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This dissertation investigates gender definition in recently published peer-
reviewed journal articles in the field of sociology. | use content analysis to examine
various aspects of gender definition in 37 analytic categories, most notably explicit
definition and references to “sex,” “female,” and/or “male.” | apply these codes to two
samples of articles about gender. The first sample represents the field of sociology as a
whole; it includes 100 randomly selected articles with “gender” in their title, published
between 2006 and 2010 in 49 sociology journals with the highest 2010 five-year impact
factor scores. The second sample represents the sociological subfield of sociology of
gender and comprises 68 articles that include all of those with the word “gender” in their
title published in Gender & Society between 2006 and 2010.

| found that gender is relatively infrequently defined explicitly and that the terms
“sex,” “female,” and “male” are used frequently. In the general sociology sample, 12%
of the articles include an explicit definition of gender and 76% of the articles include
references to “sex,” “female,” and/or “male.” In the sociology of gender sample, 26.5%
of the articles include an explicit definition of gender and 57.4% include references to

“sex,” “female,” and/or “male.” Taken together these findings suggest that both



sociologists who write about gender in non-gender specific journals and sociologists who
publish in the subfield of sociology of gender do not explicitly define gender and often
use “sex,” “female,” and “male” as identifiers without any intention to invoke biological
or reproductive essentialism. My results can be explained primarily by the pervasive,
variable, embedded, and taken-for-granted character of gender in the empirical social
world that appears to make it difficult for scholars to “see” it clearly. The differences
between samples reflect the general orientation of sociology of gender as a subfield
towards gender not only as its principal area of study but also as an analytic problem that
requires conceptual investigation and explanation. | conclude that gender scholars in
sociology might benefit from insights from the concepts literature, gender theory, and
other disciplinary and interdisciplinary fields where gender is conceptualized more

explicitly.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Introduction

My dissertation is about gender definition in sociological scholarship and asks the
question, how is gender conceptualized in sociology? It offers an empirical exploration
of the types of definitions of gender that appear in recent scholarly literature published in
the discipline. | use the technique of content analysis to investigate whether and how
gender is defined in both sociological scholarship in general and the subfield of sociology
of gender. My analysis draws on gender literature in sociology, gender theory, and a
methods-focused subset of the literature about concepts.

This project speaks to several areas of inquiry. To my knowledge, my research is
the first to offer a systematic study of the type of gender definition in large, representative
samples of scholarly literature published in the field of sociology at large and within the
subfield of sociology of gender. As such, it contributes to the discipline of sociology as a
whole, to the sociology of gender, and to the work of those who study concepts as part of
social science methods. I discuss the contribution my work makes to each of these fields
more precisely below. Overall, the research reported here is best located as part of the
larger effort of gender scholars in sociology. While the concepts literature adds
significantly to my analyses, | believe the insights that emerge are relevant primarily to
how gender can be understood as an object of inquiry in the field of sociology. |
contribute to this endeavor by providing a heretofore absent empirical assessment of
gender definition in sociology and analysis in relation to how sociologists have responded

to gender’s taken-for-granted character.



This chapter offers some context for my work and makes an argument for why it
matters. First, | provide a short history of my interest in this topic, an explanation of how
the project has come to take the form it does here, and introduce the term “gender
reduction”. Second, | define the phenomenon I have termed gender reduction and make
the case for why this is a useful way to think about the relationship between the study of
gender and scholarly gender definition. Third, I argue that the many ways gender has
been characterized in sociological scholarship both demonstrate its immense empirical
complexity and suggest the usefulness of a study of gender definition. Fourth, I briefly
summarize the utility of using a concepts framework to study gender definition in
sociology. Fifth, I outline the contributions my research makes to the fields of sociology
at large, sociology of gender, and the study of concepts from a methods perspective.
Finally, I provide outlines for the rest of the chapters in this dissertation.

History of the Project

My project is about how gender is conceptualized in sociological scholarship.
This work emerged out of my dual interests in gender and concepts, which my
dissertation brings together in a single project. In my first graduate classes at Rutgers |
was captivated by the representation of gender in sociological scholarship, especially in
the subfield of sociology of gender. Both of these were mostly new to me as | had come
to a sociology program after graduate work in another field. My interest in concepts
developed later, in response to seeking a framework for studying gender definition and
out of a general concern with the importance of methods in social science.

Reading gender scholarship in sociology over the years, | noticed that gender was

rarely — indeed, if ever — defined in clear, substantively meaningful ways. | read many



articles ostensibly about gender but that did not include any definition at all of gender
itself. | also read a substantial number of sources from the subfield of sociology of
gender and from gender theory where definitions of gender that describe its form or
function, rather than its substantive meaning, prevail. Because in sociological
scholarship it is common practice to define or operationalize key terms, this absence was
particularly notable. Further, given that one of the founding premises of sociological
gender scholarship is the separation of biological sex from social gender, along with
subsequent reconceptualizations of the sex/gender relationship, it is important that
scholars are clear what they mean when they refer to and write about gender, whether
they define it as an object, a process or set of processes, or a structure or set of structures.
The sources in which | observed a lack of substantive or content-based gender definitions
included influential works such as Butler’s Gender Trouble: Feminism and the
Subversion of Identity (1990), Connell’s Gender and Power: Society, the Person, and
Sexual Politics (1987), Masculinities (1995), and Gender (2002), and West and
Zimmerman’s oft-cited article, “Doing Gender” (1987). These are all sophisticated
accounts of what gender is and how it works, yet all seemed to be missing a fundamental
component of gender. This initial view that the above-mentioned theories of gender were
inadequate in how they defined it set the bar high for my coding of gender definitions in
my content analyses (see Chapter 3 for a complete account of the composition of my
samples and the codes I used). Although I strived for complete objectivity and neutrality
in evaluating the sources | employ to investigate gender definition in contemporary

sociological literature, I acknowledge that these early perceptions may have influenced



how | categorized gender definitions insofar as | only classified overt views of gender as
explicitly defined.

| then wondered how it could be possible, given the very large volume of
scholarship about gender in one way or another, which had been published in the field of
sociology, that | had not read what | thought was a substantive definition of gender. | had
assumed that even if there were differences in how sociologists who study gender
conceive of what it is, the field as a whole included a more or less comprehensive
account of what gender is and what it means. Yet this did not seem to be the case and in
fact it seemed as though gender’s taken-for-grantedness had permeated the very
scholarship intended to explain it. My dissertation emerged out of this original
observation that explicit definitions of gender appeared to be missing in the sociological
gender literature.

In earlier formulations of the project, | thought about the disconnect | saw in the
literature in several ways. First, | decided that the framework of form versus content
might be a good way to understand it. Was gender in fact being defined in scholarship
only in terms of its shapes or outlines but never in terms of the content that enlivened
these? | took gender’s content to be various types and manifestations of femininities and
masculinities, and while there seemed to be many implicit references to these concepts
they were rarely described explicitly. Then | wondered if perhaps I might better explain
the lack of explicit substantive definitions of gender in sociological scholarship in terms
of the relationship between what I conceived of as empirical gender, or gender as it
appears in the social world, and conceptual gender, or the way gender is defined in

sociological scholarship. In this formulation, the former’s complexity and intuitive



character defeated the definition of the latter. Though I think both of these ways of
thinking about the topic of this research may have been analytically fruitful, I noticed that
both hinged on explaining a phenomenon that | had observed anecdotally but not yet
established definitively or systematically.

This dissertation thus focuses on exploring the original definitional enigma that
caught my attention when | first began studying gender. Instead of assuming it is present
in the sociological gender scholarship however, | take a step back and consider whether it
is in fact the case that gender is either ill-defined or not defined at all in the sources that
ostensibly address it directly. | began the project with an entirely open mind about what
to expect in terms of whether and how scholars define gender. | offer a systematic
examination of the degree to which it is the case that gender is rarely defined
substantively or explicitly across recent sociological scholarship as a whole, as well as
whether or not this is true of recent publications in the subfield of sociology of gender. |
chose to frame my study of gender’s definition in sociology in relation to
conceptualization for the intuitive reason that concepts can legitimately be expected to
provide the clearest and most useful definitions of key objects of study. From a
methodological perspective, the concept offers the promise of a lucidity that can
substantially sharpen the scholar’s analytic eye. | wondered if sociologists who study
gender take advantage of this feature of the concept. To the best of my knowledge, the
social science methods literature on concepts has not been methodically applied to the

problem of gender. In part, my dissertation takes up this project.



Gender Reduction

| propose the term “gender reduction” to describe a particular feature of the way
the word gender is used, which | observed in my initial analyses of gender-focused
sociological literature. As the term suggests, this feature involves a perceived
diminishing of gender or a diminishing of some characteristic of or related to gender. |
intend it to describe the limiting or reducing of gender’s empirical complexity in
scholarship by the way it is — or is not — defined in scholarly sociological sources about
gender. By “gender” in gender reduction, | refer to analytical accounts of gender as they
appear in the sociology literature.

Generally, scholars appear to use the term gender in at least two ways. The first is
to refer to empirical reality, intending to point to or describe a phenomenon or
phenomena in the social world. The second is to promote analysis, where gender is used
in conceptual, analytical, and/or theoretical ways, which may or may not directly
correspond to the empirical object(s) under study. In this project I mostly use gender in
the second way, to refer to its conceptual meaning. Some overlap in the two uses is
unavoidable, however.

The “reduction” in gender reduction represents two things: the limiting of both
conceptual or analytical understanding of gender in scholarly sources, and the possible
consequent diminishing of scholars’ capability to capture and analyze the full variety of
the empirical phenomena that make up gender. Gender’s immense empirical complexity,
which I discuss in the next section, may be reduced in scholarship because of the
restriction of the analytical complexity of gender as a conceptual tool. It is also possible

that the opposite is true: the empirical complexity of gender makes it especially difficult



for scholars to analyze it as fully as they might, as Salzinger (2003) suggests in her
account of gendering of workers on the shop floor of Mexico’s maquiladoras. While my
project cannot speak directly to these questions, it does allow me to see whether
sociologists who study and write about gender define, conceptualize, or explain it
analytically in their work. This research is thus a first step towards investigating the
relationship between the character of gender as a set of social phenomena and its
scholarly treatment in sociology. In subsequent chapters I also consider as an explanation
for the results of my content analyses the theory that the pervasiveness, variability, and
embeddedness of gender in social life conceal it even from scholars of gender.

In one sense, then, my research serves as an empirical test of gender reduction in
recently published sociology sources. While | use the term gender reduction to describe
the pattern I expect to find, it is best understood as shorthand for a proposal about the
way gender is treated analytically in the contemporary scholarly sociological literature
rather than a definitive empirical outcome or an already-argued case. Further, while I
gather data about whether the sources I study include explicit definitions of gender or not,
| also collect information about implicit and other types of use of gender, so as to
systematically investigate other possible patterns of gender definitions.

Gender’s Empirical Complexity

Gender is a vastly complicated, interrelated, often enigmatic, set of empirical
phenomena, (Connell 2002; Ferree 2010; Lorber 1996; Risman 2004) including “perhaps
the most pervasive, fundamentally, and universally accepted way we separate and
characterize human beings” (Meadow 2010:815). The many different aspects of gender

that have been documented and the ways gender has been characterized attest both to this



immense complexity as it appears in the real social world and to gender researchers’
dedication to capturing it accurately in their scholarship. Though I go about it in a
different way, my work also looks to explore and identify the true empirical complexity
of gender and gendered phenomena in the same way as the scholars whose work I cite.
The research reported here thus contributes to the larger collective sociological project of
representing gender as it operates in the real world as faithfully as possible in scholarship.
Finally, although I identify different elements of gender that scholars have taken up, |
recognize that there is much overlap both in the perspectives themselves and in the
scholarly work 1 use to illustrate them. This is especially true in terms of micro or
individual-level and macro or structural-level views, which are the ways gender has most
commonly been addressed.

Gender has been much addressed as an individual and interactional phenomenon
in which individuals produce and are accountable for their productions of gender. These
theories often incorporate structural understandings of gender as well. The best known
version is West and Zimmerman’s (1987) “Doing Gender” and subsequent follow-ups
(these include, but are not limited to, Fenstermaker and West 2002; Jurik and Siemsen
2009; Risman 2008; West and Fenstermaker 1995; West and Zimmerman 2009). They
build on Kessler and McKenna’s (1978) earlier, book-length treatment of the same
subject, which incorporates an ethnomethodological perspective, particularly the role of
the natural attitude (Garfinkel 1967), in explaining the social production of the apparent
naturalness of “two, and only two” genders (Kessler and McKenna 1978:3). More recent

reference to gender as an interactional, accountable phenomenon can be found in



Meadow’s (2011) research about how parents make sense of gender variation in their
children.

Another notable account of gender that focuses on individual manifestations as a
reflection of structural character is Butler’s (1990) work on gender as performative
identity. Gender operates as performances that cite previous performances, which create
citational accounts that shape subsequent gender performances. Gender seems natural,
consistent, and identity-based because of this citational character, which contributes to its
institutionalization. Thorne (1993) similarly links individual and structural levels in her
explanation of how children learn, reproduce, and maintain gender norms and boundaries
in school. Here kids’ gendered behavior is understood as a social process that reinforces
gender differences as kids enact gender norms in same- and between-gendered groups.

Gender has also frequently been understood from a structural and/or institutional
perspective (Connell 1987, 1995, 2002; Martin 2004; Ridgeway 2009, 2011; Ridgeway
and Correll 2004; Risman 1998, 2004), where it is generally conceptualized as a set of
macro-level arrangements that disadvantage women and advantage men (McCall 2001).
Connell (1987, 1995, 2002) argues that social practices shape social structures but are
also possibly transformative of those structures. Understanding gender requires a theory
of practice because it is enacted through emergent practices that produce its enduring
institutional dimension. Risman (2004) advances a view of gender as a social structure
that is rooted in individual, interactional, and institutional dimensions of social life and
perpetuates inequality simultaneously within each of them. Ridgeway (2009, 2011)
contends that gender inequality persists because contemporary contexts are framed by

dated ideas about gender that incorporate inequality. These bring new inequality to
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situations that might otherwise not reproduce it, or reproduce it so robustly, thus
perpetuating “older” inequality based on membership in gender categories.

Scholars have also studied gender include as an institutional phenomenon in
gendered organizations (Acker 1990, 2007; Britton 2000, 2003; Kanter 1977; Martin
2003) and as an element of culture (Ridgeway 2009, 2011; Ridgeway and Correll 2004).
While these understandings are perhaps less common than individual-institutional views,
they still appear frequently in sociological gender scholarship. Many gender scholars
(Ferree 2010; Ferree, Lorber, and Hess 2000; Lorber 1996; Risman 2004), including most
of those discussed above, explicitly address gender at multiple levels of social life and
analysis, advancing the recognition that gender as a set of empirical social phenomena
functions in diverse ways at several levels of analysis simultaneously.

Two themes that pervade accounts of gender are a strong focus on inequality and
persistent attention to the role of sex and sex categorization in what gender means and
how it operates. Many scholars theorize gender at least partly as a mechanism of
inequality between women and men (Butler 2004; Connell 1987, 2002; England 2010;
Hill Collins 1990; Lorber 2005; McCall 2001; Ridgeway 2009, 2011; Ridgeway and
Correll 2004; West and Zimmerman 1987; West and Fenstermaker 1995). These views
seek to understand the persistent and wide-ranging superiority of masculinity and
inferiority of femininity in terms of the ways gender as an individual phenomenon and
structural arrangement produces a gender hierarchy in most, if not all, areas of social life.
Intersectional theory or intersectionality advances another approach to gender inequality
by proposing that gender differences and inequalities are mutually constituted by other

forms of difference and inequality, such as race, ethnicity, class, sexuality, and age,
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among others (Cho, Williams, and McCall 2013; Crenshaw 1991, 1997; Hill Collins
1990; McCall 2005). In contextualizing gender in relation to other inequalities
intersectional theory seeks to promote the scholarly view of gender as a concept that must
be understood as inextricably intertwined with other elements of difference and identity.

Gender scholarship has also sought to explore and explain the relationship
between sex, sex category, and gender (Butler 1993; Connell 1987, 2002; Fausto-Sterling
2000; Halberstam 1998; Harrison and Hood-Williams 2002; Kessler and McKenna 1978;
West and Zimmerman 1987). As gender meanings at all level of social life and analysis
are conventionally connected to meanings of sex, it is clear that gender also references
sex in some way, though scholars disagree about exactly how this is so. The project of
disentangling the biological from the social — and vice versa (Fausto-Sterling 2000) — has
long preoccupied gender scholars, partly as a result of the way lay understandings of
gender seem to unavoidably incorporate biology and reproduction.

A Concepts Lens

My research also draws on the social science literature that takes concepts to be
methodologically useful. While | provide a detailed review of this scholarship in the next
chapter, here | summarize the benefits of using a concepts framework to study gender
definition in sociology. As the scholarly site of explicit definition, the concept serves to
offer scholars’ clearest, most direct, best definitions of the elements of their research. As
a result it makes sense to look at concepts in seeking to study gender definition generally
and further investigate the idea of gender reduction. Gender reduction might also be

understood as conceptual collapse, but what this really means cannot be understood
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without a preliminary understanding of what concepts are and what they do for social
science scholars.

Concepts have received little attention as part of social scientific methods
(Gerring 1999; Gerring and Baressi 2003; Goertz 2006), yet they offer significant insight-
producing potential for scholars. Consistent with the methods-focused concepts
literature, | understand the concept to be an analytical device intended to produce
scholarly insight. Scholars can use the concept to do this because of its capacity to
deepen observation and strengthen specification. Concepts are especially appropriate to
use in studying gender because it is such a complex and often opaque subject. Further, as
the previous section demonstrates, gender is not a single entity but rather a large
constellation of empirically diverse phenomena. Given these challenges, sociological
study of gender might benefit from an overtly concepts-oriented approach.

Contributions

The research reported in this dissertation makes contributions to three areas of
scholarship: the field of sociology as a whole, the subfield of sociology of gender, and the
methods-focused concepts literature. First, to the field of sociology my work offers a
systematic empirical account of how gender is defined in recent scholarship published in
sociology journals. To my knowledge, my project is the first investigation of this topic in
a representative sample of peer-reviewed journal articles. It also offers two distinct
interpretive explanations for my results, one based in the gender literature and one in the
concepts literature.

Second, this project contributes to the subfield of sociology of gender. My

research provides a meta-analysis of the way gender is defined in a field that is arguably
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devoted to full and accurate conceptual definition of gender. Because | content analyze
representative samples of both the field of sociology as a whole and the subfield of
sociology of gender, | am able to compare several aspects of gender definition across my
samples. ldentifying similarities and variation in patterns of definition in both of these
areas of literature gives sociologists who study gender valuable information about the
state of knowledge in their field and subfield. My work is most comfortably located as
part of the sociology of gender because of its central focus on how gender is defined,
which is one of the key interests of sociologists of gender, even though I do not seek to
offer a definition of gender myself. Because my purpose in this project is not to evaluate
individual definitions of gender but rather to explore patterns of gender definition in
sociological scholarship, developing my own definition is beyond the scope of this
research.

Third, this work also contributes to the methods-focused concepts literature. It
offers an empirical case that to the best of my knowledge has not been examined in
relation to the methods-focused concepts scholarship | survey in Chapter 2. My results
allow me to draw preliminary conclusions about whether the concept is a useful analytic
device for studying gender in the way that those who consider the concept
methodologically propose. As | suggest above, gender is a special case for
conceptualization insofar as its pervasiveness, variability, and embeddedness in social life
hide it from scholars’ collective analytic eye. Gender is also possibly different from
other phenomena in terms of conceptualization because of the substantial variety of

empirically distinct though related phenomena that are captured by a single term.
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Chapter Outline

This dissertation includes four additional substantive chapters and a concluding
chapter. Chapter 2 provides a concepts framework for studying gender definition. |
review the relevant social science literature on concepts, develop a methods-oriented
approach for thinking about the concept, and offer a set of queries or questions to use in
considering gender definition among the sources in my samples. My questions for
analysis are based on four themes that emerge in the concepts literature. These are:
essential contestation, concept formation and definition, scientific versus ordinary
language, and concept evaluation. | also list my expectations in relation to each set of
queries for my general sociology sample and my sociology of gender sample.

Chapter 3 describes the sampling procedures | employ to gather the two samples |
use and the analytic techniques I use to evaluate them. My two samples represent the
field of sociology as a whole and the sociological subfield of sociology of gender. |
examine these areas of scholarship separately because | expect to see more explicit and
possibly more sophisticated gender definition in sources published within the subfield
because it is oriented towards conceptualizing gender in a way that the discipline of
sociology as a whole is not. Doing so allows me to evaluate whether gender is treated
differently analytically in the discipline of sociology as a whole and the subfield devoted
to its study. My general sociology sample of 100 articles is drawn from a larger
population of sociology journal articles that have “gender” in the title, published between
2006 and 2010. My sociology of gender sample is made up of the 68 articles in the
journal Gender & Society with “gender” in the title, also published between 2006 and

2010. Though I describe the latter set of articles as a “sample” so that it is comparable to
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the terminology I use is discussing my general sociology sample, in fact the Gender &
Society articles form a total population during the study period. 1 opted to use articles
only from Gender & Society because this journal arguably both represents and forms the
core of sociology of gender scholarship. | use the method of content analysis to examine
various aspects of conceptualization of gender in the articles in each sample. This
chapter also includes a complete account of the categories | used for coding all articles in
both samples.

Chapters 4 and 5 comprise my analyses. Chapter 4 reports the results of the
content analyses for both my general sociology sample and my sociology of gender
sample. | describe quantitative and qualitative results separately for each sample.
Chapter 5 offers analysis of the results of the content analyses of both samples. | seek to
explain my findings in terms of the sociological gender scholarship and the concepts
literature | review in Chapter 2. First, | locate my findings in the sociological scholarship
that takes gender as its primary subject; this work tends to fall in the sociological subfield
of sociology of gender and the interdisciplinary area of gender theory. Second, | apply
the conceptualization queries developed in Chapter 2 to the definitions of gender I find in
both samples. 1 also include a comparative assessment of the differences | found between
my general sociology sample and sociology of gender sample.

My conclusions summarize my findings, consider implications of the outcomes,
and suggest directions for future research. | also offer a broader framing of the results of

my work and proposals for improved gender conceptualization in sociology.
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Chapter 2: A Concepts Framework
Introduction

This chapter develops a framework for thinking about the methodological purpose
of the concept as an analytic tool. | argue that such a view of concepts can be fruitfully
applied to investigate gender definitions in sociological scholarship. First, | discuss the
various definitions of the concept in social science literature, including methods-based,
cognitive, and philosophical approaches. Next, I review the social science literature on
concepts and identify four themes that are relevant for my project, followed by an
exploration of ideal types in relation to studying gender. | contend that the concept as a
methodological device has much to offer sociologists who study gender. Finally, I
outline a set of considerations about concepts to use in analyzing sociological scholars’
gender conceptualizations.

Concepts lie at the heart of social research. All scholars use them, even if they
never define their key terms or refer to them explicitly as concepts. | begin with the
premise that by virtue of inclusion in academic work, key words and their definitions
used to describe empirical or theoretical objects/elements count as concepts. Scholars are
not engaged in the work of offering dictionary definitions because they use precise terms
and define them (or not) in an analytic context with the expectation, explicit or implicit,
that their terms do analytic work — even if that work is only definition. In this
understanding, the scholarly context marks concepts as analytic devices, even if this
function is not literally put into practice, rather than simply terms that have been, or
might be, defined. Further, in a more general way concepts build on and contribute to

schools of thought and intellectual traditions or practices. As a result, I consider
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definitional enterprises in scholarly literature as conceptual ones, and focus here on
developing a framework to consider the way this definitional enterprise operates for
gender.

To answer the question of how gender is conceptualized in sociology, | need to
understand what concepts are and do in terms of the scholarly research enterprise. My
main purpose in this chapter is to articulate an approach for considering the concept in
social research that captures its methodological role, rather than its classificatory,
categorizing, or cognitive roles. By methodological I mean what scholars do with
concepts and how they use them in the research process to facilitate and generate insights
into a particular aspect of the social world through an analytic process. Analytic here
refers broadly to an interpretive approach involving detailed attention to the components
of a given phenomenon. These definitions describe what almost every sociologist does in
her research, but I specify them to further distinguish between a methods-based
understanding of the concept and a classificatory or cognitive one. | am thus interested in
concepts as tools of social research, although I make no claim that definitions of concepts
not used in an explicitly methodological way are inadequate. Rather, | argue that the
concept can be fruitfully understood as part of the overall series of rules and mechanisms
that comprise sociological methods, and that this view can be useful in investigating
gender definition in sociology. The process of defining concepts is especially relevant to
gender research because of the subtlety, complexity, and taken-for-granted character of
gender.

Given the variety of meanings that have been attributed to the concept, a note on

terms, meanings, and language is appropriate to begin this chapter. As a general
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understanding, my use of the term “concept” follows Merton’s definition: *. . . a concept
is a general idea which, once having been defined, tagged, substantially generalized, and
explicated can effectively guide inquiry into seemingly diverse phenomena” (1984:267).
Essentially, a concept is an analytically-oriented definition of an object under study,
empirically or theoretically. | distinguish between the scholarly uses of concepts and
those people commonly use in everyday life. The former is intended to produce insight
while the latter is intended primarily for identification. This distinction is not steadfast,
however, because this feature of a concept is related to the intent of its use, which is not
necessarily captured in the definition of a concept itself. For the purpose of studying how
gender has been conceptualized in sociological scholarship, a definition of gender does
not need to be self-consciously conceptual to qualify as a conceptual definition. This use
also more or less follows the use of the term in the literature | employ.

Some authors use the terms “conception” and “conceptualization” to refer to what
| call a concept, and although | maintain these uses as they appear in direct quotations, I
assume them to be generally interchangeable with the term concept. | use the term
conceptualization to mean the process of producing or defining a concept as such. This
term is less common in the literatures on concepts and tends to be most prevalent in
formal explanations of social scientific research methods, most often in textbooks (for
example, Babbie 2013:122-5; Chambliss and Schutt 2013:61). 1 use it to describe the
procedure by which a concept is defined explicitly as such.

What is a Concept?

There has been surprisingly little written about concepts from a distinctly

sociological or indeed methodologically substantive perspective (Gerring 1999:358;
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Goertz 2006), despite the important role concepts occupy in an empirically oriented field
such as sociology. Exceptions include case studies of particular concepts, such as
“value” (Adler 1956), “commitment” (Becker 1960), “paradigm” (Eckberg and Hill, Jr.
1979), and “socially expected duration” (Merton 1984), although these do not offer
comprehensive accounts of concept use or formation beyond the individual concepts each
examines. Even undergraduate social research methods textbooks, which could be
expected to provide clear and straightforward methods-based definitions of the concept
define concepts as mental images instead. Babbie’s well-known social research textbook,
The Practice of Social Research, describes concepts as “abstract elements representing
classes of phenomena within the field of study” (2013:43). More accessibly, he states
that concepts are “constructs derived by mutual agreement from mental images
(conceptions),” where constructs are not real or observable in themselves but “have a
definite relationship to things that are real and observable” (124, original emphasis).
Babbie’s point that definitions of objects are arbitrary, and must be discussed among
scholars to ensure consensus, is well taken. Yet, this view of the concept tells us little
about the purpose of concepts in relation to sociological methods beyond their
importance in keeping co-authors on the same page — arguably a function already served
by simple definitions.

In another popular undergraduate textbook, Making Sense of the Social World,
Chambliss and Schutt define a concept as “a mental image that summarizes a set of
similar observations, feelings, or ideas” (2013:319), but “not a simple object” (2013:52).
This understanding of the concept is similar to Babbie’s, indicating that concepts are

important in social research for providing scholars a shared understanding of the precise
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meanings of complex terms. Nonetheless, it also fails to capture the concept’s role as
part of the methods social researchers actively use to advance their projects.

