
Taking gender as an example, there is an anatomical distinction, but we assign sex by these ultimate criteria only at birth or with animals. Most of the time we judge human sex on the basis of secondary, imperfectly corre​lated contrasts such as size, type of clothing, hair style, and voice. Finally, cultural experience and verbal practice differentiate the sexes and the mas​culine or feminine nouns which refer to them. We may therefore expect to find three different bases for meanings which might be generalized: (a) sexual symbolism associated with anatomical differences or sexual rela​tions; (b) physical properties varying in their correlation with sex, such as size; (c) cultural associations such as contrasts in beauty, slowness, laziness, and stability. Within a given culture, we can predict systematic contrasts in meaning between masculine and feminine words with no animate referent. [18: 1831]
The three different bases of gender assignment Ervin lists are fundamental to cultural constructions of gender, and it is not surprising, therefore, to find them reflected in linguistic distinctions of gender. While they closely correlate to sex, they are not wholly dependent on it, and they carry the potential for synchronic and diachronic variation. Suzanne Romaine [18: 1832] also creates a series of connections between notions of femininity and the feminine gendering of inanimate objects (e.g., cities, like women, being in need of conquest). Neither, however, pushes as hard as is possible on the obvious connection to theoretical social constructions of gender – an overarching concept beyond lists of features and examples – nor does either take a historical perspective on the question, which in fact helps to reveal this theoretical connection for the modern system. “Animacy” tends to be assumed as a given entity in distinguishing genders – if  not cross-culturally, at least inter-culturally – but it is not nearly so stable a con​cept. For example, the Ojibwa gender system relies on animacy, but their notions of animacy are not die same as ours (e.g., snow, snowshoes, and cooking pots are animate), which clearly reflects a different culture and world view.  Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg [13: 109]note that animacy distinctions in the early Modern English period were different from those today, as higher animals as well as trees, water, and various human body parts were often seen as animate, which allowed for more frequent gendered reference to these non-human antecedents. If, as Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg argue, the choice between personal and non-personal gender is determined by whether a being is felt to possess characteristics associated with a member of the human race, then the choice between genders should be similarly determined; the assign​ment of gender will, therefore, correspond to some degree to contemporaneous constructions of gender in the culture, which may not be immediately obvious to speakers or to historical linguists [13: 130].
Laqueur [14: 59], in his history of the body and gender, points out that sex as defined in early modern England shows greater similarities to what today would be called gender, because biological, anatomical differences between men and women were inextricably intertwined with gendered characteristics. One of the two was not necessarily seen as more fundamental or “biological” than the other. This lack of a distinction between essential gendered traits and biology may provide one explanation for how certain inanimate nouns were classified as masculine or feminine in Early Modern English and earlier, after the semantic gender system had taken hold. Although these inanimate objects did not have any biological sex, they could exhibit a sufficient number of characteristics associated with one sex to be “naturally” classified under that gender [14: 266].
Chapter II 

Biology of gender

2.1. Sex and gender

The terms male and female describe a person’s biological sex. Feminine and masculine are socially constructed gen​ders. Once this distinction between biolog​ical and social – between sex and gender – is clear, we can refer to maleness and femaleness as ascribed traits, and to femi​ninity and masculinity as achieved char​acteristics that are highly variable from one culture to another and in any society over time [7: 510].
For our purposes, sex will be used to indicate the biological categories within which people are typically placed, or the biological difference between males and females.  Someone’s genetic makeup, in other words, determines his or her sex – in an oversimplified type of way. Sex is a physiological concept. One’s sex is thought to be natural to him or her; it cannot really be changed [7: 511].
Gender, on the other hand, is the word we will focus on more closely in this course, as it means the social significance of the difference in sex. Gender, according to Professor Lois Self, the Chair of the Women’s Studies Department at Northern Illinois University, “is the difference the sex difference makes” [9: 46].  Gender is a social concept.  Masculinity and femininity are the usual descriptors of gender, and they refer to a complex set of characteristics and behaviors that are prescribed for members of a particular sex category [7: 515]. These pre-scripted characteristics and behaviors can vary by culture and are seen as either being learned or being the result of one’s being “nurtured” in a certain and specific way.  For instance, in Europe in the 1700s, “Expensive, frivolous, non essential items such as snuff boxes, folding fans, wigs, fur muffs and cosmetics were popular with fashionable persons of both genders,” according to costume expert Dr. Tara Maginnis of the University of Alaska at Fairbanks, while in America today, men wearing makeup and carrying fans and ornamental jeweled boxes will probably be treated with scorn, derision, and or possibly violence. As with other power relationships, gen​der is continually redefined and negoti​ated; men and women can and do rebel and resist [9: 52].
This example brings us to the words role and stereotype.  A role is the pattern of behaviors prescribed for and expected from a person that corresponds to their position in society. A person may, of course, have multiple positions in society and multiple role expectations. A male athlete in our society would be expected to wear loose clothing and be allowed to behave in a more free, less restricted, manner, possibly indulging in more personal gestures and invading others’ personal space.  A male athlete would not be expected to wear cosmetics and wigs and carry fancy snuff boxes.  A male athlete engaging in these types of behaviors would likely be seen as feminine, which could lead people to stereotype that person as a homosexual.  A stereotype is a composite image of characteristics and expectations pertaining to some group. This image is present in the social consciousness, but it is generally not accurate or is skewed in one or more ways.  A stereotype of male homosexuals might be, then, that they engage in feminine-associated behaviors, when that may either be entirely false or hold true for only a small percentage of the members of that category [4: 46].   