The perspective that underlies Babbie’s and Chambliss and Schutt’s definitions of
the concept is the most common, “classical” (Adcock 2005) scholarly understanding of
concepts. | label this understanding the cognitive view. Here, the concept is understood
as a mental entity, and includes definitions of concepts as mental images, mental
representations, and mental categories (Laurence and Margolis 1999; Murphy 2002;
Zerubavel 1991, 1997). The concept is essentially a classificatory device used in mental
sorting. While this view is especially prevalent in psychological research, it is also
evident in sociology and philosophy. The cognitive view further underlies several
definitions of the concept that might otherwise be considered non-cognitive (Adcock
2005; Sartori 1984), an indication of both its pervasiveness and powerful academic
influence.

The cognitive view recognizes concepts as mental representations of objects that
enable both classification and basic thought. Margolis and Laurence define concepts as
“mental particulars” (1999:5), noting that while other intellectual traditions such as
philosophy classify concepts as abstract entities, they “see no reason why concepts can’t
be mental representations” (1999:8). In the cognitive view, concepts can be understood
as knowledge: “Concepts are a kind of mental glue . . . because the concepts themselves
are connected to our larger knowledge structures. Our concepts embody much of our
knowledge of the world, telling us what things there are and what properties they have”
(Murphy 2002:1). Concepts also come to mean the categories themselves that mental

representations occupy. Properly, concepts are “mental representations of classes of
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things, and categories [are] the classes themselves,” however because “the two go
together” (Murphy 2002:5, original emphasis) they are often conflated.

The cognitive view thus uses the term concept for two main purposes. First, the
concept references the fact of mental representation and explains its role in cognitive
processes. Second, the concept serves to describe more specific cognitive categories used
to sort specific empirical objects and instances into mental classes. Although this very
brief summary necessarily simplifies the cognitive view of the concept these basic
features form the core of the definitions that psychologists, philosophers, and sociologists
who adopt the cognitive view advance. Interestingly, the cognitive view of concepts
pervades other fields besides psychology and cognitive strands of philosophy and
sociology, as the examples of undergraduate social research methods textbooks described
above demonstrate. Even Giovanni Sartori, one of the foundational thinkers in the social
science tradition of considering concepts methodologically rather than cognitively, states
as his first provision that concepts are mental entities (Sartori 1975). He then outlines his
methodological tenets for concepts analysis, none of which relates to concepts’ cognitive
capacity.

Unlike the cognitive view, my social scientific methods-based definition of the
concept for this project is entirely extra-mental, that is, it does not involve a cognitive or
mental classificatory component. It is worth repeating that cognitive understandings of
the concept form the taken-for-granted, default approach to defining, understanding, and
analyzing concepts, and tend to pervade other fields even when they are inappropriate to
the context or task at hand. While some of the literature | use to develop a methods-

based framework to study gender concepts includes a cognitive component, my own goal
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for this project lies entirely in understanding concepts as devices of social science
methods, that is, as tools, instruments, and resources that aid scholars in studying,
investigating, and theorizing their objects of inquiry through conscious application. | do
not further develop a view of concepts as mental entities.

Philosophical approaches to the concept overlap with cognitive ones, although
generally philosophically defined concepts are intended for different purposes than
cognitively defined ones. Most philosophers’ definitions of concepts are essentially
cognitive (Prinz 2002; Winch 1958). For example, Prinz, working in the philosophical
tradition, argues that “without concepts, there would be no thoughts. Concepts are the
basic timber of our mental lives” (2002:1). His central concern, though, is with
developing an empirically and perceptually based theory of concepts. Similarly, for
Winch (1958) a concept is the combination of a word and the image-in-mind that it
evokes or represents, a definition he uses to link actual social research with philosophical
considerations of the properties of objects. Peacocke is interested in the concept only
insofar as “concepts as | am delineating them form a subject of proper philosophical
interest,” (1992:3) which he finds in determining criteria that stipulate concepts’
distinctiveness from one another. Overall, philosophical views of the concept are not
useful for understanding how gender is conceptualized in sociology, due to both their
basis in mental understandings, and their focus on using definitions of concepts to
address foundational questions of philosophy, theory, and thought. While these concerns
are important, they nevertheless do not help me understand conceptualization from a

methodological perspective.
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The distinctions | make among methods-based, cognitive, and philosophical
approaches to concepts are not definitive. Different types of definitions of the concept
overlap with one another, and do not fall neatly into one category or another, as the above
review suggests. Yet underlying views of the concept’s purpose matter because what a
concept is in a given field — even if this understanding is not articulated or formally
agreed upon — largely determines what use and analysis of concepts mean to scholars
working within that field. The relatively scarcity of method-based definitions of the
concept in the social sciences suggests that concepts tend not to be understood in a
methodologically-informed way in these fields, although | do not evaluate whether this is
the case. In subsequent sections of this chapter | draw on key sociology sources
(particularly Goertz 2006) and political science literature to provide a strong basis for the
development of a set of queries about the concept to use in analyzing sociologists’ gender
conceptualizations. These appear in the final section of this chapter, below.

Concepts as Method: Sartori’s Influence

Many of the scholars of concepts whose work | use to construct a framework to
examine gender conceptualization in sociology take Sartori’s seminal work on concepts
in the discipline of political science as their starting point. Much of the scholarship I use
below falls into a particularly concepts-focused literature where debates over definitions
of key terms such as democracy (Collier and Levitsky 1997; Sartori 1962, 1987) have
developed to become detailed discussions of what a concept is and does. Those writing
in this tradition (for example, Adcock 2005; Collier and Mahon 1993; Gerring 1999,
2001; Goertz 2006; Sartori 1984) take the concept to be an integral part of the social

research enterprise, focusing specifically on concepts’ importance in social science
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methods. | have found this literature most useful for thinking about what concepts can do
from a methods perspective because of its detailed attention to practical concerns in
developing and using concepts. In this section | outline Sartori’s foundational
contributions to understanding concepts methodologically. In the next section I review
the relevant literature about the concept that builds on his work, including four themes
relevant to investigating gender conceptualization that emerge from this body of work.

Sartori’s attention to bridging the gap between theories and philosophies of
concepts and their actual use in social research (Goertz 2006; Sartori 1975, 1984) brought
a new perspective to the study of concepts. In “Guidelines for Concept Analysis” (1984)
he formalizes previous insights (1970, 1975) and articulates a list of rules that forms the
basis for an approach to developing and using concepts that others have subsequently
developed and that | draw on here. Sartori’s key contributions amove away from
focusing on “seizing the object,” (1984:27) and contribute an explicit description of the
ladder of abstraction (Sartori 1975, 1984).

Sartori’s first major addition to the study of concepts is an active shift away from
a cognitive view of the concept. Although Sartori maintains an interest in the
relationship between words and concepts, he contends that this is not the hub of concept
formation or use, and should not be the root criterion for judging concepts. “Concept
analysis,” by Sartori’s definition, requires logical analysis, with “two major areas of
concern, or application: (a) the logical systematizing of ensembles, and (b) the logical
treatment of single concepts, or of discrete conceptual clusters” (1975:16). The work of
concept analysis lies in ordering the components of a concept in relation to one another

and in ordering concepts in relation to other concepts. Neither of these goals directs itself
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to consider concepts’ success in capturing empirical objects. Both focus on the use of
concepts to help sort out the complications and confusions of empirical objects under
study.

Yet, Sartori also notes that it matters what scholars call things because words are
always already related to certain meanings. “Rebaptizing an object” can lead to new
interpretations and result in a kind of semantic disorder or chaos in the field of meanings
to which objects belong (1975:14). To clarify, Sartori offers the following set of
definitions:

1. Idea is a mental image, a meaning.

2. Conception is a set of ideas associated with, or elicited by, a given word.

3. Concept is a conception treated according to logical rules.

4. Terms are words which unambiguously refer to concepts. (Sartori 1975:12,

original emphasis).
Words are key to concept analysis because they demarcate the meaning of terms — a word
Sartori uses synonymously with concept. However in scientific rather than common
discourse the words of interest are really terms. Words themselves are connected to
concepts only insofar as they take the form of terms that point to concepts. As Sartori
expresses this feature, “words are symbols to be allocated in the most economical and
unequivocal fashion to carry ideas, i.e., to ‘serve’ . . . the concept” (1975:13, original
emphasis).

Thus, words, and the empirical objects they represent, do not take center stage in
Sartori’s understanding of the concept. He assumes that the meanings of words in

common discourse form a sufficient basis for establishing concepts, which must then be

defined according to the rules he advances, which I outline below. Concept analysis thus
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involves building individual concepts and networks of concepts using principles of logic,
rather than evaluating the degree to which any concept relates to its empirical referent.

Sartori’s second major contribution to the study of concepts is his explanation of
the importance of the ladder of abstraction to understanding what concepts can do. The
ladder of abstraction describes the relationship between a concept’s extension and its
intension. The extension is the “class of [real] things to which [the concept] applies,”
while the intension is the “collection of properties which determine the things included in
the concept” (1975:17) or the internal content of a concept. More general or abstract
concepts are more inclusive in their extensions, with a single concept covering many
empirical instances. Conversely, when the number of attributes or properties of a concept
increases, it becomes less abstract, and thus less inclusive. Moving up the ladder of
abstraction in defining and applying a concept involves decreasing its attributes, while
moving down the ladder of abstraction necessitates increasing its attributes. Concepts
high on the ladder cover more real things than concepts low on the ladder.

According to Sartori, misunderstanding the ladder of abstraction, or the
association between intension and extension, leads to conceptual stretching. Conceptual
stretching is “augmenting the extension (inclusiveness) of a concept without reducing its
properties [or intension]” (1975:17). This problem further results in trouble linking
theory and empirical research, and thus in cumulating knowledge:

We rightly complain that our categories are too general (and much too vague)

when they are theories, and too minute and descriptive when they are not. This

happens because we leap from observational findings all the way to universal
categories (and vice versa), bypassing as it were the rules of ladder climbing (and
descending). Indeed, most of the time we do not even identify the level of
abstraction with which we are dealing, and the argument develops randomly all

the way up to the macro-level, and all the way down to the micro-level. (Sartori
1975:17-18)
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Concepts developed without regard for the principles of the ladder of abstraction create
confusion in scholars’ claims of both specific findings and subsequent generalizations.
Scholars are thus unable to directly link their findings and generalizations to those of
others scholars.

For Sartori, then, concepts are central to the basic goals of empirical analysis and
knowledge production in academic work and thus necessary tools of social research. Any
argument scholars make rest on their ability to define key concepts in a way that is
logically consistent with the empirical cases they wish to explain. Further, the accurate
definition and application of concepts are necessary for comprehension and knowledge
accumulation within a field (Gerring 2001; Gerring and Barresi 2003; Sartori 1975)
because any correspondence among different scholars’ arguments rests on the logical
similarity or sameness of key concepts in the analysis. When a central concept in a given
field is defined at different levels of abstraction by various scholars, and both the level of
abstraction and the differences among them are unacknowledged, it becomes difficult for
scholars working in the same field to relate their findings and build knowledge
cumulatively.

A Methods-Based View of the Concept

I have identified four themes in the literature relevant to my project that address
concepts methodologically. These topics capture the main concerns of those writing
about concepts with a view to their importance in social science methods. Together, the
insights | gather provide a strong basis for considering what concepts are and what they
do in social science more generally, from a specifically methodological perspective. The

four themes are: essential contestation, concept formation and definition, scientific versus
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ordinary language, and concept evaluation. | subsequently use these themes to present a
more or less comprehensive account of central considerations for methodologically
informed concept analysis, which appear in the form of queries below. Although I
discuss each topic separately in the service of analytical clarity, in the literature they are
related and overlapping.

Essential Contestation

The term “essential contestation” is borrowed from Gallie’s influential essay
entitled “Essentially Contested Concepts” (1956). Gallie contends that key evaluative,
rather than purely descriptive, concepts are impossible to define conclusively. He gives
several examples, including social justice, democracy, and art, of essentially contested
concepts that can never be defined universally. However, Gallie is not pessimistic about
this state of social science concepts for he goes on to propose that scholars should replace
the goal of seeking singular, conclusive definitions of concepts with one that offers
justifications for their particular choices of interpretation over others. Essentially
contested concepts are thus unavoidable but entirely possible to use productively.

The more general idea that most conceptual definitions are rarely transparent and
cannot be pinned down definitively has permeated contemporary writing about concepts.
Gould, for example, uses the term “conflicting imperatives” to describe “interdependent
but contradictory goals, priorities, or motivations that underlie many social and political
relationships” (1999:1). Although he acknowledges that it makes for more difficult
concept formation, he claims that these oppositional empirical conditions should be at the
center of defining complex concepts. Adcock attributes the “slipperiness” of the concept

on “the wide range of ordinary use [of the term concept that] presents a fundamental
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tension that any attempt to offer a coherent framework for specialized use of ‘concept’
must wrestle with” (2005:17). He argues that attempts to define what a concept is more
narrowly are likely to conflict with use of the term concept in ordinary discourse. |
discuss the issue of ordinary language further below.

For Gerring (1999, 2001) the problem of essential contestation lies in the
competing demands of concept formation. He lists eight criteria: coherence,
operationalization, validity, field utility, resonance, contextual range, parsimony, and
analytic/empirical utility. To produce good concepts, all eight must be successfully
balanced. Gerring describes the process of concept formation as one of making tradeoffs,
because the criteria are often in conflict with one another (2001:23). He also argues that
the problem of the specific applicability of universal definitions can be solved by two
types of definitions: general and contextual (Gerring 2001; Gerring and Barresi 2003).
General definitions describe a combination of a minimal definition — what the concept
“really” means — and a maximal, or ideal-typical, definition (Gerring 2001:78-90,
original emphasis). Contestation at the general level is resolved by adding specificity at
the contextual level. However, the necessity for scholars of making tradeoffs in concept
formation remains due to the impossibility of meeting all criteria perfectly.

The problem of essential contestation shows that even at the level of initial
definition, concept delineation is never simple or unproblematic. Scholars have basic
disagreement about both what a concept is (technical tool versus ordinary language
definition, for example), and how particular concepts should be minimally understood.
This feature of the concept also indicates that concepts are complex analytic devices,

rather than dictionary definitions or easy, relativistic understandings. Fundamental
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understandings of concepts themselves would not be debated if the concept were not
important — even if only intuitively so — to the research process.
Concept Formation

I use the terms “concept formation” and “concept definition” interchangeably,
even though very few concepts are genuinely formed for the first time as scholars define
them for use in their particular work. Yet, defining concepts involves a complex process
of revising previous definitions, operationalizing empirical phenomena, and fitting the
concept to the context of the research. In this sense, the production of every conceptual
definition involves forming a new concept. | use both “concept formation” and “concept
definition” to refer to the development and statement of an explicit definition for a key
term and/or empirical element of the analysis. This understanding is consistent with use
of these terms in the literature I discuss. This section overlaps with other sections of this
chapter because initial concept creation is often analytically indistinguishable from
concept structure in concepts scholars’ accounts.

The process of concept formation is at the center of definition and use of concepts
in social research. Even if they never define their key terms or refer to them explicitly as
concepts, all scholars use concepts in some way or another. As noted above, | contend
that by virtue of inclusion in academic work as part of the scholarly research enterprise,
key theoretical terms or words and their definitions — or lack thereof — to describe
empirical objects/elements count as concepts. Otherwise, they would be dictionary-type
definitions; they are not because researchers do not have the goal of replicating everyday,
dominant understandings of key terms. Rather, their terms are intended to do some type

of analytic work, even if that work is only the definition of terms. A scholarly context
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makes concepts analytic devices, even if this function is not exploited or acknowledged.
Concepts are not simply terms that have been or could be defined because the end goal of
scholarly endeavors is generally not definition. As a result, | consider definitional
enterprises in scholarly literature as conceptual ones, and treat terms and their definitions
as concepts.

There is no standard account of concept formation among social scientists and
interestingly, no coherent attention to how concepts intended for methodological use are
created initially. Despite the robust literature on how concepts can be structured most
usefully for analysis discussed above, few scholars address the entry of a concept as a
concept into the scholarly research enterprise. This concern is especially relevant for
thinking about gender definition because gender as an empirical phenomenon is
unavoidably pervasive in social life (Kessler and McKenna 1978). Scholars who study
gender are thus challenged to differentiate between conventional, everyday meanings and
analytical meanings — and must necessarily shift gender’s meaning from lay to scholarly,
whether intentionally or not. I also discuss this issue below in relation to ordinary
language. It is nonetheless possible to draw out several views of initial concept
formation, as I do here.

Goertz (2006) and Gerring (1999, 2001; see also Gerring and Barresi 2003) offer
the most comprehensive approaches to concept formation and structure. Goertz’s (2006)
book-length treatise about what concepts are and how to use them begins with a basic
characterization of the concept:

| propose a causal, ontological, and realist view of concepts. It is an ontological

view because it focuses on what constitutes a phenomenon. It is causal because it
identifies ontological attributes that play a key role in causal hypotheses,
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explanations, and mechanisms. It is realist because it involves an empirical
analysis of the phenomenon. (Goertz 2006:5)

Here a concept emerges from a network of criteria related directly to its empirical or real
location and qualities. Concepts are analytical descriptions of empirical rather than
theoretical phenomena that directly reference the real world. For a word or term or thing
to enter into conceptualization it must meet these standards.

At slightly more remove from the concept’s relation to the real world, Gerring’s
(1999, 2001) set of criteria for understanding concept formation, listed above in their
entirety, suggest a more basic criterion for concept formation: whether a term may be
subject to these criteria at all. For example, would-be concepts which do not resonate —
meet the criterion of resonance, to “ring” (1999:367) or produce a “cognitive click”
(1999:370) — perhaps because they overflow the chosen term or identify a previously
unnamed phenomenon, cannot become concepts at all. Gerring’s work also includes the
idea of a minimal definition that captures what a concept “really” means (2001:78-90,
original emphasis) suggesting the view that concepts may have a core meaning upon
which various elements of the concept can be added. Finally, Gerring acknowledges the
ordinary-language approach, which contends that many concepts are formed by
“[relying] upon established usage (as defined by dictionary lexicons or more extended
etymological study)” (1999:362). The latter approach seems most relevant to studying
the definition of gender because of the large volume of established meanings and uses
that gender has. Perhaps gender concepts are most commonly formed through scholarly
borrowing of both the term gender and its layperson’s meaning, as | investigate in

Chapter 5.
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At the beginning of the chapter | identified three broad approaches to concepts —
cognitive, philosophical, and methods-based — and noted that the cognitive or classical
view underlies other views of concepts, even as they explicitly disassociate with such a
view. While generally unarticulated, the cognitive view of concepts includes in it a
theory of concept formation in the philosophical and methods-based views. In the
cognitive view a concept is identified as a mental entity. Desire for its use as a concept
philosophically or methodologically prompts explicit definition and structuring, but the
initial shift from thought-entity to analytic term involves carrying the original mental
entity into a new context. It may be the case that all concepts are formed as mental
entities and they remain so unless — or perhaps even if — they are subject to self-conscious
conceptual definition and structuring of the type Gerring (1999, 2001) or Goertz (2006)
describe.

Scientific Versus Ordinary Language

As it sounds, the problem of ordinary language in scholarship is the “deeply felt
confusion” (Adcock 2005:31) that emerges when lay or non-scientific meanings of words
and scientific meanings of the same words are jumbled together. This problem may be
likened to the problem of misunderstanding the ladder of abstraction in concept
formation, discussed above, in that it describes a similar lack of clarity in a conceptual
definition. However, it is rather a more basic and difficult issue of word selection,
signification, and implication. In the social sciences, the use of words that have lay
meanings in conceptual definition is unavoidable due to the focus of these disciplines,
including sociology, on aspects of social life that are already named. So-called lay terms

identify empirical objects that would often be unrecognizable if renamed conceptually.
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The conceptual problem this creates comes up frequently for concepts scholars (for
example, Adcock 2005; Gerring and Barresi 2003; Sartori 1975), though without
effective suggestions to solve it. Indeed, despite Sartori’s exhortation that words should
“carry ideas” to “serve” concepts (1975:13), it is hard to imagine how this could work
since concepts themselves are defined in words.

The obvious, though not easy, solution to this problem lies in clear, self-
consciously conceptual definitions of key terms. Among the difficulties with
implementing this approach is that it may not be possible to define an ordinary language
term conceptually because a term located in a system of lay language includes elements
that scholars cannot “see” or cannot articulate. The embeddedness of meanings within
words may make their translation to conceptual terms difficult or incomplete. The
problem of ordinary language is further compounded by the identification of an
“ordinary-language approach” to concept formation (Gerring 1999), that is, an
affirmative method to develop concepts by using dictionary definitions or studying the
history of lay use of words. If concepts are created and developed by identifying
ordinary language terms that refer to objects scholars want to study, the question of how
these will subsequently be effectively defined conceptually comes to the fore. Even
using the detailed conceptual structures that scholars such as Gerring (1999, 2001) and
Goertz (2006) have developed may not overcome the embeddedness of ordinary language
terms in meaning networks that cannot be fully drawn out and formalized. This situation
is clearly the case with gender, where the ordinary language meaning always risks

overriding the conceptual meaning.
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Concept Evaluation

How do scholars know if their concepts are valuable or useful? Despite
substantial criticism about the ways and reasons concepts fail (Adcock 2005; Collier and
Adcock 1999; Gerring 1999, 2001; Gerring and Barresi 2003; Goertz 2006; Sartori 1984,
1987), there is little discussion of explicit criteria for evaluating concepts. The idea that
concepts should be subject to some evaluative criteria to resolve the failures that many
critics point out is common, but without significant discussion of what, exactly, those
criteria should be. Gerring’s work (1999, 2001), especially an article titled “What Makes
a Concept Good?” (1999) is the major exception. He argues that his criterial framework
for concept formation which outlines the eight aforementioned criteria also needs to serve
as an evaluative framework. The adequacy of concepts can be judged by whether or not
they successfully meet the eight criteria. Gerring fully acknowledges that this is a
difficult task but maintains that “[jJuggling these criteria is the art of forming good
concepts” (2001:20).

Sartori’s (1975, 1984) original emphasis on the earlier mentioned ladder of
abstraction leads to the implicit evaluative criteria of how well a concept’s extension —
the empirical things it refers to — and intension — the list of properties included in the
concept, or its definition proper — are balanced. When a concept’s intension and
extension are not balanced, the problem of conceptual stretching occurs. In this case,
concepts are understood to include more empirical instances than their definitions can
accommodate; the concept is stretched beyond its legitimate use, which results in
analytical problems in connecting the real-world referents of concepts and the theory into

which concepts are integrated. The solution, according to Sartori, is explicit recognition
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of the way the ladder of abstraction works so that scholars do not seek to make their
concepts do more empirical work than they are able.

While Goertz (2006) similarly does not offer a definitive list of evaluative criteria
for concepts, a set of criteria can be deduced from the normative suggestions for “the
concept-builder” that he includes irregularly throughout his book. These suggest that
there are more and less analytically effective ways to create and use concepts. The
following serve as illustrative examples:

Do not just list dimensions of the concept.

Be explicit about the necessary conditions, if any.

Give sufficiency criteria. This is true for both necessary and sufficient condition

and family resemblance structures.

Do not force the reader to guess at structure from the discussion of examples or

the mathematics of a quantitative measure. (Goertz 2006:39)

Clearly examine the causal relationships between indicators and secondary- and

basic-level factors. Identify clearly those indicators which are the effects of the

phenomenon or cues that signal the presence of the phenomenon. (Goertz

2006:58, original emphasis)

As a whole these suggestions are appropriate for those defining concepts as Goertz
acknowledges. The evaluative criteria that may be derived from these directives require
fully explicated concepts to produce valuable outcomes; as this is less often the case with
gender concepts they are not particularly useful for considering gender conceptualization
(see Chapter 5). Goertz’s advice for concept-builders is nevertheless worth mentioning
here to demonstrate a set of evaluative criteria for concepts, albeit implicit.

Using insights from the literature reviewed in this chapter, | create my own quasi-
evaluative framework in the set of queries I list below. | use “quasi” here to qualify the

term “evaluative” because my analytical intent in this project is exploratory rather than

evaluative. Due to my orientation towards discovery rather than assessment, | frame the
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tenets of concept investigation | have developed here as queries. | use these in Chapter 5
to map the conceptual definition of gender in recent sociology literature.

Ideal Types: A Special Case

Weber’s ideal type is a special kind of concept that appears frequently in
sociological literature, although it has been the subject of little contemporary
methodological discussion (Goertz 2006:10-11). According to Weber (1949, 1968),
concepts

... can be formed as ideal types through abstraction and exaggeration of certain

conceptually essential elements. In practice this is indeed a particularly frequent

and important instance of the application of ideal-typical concepts, and every

individual ideal type comprises conceptual elements which are ideal-typically

constructed. (Weber 1949:100, original emphasis)
Ideal types are theoretical renderings of empirical objects, processes, or events that
intentionally do not try to capture empirical character accurately or entirely (Watkins
1952). While ideal types are derived from empirical reality (Burger 1987), they are
intended to provide insight into real-world instances in their comparison with an
intentionally non-real description. In the language of concepts introduced above, ideal
types have an extension of zero, that is, there are no empirical instances that match an
ideal type’s intension, or properties included in a concept’s definition proper (Gerring
and Barresi 2003; Goertz 2006).

Ideal types can be incorporated into more complex approaches to concepts as
Gerring and Barresi (2003) do successfully in their discussion of a min-max, or general-
contextual, strategy of concept definition. In this approach, concepts are defined in both

minimal or least-common-denominator, and maximal or most complete, ways, which

together make up the conceptual definition. Here, the ideal type forms an important but
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relatively minor part of a concept as it is formed in the three steps of the min-max
strategy of general definition:

1. Sample (sample representative usages and definitions within a linguistic

context)

2. Typologize (arrange non-idiosyncratic attributes in a single typology)

3. Define

a. Minimal (identify those few attributes that all non-idiosyncratic uses
of the term have in common)
b. Ideal-type (identify those attributes that define a term in its purest,
most ‘ideal,” form) (Gerring and Barresi 2003:205)
These are worth quoting at length to show that while the ideal type may be useful in the
context of a larger concept formation strategy, it is only part of what is required for a
fully formed concept, by one account at least.

Using the ideal typical model of concept formation has the substantial advantage
of avoiding a debate about the relationship between concepts and their empirical
referents. Weber posits the impossibility of one-to-one correspondence between object
and concept, and develops his approach accordingly. His methodological clarity in
stipulating how ideal types are created and designed to be used is also valuable in guiding
users through an ideal typical analysis. However, the ideal type is also limited in its
usefulness because of this narrow intended purpose.

By itself, the ideal type does not offer a meaningful attempt to grapple with the
problem of accuracy and specificity in empirical description — nor is it designed to.
Rather, ideal typical analysis is its own type of concept analysis, intended to develop
empirical insight by drawing out differences between the construct and the object. This
is legitimate, sophisticated conceptual analysis (Heckman 1983), even though it does not

require attempting to capture empirical reality or balancing a concept’s intension and

extension. For those who study gender, ideal typical analysis may be useful as a strategy
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to draw out the complexity of empirical manifestations, though it may also be true that
the difficult for scholars of getting their hands on exactly what they are studying (see
below) makes ideal typical analysis impractical.

There is the additional problem among social science scholars of referencing the
ideal type as shorthand to say that their concepts do not match the empirical phenomenon
they are studying, rather than using the ideal type method as concept analysis in the way
Weber originally intended (Weber 1949; see Sherman 2009 for an example). This brand
of invocation of the ideal type allows scholars to avoid the struggle of giving as complete,
accurate, and specific a definition of their key terms as they can. This issue, even if not
widespread, points to a difficulty that scholars can encounter in ideal typical concept use.

Overall, the goal of conceptual definition is not to establish a one-to-one
correspondence with an empirical object and its related concept, as Sartori notes
explicitly (1984). Nevertheless, an approach to concept formation that does not include
an attempt to capture the empirical in a comprehensive, meaningful way seems
inappropriate for studying gender because of its taken-for-granted empirical character.

As a result, ideal typical concepts may or may not be useful to gender scholars as a
general analytic strategy. To answer this question, I include queries related to ideal types
in my analytical considerations below to better understand whether, and if so how, gender
is defined ideal typically.

Challenges to Defining Gender Conceptually and the Usefulness of the Concept

The empirical phenomena of gender present several challenges to thinking about
gender as a concept, and defining gender in a self-consciously conceptual form.