The difference between sex and gender is important to realize because throughout history assertions have been made about the “natures” of each sex where different roles have been prescribed for individuals based on their sex.  A key tenet in this class is the ideal of equality. In the past, the idea of men and women being equal was seen as ridiculous or impossible because they are different.  Equality, for our purposes, is the condition of being alike in value, having the same potential for accomplishment, and having the same inherent worth – in spite of individual differences.  In other words, even though people are not the same, they can (and should) be considered and treated as equals.  For example, historically women were not allowed to vote because the culture held the belief that women were too emotional, too illogical, too morally pure, and attached to and or represented by men anyway. These assumptions did not take into account differences in socialization, education, or training. Differences in their behavior were attributed to their inherent difference from men. Their sexual differences prescribed them different roles.  We now understand that those differences were exaggerated or perhaps created by the culture’s ideologies.  For instance, one of the reasons that Francis Parkman, an influential lawyer, believed that women should not be allowed to vote was that since women sometimes sold themselves in prostitution, that they might be likely to sell their votes, as well.  Parkman’s conclusion was fallacious, certainly; his understanding of the nature of women, however, was born out of the society in which he lived, a society that offered women few educational, and thus few employment, opportunities [17: 718]. 

We be​have and think and have certain life chances because our language and social structures divide us, on the basis of sex, into distinct categories whose members are assumed to share particular abilities and personality traits. In other words, gen​der is a structural feature of society, in the same way as is social class [4: 46].
Pre​cisely because gender is socially con​structed, it can never be taken for granted, which is the reason why gender socializa​tion is so intense and why gender deviance is so harshly sanctioned. We become gendered persons living in a gendered world, thinking gendered thoughts. De​pending on the culture, these gendered roles can overlap or be so different that women and men have difficulty under​standing one another's experiences [7: 510].
2.2. The Nature of Sex Differences
Most of the biological arguments that were once put forward to explain gender strati​fication have not stood the test of careful scientific examination. The past few years have seen the publication of extensive cri​tiques of the scientific literature on sex differences (Fee 1983, Bleier 1984, Keller 1985, Sapiro 1985, Fausto-Sterling 1986) [22:3].  This critical literature makes four impor​tant points:


1. Biological theories and research on sex differences have been profoundly bi​ased by patriarchal assumptions. As soon as one claim is disproven, another theory emerges to demonstrate the natural supe​riority of maleness, from Aristotle’s belief that men’s brains were simply larger than those of women and Darwin’s contention that women were lower on the evolutionary ladder than were men, to the current idea that male dominance is related to some aspects of right/left brain differ​ences [8: 48]. From this perspective, it would not really matter whether men depended more than women on the right half of the brain or the left; theorists would conclude that whatever capacities that half of the brain had were of higher quality [8: 50].


2. The data on sex differences are not very convincing or consistent. Take, for example, the claim that greater body strength and aggressiveness due to male
hormones accounts for male superiority. This reasoning cannot account for vari​ations over time and cross-culturally. Gender stratification is not greater in societies with larger average size differences between men or women, or lesser in societies with minimal sex differences in height and weight [8: 53].


3. Similarities are far more important and common than differences, although rarely reported.  While much has been written about sex differences in the orga​nization of the brain, the similarities in cognitive abilities are massive compared to the slight differences. [8: 48]The human brain is a very flexible piece of equipment, and the variation from one person to another, even in the same soci​ety, is so great that knowing a person's sex is little help in predicting mental capacity [8: 54].
4. It is impossible to isolate the effects of genes and hormones because they in​volve only tendencies that work them​selves out within social environments. In fact, the direction of influence may be the opposite of that commonly assumed. That is, hormone levels often reflect rather than cause location in a stratification sys​tem. In laboratory studies, the rats that win the struggle for status show a rise in male hormones, while the defeated ani​mals produce lower levels than before the contest [8: 56].
As for the evolutionary argument that humans carry forward the behavior pat​terns of their primate cousins, detailed studies of chimpanzees, the apes closest to humans, indicate that aggression in males and submissiveness in females are less common than among other primates. Chimpanzees do not live in male-domi​nated bands; they are relatively noncompetitive; and males and females are roughly similar in size. We have already dealt with the myth of man-the-hunter as the original model for gen​der hierarchies. Rather, it appears that egalitarian gathering represents the earli​est human adaptation to the environment [10: 306].
The critique of standard science as being based on a male model of behavior implies that there is another way to perceive and behave. This other view sees sex differ​ences as rooted in the social experiences of females and males,  not as being fixed in our genes or hormones or evolutionary history. Because it is women who nurture infants and raise children, it is women who develop a sense of connectedness to other people, who are sensitive to emo​tions, and who rely on experience in con​trast to abstract reasoning [2: 372]. In contrast, males, because they must separate them​selves from their mother in order to be​come masculine (defined as nonfemale), come to see themselves as isolated individ​uals, to think in terms of hierarchy and direct cause-and-effect relations, and to equate objectivity with truth [2: 372].
Although there is some controversy over the extent to which these differences are rooted in nature (biology) or nurture (soci​ety), most scholars agree that the two as​pects are intertwined, and that each is influenced by the other [11: 22].
Chapter III.

Gender sociology
 3.1. Sociology of gender relations

This chapter explores one central question: what does it mean to be male or to be female in contemporary Canadian society? Human social life always and everywhere has been built around the relationships between the sexes. Changes in these relationships thus affect the entire social structure [1: 408].
The sociology of gender relations developed in the early 1970s in response to the feminist movement. Until then, with a few exceptions [3: 133], the social behavior of females had been ignored by sociologists [3: 136]. Sociology was a science of male society [3: 135] that emphasized those social institutions and settings in which males predominate, such as the occupational, political, and legal systems. Where women were noticed at all, as in the sociology of the family [3: 139], it was their connection with men that counted. Consequently, matters of interest to women were often neglected. For example, urban sociology overlooked the behavior of mothers and children in parks, women at beauty parlors, widows in coffee shops [3: 148]. Indeed labelling the suburbs as “bedroom communi​ties” because the men leave during the day, conveys the message that what women and children do doesn’t matter very much [3: 149]. In addition, there was a tendency to assume that the results of studies of male behavior automatically applied to women as well (e.g., that people respond to leaders generally as they respond to male leadership). On other occasions, it was assumed that what was true of men could simply be reversed for a description of women (Fuller, 1978). The traits of ambitiousness and competitiveness, for example, were often associated with masculinity and disassociated with femininity [15: 101].
Recently, Canadian sociologists note that skewed assumptions about women contained in social sci​ence research are still being used to guide policy deci​sions in such areas as criminology, housing, and social welfare [7: 510]. For instance, because child care is not a priority for male prison inmates, many women's prisons have their programs modelled after men’s prisons [7: 511]. A Canadian study re​ported that two-thirds of their sample of incarcerated women had not seen their children since their impris​onment [7: 512].
The sociology of gender relations attempts both to remedy the discipline's previous exclusion of the femi​nine perspective and to encompass the masculine side of the equation [19: 80]. The gradual realization that males, too, have been trapped by traditional role definitions has led to critical analysis of the male situation [19: 81]. Although the bulk of the social science litera​ture has been written by men on topics of interest to men, consideration of the implications of cultural beliefs about maleness per se is a recent phenomenon [15: 104].
Note that the term gender relations is not a code​word for women. Though the women’s movement stimulated remedial sociology to analyze previously ignored female behavior, sociologists soon recognized the futility of attempting to study one sex in isolation from the other. Masculinity and femininity derive their meaning from the relation of one to the other. The roles most influenced by gender (e.g., husband, wife) are reciprocal roles. Moreover, the changes cur​rently taking place in female roles inevitably affect male roles as well [13: 120].
3.2. Feminism and gender studies