Although what follows is not a definitive list, it captures the key elements of gender as
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they are manifested in social life that may inhibit scholarly conceptualization. The
primary challenge is gender’s utter pervasiveness in social life. Gender is literally
everywhere, as evidenced by the unmet challenge to think of an area or instance of social
life where gender does not matter (Gerson 2002, 2005; Gerson and Peiss 1985).
Gerring’s (2001) stipulation that all concepts require both general and contextual
definitions helps this problem by allowing gender scholars to differentiate between an
umbrella type of description, which by definition would not include every specific
instance of gender, and a particular, contextually relevant description. However, the
challenge remains how to adequately capture gender in a definition limited even
substantially by context. How do scholars decide which of the often many manifestations
of gender in any context to describe?

The second, related challenge is gender’s variability in social life. Gender takes
practically infinite forms, partly as a result of its pervasiveness. Gender is situationally
specific and hence different in many complex and diverse ways both across and within
contexts. These variations further overlap with one another in any given situation,
context, or structure. While a scholar’s research goals, questions, and hypotheses direct
her choice of which aspect of gender to address conceptually, gender’s variability often
overflows attempts to narrow it within these parameters without offering a definition so
broad as to be conceptually useless. This diversity includes qualitative variation of kind
or type of gender manifestation and quantitative variation of intensity, salience, amount,
and reach — among others (Gerson 2002, 2005; Gerson and Peiss 1985).

The third challenge is gender’s intuitiveness (Salzinger 2003) or embeddedness in

social life. The character of gender often makes it difficult for scholars to “see” it with a
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clear analytic eye. Salzinger (2003) argues that this hidden quality comes from gender’s
subtlety and deep integration into social life. As a result, laypeople’s knowledge of
gender tends to emerge intuitively and to be taken-for-granted — features that can carry
over into scholarship. In this sense, gender, or aspects of it, may be formally unavailable
to scholars for analysis. Although gender knowledge is common among both academics
and non-academics, an epistemological analysis is often hidden or buried, which makes
explicit and rigorous definition difficult.

These challenges force scholars of gender to make numerous difficult, often
problematic, choices about conceptual definition. While other social phenomena may act
in similar ways — social class, race, and the economy are examples with similar
complexity — gender is arguably one of the most difficult empirical phenomena to
conceptualize adequately due to its high degree of pervasiveness, variability, and
embeddedness in social life. A self-consciously concepts-oriented approach to defining
gender has much to offer the difficulties it presents for empirical study. The literature
reviewed above shows there are several ways concepts may be formed, all including an
explicit focus on clearly and actively defining key terms. While it may not be possible to
define gender so that it meets the requirements of any of these approaches, it seems clear
that attempting to do so would be beneficial for scholars in gender and gender scholars in
particular.

The queries outlined below for use in my analysis of gender definitions in recent
sociology literature speak to how gender definition may be understood in conceptual
terms. In asking these questions of gender definition in my samples | seek to reflect on

the degree to which a concepts framework is productive for scholars. 1 also ask a more
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basic, hypothetical question about whether (more) explicit or comprehensive conceptual
definitions of gender would strengthen scholars’ insights about gender. While it is, of
course, difficult to answer a counterfactual question, | argue for its usefulness in this
context in service of offering another analytic tool to gender scholars to capture this often
cryptic and abstruse aspect of social life.

Considerations for Analysis

I end this chapter with a list of several sets of queries or framing questions for use
in my analysis of recent gender definitions in my general sociology sample and my
sociology of gender sample (see Chapter 5 for both). These emerge from my review of
the main themes in the social sciences concepts literature, above, and serve as a
framework to organize my analysis. | use them in reference both to individual gender
definitions and to the field or distribution of definitions as a whole in both my general
sociology sample and my sociology of gender sample. These questions are intended to
invoke qualitative and interpretive responses, rather than simple yes/no answers. They
are also designed to explore gender definition by applying a self-consciously concepts
focused approach to definitions of gender in the field of sociology. Overall, | seek to
apply all queries to all definitions where possible, although the questions about the ladder
of abstraction and conceptual stretching apply more to explicitly stated gender definitions
than implicit ones. My queries for analysis appear in the section immediately below; in
the following section | describe my expectations for my analyses as they differ for my

general sociology sample and my sociology of gender sample.
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Queries about Gender Definitions

The queries listed here derive from my application of the concepts literature to
produce sets of framing questions for considering gender definition from a concepts
perspective. First, are gender definitions in recent sociological literature primarily
cognitive, philosophical, or methods-based? Do the definitions I found in both of my
samples show an understanding of the ladder of abstraction, in which more abstract
concepts “cover” a greater number of empirical instances and more specific concepts are
limited to explaining a smaller number of empirical instances? Are there instances of
conceptual stretching, where the real-world set of phenomena explained by the concept of
gender is “too big” for the concept, thus making the conceptual definition useless to link
empirical instances with theory?

Second, is there is evidence that gender is an essentially contested concept? Can |
conclude that it is impossible to define gender conclusively? Are there a sufficient
number of gender definitions to assess this? These queries are especially interesting
given the pervasiveness, variability, and embeddedness of gender in social life. | seek to
determine whether gender definitions overall correspond to the richness and variety of
empirical gender(ed) phenomena.

Third, how are gender concepts formed, if I am able to identify formation patterns
in the gender literatures | examine as they may not be obvious or inferable? Are there
instances of ordinary-language concept formation and if so, are they identified as such?
Are there instances of structured concept formation like the types promoted by Gerring

and Goertz and if so, are they identified as such? This set of queries is intended both to
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explore the genesis of gender concepts and to determine whether gender scholars
reference concepts scholarship in defining gender.

Fourth, do gender scholars encounter the problem of ordinary language in their
gender definition? In making this inquiry of my sources | also ask how | know whether it
is the case — or not — that gender scholars experience the problem of ordinary language.
Further, what lay meanings of gender, if any, enter into gender scholarship? Do | see any
instances in which an ordinary language definition and a sophisticated conceptual
analysis are both present in the same article?

Fifth, do gender scholars evaluate their gender concepts? Are there any instances
in which scholars actively define gender as well as offer an assessment of the validity
and/or usefulness the definition? Can | identify a set of minimal criteria by which to
evaluate whether conceptual definitions of gender are valuable, effective, or analytically
useful? These queries are intended as a contribution towards establishing general
evaluative criteria for gender concepts.

Last, are there are any ideal typical instances of gender definition in my samples?
If yes, how is the ideal type used? If no, might the method of ideal types be useful for
conceptual clarity in defining gender? Though ideal types are one of the earliest kinds of
concepts they seem to have been little used in relation to gender. | ask whether this is
true in representative samples of general sociology literature and sociology of gender
scholarship, and if gender definition could benefit from ideal typical analysis.

Empirical Expectations
As | describe in Chapter 3, | selected two samples of journal articles in which to

examine gender definition. One represents the field of sociology at large and one
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represents the subfield of sociology of gender. | opted to study these separately, using
two empirically distinct samples because | hypothesize that gender is conceptualized
differently in a subfield that makes gender as its primary subject, compared to how it is
conceptualized in other sociological sources that address gender but do not take it as their
central topic or problematic. Here I describe these expectations in relation to the
concepts framework developed in this chapter.

For both samples my research question is, how is gender conceptualized? The
queries above help me to explore this by providing several sets of investigative questions
to apply to the gender definitions in my two samples. | describe my findings in relation
to my general sociology sample and my sociology of gender sample in Chapter 4. In
Chapter 4 | provide a short section that presents a comparative table and summary of my
comparative findings, and in Chapter 5 a longer section that offers a more detailed
assessment of the similarities and differences | found between my samples in relation to
the concepts concerns outlined in this chapter.

Overall, I expect to find better conceptualized definitions of gender in my
sociology of gender sample than in my general sociology sample for the reason stated
above. The subfield of sociology of gender is oriented towards gender not only as its
principal area of study but also as an analytic problem that requires investigation and
explanation. Because of this focus, which is not found with the same intensity in the field
of sociology as a whole — and, | would argue, is not found at all in some sociological
subfields — I expect the articles | coded from Gender & Society to have more explicitly
defined descriptions of gender and for these definitions to be more extensive compared to

those in the articles in my general sociology sample. 1 also expect to find fewer explicit
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definitions in my general sociology sample than in my sociology of gender sample.
Specific expectations for both samples in the six areas of inquiry identified above follow
immediately below.

First, I expect to find few or no methods-based definitions of gender in both
samples, although possibly more in the sociology of gender articles because of the greater
interest in general in this subfield in explicating gender as a problematic. 1 also expect to
find a substantial proportion of cognitive definitions in both samples, although generally
manifested in implicit rather than explicit definitions, as the cognitive conceptual
definition seems most common in the social sciences — even underlying ostensibly
methods-based definitions of the concept. In keeping with these expectations, | anticipate
finding few definitions of gender that demonstrate an understanding of the ladder of
abstraction and the related problem of conceptual stretching, in which the phenomena
explained by the concept exceed the conceptual definition. In terms of my codes, listed
fully in Chapter 3, I think this pattern may be manifested as a limited or nonexistent
explicit definition in an article in combination with a more sophisticated, complex
implicit definition.

Second, | expect to find strong evidence that gender is an essentially contested
concept. Because | do not anticipate finding many explicit definitions in either sample —
although more in my sociology of gender sample than my general sociology sample — it
is unlikely that I will be able to assess whether gender is an essentially contested concept
by considering a large array of explicitly defined gender concepts. However | do expect
to find enough explicit and implicit definitions combined to make this determination.

Further, I hope to be able to differentiate between whether gender is an essentially
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contested concept and whether gender definitions overall correspond to the diversity of
empirical gender phenomena. | expect that fundamental differences in the way gender is
defined in sociological scholarship will characterize the former whereas a broad variety
of definitions of gender that are not essentially in conflict with one another will
characterize the latter.

Third, I anticipate finding that more gender definitions in my sociology of gender
sample are formed through quotation and/or citation of other sources than in my general
sociology sample. | apply this category relatively loosely to mean that a discussion of
what gender is or means is accompanied by a direct quotation from another source
intended to explicate the understanding of gender. Sometimes scholars include citations
but not direct quotations, and sometimes they include both. 1 think this will be the case
because | expect those who publish in the sociology of gender subfield are generally
more attentive to gender as a complex entity that requires explicit definition, rather than a
self-evident phenomenon. Overall, I do not expect to find many or any instances of
structured concept formation like the types discussed by Gerring and Goertz or any
instances of ordinary-language concept formation that are identified as such. This
expectation is shaped by my observation that there is a relative lack of focus on concepts
as methodologically useful in the field of sociology.

Fourth, I do expect my findings in both samples to illustrate the problem of
ordinary language in gender definition even though, as noted above, I do not anticipate
scholars will identify this explicitly. In relation to my framework of gender reduction,
explained fully in the Introduction, | expect to see significant gender reduction in the

form of the problem of ordinary language, with more instances in my general sociology
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sample and fewer instances in my sociology of gender sample. Given gender’s taken-for-
granted character, | also expect to find ordinary language definitions of gender with
corresponding sophisticated gender analyses in the same article. | expect to find more of
these in my general sociology sample than in my sociology of gender sample.

Fifth, I do not anticipate finding many — or possibly any — articles in either sample
that include evaluations of the gender concepts presented, although perhaps | can expect
to find more in my sociology of gender sample. While | expect to be able to offer a set of
minimal criteria for use in evaluating conceptual definitions of gender in terms of their
value, effectiveness, and/or analytical usefulness, | do not anticipate that these criteria
will emerge from an evaluative focus on gender concepts in the articles in either my
general sociology or sociology of gender samples. Rather, | expect to be able to devise
evaluative principles for gender concepts based on my review of the concepts literature in
this chapter.

Finally, I have no specific expectations for whether there will be many, few, or no
ideal typical instances of gender definition in either of my samples. On the one hand, the
ideal type seems to be relatively well-known and appears frequently in the field of
sociology yet on the other, ideal types seem to have been little used in relation to gender.
Whether gender definition could benefit from ideal typical analysis may depend on
whether gender is an essentially contested concept. If so, | expect that using an ideal type
of gender as Weber (1949) originally intended — as an analytically oriented “ideal”
version to compare to empirical instances — may lead not to further conceptual or
empirical insight but only to the well-established conclusion that gender takes many

forms and is entirely pervasive of social life.
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Chapter 3: Methods
Introduction

This chapter describes the sources | use to address my research question, my
sampling strategies for selecting them, and the analytic techniques I use to evaluate them.
My research investigates gender conceptualization in contemporary sociological literature
in two areas: first, sociology scholarship about gender at large and second, the subfield of
sociology of gender. To examine the sociology literature, | drew a sample from a larger
population of sociology articles that used “gender” in the title, published between 2006
and 2010, rather than from a population of all articles published in the field during that
time. To examine the sociology of gender, | selected all of the articles published in
Gender & Society with “gender” in the title, published between 2006 and 2010. | refer to
the former as my “general sociology sample” or “gender-focused sociology sample” and
the latter as my “sociology of gender sample”. Although sociology of gender is included
in sociology at large, | study it separately because | expect that gender is conceptualized
differently in a subfield that takes gender as its primary subject, compared to how it is
conceptualized in other sociological sources that address gender, but do not take it as
their central topic or problematic. | use two distinct, rather than overlapping, samples to
consider gender conceptualization in sociology. For each area of literature, | ask: how is
gender conceptualized? To investigate this question, | examine various aspects of
conceptualization in scholarly articles published in sociology journals during the time
period 2006-2010.

Sociology offers one of the best and most comprehensive scholarly frameworks

for studying gender. Overall, the discipline is oriented towards identifying and analyzing
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both large- and small-scale patterns and impacts of social life that are often not obvious
to the people living them (Giddens et al. 2009; Witt 2011:4). These features make it
especially appropriate to use in describing, analyzing, and understanding a set of social
phenomena that are perhaps one of the most complex, embedded, and taken-for-granted
in social life. The ubiquity of gender in everyday life further complicates it as a subject
of scholarly inquiry — a challenge sociology is well equipped to tackle. Because
sociology is particularly well-suited to the study of gender as a result of its overall focus
on unnoticed social phenomena and patterns in social life, using sociological literature
about gender provides a relatively strict “test” of gender conceptualization. Yet, despite
this marriage seemingly made in heaven, discussion of gender’s substantive meaning has
often been marginalized in sociological literature, even as gender is directly examined
and discussed, as | described in the Introduction and discuss more fully in Chapter 5.
Indeed, gender is a frequently examined topic in sociological scholarship, but may not
often be defined explicitly, even by those who study it directly. This paradoxical feature
of the way gender has been treated in sociological scholarship makes sociology an
appropriate field in which to study whether, and to what degree, gender is hidden in plain
sight, as sociologists specialize in elucidating and clarifying precisely those aspects of
social life that often go unnoticed.

The question of gender conceptualization is also an important one to consider in
sociological scholarship because of its methodological implications. Despite the large
volume of excellent sociological scholarship that addresses gender (see Introduction and
Chapter 5), it has not to my knowledge been studied through the lens of the concept.

Concepts are methodological tools that offer the promise of insight and accuracy (see
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Chapter 2). How does the concept as a methodological device stand up to the empirical
difficulty of gender? How do sociology scholars and gender scholars working in
sociology use it — if they do at all? | flesh out a concepts-oriented framework for
investigating gender definition in sociology in Chapter 2 and address these questions in
the analyses of both my general sociology sample and my sociology of gender sample
(see Chapter 5).

Sources and Sampling

For examining these questions in both sociology as a whole and the subfield of
sociology of gender, | analyze articles published in sociology journals in English during
the five-year period between 2006 and 2010. | limit my sources to scholarly journal
articles and do not include scholarly books in my analysis for several reasons. First,
books tend to take a wider-ranging approach to their topics than articles, making it more
difficult to isolate gender conceptualizations. Second, as a result, books can be more
difficult than articles to classify disciplinarily. They often traverse several disciplines or
touch on many disciplines. Third, articles are more current as books generally have a
longer lead time to publication; articles are thus better for my intention to explore gender
definition in current sociological scholarship. Finally, there are important merits of
concentrating on a single publishing format. Articles generally have a more clearly
articulated form, whereas, as noted above, books can be quite expansive. Using only
articles also provides a stronger test of my research question because they are generally a
more disciplined format. Books often have multiple audiences, which might lead their
authors to justifiably marginalize, conceal, or subsume some of their conceptual rigor to

attract a wider readership. For these reasons, | analyze articles and not books. While |
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speculate that books may include more explicit and extensive definitions of gender, | do
not investigate this question here.

To assess the current state of sociological literature in relation to gender
conceptualization, | focus on relatively recent literature about gender. | am most
interested in current work because | would like to consider gender scholarship in
sociology at a time when its study is a commonplace in sociology, rather than a novelty.
The American Sociological Association’s well-established sex and gender section, gender
studies as a concentration in many sociology graduate programs, and the strong presence
of Gender & Society in the field — currently a top-ranked journal — offer robust evidence
of the institutionalization of gender as an accepted and legitimate area of inquiry in
sociology. Another indication of gender’s mainstreaming in sociology is the inclusion by
Thomson Reuters’s Journal Citation Reports® of “gender studies” as one of the areas
covered in the field of sociology that is worth mentioning by name (Thomson Reuters
2012b). Practically, for sampling articles from both the field of sociology as a whole and
the sociology of gender subfield I use the five-year time period of published articles
between 2006 and 2010. | do not use any years beyond 2010 to avoid the issue of
embargos preventing access to journal articles through online search engines. Although
easy access to sources is not my primary consideration, the relatively large size of my
sampling frame (see below) made gathering a large number of articles in print form
prohibitive if I had needed to photocopy them individually from journals rather than print

them from online databases.

! Journal Citation Reports produces, compiles, and computes citational data for scholarly and technical
journals in the sciences, social sciences, and technology fields.
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Sampling Gender-Focused Sociology

| used different approaches to gather sources for my sociology sample and my
sociology of gender sample. | discuss my sampling strategy for the general sociology
sources in this section and my sampling strategy for the sociology of gender sources in
the next section. To consider how gender is conceptualized in the field of sociology as a
whole, | selected a sample of 100 articles from a target population of 399 articles with the
word “gender,” “gendered,” or “gendering” in the title, published in the period 2006 to
2010 in peer-reviewed sociology journals. The population of articles was drawn from 49
sociology journals with the highest 2010 five-year Impact Factor scores, as identified by
Thomson Reuters. | discuss my procedure and rationale for creating the population of
articles, and selecting my sample from it, more fully below. | chose the sample size of
articles initially based on both theoretical and practical considerations. Theoretically,
100 articles made sense as a large enough number to draw meaningful conclusions about
patterns of gender conceptualization. Practically, many of my analytic categories are
interpretive, therefore coding involved not only identifying and transcribing information
from each article into my categories, but also considering, synthesizing, and
characterizing. These processes often took a substantial amount of time, with an article
that included a complex gender analysis taking about two hours to code. As | coded, |
was open to the possibility that | may need to expand my sample beyond 100 articles if |
continued to see new types of uses of gender or of gender conceptualizations — or lack
thereof — as | coded articles at the “end” my sample. | estimate that I reached saturation
about half way through coding. After that point, most of the articles I coded fit into

patterns of use and definition of gender that | had already seen previously.
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To gather my sample, | first used the Institute for Scientific Information (1SI)
Web of Knowledge Journal Citation Report’s (JCR) five-year Impact Factor (IF) measure
to select journals from which to choose articles for my analysis. Impact Factor is a field-
specific measure, calculated by journal, of the frequency of citation in a field for articles
published in a journal in that field. JCR defines IF as “the average number of times
articles from the journal published in the past two years has been cited in the JCR year,”
(Thomson Reuters 2012a) where JCR year refers to the year for which the IF has been
determined. The term Impact Factor is generally used to refer to a 2-year IF score, which
is calculated by:

... dividing the number of citations in the JCR year by the total number of

articles published in the two previous years. An Impact Factor of 1.0 means that,

on average, the articles published one or two years ago have been cited one time.

An Impact Factor of 2.5 means that, on average, the articles published one or two

years ago have been cited two and a half times. Citing articles may be from the

same journal; most citing articles are from different journals. (JCR site, extracted

April 3, 2011, original emphasis)

Five-year impact factor is the average number of times articles from the journal
published in the past five years have been cited in the JCR year in all journals in the field
to which that journal belongs. It is calculated similarly to 2-year IF scores, by dividing
the number of citations in the JCR year by the total number of articles published in a
journal in the five previous years. Because my sample spans five years, | employ the
five-year IF scores to gather the journals from which I select articles to use in my
analyses. | used the JCR’s website to sort sociology journals by 2010 five-year impact
factor from highest to lowest. JCR identifies 132 journals in its sociology category. |

took the 49 journals with the highest 2010 five-year impact factor, excluding Gender &

Society, as | explain fully below; these are listed in Appendix A. | used 2010 five-year
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impact factor rather than 2011 because | am collecting articles published in the years
2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010. 2010 impact factor scores include a count of citations
in 2010 for all of these years, plus one additional year of publication, 2005, which | do
not use in my analysis.

My final list of journals from which | selected articles with gender in the title to
create my sampling frame included 49 journals rather than the 50 | had originally planned
because | omitted Gender & Society, which has a five-year 2010 IF score of 7. 1 initially
opted to include Gender & Society in both samples as it is both a specialty gender journal
and a mainstream sociology journal but subsequently realized that | would not be able to
draw valid conclusions with empirically overlapping samples. As | had already created
my sampling frame and randomly selected 100 articles when | made this decision I
elected to eliminate the articles from Gender & Society from my sample and replace them
with additional articles randomly selected from the original sampling frame to make up
100. As a result, my general sociology sample includes 100 articles randomly selected
from a sampling frame drawn from 49 journals with five-year 2010 IF scores in the top
50.

I originally chose to include 50 journals in my selection process, rather than all
132 journals that the JCR includes in the sociology category, for two reasons. First, using
all sociology journals would have created an unwieldy number from which to select
articles published over five years with the term gender in the title. Second, 50 journals is
a large enough number to provide substantial coverage of the field. By selecting journals
with higher impact factors | ensured that my coverage of the field included a relatively

large swath, including the most visible journals, but that it was not entirely biased
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towards the top journals as it would have been had I only used journals with the highest
IF scores. All journals from which articles are included in my analysis are peer-reviewed
sociology journals. Appendix A also lists each journal’s country of origin.

I initially created a sampling frame from which to select articles by listing all
articles from the top 50 journals, including Gender & Society, with the term gender, or
any variation including the term gender, in the title published between and including the
years 2006 and 2010. | used Thomson Reuters’s Web of Science database to make this
list. When | entered “gender” in the title field, the database automatically found titles
with the term gender, gender-based terms such as gendering and gendered, and terms
with hyphens and slashes, such as gender-typical and gender/ethnicity. | chose to
operationalize whether an article is about gender — or gender-focused — or not by whether
or not it included the term gender in the title of the article because it makes sense that
terms used in the title of an article describe the main topic(s) of that article. | assumed
that terms such as gendered and gendering also reflect a main focus on gender. While
this is not a failsafe against articles that appear to address gender but do not in fact do so,
it does provide a logical and straightforward way to select articles about gender. It also
allows me to analyze the degree to which, at least in terms of sociology articles with
gender and related terms in the title, words in the title of an article reflect its substantive
topic(s).

After | decided to eliminate Gender & Society from the journals that make up my
sampling frame, | removed all Gender & Society articles from my sampling frame. All
top 49 2010 five-year IF scoring journals, excluding Gender & Society, are searchable in

Web of Science. Following the process described above yielded a sampling frame that
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included 399 articles. Appendix B lists all articles in my sampling frame. Articles were
listed in order by journal in which they were published, from highest five-year IF score to
lowest, and then by year published, from oldest to most recent. | used simple random
sampling to select 100 articles from the 399 articles in my sampling frame. As noted
above 1 did this in two stages: first, | selected 100 articles from my sampling frame when
it included articles with gender in the title found in Gender & Society; second, after |
removed these from both my general sociology sample and my sampling frame |
subsequently selected additional articles to add up to 100. First, | numbered all articles
from one to 399. | then used a table of random numbers
(http://www.wifcon.com/pubs/ofppp411.gif), matching random numbers to the
previously numbered articles, until I had chosen 100 articles. After | removed Gender &
Society articles from the original sampling frame | returned to the table of random
numbers to add additional articles to my sample. Appendix C lists all 100 articles in this
sample. This group of articles makes up my sources representing the general field of
sociology as it addresses gender.
Sampling Sociology of Gender

I gathered sources for my sociology of gender subfield sample from the journal
Gender & Society. This journal is arguably the single journal that both forms the core of,
and best represents, the sociology of gender. My sample of sociology of gender articles
includes all those with the term gender in the title, published in Gender & Society
between and including the years 2006 and 2010. I limited my search to articles with
gender in the title to make my general sociology and sociology of gender samples as

similar as possible. It might be argued that all articles published in Gender & Society are
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about gender, and | could thus have gathered the articles representing the sociology of
gender subfield by randomly selecting a sample of 100 articles from a sampling frame of
all articles published in Gender & Society between 2006 and 2010. Nevertheless |
maintain the use of gender in the title to identify articles for my sociology of gender
sample. Even though all of the sources that constitute this sample are published in the
premier American sociology gender journal, they may be less likely to address gender
substantively if they do not include gender in their titles.

Initially, 1 used ProQuest Social Science Premium Collection® (ProQuest)
database to find all articles with the word gender in the title, published in Gender &
Society between 2006 and 2010. When | entered “gender” in the title field, the database
automatically found titles with the term gender in them, including articles in which
gender was part of a term in the title, such as gendering and gendered, and terms with
hyphens and slashes, such as gender-typical or gender/ethnicity. Using ProQuest, I found
79 articles. | double-checked this finding by performing an identical search in Web of
Science, which also automatically found title words with the term gender in them
(gendered, gendering), along with gender itself. Using Web of Science, | found 68
articles. 1then compared my results from the two databases to determine the source of
the 11-article discrepancy between them. ProQuest listed eight sources that are part of a
special issue of Gender & Society about West and Zimmerman’s (1987) “Doing Gender.”
None of these are research articles, and as a result I did not include them in my sociology
of gender sample. It also listed three sources that were duplicates of articles already

included. Thus, my sociology of gender sample is made up of 68 articles, published in

2 . . . . . .
ProQuest is a database of titles from scholarly journals, trade publications, magazines, and newspapers
across many subjects, including social science.
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the five-year period 2006-2010, in Gender & Society, which include gender, gendered, or
gendering in their titles.

Although I often use the term “sample” to describe this set of articles so that it is
comparable to the terminology | use in discussing my general sociology sample, in fact
they form a total population. The articles included are listed in Appendix D. | produced
a content analysis of these articles using the same analytical categories as | used to code
the articles that make up my sample representing the field of sociology as a whole (see
below).

Qualifications and Other Considerations

Because part of my sampling strategy uses a citation-based measure, it is worth
noting that the usefulness of citation counts have been strongly questioned on several
fronts, not least as a measure of research quality, validity, and importance (Bornmann and
Daniel 2008; Bornmann, Mutz, and Daniel 2008; Lindsey 1989; Najman and Jewitt
2003). Journals with more frequently cited articles do not necessarily produce “better”
research than those with less frequently cited articles. It is also possible that some
articles are frequently cited only because they are published in well-read and well-
regarded journals, rather than as a result of their own research merit. Citation counts,
particularly IF, seem to be a best understood as a measure of a combination of journal
prestige and visibility in a particular field. Since | am interested in how gender is defined
and discussed in mainstream sociological literature, IF is an appropriate ranking system
to use for selecting sources for my analysis. | make no claims or assumptions about the
quality, validity, or importance of any research based on the citational rank of the journal

in which it was published.
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Citation counts have also been criticized for tracking citations in journal articles
but not books, thus leaving out a large swath of citation data that would raise the various
types of citation-based or impact scores (Jacobs 2009). Although I only use journal
articles in my analysis, this problem means that my sample of articles from sociology
journals may be biased towards those articles that are cited most frequently in other
articles, at the expense of articles that are cited more frequently in books. Caution should
thus be taken in generalizing my findings to articles cited in books, and articles published
in journals that do not have top 50 2010 five-year IF scores.

Further, citations can represent both affirmations of scholars’ work, or challenges
and disputes; citation counts do not differentiate between frequent citing of a source as a
result of far-reaching influence and acceptance or of extensive critique. However, this
potential problem does not affect my use of IF as a tool to gather my sample because | am
seeking to examine gender conceptualization using a body of literature that represents the
mainstream of its field. Whether a source is frequently cited as a result of affirmation or
criticism does not impact my use of it in this research.

The sampling method described above produces a more or less representative
sample of recently published scholarly sociology journal articles and thus serves as an
appropriate selection strategy for this project. An approach that captures conventional,
well-read scholarship is suitable for drawing conclusions about mainstream
conceptualization in sociological scholarship. Because | sample gender-focused articles
published in journals with top rather than median 2010 five-year IF scores, my sample is
biased towards journals whose articles are more frequently cited. However, the inclusion

of such a large number of journals reduces this bias overall. | chose to select the top 50
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journals, rather than to use the median 50 journals, so as to include good coverage in my
sample of both the “average” articles and of the most cited articles. This was important
to capture the most read and/or most visible (Jacobs 2010) articles, which, precisely
because they are the most cited — and, thus, presumably most read — may do a better job
of representing mainstream sociology than those with median IF scores.

Finally, a few words about how the field of sociology is defined for my research
are appropriate here. By selecting journals using JCR’s Impact Factor measure, | am de
facto using the JCR’s definition of what is classified as a sociology journal. The JCR
includes in its sociology category journals that are:

... resources that focus on the study of human society, social structure, and social

change as well as human behavior as it is shaped by social forces. Areas covered

in this category include community studies, socio-ethnic problems, rural

sociology, sociobiology, social deviance, gender studies, the sociology of law, the

sociology of religion, and comparative sociology. (Thomson Reuters 2012b)
These parameters fit an intuitive understanding of what sociology includes. As |
mentioned above, it should also be noted that the JCR considers “gender studies” to be
one of the areas covered in the field of sociology that is worth mentioning.

More broadly, sociology can be understood as both a field and a discipline, and |
use these terms interchangeably. Generally, a field is a collection of academic work that
shares a guiding purpose, however broad or vaguely defined. A discipline, by contrast, is
the academic institutionalization of a field (Halliday 1992; see Craig 2003, 2008, and
Turner 2007 as examples of sources that employ these uses). By this understanding, a
discipline is more or less defined by the academic departments that share its name,

although using this definition does not entirely eliminate ambiguity about how work in

specific fields is defined (Najiman and Hewitt 2003:65). Because sociology is such a
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diverse field when taken as a whole (Abbott 2001; Halliday 1992; Zald 1991), it is de
facto established as a discipline by the scholars who work in sociology departments and
publish in sociology journals (Crane and Small 1992), even though they may have
doctoral degrees in subjects other than sociology. As a discipline, sociology is bound,
albeit broadly, by a shared focus on the “reciprocal relationship of individuals and
societies as they influence and shape each other” (Kuipers and Sell 2008:660).
Sociologists have produced a body of knowledge that shares this defining purpose.
Although understanding sociology to be bounded in this way risks reifying the field
(Craig 2003, 2008), and | do so with the full recognition that the term suggests a
comprehensiveness that likely does not exist in the field; sociology nevertheless includes
an overarching emphasis on the social world that establishes its borders. By this
definition the articles in both my general sociology sample and my sociology of gender
sample are engaged in the sociology enterprise writ large.

Analvytic Technique: Content Analysis

| produced two content analyses to evaluate my sources and answer my research
question. As noted above, | used the analytic techniques associated with the content
analysis method for both my sociology sample of 100 articles and my sociology of
gender sample of 68 articles. In this section, | describe the method of content analysis,
along with the analytic categories | used in my coding, including a discussion of both
quantitative and qualitative aspects. Given the subjective, interpretive nature of this
work, | include a brief ethnographic account of the processes of coding and analysis

below.
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Content analysis is a type of research that uses systematic coding to assess various
characteristics of messages in written or visual texts (Holsti 1969; Krippendorf 2004;
Neuendorf 2002). It involves the use of “a set of procedures to make valid inferences
from text” (Weber 1991:9), relying on a theoretical foundation and the scientific method
to achieve legitimate, replicable results (Neuendorf 2002). 1 applied it here to the
conceptual messages about gender in recent gender-focused scholarship in sociology at
large and in the subfield of sociology of gender. Content analysis may proceed entirely
deductively, or both deductively and inductively (Neuendorf 2002). | took the latter
approach, establishing analytic categories — described fully below — prior to my formal
analysis, based on previous reading in gender studies as described in my Introduction and
the main focus of this project on exploring gender definition in sociology. I then revised
and added categories as my analysis proceeded. When | revised or added a category, |
revisited the articles | had already coded to see if the coding I had already recorded
required revision or if entries needed to be made in the new category. All revisions and
additions of analytic categories occurred during the coding of the first 10 articles in my
sociology sample. | sought validity in my analysis by careful reading of all articles and
double-checking coding in more interpretive categories, such as those about implicit
definitions of gender (see below). I ensured reliability by coding all articles myself
within a five-month period, with no breaks from coding that lasted longer than a week.
Doing so avoided potential problems resulting from inconsistent coding by different
research workers or unintentional changes in my own application of analytic category

definitions over time.
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| use content analysis as both a quantitative method (Vogt, Gardner, and Haeffele
2012:338-9) and a qualitative method (Patton 2002:453) to evaluate the conceptual
features of gender-focused sociology and sociology of gender articles. My quantitative
results include descriptive statistics where appropriate for the analytic categories,
calculated and analyzed separately for my general sociology and sociology of gender
samples. My qualitative results include interpretive accounts of. the content of each
analytic category in both the sociological and sociology of gender samples; the
relationship between the same categories in the sociology and sociology of gender
samples; and the relationship among categories within each sample. As coding in these
analytic categories included interpretation, assessment, and synthesis, my qualitative
analysis forms a type of meta-analysis. | also take a grounded theory approach,
developing theoretical conclusions inductively from the comments in my analytic
categories that form my data (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Strauss and Corbin 1998).

In practice, the process of content analysis occurs in two steps: coding and
analysis of codes. Due to the inductive, qualitative nature of my topic, my content
analyses involved interpretation at both the coding and analysis stages. In categorizing
scholars’ use of gender as taking the form of explicit or implicit definitions, and
identifying the meaning of those uses, | provided interpretive readings across several
different analytic categories. | sought to stay as true to the meanings of gender in each
article as | could by reading carefully and thoroughly, and providing quotations in
support of my assessments. Nonetheless, it bears repeating that much of the information
in my analytic categories is interpretive, and in this sense, the analyses I present in

Chapter 5 could be considered meta-analyses of my own original explanations. Further,
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my coding and analysis phases overlapped. As I coded the articles in both of my
samples, | made notes in a separate file for use in writing my analysis and also included
cumulative analytic comments in the coding sheets themselves as | went along. The
latter appeared mostly in the “other notes” category. | thus built up the theories | develop
to explain my findings in the processes of both coding and analyzing my codes.

I coded each article using 37 descriptive and substantive analytic categories which
appear below in their entirety. Many of the categories | included were not applicable for
a substantial number of articles in both samples. However, I coded all articles in all
categories, even though this meant that about half of my codes were “n/a” for some
articles, to ensure comparability across all articles in both of my samples. | also sought to
capture as many possible aspects of gender conceptualization that existed, and tried to
avoid missing key, subtle elements of gender definition, along with differences across
articles in these elements. As a result of these careful procedures, | was able to produce a
more or less comprehensive account of gender conceptualization in the articles | coded.
Further, | expected, as turned out to be the case, that the articles in my sociology of
gender sample would include information in more categories overall than the articles in
my gender-focused sociology sample overall; | thus used a more comprehensive set of
categories for all articles to allow comparison across all categories for all articles in both
samples.

The complete list of analytic categories follows in Table 3.1:

TABLE 3.1: Analytic Cateqories for Content Analyses

Avrticle Number (my numbering):
Complete Citation:

Author(s):

Publication Year:



Journal:
Journal’s 2010 five-year IF ranking:
Research Question(s), first mention (not in abstract):

Article Section of Research Question(s), first mention:

Number of Research Questions:

Expressed/explicit definition of gender
Expressed/explicit definition of gender present? Y/N:
If yes, what is it? (direct quotation, pg. #):

First/only mention in what section of article?

Is it derivative (borrowed or cited)? Y/N:

If yes, source?

If yes, field/specialty? How do I know (bibliography)?

If yes, generic or in relation to topic (more or less)?

If yes, is definition only defined in terms of topic studied?

Additional expressed/explicit definition(s) of gender

More than one expressed/explicit definition of gender? Y/N:

If yes, what is it? (direct quotation, pg. #):
First/only mention in what section of article? n/a
Is it derivative (borrowed or cited)? Y/N:

If yes, source?:

If yes, field/specialty? How do I know (bibliography)?

If yes, generic or in relation to topic (more or less)?

If yes, is definition only defined in terms of topic studied?

Implicit definition(s) of gender

Implicit definition of gender? Y/N:

If yes, what is it? (direct quotation, pg. #):

If yes, first/only mention in what section of article?
Implicit understanding of gender?

References to sex (male/female)?

Any reference to sex and/or male/female?

If yes, how is it defined (if at all)?

If yes, how used (if at all, beyond a reference)?

66

3 . . . .
| chose to code for an article’s use of “sex” and “female/male” in a single code. Some may object to the

collapsing of these terms because female/male can be understood to be used interchangeably with

women/men with no meaning beyond that making them synonymous with the latter. Sex, however, can
more clearly be taken to suggest the invocation of essentialism, biology, and/or reproduction. As a result,
examining the concurrent use of gender and sex in recently published sociology articles would be a more

rigorous test of scholars’ possible contradictory use of gender as a reference to the socially constructed

nature of masculinities and femininities. Future research might investigate whether articles with gender

in the title that include references to sex differ in any way from articles with gender in the title that

include references to female/male but do not include references to sex.
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Larger knowledge context

“Citational footholds,”* if not covered in other categories:

What assumptions are made about what the reader knows? As the assumptions of
this knowledge vary by journal, and by particular fields/subfields.

Is gender “written into” the article? Perhaps there is no expressed/explicit
definition, but a sophisticated gender analysis is integrated into the article.

Is the article about gender (in some major/important way) even if the term gender
IS not used?

Larger contributions
Does the article make a contribution to the larger gender literature?

Other notes
Although some categories are self-evident, others require additional explanation of their
operationalizations, which | provide here.

Research question(s): | operationalized research question(s) as the authors’
expressed purpose(s) of their research. | opted not to use any research questions that |
may have found in article abstracts for two reasons. First, some abstracts do not include
any research questions at all; whether this is the case seems to be determined by
conventions of particular journals. Second, an abstract can be used by the author(s) of an
article to frame the research in the context of the journal’s theoretical orientation, and as a
result may not be an accurate source for the question(s) that guide the research that is
discussed in the article itself. To code for the presence one of more research questions, |
did not require an article to identify them as such. | generally found research questions in
the introductory paragraphs of an article, and coded for the section of the article where it
appeared. Many articles did not include research questions per se, although | was
generally able to find one or several sentences that stated the intention or argument of the
research; when this was the case, | included these statements in the research question

category.

* Thanks to Judith Gerson for suggesting this term.
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Expressed/explicit definition of gender: | operationalized an expressed or explicit
definition of gender as a description of gender in any section of the article. 1 did not
require that authors self-consciously note that they were defining gender, or defining it
conceptually. | read the articles in both the sociology and sociology of gender samples
liberally in seeking definitions of gender; if there was any account of gender’s meaning
that was expressed explicitly in words, | coded it as an explicit definition. 1 also included
explicit definitions in this category that were cited and/or quoted from other sources. In
practice, coding in this category involved a third possibility: almost explicit or “kind of”
explicit definitions that I incorporated as an option as | coded. | did not create a separate
category for almost explicit definitions but rather noted the presence of an almost explicit
definition in the explicit definition category, and provided additional details in the
implicit definition category. When | found articles that included an explicit definition of
gender and implicit uses that indicated understandings of gender that differed from the
explicit definition, | coded the relevant information in both the explicit and implicit
definition categories.

The other categories under this heading — first/only mention in what section of
article, field or specialty, whether definition is derivative (borrowed or cited), whether
definition is generic or defined in relation to the topic of the article, and if gender is only
defined in terms of the topic — provide information for contextual information for
understanding how authors use explicit gender definitions, when they do.

Implicit definition(s) of gender: These categories were operationalized as gender’s
embedded or underlying meaning, based on a careful reading of the entire article. To

illustrate one type of implicit definition, | found that some authors did not define gender
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explicitly at all, but a close reading showed that gender references reflected an
understanding of gender as sex (female/male). As noted above, | coded in these
categories for an article even if | had already coded in the expressed/explicit categories to
be able to compare explicit definitions, when present, with implicit definitions. In this
section, | also differentiated between implicit definitions and implicit understandings of
gender. While there is overlap between these categories, | wanted to distinguish between
those articles in which the author(s) used a definition of gender that was relatively
straightforward and used it only in one way, from those articles whose author(s)
incorporated a more sophisticated, multi-faceted view of gender. In both cases, the
meaning(s) of gender are not defined or explained explicitly.

I also included the category, for implicit definitions, “If yes [article includes an
implicit definition], first/only mention in what section of article?” even though most of
my codes for this category for articles with implicit definitions were “n/a.” As | coded
articles with implicit definitions of gender, it often did not make sense to record the
section of the article in which | found the first/only mention because the term gender was
used throughout the article, with the same meaning each time. Gender’s implicit
meaning in these cases underlay the work throughout the article.

In coding in the implicit definition categories, | also noted passages that included
references to both gender and sex, female, or male. | use the phrase “sex terms” to refer
to “female” and “male,” as distinct from the term “sex” itself. | recorded these passages
in the explicit definition, implicit definition, and/or references to sex categories, with a

note that identified them as instances of this pattern.



70

Although most of my analytic categories include a subjective component and rely
on my own assessments and judgments rather than a simple identification and recording
of information, | found this to be most true of the implicit definitions categories. To code
in these categories, | reflected carefully on all uses of gender in each article, including
those in the discussion and conclusion sections of an article, to identify the prevailing if
unarticulated underlying view of gender. If I found that more than one implicit
understanding of gender, I included all in these categories. While I believe this care and
thoroughness produced accurate, insightful information about authors” assumptions of
gender’s meaning and scope — sometimes articulated and acknowledged, often not — I
recognize that the descriptions in these categories may be biased by my own implicit
views of gender or assumptive approach. | discuss this possibility more fully below.

Further, the very idea of implicit understandings of gender raises an unwieldy and
pervasive issue in sociology: to what degree do scholars rely on readers’ already-existing
knowledge and to what degree are they obliged to offer their own clear, context-specific
definitions of key terms? This matter is especially relevant in the field of sociology
because sociologists often research and write about objects, ideas, and topics about which
readers — and, indeed, scholars — have “lay” understandings and definitions (see section
on ordinary language in Chapter 2). Although this is an important problem, it is
nevertheless beyond the immediate scope of my project as a primary consideration. |
address the implications of my research for implicit definitions and intuitive
understandings in sociological scholarship about gender in Chapter 5.

References to sex: Although my project is about gender, I included these

categories so as to be able to investigate authors’ use of sex in relation to their use of
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gender. | was also interested in whether articles with gender in the title contained
references to sex or sex terms at all. In this section, | coded for whether the article
included any references to “sex” or to “female” or “male.” | identified whether there
were references only to sex, to female, and/or to male in each article. If there was a
reference to sex or female or male, I identified whether the term(s) were defined, and
how they were used. In the latter category, as with the implicit definition of gender
categories, | offered a summary interpretive statement of how sex or sex terms were used,
ad provided quotations in support of my assessment in my codes. | generally provided at
least three quotations to show author(s)’ uses of sex and sex terms, to avoid capturing an
atypical use in a single passage.

Larger knowledge context: These categories captured the scholarly context of
each article as a way to recognize the general contextuality of sociological knowledge
and to understand gender definition and use as it is located within particular subfields and
“circles” of citational activity. | gathered information for the first two categories —
citational footholds® and assumptions about reader knowledge — from the bibliography of
each article. Looking at the names of journals and books listed in each article’s
bibliography gave me a strong sense of its subdisciplinary, or interdisciplinary,
location(s). | coded the third and fourth categories — whether gender is written into the
article and whether the article is about gender even if the term gender is not used or
defined explicitly — as assessments of each article’s underlying focus on and orientation
towards gender. Although there is overlap in these two categories, | coded them

separately in recognition of the analytical distinction between gender as a frame(work)

> | use this term to refer to central and/or key citations about gender. Generally these are sources that
are cited more than once, and possibly discussed in the text, and that indicate an author’s or set of
authors’ main ideas about gender.
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for an article that is so primary or basic that it is not discussed explicitly, and gender as a
fundamental analytical category about which conclusions are drawn, even if this is not
made obvious.

Larger contributions to gender literature: This category evaluated whether the
article offered a new finding about gender in particular, even if it offered new findings
about other topics. This category can be understood in relation to the last category —
whether the article is about gender in some fundamental way — under the previous
heading, “larger knowledge context,” in the sense that only articles about gender as such
make a contribution to the gender literature. Articles that use gender as a term to refer to
sex, or to reference social constructionism as a general social process, do not make a
contribution to the larger gender literature, as these uses are already documented and
discussed. | was generous in assessing contributions in this category to avoid assuming
no larger contribution to the gender literature if an article was not explicitly orientated in
that way.

It also bears noting that my coding in this category was rarely comprehensive, as
this information related to other analytic categories, such as whether the article was about
gender, or whether gender was “written into” the article. | often made reference to my
coding in these and other categories in my comments about an article’s larger
contribution to the gender literature. Although some of the analytic categories I
employed in my content analyses can stand alone, most are better understood in relation
to one another, and this is how I treated both sets of articles as | coded and in my

analyses.
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Other notes: Under the “other notes” heading, | included any additional points
that I believed to be relevant to an article’s treatment of gender that had not been
previously coded. It also includes summary comments on an article, when | felt those
were necessary, as was sometimes the case with particularly detailed and/or gender-
oriented articles. After | had coded about the first 15 articles in my gender-focused
sociology sample, | also used this category for notes towards my analysis, identifying
patterns of gender definition and use as they emerged, and cumulating my thoughts and
observations as | went along. | coded in this category for most, although not all, articles
in both of my samples.

Coding and Analysis: An Ethnographic Account

As noted, the project | undertake here is an inductive and interpretive qualitative
study. | use the method of content analysis because it is an appropriate way to collect
data that provides insight towards my research question. Because content analysis is
typically associated to a greater degree with quantitative outcomes (counting occurrences
in categories) that are subsequently interpreted after the content has been collected, than
in the qualitative way | use it here, some comments about the coding process as an
endeavor in assessment and interpretation are appropriate. In both of my content
analyses the information that forms the codes in several of my key analytic categories is
itself interpretive. | sought to offer as clear and objective an assessment of how the
authors of the articles | coded used the term gender, but with the full recognition that
ultimately many of my codes are at least partly subjective. | am sure that my own history
of reading and thinking about gender, which falls primarily into the areas of gender

theory and the sociology of gender, has informed both coding and analysis. As a result of



74

this particular background, explicated in the Introduction, I did have to actively adopt an
attitude of exploration, rather than one of evaluation, as | read many articles in both
sociology at large and the sociology of gender subfield that did not include explicit
definitions of gender.

Occasionally I found that the analytic categories | used were not entirely
sufficient, especially as they related to one another. The most problematic case was
coding in the larger knowledge context category, “Is gender ‘written into’ the article?
Perhaps there is no expressed/explicit definition, but a sophisticated gender analysis is integrated
into the article,” for articles that included an implicit definition of gender, but an explicit gender
analysis. In these cases, | coded in this category with the observation that gender would be better
characterized to be “written out into” the article, as an indication that it was possible for an author
to use gender implicitly, while also offering a very explicit gender analysis.

The “other notes” category provided a space to record my more general
impressions and to document patterns as | saw them emerging. In writing my analysis in
Chapter 5, | considered analysis not only of the codes I recorded in the other categories,
but also of the evolution of my thoughts about the process of coding and the shape of the
literatures as | cumulated them from the first article | coded to the last. | used these notes
not only to create my analysis of the articles, but also as a part of it. The inductive
quality of my coding and analytic process reflect my focus on a little discussed, as yet

undefined issue, that has developed as | investigate it.
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Chapter 4: Results of General Sociology and Sociology of Gender Samples Content
Analyses

Introduction

This chapter reports the results of the content analyses of my general sociology
sample and my sociology of gender sample. | report both quantitative and qualitative
findings for both samples. | begin with quantitative results reported individually for my
general sociology sample and sociology of gender sample, followed by comparative
quantitative results. | then report qualitative results for my general sociology and
sociology of gender samples. Quantitative findings include the proportions of articles
that contain explicit conceptual definitions of gender, that contain implicit definitions,
and that mention the term sex or sex terms (female and male). Qualitative findings
include general characterizations of types of explicit and implicit definitions in my
sample, typical uses of each, and accounts of uses of sex and sex terms. In the following
chapter, | explain my findings in two ways: first, in terms of the empirical character of
gender and the way gender itself and previous sociological gender studies frame current
scholarship, and second, in terms of the concepts queries presented in Chapter 2.

Quantitative Results

| begin with a word about the scope of the quantitative analysis in both of my
samples. When | started the project I anticipated being able to calculate descriptive
statistics for substantially more analytic categories than | subsequently discovered | could
once | had completed coding. Although I coded in many categories in an effort to
capture as much nuance as | could in the literature | was evaluating, | found substantial
variation within most of my categories, particularly those related to citational patterns in

derivative explicit and implicit gender definitions. As a result, any further quantification
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based on a priori assumptions about the homogeneity of my analytical categories would
lead to data without meaningful substantive interpretations. This problem was further
compounded by small numbers of articles in each category of gender scholar cited or
quoted, as well as insignificant numerical differences between them. As a consequence, |
do not calculate or report descriptive statistics for any additional categories beyond those
in Table 4.1, which appears below in the comparative quantitative findings subsection.
Finally, while the results reported in the comparative subsection repeat some individually
reported results for my general sociology and sociology of gender samples, they are
included again in service of a full comparative description of the quantitative findings in
both samples.
General Sociology Sample Findings

In my general sociology sample, | found that 12% of the articles I coded included
an explicit definition of gender. This statistic includes one article that contained two
explicit definitions and two articles with both an explicit and an implicit definition of
gender. Eighty-seven percent included only an implicit definition. One percent, or only
one article, did not include any definition of gender at all, even an implicit one. | opted
to keep it in a separate category to maintain the integrity of the explicit and implicit
categories rather than collapsing the no definition category into one of the others.
Overall, 37% of both the explicit and implicit gender definitions were derivative of
another source by citation or quotation. Eighty-three percent of the explicit definitions
and 31% of the implicit definitions of gender were derivative. Finally, 76% of my
general sociology sample is made up of articles that include references to sex or sex

terms.
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Sociology of Gender Sample Findings

In my sociology of gender sample, | found that 26.5% of the articles included an
explicit definition of gender. This statistic includes four articles that included both an
explicit and implicit definition of gender and two articles that had two explicit
definitions. 72.5% of my sample is made up of articles with only an implicit definition.
A single article (1.5% of the sample) did not include a definition of gender, explicit or
implicit. Rather than collapsing it into the implicit definition category | maintained it in
its own category to avoid adding further variation to the implicit category. Overall,
72.1% of both the explicit and implicit gender definitions were derivative of another
source. Of the explicit definitions, 94.4% cited or quoted another source, compared to
65.3% of the implicit definitions. Finally, 57.4% of my sample contains references to sex
or sex terms.
Comparative Findings

Table 4.1 below shows quantitative results calculated for the major categories of
my content analysis for both my general sociology sample and sociology of gender
sample. The table shows key differences between my samples — most notably in explicit
definition, implicit definition, and reference to sex and sex terms categories — as well as
an overall pattern in both samples of frequent appearance of implicit definitions and
infrequent appearance of explicit definitions. Of the articles in my general sociology
sample, 12% percent include an explicit definition of gender, compared to 26.5% of the
articles in my sociology of gender sample. While there is a significant gap of 14.5
percentage points between my general sociology and sociology of gender samples in

explicit definition, it is equally important to note that in both samples just over one
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quarter or less of the articles include an explicit definition of gender. 1 also found that a
substantial majority of articles in both samples include only an implicit definition of
gender. This is true for 87% of articles in my general sociology sample and 72.1% of the
articles in my sociology of gender sample. Further, more than half of the articles in both
samples include references to sex or sex terms, with 76% of those in my general
sociology sample making reference to sex or sex terms compared to 57.4% of those in my
sociology of gender sample.

In terms of derivative definitions | find that only 37% of gender definitions in my
general sociology sample quote or cite another source, compared to 72.1% of definitions
in my sociology of gender sample. The proportion of derivative definitions in my
sociology of gender sample is almost double that in my general sociology sample.
Finally, it is worth noting that only 39% of my general sociology sample either includes
directly or in the form of citation or quotation, points to an implicit definition of gender.
This 39% includes the 12% of articles in my sample with an explicit definition and the
27% of articles with implicit derivative definitions. To compare, in my sociology of
gender sample 73.6% of the articles either include directly or point to an explicit
definition of gender. This 73.5% includes the 26.5% of articles with an explicit
definition and the 47.1% of articles with implicit derivative definitions. The proportion
of articles in my sociology of gender sample that provides or refers to an explicit gender
definition is close to double the proportion that does so in my general sociology sample.
These statistics suggest a greater attentiveness towards gender definition among those
who publish in the subfield of sociology of gender compared to those who publish in

non-gender-focused sociology journals, as | discuss further below.
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TABLE 4.1: Gender Definition in General Sociology and Sociology of Gender Samples
(2006-2010)

General Sociology
Sociology of Gender
Sample Sample
Percent articles with explicit definition 12.0* 26.5**
(100) (68)
Percent articles with only implicit definition 87.0 72.1
(100) (68)
Percent articles with no definition 1.0%** 1.5%***
(100) (68)
Percent articles with definition derivative of another source 37.0 72.1
(100) (68)
Percent articles with explicit definition where definition is
derivative of another source 83.3 94.4
(Subset of articles with explicit definitions) (12) (18)
Percent articles with implicit definition where definition is
derivative of another source 31.0 65.3
(Subset of articles with implicit definitions) (87) (49)
Percent articles with references to sex terms 76.0 57.4
(100) (68)

* Includes one article with two explicit definitions of gender and two articles with both
explicit and implicit definitions of gender.

** Includes four articles with two explicit definitions of gender and two articles with both
explicit and implicit definitions of gender.

*** The single article that | did not characterize as including an explicit or implicit definition
of gender used the term gender very infrequently and was not in fact about gender.

**** The single article that | did not characterize as including an explicit or implicit definition
of gender has the word gender as a reference to Gender & Society.