The philosopher and feminist Simone de Beauvoir applied existentialism to women's experience of life: “One is not born a woman, one becomes one.” In context, this is a philosophical statement, however, it is true biologically – a girl must pass puberty to become a woman – and true sociologically – mature relating in social contexts is learned, not instinctive [18: 40].
Within feminist theory, terminology for gender issues developed over the 1970s. In the 1974 edition of Masculine/Feminine or Human, the author uses “innate gender” and “learned sex roles”, but in the 1978 edition, the use of sex and gender is reversed. By 1980, most feminist writings had agreed on using gender only for socioculturally adapted traits [18: 48].
As we know, in gender studies the term gender is used to refer to proposed social and cultural constructions of masculinities and femininities. In this context, gender explicitly excludes reference to biological differences, to focus on cultural differences. This emerged from a number of different areas: in sociology during the 1950s; from the theories of the psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan; and in the work of French psychoanalysts like Julia Kristeva, Luce Irigaray and Bracha L. Ettinger and American feminists such as Judith Butler. Those who followed Butler came to regard gender roles as a practice, sometimes referred to as “performative” [5: 56].
Sociologists consider society to be constructed, and it follows that gender in our society is also constructed. We tend to easily equate sex and gender, and assume that knowing someone’s biological sex implies her or his gender. R. L. Chapman [2: 372] states that some people think sex will “automatically determine one’s gender demeanor and role (social) as well as one’s sexual orientation (sexual attractions and behavior) [2: 371]. However, gender is not produced at birth, as sexual organs are, and we have cultural origins and habits for dealing with gender. J. Donovan [5: 58] believes that humans must be taught how to act appropriately in their designated gender in order to properly fill the role. The way we behave as masculine, feminine, or any combination reflects the highly detailed gender maps that we have laid out in our society. Given how ingrained and detailed these gender schemas are, it is hard to imagine that we create and reinforce them ourselves. However, comments that we “are the results of many people embracing and acting on similar ideas [5: 60].
To maintain these detailed gender schemas, humans present and typically display their gender as either masculine or feminine. We do this through everything from clothing and hairstyle to relationship and employment choices. J. Donovan believes that these distinctions are important, because we want to identify and categorize people as soon as we see them. We need to place people into distinct categories in order to know how we should feel about them [5: 61].
Chapman comments that in a society where we present our genders so distinctly,  there can often be severe consequences for breaking these cultural norms. Many of these consequences are rooted in discrimination based on sexual orientation. Gays and lesbians are often discriminated against in our legal system due to societal prejudices. Hurst describes how this discrimination works against people for breaking gender norms, no matter what their sexual orientation is. He says that “courts often confuse sex, gender, and sexual orientation, and confuse them in a way that results in denying the rights not only of gays and lesbians, but also of those who do not present themselves or act in a manner traditionally expected of their sex  [2: 370]. This prejudice plays out in our legal system when a man or woman is judged differently because he or she does not present the “correct” gender. How we present and display our gender has consequences in everyday life, but also in institutionalized aspects of our society [19: 70].
Within both developing and industrialized so​cieties there continues to be oppression of women and marked inequality between women and men. Male-dominated social systems are said to foster the subservience and secondary status of women. Glob​ally, women do two-thirds of the work; act as peace​makers while often having no voice in actual arbitration of disputes; are the chief educators of family, and yet have more illiteracy than men; pro​vide more health care than all of the world's health services combined; and are often sexually exploited [25: 9]. Studies show that women who live out more traditional female roles in western society demonstrate significantly lower levels of self-esteem and higher levels of personal anxiety and conflict. Masculine roles tend to be valued higher than femi​nine roles [14: 266]. There is also evidence that men tend to deny the ex​istence of inequalities between genders or try to jus​tify it on various grounds. Women themselves often recognize the existence of inequality, but choose not to try to correct it because they have learned to be less confrontational and more conciliatory. Instead, they often attempt to compete as individuals, playing by the rules that were often established by and for men [14: 265].
Feminists are women and men who reject preju​dices that imply any inferiority of either gender. Some contemporary feminist groups are working for true equality for all women in fully equal partnership with men – a position held by the National Organiza​tion for Women (NOW). In using the word equality, they are not implying that women and men are the same, but rather that they deserve equal opportuni​ties and rights. Other groups are working to reduce the social importance of gender, and questioning the effects of traditional marriage on women. While mar​ried men seem to be happier and healthier than un​married men, the same cannot be said for women. The media have made much of some groups of younger women who have been dubbed “do me feminists”. They are women who do not have as much interest in social or political action, and do not particularly admire strong, career-woman role mod​els. But they are in control of their own desires, know what they want, and go after it. Sexually, they want to be able to feel free to make their own choices. Some commentators insist that such women are not femi​nists, but simply have been caught in stereotyped roles and want to justify them. Others say that femi​nists want to avoid compartmentalizing people by narrowly defined characteristics, instead encouraging members of both sexes to be comfortable in what​ever roles they choose [17: 718] The feminist movement in the United States is not new. There have been several waves of activity through​out American history [17: 726]. The first major public outcry for women's rights came in 1848 when Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Susan B. Anthony, and sev​eral other women wrote their “Declaration of Senti​ments” and presented it at the first U.S. women's rights convention in Seneca Falls, New York [6: 411].
As the move to abolish slavery grew in the nineteenth century, women began to liken their position to that of slaves and began to fight for their own rights. After women gained the right to vote in 1920, the movement subsided somewhat until the mid-1960s. Then, partly due to the atmosphere of protest occasioned by the Vietnam War, and partly due to a new awareness of inequality in society that was fu​eled by mass media communication, the modern feminist movement gained momentum. Terms such as “women's liberation” and “sexism” became part of everyone's vocabulary. Unfortunately, some people have developed an inaccurate image of feminists as bra-burning, screaming women who picket against sexist issues and hate men. In fact, discrimination against women is evident in our society in a variety of ways, and feminists are working to reduce inequal​ity between the sexes [24: 5].
Contemporary feminist thought has created a renewed awareness that women can be equal partici​pants in sexual activity, as well as other aspects of human life. Traditional stereotypes held that women were less interested in sex and less easily aroused than men. This also meant that men were expected to be the primary initiators of sex, wooing and seducing their female partners until they finally gave in. Mod​ern feminism has raised our consciousness about fe​male sexuality, showing that women want to enjoy and be full participants in sex. It has become clear that women can desire sexual intimacy in all of its dimensions, and it is now more socially permissible for them to initiate sexual encounters. Sex is no longer something to which women are expected to submit as an obligation to a male partner. Instead it is part of the human experience that can be negoti​ated, discussed, and actively enjoyed by both women and men if and when they choose to do so [25: 6].
3.3. The Importance of gender
Our argument for the importance of gender rests upon two major points. First, in Canadian society, as in all human societies, the genders are differentiated. A great fuss is made over the biological distinctions between female and male. Elaborate sets of meanings are built upon them. Gender's impact upon the individual begins at the moment of birth and continues until the moment of death.  The parents of a newborn infant ask: “Is it a boy or a girl?” Though at this stage the infant is little more than a bundle of tissue with potentiality, members of society immediately begin to react to it in terms of its gender. It will likely be wrapped in a pink or blue blanket. It will also be given a name that usually signals its sex. This initial gender assignment is the beginning of a sorting process into different socialization streams [7: 510].
Sex-typing begins even before birth. Fagarty [7: 513] reported that mothers-to-be responded to the activity of the fetuses in a sex-differentiated fashion. If the fetus kicked and moved a great deal, this behavior was often interpreted as a sign that the baby was male. There is a great deal of folk wisdom on this subject. For example, a child's pre-natal position supposedly indicates its sex, boys being carried high and girls low [26: 1].
Parents’ perception of their infants after birth con​tinues to be sex-typed. D. Popenoe [16: 291] reported that fathers expected their daughters to be pretty, fragile, sweet, and delicate, and their sons to be athletic and aggressive. C. G. Heilbrun [11: 22] inter​viewed thirty pairs of parents at a Boston hospital within twenty-four hours of the birth of their first child. Fifteen of the couples had daughters and fif​teen had sons. Infant girls were described by the parents as “softer”, “finer-featured”, “littler” and “prettier” boys as “bigger”, “stronger”, “firmer” and “more alert”.  Although males are generally slightly longer and heavier at birth [11: 22], the hospital records showed that these particular male and female infants did not differ whatsoever in birth length, weight, or health [11: 23].
Throughout life, gender permeates every social relationship and every sphere of human activity. There are girls’ games and boys’ games, women’s work and men's work. Being a male university student is not the same as being a female university student [5: 180].
Being a wife, mother, divorcee, widow, or elderly woman is not the same as being a husband, father, divorced male, widower, or elderly man. The male-female distinction serves as a basic organizing princi​ple for every human society [21: 46]. Family, work, religion, politics, and sports have traditionally employed a division of labor that cleaves along gen​der lines [5: 186].
A second reason for gender's importance is that society values men's characteristics and activities more than women's [21: 20]. The sexes are ranked. As a category, males have more status, power, influence, and resources than females. Tradi​tionally, society has not shared Maurice Chevalier's sentiment of “Vive la difference!” [21: 21].
Heilbrun’s  study of Ottawa kindergarten chil​dren, mentioned above, found evidence of early un​derstanding of gender inequality. The children main​tained that their school was rife with “girl germs”, which threatened boys who came into physical con​tact with girls. The only way for a boy to ward off girl germs was to enact the purification ritual of crossing his fingers as soon as possible after touching the girl [20: 38].
When parents ask the doctors which sex their new​born infant is, in all likelihood they are hoping for a particular answer. If the baby is their first child or intended to be their only child, research shows that parents tend to prefer a boy [6: 419]. Which sex would you yourself prefer to be? Chances are that if you are female, you sometimes wish you were male and, if you are male, you are quite satisfied to re​main that way. Why do people condone – even admire – the masculine behavior of a twelve-year-old girl and abhor the feminine behavior of a twelve-year-old boy? Even the labels for these children, “tomboy” and “sissy”, communicate societal sentiments. The answer to this question, and many more just like it, is clear: society values males more highly than females [6: 420].
Conclusion