Qualitative Results

This section reports comparative qualitative results. These take the form of
general summaries that characterize the types of definitions and examples to demonstrate
typical uses. In the respective discussions of both samples | address, in the following
order, explicit definitions of gender, implicit definitions of gender, and references to sex

and sex terms. 1 include examples of derivative and non-derivative definitions. Due to
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the substantial variation among both explicit and implicit gender definitions in both
samples | offer the caveat that although my examples serve to illustrate each analytical
category they cannot be taken as definitive representations of any type of definition. |
provide several examples of each type of definition to illustrate the differences in kind
that are included each category.
General Sociology Sample Findings
Despite their small number, the explicit definitions in my general sociology
sample show variation in length, complexity, and type. Most explicit definitions were
quite direct, such as this example from Charles and Bradley’s (2009) article about cross-
national sex segregation by field of study, which argues
... that conventional evolutionary models of women’s status cannot provide a
satisfactory account of cross-national and historical variability in sex segregation
by field of study because they underestimate the enduring cultural force of
gender-essentialist logic (i.e., cultural beliefs in fundamental and innate gender
differences), which has proven to be extremely influential in shaping life
experiences, expectations, and aspirations, even in the most liberal egalitarian
societies (Fenstermaker and West 2002; Charles and Grusky 2004; Correll 2004;
Ridgeway 2006). (Charles and Bradley 2009:925)
Their definition of gender includes a direct quotation from a well- and broadly-cited
sociologist of gender: “In Ridgeway’s (2006) terms, gender serves as ‘a primary framing
device for social relations,” even in societies where egalitarian principles are widely
endorsed (see also Bem 1993)” (Charles and Bradley 2009:927). This definition is also
an example of an explicit definition that is derivative of or cites another source.
Another example of an explicit definition that is similarly short and direct, but the
author’s own, is Penner’s (2008) explanation of his use of the term gender over sex in his

study of international differences in extreme mathematical achievement. While this

definition appears in a footnote and the definition itself is in parentheses | nonetheless
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count it as an explicit definition. Penner writes: “While some make a distinction between
sex (biological) and gender (social), | do not believe that this is particularly useful in this
context, given the inextricable nature of the link between sex and gender here. Thus, |
use the term gender throughout the article” (pg. S140, original emphasis). | coded this as
an explicit definition because | presumed Penner meant that gender is social, despite lack
of identification of what exactly is social or how it is so. He may also have meant that
gender means sex/gender, where biological and social components cannot be separated.
My sample also included lengthier and less direct definitions that | categorized as
explicit by virtue of their detailed explanation of the gender component of a gendered or
gender-related phenomenon. For example, in their article about how social differences
become status distinctions Ridgeway et al. (2009) discuss “cultural beliefs about gender”
(47) in such a way that their meaning of gender is overt:
Cultural beliefs about gender (i.e., gender stereotypes) carry not only descriptive
information about how men and women are culturally assumed to be, but
prescriptive information about how they should be (Fiske 1998). The principal
prescriptive requirement for women is that they appear communal in interpersonal
relations (Cancian 1987; Eagly and Karau 2002). Women are expected to appear
relatively kind, helpful, concerned about others, and generally ‘nice.” The
difficulty is that this requirement to be communal is culturally perceived to
conflict with the assertion of superiority or dominance. As Rudman and Glick
(2001) show, the assertion of superiority is perceived as ‘not being nice’ and thus
as a violation of prescriptive gender expectations for women. As a result, unless a
woman’s right to do so is clearly legitimated in a particular situation, her assertion
of influence over another can provide a negative ‘backlash’ reaction from others
of both sexes (Rudman and Glick 2001).” (Ridgeway et al. 2009:47)
This passage also demonstrates a longer and less direct explicit definition of gender that

includes citations in the explanation but does not involve a direct quotation expressing

the meaning of gender.
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In the following quotation from Wierda-Boer, Gerris, and Vermulst (2008),
“gender ideology” is sufficiently overt to be considered an explicit definition of gender,
similar to the “cultural beliefs about gender” discussed above (Ridgeway et al. 2009).
The authors investigate whether work-family balance is predicted by what they term
adaptive strategies and gender ideology. Wierda-Boer et al. (2008) define gender
ideology in the following sentence: “In this study we . . . explore the role of gender
ideology, that is, masculine and feminine traits, in explaining work-family balance,”
(2008:1005) and then go on to immediately define masculinity and femininity:

Masculinity refers to an individual’s identification with stereotypical masculine

roles. Traits associate with masculine roles are agentic and instrumental.

Femininity, on the other hand, refers to an individual’s identification with

stereotypical feminine roles. Feminine traits are communal and expressive (Bem,

1974). Masculinity and femininity are embedded within the social context and

are socially reinforced (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). They are not opposite ends

of a single continuum; instead, individuals can possess both masculine and
feminine traits. Integration and relatively high identification with both masculine
and feminine traits is referred to as androgyny (Bem, 1974). (Wierda-Boer,

Gerris, and Vermulst 2008:1005)

This explicit definition is one of the more comprehensive conceptualizations of gender
among the explicit definitions. It is also a derivative definition, including two citations.

The following explicit definition, like many others, references West and
Zimmerman’s (1987) seminal and well-cited article, “Doing Gender.” Tibbals (2007)
includes their title phrase in the title of her own article, “Doing Gender as Resistance:
Waitresses and Servers in Contemporary Table Service,” which “comparatively examines
experiences of doing gender as a waitress in a traditional restaurant setting and doing

gender as a server in a routinized restaurant setting to explore the possibility of persons

doing normative gender as resistance” (Tibbals 2007:732). Her article includes an
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explicit, derivative definition of gender in which she cites both West and Zimmerman

(1987) and Connell (1987):

Based on the work of Candace West and Don Zimmerman (1987), it can be said
that gender emerges out of social interactions and is therefore a socially organized
achievement, rather than a “natural’ occurrence. Additionally, according to R. W.
Connell (1987), in any historical setting, gender and consequent gender
presentations are guided by the idealized concepts of hegemonic masculinity for
men and emphasized femininities for women. (Tibbals 2007:732)

Like the article discussed immediately above, this definition does not quote other sources

directly but uses citations to reference the concepts of key gender theorists. It is also one

of the more direct explicit definitions in my general sociology sample.

My final example of explicit definitions of gender is the single article | found with

more than one explicit definition, Ferree’s (2010) review of gender perspectives in the

literature on families. There were no other articles in my sample that included the

breadth of gender definition of this one, likely explained in part by its status as a

comprehensive review of theoretical views of gender in the family scholarship rather than

a report of original research. Nonetheless, | include it here to illustrate the less common

types of explicit definition. The following passages are worth quoting at length to

demonstrate many explicit gender definitions both presented and evaluated:

And:

A loose definition of gender as a variable distinguishing women and men as
individuals or as defining relationships located within the context of the family is
omnipresent. Studies fitting this definition often have employed the theoretically
disconcerting language of ‘gender role,” which either encapsulates gender within
a single institution or turns role into a synonym for cultural stereotype. Far fewer
studies have applied the feminist-inspired and feminist-inspired and theoretically
rigorous definition of gender as a relationship of power connected to institutional
process organizing — and changing — families. (Ferree 2010:422-3)

A gender perspective has also been called gender relations theory, gender as a
social structure, gender as an institution, and an intersectional gender analysis
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(Lorber, 2005; P. Y. Martin, 2003a; Risman, 2004). At its core, the gender

perspective rejects gender as a static norm or ideal (the so-called gender role), and

instead defines gender as a social relation characterized by power inequalities that
hierarchically produce, organize, and evaluate masculinities and femininities
through the contested but controlling practices of individuals, organizations, and
societies. The differences between women and men are thus not only seen as
socially constructed but also as politically meaningful. Individual gendering
activities are situated in larger structures that have their own institutionalized
gender practices and meanings (P. Y. Martin, 2003a). The macro-micro dynamic

is integral to this theoretical perspective (Anderson, 2005). (Ferree 2010:424)
This purpose of this article as a review of the literature about gender in relation to
families explains why it includes so many different definitions of gender and also
assesses them. It serves as a good illustration of many different types of explicit
derivative gender definitions.

The implicit gender definitions in my sample are similarly varied. Implicit
definitions of gender ranged from straightforward to complex. Generally, I identified two
types of implicit uses of the term: gender as a stand-in for women and men, and gender as
a reference to a social force or social structure. In the first type, gender is used as a
summary term to mean both of the terms women and men and/or differences between
women and men. | refer to these uses of gender as “women-and-men” and “differences-
between-women-and-men” to capture the meaning of gender as a summary, shortcut, or
stand-in for both women and men or girls and boys, or differences between them, rather
than only one of each pair. Inthe second use, gender means a social force that exists
outside of individuals and creates an impact on individuals, groups, or society or culture
in general. Many articles include both uses. | further differentiated between an implicit
definition and an implicit understanding. | coded in the definition category when the

covert meaning of gender was clear and it was only used in one way; definitions that

meant only women-and-men are the most common in this category. | coded in the
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understanding category when | discerned that the covert meaning of gender included a
more substantive and/or multifaceted view.

Jerby, Semyonov, and Lewin-Epstein’s (2006) article titled “On Measures of
Gender Occupational Segregation: Statistical and Conceptual Considerations (A
Response to Grusky and Levanon)” includes only an implicit definition of gender where
gender is used to mean women-and-men. The following passage demonstrates this type
of use: “. . . gender occupational segregation becomes more pronounced and more
evident as the occupational classification becomes more detailed. Likewise, occupations
tend to become more gender-typed . . .” (Jerby, Semyonov, and Lewin-Epstein
2006:576). The following excerpt from the same article also shows a use of gender
meaning women-and-men:

Since the critique put forward by GL [Grusky and Levanon] reflects in part

disagreement on what segregation indexes should measure, we would like to take

this opportunity to suggest, as well, that segregation indices are merely an
operational definition of the segregation phenomenon. As such, they serve as

measures of the theoretical concept — gender segregation. (Jerby et al. 2007:579)
This implicit definition of gender is also the author’s own and not derivative of another
source.

My sample also included some articles where the implicit definition of gender
was a reference exclusively, or almost so, to women. This is the case in Yadgar’s (2006)
work about religion and feminism among traditional Jewish Israeli women. His
description of his research is worth quoting here to show the almost singular focus on
women and femininity. Yadgar asks:

... how women [Jewish Israeli traditionalists] who choose an identity that refuses

to fall into a one-dimensional dichotomy that distinguishes between the category

of the “secular-modern-feminist’ and that of the ‘religious-traditional-subordinate’
construct and negotiate their feminine identity, while exploring the varying ways
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in which this identity-construct interplays with these women’s identity as

members of a distinct sociocultural group. More particularly, | explore the ways

in which Jewish Israeli traditionalist women construct and negotiate their
identities as women, feminists, traditionalists, and Israelis, in a context of
predominant binary distinctions that separates the ‘religious’ from the “secular,’
the ‘modern’ from the ‘traditional,” and more implicitly, the “feminist’ (and free)

from the ‘subordinate.” (Yadgar 2006:354-5)

This framing of the research means gender can be read as a stand-in for women in the
following passage:

An important focal point of this strand of research has dealt with the ways in

which religion perpetuates traditional gender roles and inequality (Dhruvarajan

1988; Richardson 1988). The basic premise behind much of this research has

been the notion that traditional, conservative religions, which have been

historically patriarchal, are immanently contradictory to feminism’s basic

premises of gender equality. (Yadgar 2006:354)

And:

A comparison of this article’s argument with that of contemporary evangelical

Christians (Gallagher and Smith 1999; Bartkowski and Read 2003) could shed an

interesting light on the ways in which the specific case of Jewish Israeli

traditionalist women can inform our understanding of gender and religion.

(‘Yadgar 2006:367)

While the author uses citations to support his comments on religion and gender, he does
not do so for his references to gender. | thus classified this article as including a non-
derivative implicit definition of gender.

The following example includes both an implicit definition and an implicit
understanding of gender. In the article “Intentional Families: Fictive Kin Ties Between
Cross-Gender, Different Sexual Orientation Friends” (Muaco 2006) the implicit
definition of gender as women-and-men can be seen in the following passages: “. . . there
existed a gender difference in how participants viewed the transition to old age such that
the gay man-straight woman pairings tended to have a more serious and tangible plan for

aging together,” (Muaco 2006:1319) and “Another related issue that highlights gender
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differences in these friendships was that several straight women in the sample noted a
willingness to be a surrogate mother for their gay male friend. In most cases, however,
the gay male friend did not express an interest in being a father” (1319). Both quotations
show gender standing in for women-and-men. The author also uses gender to identify
norms and ideology associated with appropriate behavior for women and men, especially
as these relate to marriage and parenthood. For example: “The women’s offers to give
birth and to relinquish the child to their gay friend not only challenged traditional gender
norms of motherhood but also contested beliefs that gay men make inappropriate
parents,” (1321) and “Overall, the data suggest that the behavior within intentional family
ties in some ways reinforced and in others challenged normative gender expectations”
(1322). Both of these uses are implicit and non-derivative but the latter qualifies as an
implicit understanding rather than only a definition because gender is used to invoke a
social force that has the ability to shape behavior. In the case of this article, the subjects
are acting against a force — normative gender expectations — that the author appears to
view as a constraint on others.

My sample also included more overt implicit definitions than the one discussed in
the previous paragraph, but implicit nonetheless. For example, Yancey and Kim’s (2008)
article, “Racial Diversity, Gender Equality, and SES Diversity in Christian
Congregations: Exploring the Connections of Racism, Sexism, and Classism in
Multiracial and Nonmultiracial Churches,” provides an example where gender refers to
both a structure that incorporates inequality and a set of roles. The following quotation
demonstrates the first use and also serves as an example of a derivative implicit

definition: “Previous literature postulated an intersectionality of racial, gender, and class
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hierarchies that are often cumulative in effect (Almquist 1995; Collins 1990; Levine-
Rasky 2002; Lorber 2001)” (Yancey and Kim 2008:103). The implicit meaning of
gender as both a structural location and element of personal identity is made clear by the
citation of intersectionality and gender scholars. In their use of gender to refer to gender
roles, Yancey and Kim incorporate their other related implicit meaning of gender as a
force of structural inequality:
... multiracial churches endorsing a conservative biblical interpretation are even
more likely to support a restricted gender role for women. The traditional
understanding of gender roles that many conservative churches endorse can draw
informal social sanctions and charges of sexism. Thus, many conservative
churches can be reluctant to openly endorse religious patriarchy. But
conservative multiracial churches may be inoculated from charges of racial
bigotry, and by extension general bigotry. This may allow conservative
multiracial churches more freedom to enforce traditional gender roles. (Yancy
and Kim 2008:109)
The use of gender in these passages is typical of many of the articles in my general
sociology sample that include implicit definitions and understandings. | found that
gender is often used in more than one way, especially when its implicit meanings are
more complex.
| offer a last example of an implicit gender understanding that is similar to the one
above in that it seems to be at least partly a reference to the theory of intersectionality,
but without any direct references, citations, or quotations that confirm this is the case.
Together these two examples illustrate the variation in form that implicit meanings of
gender can take, even when the intended meaning is more or less the same. In her article
about race, class, gender, and mothering, Byrne (2006) uses gender to mean a social

construction that is part of a hierarchical social structure, which produces unique

identities for individuals based on their race and class category memberships. Her work:
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... argues that the activities involved in being mothers and bringing up children

can be understood as performative of race, class and gender — that is, that

practices of mothering were implicated in repeating and re-inscribing classed and

raced discourses. The women, as mothers, were also engaged in gendered — and

gendering — work. (Byrne 2006:1001-2)
She concludes that *. . . at the core of practices of motherhood lies the intersection of
race, class and gender, with white middle-classness often functioning as a norm of
womanhood. The experience of and practices involved in motherhood are inescapably
and irreducibly gendered” (Byrne 2006:1002). The implicit definition here is
multifaceted and sophisticated and | thus characterized it as an implicit understanding. It
is also nonderivative as there were no direct quotations or citations in relation to gender’s
meaning, in the passages above or in the rest of the article.

The articles in my general sociology sample also include frequent reference to
“sex” and “female” and “male”; as previously noted | refer to the latter as “sex terms.” |
found that almost none of these references seem intended to invoke a reference to
biology, reproduction, the body, or women’s and men’s differences in these domains. |
also observed that some articles include what could be understood as conventional
references to sex, in terms or phrases that form part of the convention in certain subfields.
These types of uses seem intended to do the work of linking past and present research
through use of the same terms, even if present work may not carry the biological and
reproductive meanings that sex terms invoked in their initial uses. For example, the term
“sex segregation” is still common to refer to what is also known as occupational gender
segregation, as in the following passage from Charles and Bradley’s (2009) article

discussed above in the explicit definitions segment: ". . . our multivariate analyses reveal

important discontinuities between developing/transitional and advanced industrial
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societies in the process of generating this form of gender inequality, suggesting that
distinct sex segregation regimes may indeed operate in ‘materialist’ and ‘postmaterialist’
societies” (Charles and Bradley 2009:926). Numerous other articles contain references to
sex and sex terms that are not amenable to this interpretation and generally seem to be
used as identifiers. Many of these also appear in articles with gender analyses, as | show
below.
| begin with an example of the latter. “Connecting the Gendered Door: Women,
Violence, and Doorwork” by Hobbs, O’Brien, and Westmarland (2007) offers both a
sophisticated gender analysis of women who are bouncers and frequent use of sex terms.
This article also contains an implicit derivative definition of gender, with citations of
West and Zimmerman (1987) and West and Fenstermaker (1995) appearing close to the
end of the article; these references appear in the second quotation below. The following
two passages illustrate the authors’ gender analysis with simultaneous use of “female”:
Controlling and governing the ‘unruly behaviours’ of women customers in
licensed venues (Day, Gough and McFadden 2003), represents an important
gender specialist task, and as Claire reveals here, female staff are sought after by
some venues to deal specifically with violent and aggressive women. We
examine the gendered processes at play within this aspect of their role elsewhere
(O’Brien, Hobbs and Westmarland 2007), but what is evident from Claire’s
account here, is that the behaviours and control strategies of female bouncers can
be regulated by the rules of masculine violent conduct . . . . Other women we have
interviewed, however, appear to be challenging ‘normative’ gendered values and
codes that underpin “violence work’ in licensed premises. (Hobbs, O’Brien, and
Westmarland 2007:30)
And:
In our interviews female bouncers attached status and meaning to being labeled as
tough, confident and competent violence experts. When they use violence in
conflict situations they are in their terms “handling’ violence, and as we have
illustrated in this paper, ‘violence work’ is a profoundly gendered form of social

action, and females bouncers are ‘doing gender’ when they negotiate violence and
aggression in the context of licensed venues. The hyper masculine environments
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that these women occupy, nurtures the construction of a range of ‘alternative’

femininities (Messerschmidt 197; Miller 1998, 2001) confirming gender as

situated accomplishment (West and Fenstermaker 1994; West and Zimmerman

1987). (Hobbs et al. 2007:33)

The sex term “female” only appears once in each quotation, but is notable because of its
embeddedness in comments that otherwise indicate that the authors’ understanding that
gender is complex, multidimensional, and includes a social constructionist element. |
consider both uses to be identifiers, designed to indicate to the reader that the authors are
referring to women, but without intent to invoke biology, reproduction, or bodies. This
article also shows use of gender and sex terms in close proximity.

I also found some articles in my sample where sex and sex terms appeared only in
the methods section and no other place in the article, such as Cunningham’s (2008) work
about the relationship between gender ideology and housework allocation on women’s
employment over the course of their lives. Two quotations from his data section
describing the scale he uses to measure gender ideology demonstrate this use: “The items
are coded so that a high score represents lower levels of support for the male
breadwinner, female homeworker family model,” (Cunningham 2008:257) and “The
primary measure of the gendered division of labor assesses the relative participation of
husbands and wives in stereotypically female household tasks based on an ordinal
response scale . . .” (Cunningham 2008:257). The first passage could be understood as a
conventional reference to sex terms, discussed above, as the phrase “male breadwinner,
female homeworker” is often used in scholarship to describe this particular family
arrangement. Cunningham’s article also contains an implicit view of gender, as is

partially visible in a segment in the data section of his article that makes reference to

“female”: “The analyses presented to this point have documented the influences of
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women’s gender attitudes and men’s participation in stereotypically female housework on
the likelihood that women are employed, and these influences have been shown to
operate over long periods of time” (Cunningham 2008:255). Along with the use of a
gender ideology scale, the reference to “gender attitudes” suggests that the author
understands gender to be a social structure or force that exists outside of the individual
and includes some evaluation of appropriate workplace and household behavior for
women and men.

Some articles in my general sociology sample included very frequent use of sex
terms, such as Hall and Mogyorody’s (2007) article, “Organic Farming, Gender, and the
Labor Process.” Inthis article gender is generally used to refer to women-and-men,
although it also includes a quite buried implicit meaning of gender as an ideology in
which women are accorded less agency and power than men. Several quotations
illustrate all three of these observations:

When we disaggregate the responses and directly compare male and female

respondents (in different operations), keeping in mind that this division was based

on the self-definition of the “‘main operator,’ the female respondents with male
partners were much more likely (64%) than male respondents with female
partners (29%) to report that they shared the farm decision-making evenly, while
the reported hours of farm work by females were more equivalent to the male

contributions. (Hall and Mogyorody 2007:297)

And:

... when looking more directly at female involvement in farm production and

decision-making, the findings have been less than promising. For example,

Meares (1997) found a persistence in “‘classic’ gendered roles and responsibilities

on the farm, in the household, and in the movement itself, with men continuing to

dominate, whereas women remained as the less involved movement supporter, the
occasional farm worker, and the major player in the household. She also notes
that males and females looked at sustainable agriculture in different ways, with
males retaining relatively conventional beliefs about the environment, which she

argues is partly a reflection of the gendered production roles on the farm and in
the movement. (Hall and Mogyorody 2007:291)
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And:
A core argument regarding the impact of conventional productivist agriculture on
gender relations is that increased farm sizes, specialization, mechanization, and
commercialization have separated farm production from household reproduction
and shifted women to the more marginalized farm support tasks such as
bookkeeping, running errands, and making and transporting meals for their
spouses . . .. (Hall and Mogyorody 2007:289)
These passages are worth quoting at length because they illustrate a common pattern of
sex term use that | found in many articles in my sample: sex terms are used as identifiers
with no discernible intent to appeal even implicitly to biological or reproductive
meanings or differences between women and men. The second passage quoted above
demonstrates the conflation of sex and gender terms, as the gender terms “women” and
“men” are used to describe differences in farm roles and responsibilities in a sentence
immediately preceding the use of the sex terms “female” and “male” to describe
differences in views about sustainable agriculture. It seems unlikely that the topics in
relation to which differences are being identified — farm roles and attitudes about
sustainable agriculture — necessitate different gender descriptors. A more likely
explanation is that these terms share the same meaning. Use of sex terms in all articles in
which | found them is also always concurrent with at least a minimal use of gender as all
of the articles in my general sociology sample have the term gender in the title and make
some reference to it in the body of the article.
Finally, a last example of use of sex terms in the articles that make up my
sociology of gender sample is “Gender in Academic Career Tracks: The Case of Korean

Biochemists” (Park 2007). This article also contains frequent references to sex terms and

a similar implicit analysis to the article discussed in the previous paragraph. Again, as in
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almost all of the articles in this sample sex terms do not appear to include the intentional
invocation of This article is notably different that most of the other that use sex terms
because the use of sex terms “female” and “male” seems to be intended as an ostensibly
objective reference in comparison with the subjective gender terms “woman/women” and
“man/men.” For example, “A gender perspective suggests that institutionalized rules
such as academic productivity, despite isomorphic pressures, affect male and female
scientists differently” (Park 2007:455). Similarly: “Subsequent studies on academic
productivity and rank advancement examined sex differences and demonstrated that
female scientists published less and advanced more slowly than male scientists (Long,
1992; Long and Fox, 1995; Long et al., 1993; National Research Council, 2001; Xie and
Shauman, 1998)” (Park 2007:454, original emphasis). Again, the use of the term “male”
in the following quotation contrasts with the author’s use of “women”: “Compared with
the male majority, women, as a group in the United states, experience a lesser chance of
getting a full-time job with high prestige and professional recognition.” (Park 2007:453).
While | emphasize that my idea that some authors use sex terms to achieve “objectivity”
is only a theory, the quotations listed above give the sense that the author’s use of sex and
gender terms are not interchangeable.

The examples in this section provide substantive demonstrations of the types of
explicit definitions of gender, implicit definitions of gender, and uses of sex terms | found
in the content analysis of my general sociology sample. 1 also sought to show the
substantial variation in each of these categories as it is not captured in my quantitative

results.
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Sociology of Gender Sample Findings

The explicit definitions in my sociology of gender sample are often clear,
sophisticated, and well representative of the empirical complexity of gender. This is also
true to a degree of the explicit definitions in my general sociology sample but | found that
it is the case to a greater extent than the most explicit gender definitions in my sociology
of gender sample. This sample also includes explicit definitions that are less concise, as
in my general sociology sample. These explicit definitions also vary in length and
complexity as a whole but are overall more homogeneous in terms of being mostly
derivative, particularly multiply derivative, compared to the explicit definitions in my
general sociology sample. | begin with an example of a clear explicit definition from
Meadow’s (2010) article about how the legal system produces and manages gender
categories:

Gender is a fiction made real (Robson 1998). Despite copious evidence that a

dichotomous sex/gender system (Rubin 1975) obscures the many ways human

bodies exhibit both social and biological traits (Fausto-Sterling 2000; Preves

2002; Turner 1999), the law retains a rigidly dichotomous view of gender

(Greenberg 1999, 2000; Greenberg and Herald 2005; Kirkland 2003). (Meadow

2010:817)
This definition both offers an overt view of gender and locates the meaning the author
intends to use in relation to her topic of study. It is also multiply derivative, with
different citations to support various parts of the definition.

One of the few examples of a less overt explicit definition can be found in in
Kelly et al.’s article, “Gendered Challenge, Gendered Response: Confronting the Ideal
Worker Norm in a White-Collar Organization” (2010). They:

... Investigate an innovative initiative, the Results-Only Work Environment

(ROWE), as implemented in the corporate headquarters of Best Buy, Inc. We ask
two questions: How does this initiative attempt to challenge the ideal worker
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norm, which gives primacy to paid work obligations over unpaid family care
work? What do women’s and men’s responses reveal about the persistent ways
that gender structures both work and family life? (Kelly et al. 2010:281-2)

| include an extended passage to show the authors’ full understanding of gender:

When feminist scholars talk about ‘gendered organizations’ (Acker 1990, 1992;
Britton 2000; Ely and Meyerson 2000b), they note that most workplaces are
organized as if paid work is the only, or at least the primary, responsibility of
employees. White-collar workers — especially managers and professionals — are
expected to work long hours, arrange their outside responsibilities around their
paid work, and be willing to relocate or travel as requested (Bailyn 1993). These
behaviors signal appropriate devotion to one’s work (Blair-Loy 2003) and are
expected to continue throughout adulthood (Moen and Roehling 2005). These
expectations, sometimes called the “ideal worker norm’ (J.C. Williams 2000)
reinforce gender inequality in the workplace. Because of differences in men’s
and women’s family work (Bianchi et al. 2000) as well as different cultural
expectations of mothers and fathers (Hays 1996; Townsend 2002), women, and
especially mothers, are less likely to follow the expected pattern of continuous,
full-time employment (Hynes and Clarkberg 2005; Stone 2007). Women, and
mothers in particular, are less likely to live up to these expectations and less likely
to repeat the economic rewards associated with being an ideal worker. (Kelly et
al. 2010:282-3)

| consider this an explicit definition because of the detailed explanation of the gender
elements of workplaces as gendered organizations. Although it is not the only one of this
type, the above definition is also notable for including so many different derivative
sources.

| also found some explicit definitions in my sociology of gender sample that were
shorter and more direct, as in Van Echtelt et al.”’s (2009) view of gender, which is an
organizational definition as well but takes a different, more direct form than the one
immediately above. In examining whether post-Fordist production models “challenge or
reproduce the male model of work,” (Van Echtelt et al. 2009:189) the authors offer a
succinct, derivative definition of gender: “In the perspective of gendered organizations,

‘gender is a foundational element of organizational structure and work life’ (Britton
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2000, 419)” (Van Echtelt et al. 2009:190). It is worth noting that while this definition is
explicit it is not substantive as it does not state what it means for gender to be a
foundational element of organizational structure.

As in my general sociology sample, this sample included many definitions of
gender that cited or quoted West and Zimmerman’s (1987) theory of doing gender. 1
offer two examples of explicit definitions that do so, the first a less overt explicit
definition and the second a more overt explicit definition. In “Undoing Gender,” Deutsch
(2007) argues that:

It is time to put the spotlight squarely on the social processes that underlie

resistance against conventional gender relations and on how successful change in

the power dynamics and inequities between men and women can be
accomplished. Namely, we need to shift talk about doing gender to illuminating
how we can undo gender. My argument dovetails with those of other feminist
theorists who articulate hopeful visions of change and the possibility of gender

equality. Lorber’s (2005) notion of ‘degendering’ and Risman’s (1998)

conception of ‘gender vertigo’ both speak to the dismantling of gender that will

be discussed in this article. (Deutsch 2007:107)
| quote Deutsch’s conceptual agenda at length to show that she locates her work not only
in the context of West and Zimmerman’s (1987) understanding of gender but also in
relation to other gender scholars’ theories of gender. She defines gender more or less in
the following passage: “. . . | propose that we adopt a new convention, namely, that we
reserve the phrase ‘doing gender’ to refer to social interactions that reproduce gender
difference and use the phrase ‘undoing gender’ to refer to social interactions that reduce
gender difference” (Deutsch 2007:122). | count this as an explicit definition because of
the explicit discussion of gender around what “doing gender” and “undoing gender”

mean, with the recognition that the definition itself can be considered tautological

because it uses the term gender to explain what gender itself is.
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The second example of an article with an explicit definition that refers to West
and Zimmerman’s (1987) theory of gender is also an example of a source with two
explicit definitions. In her study of how gender beliefs shape what work means to
Okinawan women Schultz (2006) explains:

A doing gender approach to studying women’s employment emphasizes the social

construction of gender through work. According to the doing gender perspective,

gender is not something that men and women “have,’ but rather something they

‘do’ (Foster 1999). Gender is created and redefined through interactions with

others (West and Zimmerman 1987). Gender is ‘the activity of managing situated

conduct in light of normative conceptions of attitudes and activities appropriate

for one’s sex category’ (West and Zimmerman 1987:127). (Schultz 2006:385)
Compared to Deutsch’s (2007) use of West and Zimmerman’s (1987) key phrase “doing
gender,” Schultz offers an account that is more detailed and precise, especially in her
specific definition of gender that begins “gender is.” Her second explicit definition is of
gender boundaries, which I include as an explicit definition because of the clarity of what
gender means, under the same logic for classifying a gender definition as explicit that I
used above in relation to gendered organizations/workplaces in Kelly et al.”s (2010)
article. Schultz writes: “A gender boundary is anything that is used to differentiate men
from women (Potuchek 1997). Gender boundaries are interrelated and can take many
forms including spatial, occupational, and behavioral” (Schultz 2006:383). Both explicit
definitions of gender in this article are derivative.

A final example of an explicit definition comes from Choo’s (2006) article titled
“Gendered Modernity and Ethnicized Citizenship: North Korean Settlers in
Contemporary South Korea.” This short, direct, derivative definition also occurs

frequently in my sociology of gender sample. Here a definition of gender is included

with a definition of ethnicity and can be presumed to have the same form as the latter
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even if different content: “To explore the regime of incorporation for North Korean
settlers in South Korea, I look at gender and ethnicity as ‘ongoing, methodical, and
situated accomplishments’ that are experienced through interaction among social
members (West and Fenstermaker 1995, 30)” (Choo 2006:580). This derivative
definition includes a quotation from West and Fenstermaker’s (1995) article “Doing
Difference” but no reference to West and Zimmerman’s (1987) more commonly cited
work.

The implicit gender definitions in my sociology of gender sample also vary from
straightforward to sophisticated. As in my general sociology sample most of the implicit
definitions fall into one of two types. Gender is used to refer to women-and-men and to
mean a social force or structure. | identified more uses of gender as references to a social
force in this sample than in my general sociology sample, although many articles
included both uses simultaneously. Because | used the same analytic categories to code
the articles in both samples, | also differentiated between implicit definitions of gender
and implicit understandings of gender in this sample. | coded in the former category
when the implicit meaning of gender was clear and it was only used in this single way. |
coded in the latter category when | saw that the covert meaning of gender was more
substantive and/or complex.

One type of implicit definition | found is what | consider an “almost explicit”
definition because the meaning of gender is evident but not entirely directly stated. An
almost explicit meaning of gender generally goes beyond a strictly situationally specific
understanding but does not explicitly link gender as a larger social phenomenon, however

it might be defined, with the specific topic or instance under investigation. | found more
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of these types of gender definitions in my sociology of gender sample than my general
sociology sample. | give two examples of almost explicit definitions, the first derivative
and the second the author’s own. First, in examining gender and volunteering in rural
communities, Petrzelka and Mannon (2006) use West and Zimmerman’s (1987) “doing
gender” to explain why rural women volunteer more than rural men:
By engaging in the helping work associated with volunteerism, then, women
fulfill and reinforce existing gender roles. In the worlds of West and Zimmerman
(1987), they “do gender.” Thus, many of the women interviewed in this study
contended that men did not volunteer because their time was taken up with paid
work or because their time was too valuable to volunteer their labor . . .
(Petrzelka and Mannon 2006:245)
While West and Zimmerman’s (1987) well-known term is used to describe women’s
volunteer work, the authors do not use it to define gender outside of their analysis of the
topic they examine. Nonetheless the phrasing of the passage above, along with the direct
quotation from a well-known sociology of gender source, push this implicit definition
into the almost explicit category. A quotation that appears subsequently further
demonstrates the authors’ use of gender: “Given the lack of resources in rural
locales...communities often depend on volunteer efforts in [the] push for tourism. And
like most volunteer efforts, these responsibilities commonly fall on the backs of women
(Kaminer 1984; Wilson 1990). In part, this is due to the traditional gender division of
labor in rural communities (Peter et al. 2000)” (Petrzelka and Mannon 2006:237).
A second example of an almost explicit definition appears in Vespa’s (2009)
article, “Gender Ideology Construction: A Life Course and Intersectional Approach.” He

gives an explicit definition of gender ideology, which comes close to an explicit

definition of gender, although the meaning of gender itself remains implicit. This
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definition expresses a general view of gender but without an explicit comment on how it
connects with the life course, as can be seen in the following passages:

Although beliefs and attitudes are part of gender ideology, it is broader,

encompassing a worldview that perpetuates gender inequality while justifying

‘natural’ or assumed arrangements. Thus, its construction is latent, making it

difficult to empirically assess. We can examine dimensions of gender ideology

though: For example, by gauging individual support for sharing equally behaviors
or roles that are typically sex-typed, such as housework and economic provision.

This individual support serves as a proxy for egalitarian ideology. Empirically,

this is also easier to measure in survey data sets, such as the one this study uses.

(Vespa 2009:364)

And: “. .. gender ideology construction is refined and relational. This finding may apply
to gender more broadly. Scholars have conceptualized gender in many ways: as a role,
structure, or identity. If gender ideology is dynamic and relational, then gender may be
as well” (Vespa 2009:381). This quotation suggests that gender ideology produces, or is
at least a precursor to, gender itself. In both quotations, gender can be understood to
include a set of social arrangements which are subject to ideology and which involve
expectations that differ for women and men. Because of the explicit meaning of gender
ideology, | categorized this article to contain an almost implicit understanding of gender;
it is also non-derivative.

The following article also demonstrates an implicit understanding of gender but
one that is not as overt as the latter two definitions above; | coded it as implicit and not as
almost explicit. In “Trading on Heterosexuality: College Women’s Gender Strategies
and Homophobia” Hamilton (2007) suggests “that heterosexual women may display
homophobia against lesbians as they negotiate status in a gender-inegalitarian erotic

market” (Hamilton 2007:146). Her implicit view of gender seems to include a set of

normative expectations at the micro level connected to a hierarchical power structure at
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the macro level. This power structure appears to include sexuality so that those
heterosexual women who use accepted gender strategies gain power over lesbians who
generally do not use such strategies. In the passages below the author defines gender
strategy and describes the relationship between hegemonic masculinity/femininity and
heteronormativity, respectively:
A gender strategy is a course of action that attempts to solve a problem using the
cultural concepts of gender available to the individual (Handler 1995; Hochschild
1989). Gender strategies are thus both cognitive and behavioral. They are not,
however, always reflexive. In interaction, decisions and actions often occur
quickly and nonreflexively. Women may fall into well-established patterns of
behavior that pull from available cultural definitions of femininity and
masculinity. Consequently, they can engage in gender strategies without
awareness of the gendered aspects of their actions (P. Y. Martin 2003). (Hamilton
2007:147)
And:
Depending on the rules governing a particular social field, some gender
presentations will garner more social rewards than others will (McCall 1992). As
Connell (1995) notes, while political, cultural, and economic practices benefit
hegemonic masculinity, they subordinate masculinities that eschew
heteronormativity. Many of these practices similarly disadvantage women.
However, femininities that conform to heteronormative ideals of feminine charm
and beauty can operate as a form of embodied cultural capital (McCall 1992).
(Hamilton 2007:147)
The implicit understanding of gender here is also multiply derivative, as is the case for
many of the articles in this sample. | categorized this view of gender as implicit rather
than explicit because it does not express what gender is, even though the quotations
above show that it explains what gender does and how it works. This example does a
good job of showing the difficulty | sometimes encountered in placing definitions of
gender into explicit or implicit categories. Once | had established my analytic categories,
coded several articles using them, and tweaked them accordingly, I continued to code all

additional articles within these conventions. Overall this practice worked well, although I
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found some articles like the one discussed in this paragraph that did not fit easily in any
category. lIts placement in the implicit definition category follows the same coding of
similar articles though with less explicit discussion of the operation of gender.

A final example of an implicit definition of gender comes from King’s (2008)
article, “Generic Womanhood: Gendered Depictions of Cop Action Cinema.” | classified
the implicit view of gender in this article as an implicit definition of gender, rather than
an implicit understanding. King “tests hypotheses about depictions of women working
men’s jobs and frames the patterns as responses, on the part of Hollywood filmmakers, to
a gendered labor market” (2008:238). In his use, gender means women-and-men and
differences-between-women-and-men, as the following passages demonstrate: “Much of
the reported gender difference in characterization manifests in demeanor. For instance,
Rafter (2006, 120, 127) observes that men in cop movies indulge in tough talk and
gallows humor, whereas women comport themselves with less insult to others” (King
2008:242) and “Because so few films star women, | impose a standard for substantive
significance such that the differences in proportion between men and women in any given
category of a variable must exceed 10 percent to be notable. (In effect, this means that
two more or fewer films starring women would have to fit a particular pattern for a
notable gender difference to appear or disappear)” (King 2008:246). Although this
article includes some gender analysis, as the first quotation hints, the use of gender itself
is limited to standing in for women-and-men.

As in my general sociology sample, | found many articles that made references to
sex and sex terms. Again, these uses seemed overwhelmingly intended to identify rather

than to invoke biological or reproductive essentialism. | offer several examples that show
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the use of sex terms in the articles in my sociology of gender sample. My first example,
Anderson’s (2007) “Who Gets Out?: Gender as Structure and the Dissolution of Violent
Heterosexual Relationships,” is notable because of the explanation she gives for the
relationship between sex and gender and her subsequent use of sex terms. The first
quotation below describes the former:
The symmetry studies [of domestic violence] reflect a distinct and limited view of
gender as sex difference. That is, this research proposes that gender is salient
only where women and men behave differently — where sex emerges as a
statistically significant independent variable. The idea that gender matters only
where there are significant differences between women and men largely misses
the point that gender is multifaceted — an identity, a performance, and a basis for
structural organization (Risman 1998, 2004). (Anderson 2007:174-5)
This passage seems to define sex as “significant differences between women and men”
and gender as a “multifaceted” social construction. The following quotations show some
of the ways Anderson goes on to use sex terms: “. . . feminist theories of the connection
between gender and partner violence explain that social structures legitimize and fail to
prevent men’s violence against female partners . . .” (Anderson 2007:175), “The danger
of his approach is that it also implies an individualistic approach to gender, initially
focusing on sex differences in violent perpetration to define types of violence (Johnson
1995),” (Anderson 2007:176), and:
The battering literature has explored the internal and external catalysts for leaving
violent relationships, but this literature has focused solely on women’s
experiences of getting out and has thus been unable to assess whether male
victims of partner assault encounter similar barriers to leaving a violent
relationship. (Anderson 2007:178)
Although it seems that the author wants to differentiate sex and gender, and does so in the

first passage quoted above, the subsequently quoted passages show that her use of the sex

terms “female” and “male” after this do not necessarily follow it. It is not clear why sex
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and gender terms are used together and seemingly without a sex- or gender-based logic,
as in sentences that combined the terms “”women” and “male,” and “men” and “female.”
This article included perhaps the most confusing combination of implicit and explicit
uses of sex and sex terms.

I also observed a different type of use of sex terms, as in England’s (2010) article,
“The Gender Revolution: Uneven and Stalled” in which she seeks to understand why
some groups and areas of life in the “gender system” have seen change much more than
others. The article contains passages where sex and sex terms are used self-consciously
because they coincide with a very sophisticated gender analysis, albeit including an
implicit definition of gender. | speculate that the use of sex and sex terms may be
motivated by a desire to acknowledge that the general social belief in gender essentialism
creates, for example, “sex segregated” rather than “gender segregated” jobs, although the
article itself does not indicate whether this is England’s motivation. By this interpretation
England uses “sex” intentionally to demonstrate her view that jobs are segregated
because of social norms that attribute the clustering of women and men in different
occupations to persistent beliefs their differing natural affinities, although I reiterate that
this analysis is speculative. Some examples of England’s use of sex and sex terms are: “I
will argue that there has been little cultural or institutional change in the devaluation of
traditionally female activities and jobs, and as a result, women have had more incentive
than men to move into gender-nontraditional activities and positions,” (England
2010:150) and “One form the devaluation of traditionally female activities takes is the
failure to treat childrearing as a public good and support those who do it with state

payments . . . . Without this, women doing child rearing are reliant on the employment of
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male partners (if present) or their own employment” (England 2010:151). A final
example that may indicate self-conscious use of sex terms in a way that may indicate
self-conscious can be found in the following passage: “The devaluation of and
underpayment of predominantly female occupations is an important institutional reality
that provides incentives for both men and women to choose ‘male’ over ‘female’
occupations and the fields of study that lead to them” (England 2010:153). The use of
quotations for the terms male and female implies that England intends them to
demonstrate the fact that non-scholarly understanding of occupational gender segregation
attributes it to the biological and reproductive differences that non-scholarly use of sex
terms references. This article includes very frequent use of sex terms, notable
particularly because it also includes — as the quotations above suggest — a strong and
overt gender analysis.

Perhaps the most common type of use of sex terms | saw was as identifiers, not
integrated into a gender analysis, not defined, and not intended to refer to biological or
reproductive essentialism. This is the case in Kmec, McDonald, and Trimble’s (2010)
article “Making Gender Fit and ‘Correcting’ Gender Misfits: Sex Segregated
Employment and the Nonsearch Process.” This article is notable because it includes both
gender and sex in the title. The authors examine the degree to which individuals’ use of
informal social networks to find jobs contributes to “work-group gender segregation”
(Kmec, Mcdonald, and Trimble 2010:214). The following passages show typical uses of
sex and sex terms, some likely conventional and others used as identifiers: “First, to what
extent does nonsearching affect workers’ movement into gender-typical work groups

(i.e., sex segregation)? Second, does the effect of nonsearching on sex segregation
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depend on the sex composition of one’s work group of origin?” (Kmec et al. 2010:215),
and:

Just as nonsearching may result in gender-typical employment because job

informants want their recruits to be a good gender fit” with their job, job

informants may have an incentive to share job information when they want to

‘correct’ a gender misfit. The combination of a workers’ sex and the sex

composition of his or her work group of origin are the main factors in determining

a misfit. (Kmec et al. 2010:2010:216)

It may be the case that the authors use sex and sex terms in a self-conscious way, to
indicate that beliefs about sex lead to gender segregation in occupation. This is the same
type of use | speculatively identified above in England’s (2010) article.

My final example of use of sex and sex terms shows their use only in the article’s
methods section, a pattern that was also replicated in other articles. In “Gender, Self-
Employment, and Earnings: The Interlocking Structures of Family and Professional
Status” Budig (2006) asks “. . . is the impact of self-employment on earnings the same for
women and men? If returns do differ by gender, what mechanisms explain this
difference?” (2006:726). Sex terms are used as identifiers in her discussion of data and
methods, some likely in a conventional way. The following use is likely motivated by
convention: “Using three-digit occupational and industrial census codes, | calculate the
percentage female in each detailed occupation-by-industry combination from 1990
census data (U.S. Bureau of Census 1993)” (Budig 2006:734-5). The following
quotations show uses of sex terms and gender in close proximity where sex term use may
also be explained by the fact of the author following general convention among those
who write about the same topic:

I include dummy variables for 11 industrial-sector categories (with agriculture,

forestry, and fishing as the reference category). A detailed control variable for
occupational gender segregation is also included. The percentage female in the
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respondent’s job is calculated from 1990 census data. It is the percentage female

in the cell formed by cross-tabulation census detailed (three-digit) occupation

with detailed industry. (Budig 2006:736)

And:

In results not shown, | tested for interactions among the percentage female of

one’s job, gender, and self-employment. Among professionals, the influence of

gender segregation does not vary by self-employment status or by gender.

However, among nonprofessionals, gender segregation does affect returns to self-

employment differently by gender. For every 10 percent increase in the

percentage female of one’s job, the return to self-employment for women in

nonprofessional occupations decreases by 4 percent. (Budig 2006:747)

In all of these passages the use of sex terms could be interpreted as an invocation of
objectivity, distinct from the use of gender terms, although this observation is
speculative.

The examples | provide in this section to report the qualitative results of the
content analysis of my sociology of gender sample demonstrate types of explicit and
implicit definitions of gender and uses of sex and sex terms. In providing several
examples of each type, | show the significant variation | found in each category. This is

not captured in my quantitative findings, and provides further support for limiting

quantitatively calculated results.
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Chapter 5: Analysis of General Sociology and Sociology of Gender Samples Content
Analyses

Introduction

In this chapter | analyze the results of the content analyses of my general
sociology sample and sociology of gender samples. | offer interpretive analyses of my
findings, seeking to situate and explain my results in relation first to the cumulative
insights of sociology of gender and gender theory, and second to the concepts-related
queries | developed in Chapter 2. In part these comments look towards the idea of gender
reduction proposed in my Introduction. In both accounts I discuss the dearth of explicit
definitions and the high proportion of implicit definitions in my samples. 1 also seek to
explain the significant number of articles that include references to sex or sex terms.
First, | provide a gender-based analysis of the shared results of both my general sociology
and sociology of gender samples, followed by a shorter comparative section. | then offer
concepts-based analyses of my general sociology sample and sociology of gender sample
separately, in relation to the distinct sets of empirical expectations | outlined at the end of
Chapter 2.

The first, gender-based account uses the sociological gender literature and gender
theory to explain these results in terms of the empirical taken-for-granted character of
gender (Kessler and McKenna 1978; Salzinger 2003), gender as a framing device
(Ridgeway 2011), and the limitations of the single term gender to refer to such a wide
variety of phenomena both empirically and theoretically. My comparative gender-based
analysis focuses on the differences between my samples. | seek to explain the factors
contributing to low proportions of explicit definition, high proportions of implicit

definition, and frequent use of sex and sex terms between my samples. | consider
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explanations for the differences | found, especially those of proportion of explicit
definitions and derivative definitions in each sample as these were measures on which |
found large gaps between samples. This account centers on the broad and overt mission
of sociologists of gender to conceptualize gender accurately and fully. The second
account uses the methods-focused concepts literature to consider the role self-conscious
conceptualization has and might play in gender definition in sociology. 1 also outline a
set of minimal evaluative criteria for conceptual definitions of gender that emerges from
the concepts analysis of both my general sociology and sociology of gender samples.

Gender-Based Analysis of General Sociology and Sociology of Gender Samples

In this section | seek to explain my main findings in my general sociology and
sociology of gender samples using the sociological gender literature and gender theory.
Although I include a comparative analysis below, | offer a single gender-based analysis
for the major findings in both samples because perhaps my most notable result is the lack
of difference between them. | expected to find much higher proportions of explicit
definitions of gender and fewer references to sex terms in the articles in my sociology of
gender sample than I did. | especially anticipated this outcome because all articles in my
sociology of gender sample are published in Gender & Society, which is arguably the
premiere site of this subfield’s scholarly institutionalization. While I did observe a
greater rate of explicit definition and a lower rate of use of sex terms in my sociology of
gender sample, the general pattern of relatively few articles with explicit definitions and
relatively many articles that made reference to sex terms prevailed across both samples.

In both this section and the concepts-based analysis section that follows, I

interpret my overall findings in general terms. My comments reflect my cumulative
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insights from coding dozens of articles rather than the result of making only one or two
observations. This section focuses on the lack of explicit definitions and the high
proportion of implicit definitions in my samples, the large percentage point gaps between
explicit and implicit derivative definitions of gender, and the significant numbers of
articles that include reference to sex or sex terms. My analysis identifies three
explanations: the empirical character of gender, particularly its taken-for-grantedness; the
way both previous work on gender and ideas and assumptions about gender frame
scholars’ understandings of gender; and the challenge gender scholars face in having only
one term to refer to a wide variety of qualitatively different entities and processes.

In general, 1 do not believe that the most accurate or useful interpretation of my
results is the conclusion that sociologists who write about gender do not know what they
mean by it. Rather, | seek explanations that speak to the particularities of gender
scholarship as a unique area of research and literature and the specific challenges that
gender scholars face. The low proportion of explicit definition of gender in both my
samples, despite variation between them that I discuss more below, suggests that my
findings result from a feature of the sociological study of gender itself rather than from a
lack of specialization among sociologists who study gender.

Analysis of Common Findings in Both Samples

Gender is a pervasive, variable, and embedded set of social phenomena (Gerson
2002, 2005; Gerson and Peiss 1985; Lorber 1994; Meadow 2010; Salzinger 2003; see the
Introduction for an account of the many ways gender has been conceptualized). One
compelling explanation for my findings is that gender’s empirical complexity,

particularly its taken-for-grantedness, overwhelms gender scholars’ ability to define it
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explicitly. Even though sociologists are generally trained to document and explain
precisely what the layperson might not otherwise see, it may be that gender is so fully
embedded in social life that it escapes even scholarly attempts at explicit definition. As
my examples above of articles analyzing gender show, gender scholars are able to
provide a gender analysis without also providing an explicit definition. This pattern of
gender analysis in the absence of an explicit definition of gender implies that while
scholars may be overwhelmed by defining gender explicitly, they are not unaware of the
complexity of its meaning(s). The challenge of definition thus appears to be in
articulation rather than comprehension. By this account, it is the reality of what gender is
and how it operates in the social world that makes it particularly difficult for sociologists
to define it explicitly in their work.

Salzinger’s (2003) account of the gendering of factory workers in Mexico
documents an example of precisely how gender can operate implicitly in a way that is
mirrored in the scholarship that describes it. In relating the gendering process for
Mexican women and men workers in the maquiladoras, Salzinger observes that her
understanding of gender-neutral dress on the factory floor as a mechanism of degendering
workers was incorrect. She argues instead that the subtle way that gender as a social
structural force operates at first blinded her to the process of differentiation, and
subsequent inequality, among women and men workers in production roles in the factory.
Rather than concluding that the factory floor is a site where gender is deemphasized, she
argues the very opposite: gender(ed) processes prevail, although in ways that make it

almost impossible for them to be challenged — and even identified.
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I suggest that a similar dynamic is at work in scholarship about gender in the field
of sociology and in the subfield of gender. The subtlety of the way gender operates
makes it difficult to see and this difficulty may manifest itself in the dearth of explicit
definition in the sociology literature. The process Salzinger describes might also be
understood as the empirical “unmarking” (Shapiro 1982) of gender as a meaningful and
consequential social category. As the unmarked in social life, gender seems to have
become similarly unmarked in sociological scholarship. Again, the presence of gender
analyses in articles with no explicit definition indicates that gender has not disappeared as
a subject of scholarly analysis but rather seems to have generally — although not entirely,
as more than one in ten of the articles in my sample include explicit definitions of gender
— become explicitly unmarked. Gender’s embeddedness and taken-for-granted character
in the empirical social world may be reflected in sociological literature in the form of few
explicit definitions of gender.

Of course the proposition that gender is complex, paradoxical (Lorber 1994), and
taken-for-granted is not new. | add to this very important observation that these features
of gender as a set of real-world entities and processes make it difficult for even scholars
to articulate them fully. | propose that only 12% of my general sociology sample and
26.5% of my sociology of gender sample include explicit definitions of gender because
offering a comprehensive explicit definition of gender, even if bounded by the context of
the scholar’s research, is truly a challenge. The fact that not a single article in either
sample identified defining, conceptualizing, or explaining gender as challenging,
confounding, or difficult further supports my argument that the empirical character of

gender contributes to its explicit invisibility in scholarship. If gender as an empirical
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phenomenon were more obvious to scholars, it makes sense that they might be able to
express its subtleties more overtly.

| further explain the low proportion of explicit definitions of gender in my
samples by extending Kessler and McKenna’s (1978) insightful and comprehensive
argument about gender’s taken-for-granted character to sociological scholars of gender.
Kessler and McKenna use Garfinkel’s (1967) ethnomethodological framework to explain
why individuals see gender as a natural fact rather than an artifact of social life. They
argue that gender is a social construction in the most basic sense, divorced from
biological and morphological differences because individuals attribute gender based on
assumption rather than examination of genitalia. Gender, they contend, is a function of
the natural attitude, or the commonsense view that both allows people to assimilate
otherwise strange phenomena into normality and makes natural what is otherwise
evidently social. Gender here is twofold: the naturalized, taken-for-granted outcome of
social processes and the cultural norms and beliefs that produce a “two, and only two”
(Kessler and McKenna 1978:3) system. Although Kessler and McKenna seek to explain
the persistence of gender understood as a biological phenomenon among non-scholar
individuals, even gender scholars are not immune from the natural attitude. It seems
clear that their sociological training provides an analytic perspective that makes gender’s
taken-for-grantedness more evident to sociologists who write about gender than they
would be to a non-scholar. Yet it may still be the case that the natural attitude impacts
sociological gender scholars in terms of the degree to which gender is explicitly defined

in their work.
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The proposal that gender is infrequently defined explicitly because of the
empirical character of gender(ed) phenomena can also explain the relatively low
proportion of derivative definitions of gender in my general sociology sample, although
not my sociology of gender sample, and the large proportion of articles in both samples
that include references to sex or sex terms. Scholars are unlikely to seek out explicit
definitions of gender in other scholarly sources to cite or quote if they do not identify a
need for an explicit definition. Again, my finding that sophisticated, insightful gender
analyses often coexist with implicit, rather than explicit, definitions of gender suggests
that the natural attitude operates among gender scholars at least insofar as defining
gender explicitly is not taken as an essential task in service of such an analysis.

Further, the frequent use of sex and sex terms in the articles in both samples may
also be the result of the complexity and taken-for-grantedness of gender. An explicit
definition of gender in any article may preclude or diminish the use of sex terms by
identifying gender — as it is typically understood in a sociological context — as an overtly
social and/or cultural phenomenon. It is also possible that the taken-for-granted
understanding of gender to include the naturalness of “female” or “male” as the most
basic, essential way to identify an individual (Kessler and McKenna 1978) prevails
sufficiently to enter into sociological gender scholarship. As virtually none of the
references to sex and sex terms seemed intended to invoke biological or reproductive
essentialism, it seems unlikely that sociological scholars use sex terms to invoke this
meaning. Nonetheless the substantial proportions of my samples that included use of sex

and/or sex terms suggest that they are taken to be compatible with a social constructionist
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understanding of gender. As I note in the conclusions, this seeming contradiction should
be further examined in future research.