The purpose of this paper has been to present fairly and comprehensively the arguments against gender in Modern English. The set of concepts around gender, equal opportunities and women’s studies has increased considerably in the past decades. A concept such as “gender” is used more and more, in different contexts. 
Many writers have remarked on the problem of expressing or not expressing gender in Modern English. Women ask why man is the generic form, as in mankind, and why woman is derivative, as though lesser. I have heard people attempting to justify this on religious grounds, since Eve was created from Adam's rib, and is therefore derivative.
The historical meaning of gender is something like “things we treat differently because of their inherent differences”. It has three common applications in contemporary English. Most commonly it is applied to the general differences between men and women, without any assumptions regarding biology or sociology. Sometimes however, the usage is technical or assumes a particular theory of human nature, this is always clear from the context. Finally the same word, gender, is also commonly applied to the independent concept of distinctive word categories in certain languages. Grammatical gender has little or nothing to do with differences between men and women.
Likewise, the word sex has two distinct meanings in English. It can be used to describe whether an individual of a sexually reproducing species is physically male or female. Sex, male and female in this sense view humans as Homo sapiens and are impersonal, or dehumanizing, in many contexts. The word sex is also used to refer to erotic behaviour between humans, rather more broadly than mating is used of animals. Reproduction is not assumed in reference to human sexual behaviour. Both uses of sex are clearly relevant to the study of differences between men and women.

Why are so insistent that women and men are different? This course paper provides a fascinating and highly readable look at how society divides people into feminine woman and masculine man. It explores gender as a way of seeing women and men as not just biological organisms but people shaped by their everyday social world. It examines how gender has been understood and lived in the past, how it is understood and done differently by different cultures and groups within cultures, and what might be the strength and limitations of different ways of thinking and doing gender.

 Gender and particularly the role of women is widely recognized as vitally important to international development issues.  This often means a focus on gender-equality, ensuring participation, but includes an understanding of the different roles and expectation of the genders within the community. 

As well as directly addressing inequality, attention to gender issues is regarded as important to the success of development programs, for all participants. For example, in microfinance it is common to target women, as besides the fact that women tend to be over- represented in the poorest segments of the population, they are also regarded as more reliable at repaying the loans. Also, it is claimed that women are more likely to use the money for the benefit of their families. 

Some organizations working in developing countries and in the development field have incorporated advocacy and empowerment for women into their work. A notable example is Wangari Maathai’s environmental organization, the Green Belt Movement.
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