My findings can also be explained by applying Ridgeway’s (2011) idea of
framing to gender definition in sociology. In seeking to describe how gender inequality
persists in the modern world, as the subtitle of her book states, Ridgeway proposes that
gender acts as a frame, or “basic tool for organizing social relations” (Ridgeway 2011:7).
She argues that:

... the use of gender as a framing device spreads gendered meanings, including

assumptions about inequality embedded in those meanings, to all spheres of social

life that are carried out through social relationships. Through gender’s role in
organizing social relations . . . gender inequality in rewritten into new economic
and social arrangements as they emerge, preserving their inequality in modified

form over socioeconomic transformations. (Ridgeway 2011:7)

I suggest several ways that this idea of framing may be applied to understanding my
findings. First, scholars’ approaches to gender are framed by previously published
articles about gender that do not contain explicit definitions and that contain frequent use
of sex terms. These bring to current scholars’ work a frame in which explicit definitions
are relatively rare and use of sex terms is common, and they thus tend to reproduce this
same form. Similar to the way Ridgeway notes that gender inequality is not reproduced
perfectly by the use of gender as a framing device because social contexts vary across
time and place, the frame of gender definition that scholars bring to their work does not
exactly replicate the same pattern. The variety of types of implicit definitions in my
samples demonstrates this. Still, even as gender scholars in sociology may have new

ideas for defining or explaining gender in their work, they are inadvertently limited by

the way gender has been defined and discussed in previous scholarly work.
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Second, the idea of framing also explains the plethora of references to West and
Zimmerman’s (1987) “doing gender” theory of gender in both explicit and implicit
definitions in the articles in my samples. Although the derivative definitions in this
sample include references to a wide variety of sources, citation and quotation of West and
Zimmerman’s (1987) work is most common. Perhaps because the complexity of the
original theory is often misunderstood or underestimated (Connell 2010), on its face
“doing gender” is an accessible account of how gender norms and inequality are
reproduced in interaction. Much of its use suggests that “doing gender” frames scholars’
understanding of gender independently of the phenomena or cases they examine, perhaps
in a way that oversimplifies and/or distorts the gender(ed) observations being made.
While my point here is very speculative, | suggest that “doing gender” frames many of
the definitions of gender in the articles in my samples, especially implicit understandings,
with the result that the many qualitatively different elements of the set of empirical
phenomena that make up gender are shoehorned into a single form and meaning.
Scholars’ ability to capture gender’s empirical complexity may be further compromised
by this particular framing.

Ridgeway’s (2011) understanding of framing also applies to the possibility,
discussed above, that gender itself as a set of empirical phenomena frames how scholars
see and analyze it. To reiterate, | argued that gender’s taken-for-granted character and
the unavoidability of the natural attitude even for gender scholars make it particularly
hard to define explicitly and even to see that explicit definition might be beneficial. Here

| propose that this contention can also be understood in terms of gender itself forming a
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frame that shapes the breadth of the analytic eye that scholars (can) bring with them to its
study.

A third possible interpretation of my results is that scholars are literally restricted
in their ability to define gender explicitly, whether they desire to or not, because of the
limitations of the available language to describe it. Gender is a single term that refers to
many different phenomena; my brief review in the Introduction shows the multiple ways
gender has been understood and conceptualized. Although this may seem like an obvious
observation, the availability of a sufficient number of terms to describe social phenomena
matters to scholars’ ability to do so. The term gender carries many meanings even in
very specific or limited contexts. These built-in confines may be embedded in the way
scholars use gender.

An extension of this argument can account for the frequent use of sex terms in my
samples. Scholars who write about women and men have only “woman/women” and
“man/men” to describe their subjects. Rather than repeating these terms endlessly, some
scholars seem to have chosen to substitute “female” and “male” for variety in language.
This theory also explains why almost none of the references to sex and sex terms in my
samples seem intended to invoke a biological or reproductive essentialism, as well as
why sex terms are often interspersed with the gender terms “women” and “men.” Sex
terms seem to have become more or less de facto identification terms with the same
status as gender terms. This is especially striking because of the overall mandate of
sociology as a field to account for social life in social rather than biological terms.

Last, | speak to the large percentage point gap between explicit and implicit

derivative definitions of gender. | discuss the difference in overall rates of derivative
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definition between my samples in the comparative section below. At just over 52
percentage points for my general sociology sample — and smaller though still notable at
just over 29 percentage points for my sociology of gender sample — the explicit
definitions in both samples were much more likely to be derivative of another source than
the implicit definitions. Scholars who offer explicit definitions may opt to cite or quote
other scholars’ explicit definitions in an effort to give a more sophisticated definition than
they would otherwise be able to themselves. It could also be the case that the 12% of my
general sociology sample and 26.5% of my sociology of gender sample including an
explicit definition of gender represent a minority set of sociologists who study gender and
are, for a number of possible reasons, more able to “see” gender in the empirical social
world than others. They might be more likely to provide derivative definitions in
recognition of the value of other gender scholars’ work in explicating their own scholarly
contributions. While the aforementioned suggestions are only theories, it makes intuitive
sense that articles offering explicit definitions are more likely to include a derivative
definition than those with implicit definitions both because they strive for clarity in
explaining gender and because they seek to locate their work in relation to other gender
scholars’ contributions.

In response to whether the explanations | have presented here suggest evidence
for gender reduction, the answer is both yes and no. The lack of explicit definition in my
sample could be read as evidence that, on the whole, sociological scholars’ conceptual or
analytical understanding of gender is compromised. Subsequently, their ability to capture
and analyze the full of variety of the empirical phenomena that make up gender is also

limited. This conclusion is further supported by the low proportions of explicit
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definitions in both samples as it provides strong support that the potential of gender
analysis is reduced in bodies of work that cannot overtly define its central subject.

Alternately, taken together these explanations suggest that gender scholars are
legitimately, perhaps even unavoidably, hamstrung in their efforts to explicate gender
fully. The empirical workings of gender hide it even from many of the scholars who look
directly at it, leading to a replication of its embedded, pervasive, taken-for-granted
character in the literature that addresses it. By this account gender reduction is not
entirely supported in either my general sociology sample or my sociology of gender
sample. Nonetheless, gender remains largely undefined explicitly and it seems
unavoidable that this fact reduces its analytical complexity, as | argue in my conclusions.
Comparative Analysis of Differing Findings Between Samples

Here 1 discuss the main differences between my general sociology sample and my
sociology of gender sample. These are: the higher proportion of explicit definition,
derivative definition overall, and derivative implicit definition, and the lower proportion
of references to sex and sex terms in my sociology of gender sample compared to my
general sociology sample. Given that the sociology of gender as a subfield is directly
focused on the study of gender, it is not surprising that I found more than double the rate
of explicit definitions in this sample compared to my general sociology sample. This
may be the case because sociologists who seek to publish in this area, and particularly in
the journal Gender & Society from which all of the articles in my sociology of gender
sample are drawn, are more attuned to gender’s taken-for-granted character than
sociologists who publish about gender but outside of the subfield. The latter may result

from a more focused dialogue within a smaller community of scholars. Yet my results
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also show substantial variation in explicit definitions in my sociology of gender sample,
especially in terms of their quality. Overall | would characterize the explicit definitions
in this sample to be more detailed and comprehensive than those in my general sociology
sample, in part because they are more likely to cite or quote another more gender-focused
source, although this conclusion should be taken with caution due to the aforementioned
variation.

Both the higher proportion of derivative definitions overall and the higher
proportion of derivative implicit definitions in my sociology of gender sample compared
to my general sociology sample can be similarly explained by the subfield’s attention to
gender as a central problematic. Both may be an artifact of gender scholars’ greater
attention to sociological gender literature as this is the subfield in which they work. It
makes sense that sociologists who publish in either general sociology journals or journals
in other sociological subfields may offer more cited and quoted definitions of the key
concepts in those subfields. Similar to the way those who publish within the sociology of
gender tend to cite and quote understandings of gender, it may be that scholars working
in other subfields, such as sociology of race and ethnicity, medical sociology, social
psychology, cognitive sociology, and sociology of science, cite and quote understandings
of the key terms in their own areas of research.

Although the high rate of references to sex and sex terms is notable in both
samples, the fact that over half of the articles in my sociology of gender sample include
sex terms is especially intriguing. This finding provides additional evidence that sex and
sex terms are devoid of biological or reproductive meaning, as | expect that sociologists

publishing in the gender-focused subfield would be most attentive to the possibility that
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using the term “female” and “male” especially invokes an essentialist understanding.
These forms appear to have become de facto identifiers, often appearing in place of the
gender terms “woman/women” and “man/men.” The lower proportion of such references
in my sociology of gender sample does imply that overall sociologists of gender have a
narrower reading of gender that does not include any unselfconscious references to sex or
sex terms, even though it seems this is true in a minority of cases. The very presence of
sex terms used unselfconsciously in sociology of gender sources begs the question of
what gender means sociologically if writing about gender seems not to preclude using sex
terms in this way.

Here | conclude that my results can be interpreted in support of gender reduction.
I have suggested the term gender reduction to refer to describe the limiting or reducing or
gender’s empirical complexity in scholarship by the way it is, or is not, defined in
sociological sources about gender. To argue that my findings indicate that gender
reduction is prevalent in the field of sociology and the subfield of sociology of gender, |
point to the low rates of explicit gender definition and high rates of reference to sex and
sex terms across my samples. Together these results warrant the supposition that
scholars’ ability to capture and analyze the full variety of gender as a set of empirical
phenomena is limited by lack of clear, explicit conceptual definition. The differences
between my general sociology and sociology of gender samples are insufficient to claim
that scholars who publish in the gender-focused subfield make up for the absence of
explicit definition in the field of sociology as a whole.

Taken together, the differences between my samples also suggest that the articles

in my sociology of gender sample show greater awareness of the complexity of gender
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and what | might call a greater interest in gender conceptually. | especially take the large
disparity in the rates of derivative implicit definition between my samples as an
indication that gender scholars who publish in a specialty gender journal are oriented
towards accounting for gender’s complexity in ways that those who publish in general
sociology journals and journals in other sociological subfields are not. As posited
previously, the subfield of sociology of gender could be characterized as interrogating the
conceptualization of gender as its central purpose. Those who work within it tend to
adopt this intellectual commitment, which can be demonstrated by the differences in the
findings between my two samples. On the whole | was surprised not by the differences
in my results but by the fact that the differences were not larger. While | believe that
sociology of gender can be accurately understood as a subfield that takes gender as its
central problematic, my results also suggest that gender is literally overlooked — looked
over — in any area of sociology where it is studied.

Concepts-Based Analysis

In this section | use the questions developed in the course of my review of the
concepts literature presented in Chapter 2 to interrogate scholars’ definitions of gender in
my two samples. Looking at gender definition in the context of conceptualization offers
a new perspective from which to think about both how scholars who study gender define
it, or do not define it, as a concept and how gender definition might benefit from a self-
consciously concepts oriented approach. | analyze my general sociology and sociology
of gender samples separately because | laid out distinct empirical expectations for each
sample at the end of Chapter 2. While | make comparative comments particularly in my

discussion of the sociology of gender sample as it appears after my discussion of the
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general sociology sample, | consider each query and evaluate my empirical expectations
for each one distinctly for each sample.

I begin by stating overall conclusions. In general I find that sociologists who
research and write about gender do not do so overtly in relation to concepts
considerations. This is evident both from the small proportion of instances of explicitly
defined gender concepts in both samples and from the complete lack of mention in the
articles in my sample to definitions of gender as concepts or to conceptualization of
gender as an explicit or self-conscious process. This does not mean that the definitions in
my general sociology sample cannot be considered as conceptual definitions as indeed, |
do so below for both explicit and implicit definitions of gender.

I contend that a concepts framework could be a worthwhile resource for gender
scholars to facilitate perhaps more useful explicit definitions of gender. These may
benefit gender scholarship by aiding researchers in their efforts to explore and capture the
many-faceted empirical phenomena of gender. A concepts framework can complement
the valuable work of gender scholars in several ways by addressing precisely the
challenges to gender definition that they encounter. This includes the aid of providing
additional tools to elucidate the empirical pervasiveness, variability, and embeddedness
of gender, along with the possibility of developing a broader language around gender
analysis in sociology to match the empirical diversity of gender(ed) phenomena.
Concepts Analysis of General Sociology Sample

As expected, | found fewer explicit definitions in my general sociology sample
(12%) than in my sociology of gender sample (26.5%). Given that the sociology of

gender as a subfield could be taken to be devoted to the conceptualization of gender, as
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previously noted, this finding is unsurprising. Also as | expected, I did not find any
definitions in my general sociology sample that | would identify as methods-based by the
definition | gave Chapter 2. However | was incorrect that | would find predominantly
cognitive definitions in which gender is understood as a mental entity or the image that
comes to mind upon its reference. Rather, in the articles in my general sociology sample
the term gender is understood mostly commonly, both explicitly and implicitly, to mean
two things: women-and-men and a-social-force. These understandings do not easily fall
into any of the methods-based, cognitive, or philosophical types of concepts, although
gender used to mean women-and-men might be considered a type of cognitive concept
for both explicit and implicit uses. Gender used to mean a-social-force most closely
aligns with a methods-based understanding of the concept and, when explicit, could be
considered methods-based depending on how it is explained and used.

| also found no conceptual definitions of gender in this sample that show an
understanding of the ladder of abstraction, in which more abstract concepts “cover” a
greater number of empirical instances and more specific concepts are limited to
explaining a smaller number of empirical instances. This conclusion follows from the
abovementioned observation that my sample is void of references to conceptualization as
a self-conscious process as well as to defining gender as particularly conceptual. Perhaps
because of the lack of awareness or acknowledgement of understanding the ladder of
abstraction as an important principle of concept formation, |1 saw many instances of
conceptual stretching in my general sociology sample. Conceptual stretching occurs

when the set of real-world phenomena explained by the concept of gender is “too big” for
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the concept, thus making the conceptual definition useless to link empirical instances
with theory.

In the case of gender, it may be that conceptual stretching in unavoidable because
of the immense empirical variation and large terrain that gender includes. It might not be
possible for scholars to capture gender entirely in a concept because of its empirical
embedded and taken-for-granted character, as | argued above. Nevertheless, from the
perspective of conceptualization one way to make sense of the pattern of explicit and
implicit definition of gender | found is as an instance of conceptual stretching. | found,
as predicted, many articles without explicit definitions but that included sophisticated
implicit definitions and gender analyses. The gender concept is already outstripped by
the empirical instances it might explain because, it could be argued, there is no concept at
all. It follows that theories of gender may not develop logically because there are so few
gender concepts that are actually linked to empirical gender phenomena. Although
gender scholars produce insights intended to further conceptual understanding of gender,
the possibilities for knowledge accumulation in sociological gender scholarship are
uneven and limited as a result of the dearth of explicit gender definitions.

Contrary to my expectations, | found that gender is not an essentially contested
concept. Overall, most or even all of the gender definitions, both explicit and implicit,
that | found in this sample are compatible with one another. They apply to different
gender(ed) phenomena and are intended to explain gender at different levels of analysis
but taken together do not suggest that gender is conceptualized in ways that
fundamentally conflict with one another. | expected to find essential contestation among

the gender definitions because | thought different scholars would disagree over particular
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aspects of gender as essential to its characterization or understanding. Instead | found a
much less centralized set of conceptualizations. While many scholars cite other scholars’
views of gender, these derivative accounts are not overtly discussed or contested as
accounts of gender in the articles in my sample. This can be explained in part by the
large expanse covered by the field of sociology of gender. It also appears that
sociologists who study gender generally cite and quote the sources that serve them best
and ignore the ones that do not apply. This approach seems to follow the typical pattern
of use of others’ scholarly work in one’s own, including in this dissertation; it might be
noted that such an arrangement, whether self-consciously supported by fields and
disciplines or not, perhaps makes conceptual development slower, more scattered, and
less cumulative in a given field.

While I do not conclude that gender is an essentially contested concept, my
findings allow me to argue confidently from a concepts perspective that gender
definitions overall do not correspond to the diversity of empirical gender phenomena.
The lack of explicit definitions of gender and the shallow meanings of many of the
implicit definitions offer solid evidence that gender as a set of empirical phenomena is
not accurately represented in gender definitions in sociology. However, | would also
argue that the gender analyses that appear in many of the articles in my sample do a
better job of providing a scholarly accounting of gender than the definitions. One of the
patterns of definition | identified is an implicit definition of gender with the presence of a
gender analysis, seeming to indicate that gender’s empirical complexity is more the

subject of scholars’ analytical comments than their definitions. As I did not focus on
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gender analysis as much as gender definition in coding the articles in both of my samples
| offer this interpretation as a tentative conclusion.

Based on the results of the content analysis of my general sociology sample, | am
not able to assess how gender concepts are formed. This is the case both because | found
no instances of structured concept formation like the types promoted by Gerring (1999,
2001) and Goertz (2006) and because | found no discussion at all of self-conscious
gender concept creation in the articles | coded. | did observe, as predicted, that more
gender definitions in my sociology of gender sample are formed (partially, at least)
derivatively than in my general sociology sample. This makes sense because those who
publish in the sociology of gender subfield are likely more attentive to gender as a
complex entity that requires explicit definition, rather than more prone to take it as a self-
evident phenomenon. Further, those whose work is published in the journals from which
| created the sampling frame for my general sociology sample are also more likely to
write about gender as only a part, often minor, of their work rather than as its central
focus. Seeing the term gender in the title of a sociology article is generally not an
indication that gender is its central topic.

I can, however, comment speculatively about how gender concepts are formed in
this sample in relation to ordinary-language concept formation. | saw many instances of
ordinary-language concept formation insofar as the word gender and the empirical
phenomena it refers to in social life become concepts only by virtue of entering into the
scholarly research enterprise. This understanding of the way terms become concepts
goes a long way towards explaining why gender is so often understood implicitly.

Scholars use the term in both ordinary-language and uniquely analytic ways, perhaps as |
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suggested above because of the limitations of language to talk about gender. Social
scientific scholarly training gives scholars the ability to define their terms conceptually
but, it seems, no new language about and around gender with which to accomplish this
task. | do not have an easy solution to offer but suggest that a beginning approach might
be found in self-consciously conceptual definitions of gender, even in the absence of a
specialized social scientific language with which to create these. The recognition that
ordinary-language concepts of gender are present in the sociological literature may
prompt further study of why this is so often the case and why it so often goes
unrecognized, or at least undiscussed.

In terms of how gender concepts are created, | propose that gender concept
formation often occurs when there is a shift from how gender is understood in
layperson’s terms, or ordinary language, to a scholarly understanding of gender as an
object being studied and analyzed, but without a concomitant methodological
understanding of how the latter is (now) a concept and might be used as such. This
suggestion matches my expectation that | would find many definitions in both of my
samples that illustrate the problem of ordinary language, as is the case for many of the
implicit and some of the explicit definitions in my general sociology sample. While the
meaning of the implicit definitions is not necessarily what might be called an ordinary-
language meaning, for example in implicit definitions that refer to gender as-a-social-
force, the language used to discuss gender is ordinary insofar as it reflects the available
lay language about gender.

Due to my claim that gender’s empirical complexity works against its explicit

definition in sociological scholarship, I would not characterize ordinary-language
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definitions of gender as definitive evidence of gender reduction. My concepts analysis
alone suggests both that gender’s empirical complexity is reduced in its scholarly
representations and that scholars’ ability to analyze gender is also compromised by lack
of explicit conceptual definitions. But in combination, my gender and concepts analyses
indicate the need for further examination of why gender reduction occurs.

As predicted, | found only one article in this sample that included an evaluative
component in relation to the gender concepts presented. This is Ferree’s (2010)
theoretical review article of conceptual approaches to gender in the subfield of sociology
of the family, which incorporates a critical perspective towards the gender definitions it
presents. As both a theoretical account and a review of many different gender
approaches and theories about families, this article is atypical of those in my sample as all
others are reports of research results. Otherwise | found no definitions, explicit or
implicit, that suggested any criteria to evaluate whether the conceptualization was
valuable, accurate, effective, or analytically useful. | defer discussion of a set of minimal
evaluative criteria for conceptual definitions of gender to the end of the next subsection,
which offers my concepts analysis of my sociology of gender sample; the evaluative
criteria are intended to apply to both areas of sociological literature.

Finally, | found no instances of ideal typical gender definition in my general
sociology sample. While this was initially surprising it is also partially explained by the
small number of explicit definitions that | found. By virtue of the structured nature of the
ideal type I do not believe it is possible to have an implicit ideal type definition of any
concept. In light of my comments in the gender-based analysis section above, 1 am not

sure that ideal typical concept formation would be beneficial to sociological scholars who
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research and write about gender. The fact of gender’s empirical embeddedness,
pervasiveness, and taken-for-granted character suggests that scholars avoid explicit
gender definition, whether intentionally or not, for the good reason that they are
exceedingly challenged to translate this complexity into clear, useful conceptual
definitions. This is not to say that gender is unreachable to sociological scholars but
rather explains why so few of the sources in a sample representing contemporary gender
scholarship in the field of sociology as a whole lack explicit definition of the subject of
their analysis.
Concepts Analysis of Sociology of Gender Sample

Overall, as for my general sociology sample, | found that sociologists who study
gender and whose work is published in the subfield of sociology of gender appear not to
overtly consider concepts or conceptualization in relation to gender. While, as predicted,
| found a greater proportion of explicit definitions in this sample than in my general
sociology sample — 26.5% compared to 12% — | did not observe any mention of defining
gender as a concept. Because this was also true in my general sociology sample |
attribute the greater proportion of explicit definitions in my sociology of gender sample
to a factor other than more attention to conceptualization as an explicit or self-conscious
process. | theorize that this finding is explained by the general orientation of the subfield
of sociology of gender towards gender not only as its principal area of study but also an
analytic problem that requires conceptual investigation and explanation. It is also
possible that Gender & Society, the journal in which all of the articles in my sociology of
gender sample were published, is more likely to accept articles in which gender is defined

explicitly because its editors take gender definition to be a central or core problem and



132

because it is the most visible and highly-ranked journal in the subfield of sociology of
gender. | might find different results if | were to examine gender definition published in
other journals that contain sociological articles, such as Signs: Journal of Women in
Culture and Society, Sex Roles, and Feminist Studies.

| also found that, at 72.1%, a substantial proportion of all definitions are
derivative, citing or quoting another source in relation to the meaning and use of gender.
Taken together with the result of a greater proportion of explicit definitions in this sample
compared to my general sociology sample, | would characterize these results to support
my prediction that | would find “better” conceptualized definitions of gender in my
sociology of gender sample. This conclusion is also bolstered by my anticipated
observation of the general trend that the explicit and implicit definitions of gender in the
sociology of gender articles include more extensive definitions of gender. Given the
considerable variation across all definitions of gender in both samples, caution should be
taken in making further assumptions about which sample offers better conceptualizations
of gender.

As expected and similar to my general sociology sample, | did not find any
methods-based definitions in my sociology of gender sample, insofar as methods-based
definitions can be understood as concepts overtly intended for investigation and analysis
(see Chapter 2). | also did not find any cognitive definitions, contrary to my prediction.
Most commonly, gender’s explicit and implicit meaning is women-and-men and a-social-
force. These results mirror my expectations and findings for my general sociology
sample. | reiterate here my proposal that gender used in conjunction with the implicit

meaning of women-and-men could be considered a type of cognitive conceptual
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definition and gender to mean a-social-force might be categorized as a methods-based
understanding of the concept when presented explicitly, though depending on how it is
used in context.

| also did not find any conceptual definitions of gender in this sample that show
an understanding of the ladder of abstraction, in which more abstract concepts “cover” a
greater number of empirical instances and more specific concepts are limited to
explaining a smaller number of empirical instances. Likely as a result, 1 found many
explicit and implicit definitions of gender in my sociology of gender sample that
demonstrate conceptual stretching, which occurs when the set of empirical phenomena
intended to be explained by the concept of gender exceeds the concept. This prevents
conceptual definitions from connecting the empirical instances to which they ostensibly
refer to the theory used to explain them. As | advanced in my concepts-based analysis of
my general sociology sample in Chapter 4, the results from both samples suggest that
conceptual stretching may explain the frequently observed pattern of articles without
explicit definitions of gender but including often sophisticated gender analyses. This
reality means that gender analyses across scholarship cannot be cumulative because there
is no (shared) concept upon which to build theories. While | encountered many insightful
gender analyses in the articles in both samples I also observed that overall these did not
build on one another.

| did not find any evidence that gender is an essentially contested concept,
contrary to my prediction. In my content analysis of the articles in my sociology of
gender sample, 1 did not see fundamental differences or conflicts in the way gender is

defined, understood and used. | did observe that gender is understood in a variety of
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ways and at several different levels of analysis. Because of the larger proportion of
explicit gender definitions in this sample compared to my general sociology sample, and
the fact that a much larger proportion are derivative, | am able to observe that the articles
in this sample likely represent a greater amount of the diversity of gender than those in
my general sociology sample. However | do not believe that the explicit and implicit
gender definitions in either sample, taken as a whole, correspond to the diversity and
complexity of empirical gender(ed) phenomena. As suggested above, | attribute this
conclusion to the finding of low proportion of explicit definitions of gender in both
samples and the theory that gender’s embeddedness, pervasiveness, and taken-for-granted
character — itself a large part of gender’s complexity — makes it especially difficult to
“see” analytically, even for a trained sociologist.

I did find more gender definitions in my sociology of gender sample that are
formed through quotation and/or citation of other sources than in my general sociology
sample. This result suggests additional support for my expectation that those who
publish in the sociology of gender subfield are generally more attentive to gender as a
complex entity that requires explicit definition. | did not encounter any instances of
structured concept formation or any instances of identified ordinary-language concept
formation, also as expected. As in my general sociology sample however | did find the
occurrence of ordinary-language gender concepts. Although the concepts literature
defines ordinary language use in concept formation as the problem of ordinary language,
I am reluctant to consider it a problem. As | argued in Chapter 4, the shift from lay
understandings of gender to a scholarly context is perhaps better understood as a relic of

gender’s empirical character in social life. As noted, in both samples | most commonly
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saw the meanings of gender as women-and-men and a-social-force enter into scholarship
in implicit definitions of gender. These both qualify as ordinary language meanings.

In this sample | did not find any articles that include evaluative components of the
gender concepts presented. This compares to the single article (Ferree 2010) in my
general sociology sample that incorporated assessment into a discussion of gender
conceptualization. These findings offer additional evidence that gender scholars in the
field of sociology do not orient their work in relation to a concepts paradigm.
Nevertheless, it seems reasonable to expect that scholars should be able to assess at least
minimally whether any social science concept is valuable, effective, or analytically
useful. While Gerring (1999, 2001) and Goertz (2006) both propose evaluative criteria
for concepts, these both assume a much more sophisticated explicit definition than
perhaps any of the ones I found in my samples, with the possible exception of the single
article by Ferree (2010) that includes evaluative criteria for the concepts it presents.

| offer three criteria for the purpose of rudimentary assessment of gender
concepts. First, is the concept defined explicitly? Overt definition is important because it
allows evaluation and comparability among gender concepts. The absence of explicit
gender concepts in both of my samples meant that |1 was unable to evaluate them, not
least because so little of the conceptual information was overt. Second, is the definition
of the concept related to the topic or subject of study? This criterion is intended to
“match” concepts with the specific context of their application, empirical or theoretical or
both, to avoid the problem of conceptual stretching. It does not reject generic conceptual
definitions but ensures that they are useful in the particular framework in which they are

applied. Third, is the definition oriented towards producing insight, in application either
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to empirical phenomena or theory building? This criterion addresses the methodological
purpose of concepts and promotes the active use of definitions in social science for
investigation and knowledge production. Stated another way, this criterion asks if the
conceptual definition does the work of aiding scholars in the process of scholarly
knowledge production and accumulation.

Finally, | found no instances of the formal use of ideal types in the articles in my
sociology of gender sample. As in my general sociology sample, this result is partly
explained by the relative dearth of explicit definitions at only a quarter of the articles in
my sample. The use of the ideal type method to define gender conceptually would
require scholars to have more explicit information about it than it appears they do. My
major finding in this project is the low proportion of explicit definition of gender both in
the field of sociology as a whole and within the subfield of the sociology of gender — a
result that suggests, for the reasons developed throughout this dissertation, that gender is
somehow and to some degree unavailable to most sociological scholars who research and
write about it. It may initially seem that ideal typical analysis would help solve this
problem. | suggest that may not be the case because the ideal type appears to function
more as a methodological device to organize information and knowledge rather than to
discover or create it. Most basically if there is a problem in the way gender is
conceptualized in sociology | believe it emerges from difficulty gender particularly
presents for translation from the empirical world to the specialized domain of

scholarship.
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Chapter 6: Conclusions

In this project | asked, how is gender conceptualized in sociology? To investigate
this question | used two samples of peer-reviewed articles published between 2006 and
2010 in sociology journals, the first representing the field of sociology as a whole and the
second representing the sociological subfield of gender. | used the method of content
analysis to evaluate my research question and the sociological gender literature and
methods-oriented concepts literature to explain my results. In these conclusions | offer
comments about the meaningfulness of the use of sex and sex terms in sociological
articles about gender, as well as suggestions for improved gender conceptualization. |
also seek to contextualize my research in relation to other sociological subfields,
disciplines, and interdisciplinary areas where gender is treated differently than in
sociology as a whole and the sociological subfield of gender during the period of this
investigation.

My research produced two key findings that hold across both samples and areas
of scholarship. The first is that gender is infrequently defined explicitly, with almost
three quarters of the articles in both my general sociology sample and my sociology of
gender sample lacking explicit conceptual definitions of gender. The second is that a
majority of articles in both samples, including fully three quarters of those in my general
sociology sample, and 57.4% in my sociology of gender sample, use the terms “sex,”
“female,” and/or “male” synonymously with “gender,” “women,” and “men.” These
results are genuinely surprising for two reasons. First, the sociology of gender is a
subfield primarily devoted to analyzing the meanings, processes, forms, structures, and

consequences of gender and particularly to distinguishing gender and sex (Butler 1990,
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1993; Rubin 1975; West and Zimmerman 1987). Second, one of the primary foci of
contemporary North American sociology as a discipline lies in recognizing and
explaining the social construction of phenomena popularly taken to be natural. For these
reasons it initially seems counterintuitive that there would be so few articles with explicit
definitions of gender and so many with references that conflate sex terms and gender.
While I also found differences between my samples, most notably that the sociology of
gender articles include more explicit definitions and fewer references to sex and sex
terms, | believe the larger patterns of explicit gender conceptualizations and references to
sex in both samples are the more consequential findings of this research and it is these
that | address here.

The low proportion of explicit definitions and high proportion of references to sex
and sex terms in both samples suggests a problematic absence in the field and subfield
that might be expected to address gender most clearly and overtly. The frequent use of
sex terms may be interpreted to result from the lack of explicit gender definition insofar
as scholars — likely unintentionally — revert to sex-based binaries because they are not
guided by an explicit anti-essentialist definition of gender. The very term gender
suggests, and in fact means | would argue, the opposite of sex in sociological terms. The
seemingly interchangeable use of “female” and “woman” and “male” and “man” thus
undermines the apparent purpose of the use of gender to invoke a social rather than
biological explanation. In a sociological context, particularly a sociological context in
which gender is the focus as is the case for the articles in my samples, the use of any
terms that have typically included an essentialist meaning is significant and requires

explanation. | argue that a tension emerges from the paradox of the simultaneous use of
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the term gender, which has generally been intended to include a social constructionist
component, and the terms female and male, which have typically been used to suggest a
biological meaning. More explicitly defined gender concepts could work to rectify this
inconsistent use of gender by likely offering social, non-essentialist views that might
preclude the use of sex terms by foregrounding the contradiction in doing so.

However, it is also possible, as | suggested in an earlier footnote, that female/male
are not best understood as attributes of sex, as | have done, but as identifiers
interchangeable with women/men. There may in fact be nothing “behind” sociologists’
use of female/male beyond classifying individuals or groups and seeking variety to avoid
repetition of women/men. It may be that female and male have been mainstreamed in
sociology and no longer invoke biology, reproduction, or essentialism and their use in a
sociological context is thus insignificant to what gender means and how it is used. While
I would argue that recent use of female/male in a strict sociology of gender context
represents a shift away from the association of essentialist meanings with these terms, it
might be true that female/male never included references to biology or reproduction in
the field of sociology at large. In this case, my conclusion that there is a contradiction in
the concomitant use of gender and female/male in sociological gender scholarship would
be invalid.

Further, examining the concurrent use of the terms sex and gender, rather than
female/male and gender, in sociological scholarship may be a better way to get at
whether gender’s meaning does or does not preclude essentialist components. The term
sex itself seems more likely to include a biological, reproductive, or essentialist meaning

than the terms female and male. As noted above, the latter are often used solely as
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identifiers, to provide variety for writers, and in following the conventions of English
grammar and sentence structure. Scholars who write articles about gender, as indicated
by the presence of gender in their titles, and use sex — in the presence of female/male or
not — seem more likely to have either consciously opted to do so or to have done so
unselfconsciously. In either case, considering sex and gender together would be a
stronger test of whether sociologists use gender as a term with an exclusively social
meaning.

I did not code independently for the presence of sex in an article, rather using a
single code for references to sex and/or to female/male in each article. However, |
observed in the process of coding that the articles in both of my samples included
female/male more frequently than they included sex. This tentative observation supports
the idea that while use of sex and gender together in a single article may indicate a
problematic conflation of social and essentialist meanings, use of female/male and gender
together does not. | further acknowledge that each of the terms gender, sex, female, and
male may have different meanings for different people, including sociologists. While |
have interpreted the presence of female/male in the articles in my samples as meaningful
in the context of my research because | take them to invoke essentialist meanings, at least
to some degree, this interpretation rests on assumptions about the meaning of these terms
that are likely not shared among all sociologists who write and read about gender.

The recent scholarly move towards considering sex and gender as the composite
concept sex/gender (Fausto-Sterling 2000, 2012; Fujimura 2006; Springer, Stellman, and
Jordan-Young 2012) is especially relevant to the above discussion of the distinction or

overlap between social and biological meanings. While | have argued that the presence
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of the use of sex and female/male in the context of sociological scholarship is significant
because it contradicts the apparent social meaning of gender, such a claim assumes that
gender and sex are separable both empirically and analytically. There is growing
recognition that because they are in fact empirically inseparable a conjoined sex/gender
concept should offer scholarly recognition of this entanglement (Springer et al. 2012).
Sociologists who encounter the “materiality of nature” (Fujimura 2006) in their study of
gender need a conceptual framework that allows for simultaneous recognition of the
interrelated and co-constructed nature of gender and sex.

Nonetheless, as none of the articles in either of my samples makes direct
reference to even the idea of sex/gender as a composite in empirical or theoretical terms, I
maintain that their sociological context makes the use of gender, sex, female/male, and
woman/man together a significant finding to explain. Sociology has found its most basic
roots in explaining human behavior in social rather than biological or essentialist terms
and this has been particularly true for the sociological study of gender. Even as the field
has advanced in sophistication and subtlety, 1 would contend that this basic mandate
remains. The very common unselfconscious use of sex and sex terms that | found in both
of my samples made up of articles about gender — most notably in my sociology of
gender sample — requires explanation and, among the scholars whose work demonstrates
this pattern, justification.

Given that gender does not remain undefined in all of the fields and subfields in
which it is taken as a subject, my findings also raise a question about why there has not
been more cross-fertilization between sociology and other disciplines. This issue is

perhaps most relevant to the interdisciplinary gender theory literature, which is largely
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outside of sociology yet offers numerous sophisticated explicit conceptualizations of
gender. It may be that gender theory has remained interdisciplinary overall because of its
roots outside of any one discipline, even though it seems as though it would fit quite well
in the field of sociology. Still, those working on gender within the discipline of
sociology at large may draw on these resources yet overall have not. It is not clear why,
on the whole, sociologists have not delved far into this work. Further, the empirical
gender scholarship in sociology has not taken significant advantage of the work being
done in other disciplinary and interdisciplinary fields engaged in gender studies. Some
work does in fact address gender in a more complex, explicit way, such as the literature
that questions the strict biological basis of sex and sex categorization (for example, Lewis
2011; Palazzani 2012; Fausto-Sterling 2000). Despite the apparent availability of these
explicit insights to sociological scholars, these ideas seem to have remained within their
fields and subfields of origin and beyond the reach of sociological borrowing.

Lack of explicit definitions in sociological scholarship about gender also poses a
challenge to how sociologists might address power and inequality. Though not
mandatory to sociology, a focus on inequality has long been a tradition among North
American sociological scholars. This is particularly true of the study of gender, which
one might argue emerged directly out of a desire to understand gender inequality as a
means to ameliorating it. The slippage among uses of gender, woman, man, and sex,
female, and male, suggests a lack of a comprehensive view of whether the core of
inequality between woman and men is rooted in biology or society. If even scholars rely
on sex-based binaries, how can they truly tackle the social and cultural definitions that

produce the idea that sex terms are automatic identifiers? In this context, the problem of
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a default to sex terms can be understood to obscure the privileging of
male/man/masculinity — a process in which girls and women are perpetually
disadvantaged. When this is not only unchallenged but actively maintained in
scholarship, it seems unlikely that scholarly research can contribute to rectifying power
differences and inequality between women and men. While there are, of course, many
exceptions, the overall lack of explicitly defined gender concepts may limit scholars’
ability to apprehend the essentialist assumptions upon which gender inequality is often
established and maintained.

This contention rests on the view that sociologists’ uses of female/male include
essentialist meanings. If this is not true as | have suggested above, it may instead be the
case that the use of these terms in sociology facilitates, rather than impedes, progressive
analysis of inequality. Further, use of women/men in gender analysis can also serve to
promote identification and analysis of gender inequality, regardless of whether sex terms
are present. The use of women/men to acknowledge differential outcomes by gender
where women are disadvantaged in comparison to men has long been the norm for
discussing inequality in a sociological context.

My results may also be interpreted as a turn towards the empirical in sociological
studies of gender. The low proportions of explicit definitions and implicit derivative
definitions of gender in my general sociology sample particularly, suggest a strong focus
on the empirical study of gender at the expense of theoretical explanation. While this
observation may or may not represent a shift, it nonetheless seems to indicate a dearth of
integration of theoretical perspectives on gender with empirical work in recent

sociological literature. | do not wish to diminish the difficulty of relating theory directly
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to empirical contexts, measurement, and outcomes (see McCall 2005 for a discussion of
studying intersectionality empirically), but rather to point out that while sociology is
primarily an empirical discipline,® this general orientation of the field need not preclude a
theoretical component. Theoretical views of gender can offer empirical gender scholars
resources that both enhance their ability to capture gender as a set of empirical objects,
processes, and structures, and strengthen their analytical insights in relation to their
empirical results. The lack of a strong theoretical presence in relation to gender
definition in my general sociology sample could signal that sociologists who study
gender are, as a whole, missing a perspective that would deepen their conclusions and
expand their knowledge production about gender. This conclusion supports the idea of
gender reduction that I outlined in the Introduction.

The methods-focused concepts literature | reviewed in Chapter 2 offers a
methodological approach to conceptualization that might be applied to improve definition
of gender in sociological scholarship. The type of structured concept formation promoted
by Gerring (1999, 2001) and Goertz (2006) could be hugely beneficial to gender
definition. Gender’s pervasiveness, variability, and embeddedness in social life make it a
perfect candidate for a step-by-step, detail-oriented approach to conceptual definition that
would allow scholars to address each element of the gender(ed) phenomenon under study
in a systematic manner. In the absence of the use of structured concept formation, as this
is a time intensive process, the three criteria | offered above for the purpose of
rudimentary assessment of gender concepts might be reformulated as guidelines for
concept definition. These are: first, define the concept explicitly; second, ensure the

definition of the concept is directly related to the topic or subject of study; and third,

® Generally this appears to be more true in the American context than the Canadian or European contexts.
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orient the concept towards insight production (empirical or theoretical, as relevant).
These recommendations would contribute to more active and self-conscious use of
explicitly defined gender concepts for avoiding the problematic conflation of sex and
gender and increasing scholarly knowledge production. They would particularly allow
scholars to relate their gender(ed) objects, processes, and structures of study directly to
conceptual definitions so as to both broaden empirical insights and sharpen concepts.

Finally, for whom do my results matter? | intend my analysis for scholarly
writers and readers in the field of sociology. | believe that the overall absence of explicit
gender definitions in the field of sociology and the subfield of sociology of gender is
notable for its implications for scholarly knowledge of gender. Whether this absence is
interpreted as a problem or not, I suggest that it should be considered in terms of an
assessment of the impact of my findings on the shape, limits, and possibilities of
sociological gender knowledge production and accumulation in sociology. My basic
recommendation calls for an awareness among both scholarly writers and readers of the
patterns of gender definition, use of sex and sex terms, and gender analysis. As my
comments in these conclusions indicate, | recognize that every reader will not interpret
my findings to be problematic in the ways that | do. Regardless, it bears consideration
that that lack of explicit definition of gender and frequent use of sex terms in recent
sociological scholarship compromises sociology’s mission to explain the empirical world
in social terms.

Overall, my research supports the idea of gender reduction presented in the
Introduction. Scholars’ ability to articulate, capture, study, and generate scholarly insight

about gender is compromised by the shortage of explicit conceptualizations in recent
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sociological literature. The use of sex terms as identifiers for women and men further
reduces the complexity of gender in scholarship because it implies that sex has no
inherent essentialist meaning. Further, the default use of sex terms may stymie solutions
to, or even perpetuate, inequality between women and men. In these terms lack of
explicit definition and frequent use of sex terms greatly limits the ability of sociology as a
discipline to truly represent the empirical phenomena that comprise gender. Indeed,
unselfconscious use of sex terms in scholarship ostensibly about gender challenges the
very premise of the sociological study of gender that it is a social rather than natural
phenomenon. Explicitly defined gender concepts would partly address this problem by
expanding both the language available and scholars’ conscious awareness of what gender
means as an independent concept.
Limitations and Future Directions

The research presented here has several limitations that warrant consideration.
First, | used only peer-reviewed journal articles in both of my samples. Because scholars
do some of their conceptual work in books | may be underestimating the amount of
explicit conceptualization of gender in both the field of sociology as a whole and subfield
of sociology of gender. Books offer scholars more space and flexibility than journals,
where articles are limited by length and the particular focus of each journal. The sole use
of journal articles may also limit the validity of my conclusions because of these
constraints in formatting and space for another reason. The reader does not know what is
cut from an article due to space limitations and it may be the case that the authors of
some or all of the articles in both of my samples had originally included definitions or

more substantive discussions of gender’s meaning that were removed due to word limits.
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While there is no way to know whether and when this may have been the case, its
possibility suggests caution in taking my findings definitively rather than suggestively.

Second, | gathered articles for my sociology of gender sample only from Gender
& Society. As a result, it is possible that my results for this sample are skewed either
towards more or less explicit definition of gender than I might otherwise find if | had
selected these articles from a wider base of publications within this subfield. It may be
the case that selecting articles from a more expansive sampling frame would have
inflated the proportion of explicit definitions of gender in my sample. However it seems
more likely the opposite is true since Gender & Society is the premier sociological gender
journal and thus may, intentionally or not, have higher standards for conceptualization of
gender than other sociological journals in which gender-focused articles are published.
My sociology of gender sample may thus be skewed towards more explicit gender
definitions and fewer unselfconscious references to sex terms than | would find if | had
sampled more broadly. If this is the case, | will have overestimated the differences
between my sociology of gender and general sociology samples.

Third, it may be that the issue of gender conceptualization in sociology was
resolved at an earlier time. My results may reflect the time frame of my sampling, which
includes only articles published between 2006 and 2010. In this case, my observations
and analysis that gender is largely undefined explicitly in both the field of sociology as a
whole and the subfield of gender may be limited in a longer term view and caution should
be taken in drawing conclusions beyond the time period 2006-2010.

Finally, I reiterate that the variation I found within the analytical categories | used

for my content analyses suggests caution should be taken in drawing conclusions beyond
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the results already presented and discussed above. While | coded in many categories to
capture as much variation in gender definition in the articles in my samples as | could,
upon coding | found that one of my main categories, explicit definition of gender,
contained a diverse array of definitions which often shared only the fact of their explicit
articulation. This was true for both samples. As a result, it would be unwise to make
assumptions beyond the level of analysis of my major categories.

There are several directions for future research that could build on the work
presented here. First, future research might confirm the empirical patterns of gender
definition | found in my samples in both less and more recently published representative
samples of sociology literature. Second, it might also examine gender definition more
specifically in other subfields besides the sociology of gender, such as criminology,
culture and cognition, demography and the life course, inequality, race and ethnicity,
political and economic sociology, environmental sociology, and the study of social
networks. Third, as suggested above, future research should replicate my analyses with a
focus on sex in gender-focused sociology articles, rather than female/male. Fourth,
future research could investigate the conceptualization of other key terms in sociology
that permeate the field as a whole, such as race, class, and social structure, to see if
similar patterns of explicit and implicit definition exist. Fifth, this research suggests that
future scholarship might further investigate gender definition in sociology through
interviews with sociologists who study gender. The latter proposal offers the potential
for an ethnomethodological analysis (Garfinkel 1963) of how scholars construct and use
conceptual meaning(s) for gender in the context of gender’s everyday, intuitive, and

taken-for-granted meanings.
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Finally, an especially promising area of future research is the relationship between
the use of gender as a concept in sociological scholarship and the concomitant use of sex
terms. Their frequent coexistence in the articles in both my general sociology sample and
my sociology of gender sample strongly suggests that sex terms no longer invoke
biological essentialism, or even a reference to any biological identification or difference,
in the current sociological context. This area is ripe for much further investigation, not
least in how and when this shift occurred in sociology, especially in the sociology of
gender, and what it says about gender’s usefulness as an independently meaningful term

and concept in sociology.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Source Journals for General Sociology Sample Sampling Frame

This appendix lists the sociology journals from which the articles for the general
sociology sample sampling frame are selected. These are the 49 journals with the highest
2010 five-year Impact Factor (IF) scores, excluding Gender & Society.” They are listed
first alphabetically and second ranked by IF score. IF score and country of origin are
included in parentheses for all journals in both lists.

Journals Listed Alphabetically

Acta Sociologica (1.360, England)

Agriculture and Human Values (1.466, Netherlands)

American Journal of Sociology (5.113, United States)

American Sociological Review (5.840, United States)

Annals of Tourism Research (3.140, United States)

Annual Review of Law and Social Science (1.652, United States)
Annual Review of Sociology (5.028, United States)

British Journal of Sociology (2.820, England)

Deviant Behavior (1.405, United States)

Discourse & Society (1.658, England)

Economy and Society (2.135, England)

Ethnic and Racial Studies (1.917, England)

European Sociological Review (1.873, England)

Global Networks — A Journal of Transnational Affairs (2.017, England)
Human Ecology (2.249, United States)

International Journal of Intercultural Relations (1.605, United States)
International Political Sociology (2.214, United States)

Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion (1.688, United States)
Journal of Contemporary Ethnography (1.378, United States)
Journal of Leisure Research (1.529, United States)

Journal of Marriage and Family (3.183, United States)
Language in Society (1.843, England)

Law & Society Review (2.080, United States)

Leisure Sciences (1.694, England)

Poetics (2.082, Netherlands)

Politics & Society (1.765, United States)

Population and Development Review (2.381, United States)
Rationality and Society (1.198, England)

Rural Sociology (1.467, United States)

Social Forces (2.507, United States)

Social Indicators Research (1.239, Netherlands)

Social Networks (3.304, Switzerland)

’ Gender & Society is not included in either list in Appendix A because it is the source of the articles in my
sociology of gender sample. | do not include it in the creation of the sampling frame from which to select
my general sociology sample so as to maintain two empirically distinct samples, one representing the field
of sociology as a whole and the other representing the sociological subfield of the sociology of gender.
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Social Problems (2.572, United States)

Social Science Research (2.227, United States)

Society & Natural Resources (1.594, United States)
Sociologia Ruralis (2.132, Netherlands)

Sociological Forum (1.205, United States)

Sociological Methodology (2.000, United States)
Sociological Methods & Research (2.448, United States)
Sociological Quarterly (1.288, United States)
Sociological Theory (1.835, United States)

Sociology of Education (2.418, United States)

Sociology of Health & IlIness (2.459, England)
Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association (2.113, England)
Symbolic Interaction (1.207, United States)

Theory and Society (1.400, Netherlands)

Work and Occupations (1.682, United States)

Work, Employment & Society (1.575, England)

Youth & Society (1.651, United States)

Journals Listed by IF Score Rank

1. American Sociological Review (5.840, United States)

2. American Journal of Sociology (5.113, United States)

3. Annual Review of Sociology (5.028, United States)

4. Social Networks (3.304, Switzerland)

5. Journal of Marriage and Family (3.183, United States)

6. Annals of Tourism Research (3.140, United States)

8. British Journal of Sociology (2.820, England)

9. Social Problems (2.572, United States)

10. Social Forces (2.507, United States)

11. Sociology of Health & IlIness (2.459, England)

12. Sociological Methods & Research (2.448, United States)
13. Sociology of Education (2.418, United States)

14. Population and Development Review (2.381, United States)
15. Human Ecology (2.249, United States)

16. Social Science Research (2.227, United States)

17. International Political Sociology (2.214, United States)

18. Economy and Society (2.135, England)

19. Sociologia Ruralis (2.132, Netherlands)

20. Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association (2.113, England)
21. Poetics (2.082, Netherlands)

22. Law & Society Review (2.080, United States)

23. Global Networks — A Journal of Transnational Affairs (2.017, England)
24. Sociological Methodology (2.000, United States)

25. Ethnic and Racial Studies (1.917, England)

26. European Sociological Review (1.873, England)

27. Language in Society (1.843, England)

28. Sociological Theory (1.835, United States)



29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
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Politics & Society (1.765, United States)

Leisure Sciences (1.694, England)

Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion (1.688, United States)
Work and Occupations (1.682, United States)

Discourse & Society (1.658, England)

Annual Review of Law and Social Science (1.652, United States)
Youth & Society (1.651, United States)

International Journal of Intercultural Relations (1.605, United States)
Society & Natural Resources (1.594, United States)

Work, Employment & Society (1.575, England)

Journal of Leisure Research (1.529, United States)

Rural Sociology (1.467, United States)

Agriculture and Human Values (1.466, Netherlands)

Deviant Behavior (1.405, United States)

Theory and Society (1.400, Netherlands)

Journal of Contemporary Ethnography (1.378, United States)
Acta Sociologica (1.360, England)

Sociological Quarterly (1.288, United States)

Social Indicators Research (1.239, Netherlands)

Symbolic Interaction (1.207, United States)

Sociological Forum (1.205, United States)

Rationality and Society (1.198, England)
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Appendix B: Sampling Frame for General Sociology Sample
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recently published for each journal.

Zimmerman, Gregory M. and Steven F. Messner. 2010. “Neighborhood Context and the
Gender Gap in Adolescent Violent Crime.” American Sociological Review
75(6):958-980.

Maume, David J., Rachel A. Sebastian, and Anthony R. Bordo. 2009. “Gender
Differences in Sleep Disruption Among Retail Food Workers.” American
Sociological Review 74(6):989-1007.

Herring, Cedric. 2009. “Does Diversity Pay?: Race, Gender, and the Business Case for
Diversity.” American Sociological Review 74(2):208-224.

Ridgeway, Cecilia L., Kristen Backor, Yan E. LI, Justine E. Tinkler, and Kristan G.
Erickson. 2009. “How Easily Does a Social Difference Become a Status
Distinction? Gender Matters.” American Sociological Review 74(1):44-62.

Lundquist, Jennifer Hickes. 2008. “Ethnic and Gender Satisfaction in the Military: The
Effect of a Meritocratic Institution.” American Sociological Review 73(3):477-
496.

Read, Jen’nan Ghazal and Sharon Oselin. 2008. “Gender and the Education-Employment
Paradox in Ethnic and Religious Contexts: The Case of Arab Americans.”
American Sociological Review 73(2):296-313.

Moore, Mignon R. 2008. “Gendered Power Relations Among Women: A Study of
Household Decision Making in Black, Lesbian Stepfamilies.” American
Sociological Review 73(2):335-356.

Otis, Eileen M. 2008. “Beyond the Industrial Paradigm: Maker-Embedded Labor and the
Gender Organization of Global Service Work in China.” American Sociological
Review 72(5):681-704.

Cohen, Philip N. and Matt L. Huffman. 2008. Working for the Woman? Female
Managers and the Gender Wage Gap.” American Sociological Review 72(5):681-
704.

Almeling, Rene. 2007. “Selling Genes, Selling Gender: Egg Agencies, Sperm Banks, and
the Medical Market in Genetic Material.” American Sociological Review
72(3):319-340.

Roth, Louise Marie and Jeffrey C. Kroll. 2007. “Risky Business: Assessing Risk
Preference Explanations for Gender Differences in Religiosity.” American
Sociological Review 72(2):205-220.

Giordano, Peggy C., Monica A. Longmore, and Wendy D. Manning. 2006. “Gender and
the Meaning of Adolescent Romantic Relationships: A Focus on Boys.” American
Sociological Review 71(2):260-287.

Hook, Jennifer L. 2010. “Gender Inequality in the Welfare State: Sex Segregation in
Housework, 1965-2003.” American Journal of Sociology 115(5):1480-1523.

Fernandez-Mateo, Isabel. 2009. “Cumulative Gender Disadvantage in Contract
Employment.” American Journal of Sociology 114(4):871-923.

Charles, Maria and Karen Bradley. 2009. “Indulging Our Gendered Selves? Sex



154

Segregation by Field of Study in 44 Countries.” American Journal of Sociology
114(4):924-976.

Penner, Andrew M. 2008. “Gender Differences in Extreme Mathematical Achievement:
An International Perspective on Biological and Social Factors.” American Journal
of Sociology 114(S1):S138-S170.

Castilla, Emilio J. 2008. “Gender, Race, and Meritocracy in Organizational Careers.”
American Journal of Sociology 113(6):1479-1526.

Sue, Christina A. and Edward E. Telles. 2007. “Assimilation and Gender in Naming.”
American Journal of Sociology 112(5):1383-1415.

Sullins, D. Paul. 2006. “Gender and Religion: Deconstructing Universality, Constructing
Complexity.” American Journal of Sociology 112(3):838-880.

Cooke, Lynn Prince. 2006. “‘Doing’ Gender in Context: Household Bargaining and Risk
of Divorce in Germany and the United States.” American Journal of Sociology
112(2):442-472.

Read, Jen’nan Ghazal and Bridget K. Gorman. 2010. “Gender and Health Inequality.”
Annual Review of Sociology 36:371-386.

Raley, Sarah and Suzanne Bianchi. 2006. “Sons, Daughters, and Family Processes. Does
Gender of Children Matter?” Annual Review of Sociology 32:401-421.

Spalter, Tal. 2010. “Social Capital and Intimate Partnerships in Later Life: A Gendered
Perspective on 60+-year-old Israelis.” Social Networks 32(4):330-338.

Van Emmerik, 1J Hetty. 2006. “Gender Differences in the Creation of Different Types of
Social Capital: A Multilevel Study.” Social Networks 28(1):24-37.

Craig, Lyn and Killian Mullan. 2010. “Parenthood, Gender and Work-Family Time in the
United States, Australia, Italy, France, and Denmark.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 72(5):1344-1361.

Wheeler, Lorey A., Kimberly A. Updegraff, and Shawna M. Thayer. 2010. “Conflict
Resolution in Mexican-Origin Couples: Culture, Gender, and Marital Quality.”
Journal of Marriage and Family 72(4):991-1005.

Ferree, Myra Marx. 2010. “Filling the Glass: Gender Perspectives on Family.” Journal of
Marriage and Family 72(3):420-439.

Shauman, Kimberlee A. 2010. “Gender Asymmetry in Family Migration: Occupational
Inequality or Interspousal Comparative Advantage?” Journal of Marriage and
Family 72(2):375-392.

Tasker, Fiona. 2010. “Same-Sex Parenting and Child Development: Reviewing the
Contribution of Parental Gender.” Journal of Marriage and Family 72(1):35-40.

Lee, Kristen Schultz, Paula A. Tufis, and Duane F. Alwin. 2010. “Separate Spheres of
Increasing Equality? Changing Gender Beliefs in Postwar Japan.” Journal of
Marriage and Family 72(1):184-201.

Abrego, Leisy. 2009. “Economic Well-Being in Salvadoran Transnational Families: How
Gender Affects Remittance Practices.” Journal of Marriage and Family
71(4):1070-1085.

Meier, Ann, Kathleen E. Hull, and Timothy A. Ortyl. 2009. “Yong Adult Relationship
Values at the Intersection of Gender and Sexuality.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 71(3):510-525.

Poortman, Anne-Rigt and Tanja van der Lippe. 2009. “Attitudes toward Housework and



155

Child Care and the Gendered Division of Labor.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 71(3):526-541.

Chesley, Noelle and Kyle Poppie. 2009. “Assisting Parents and In-Laws: Gender, Type
of Assistance, and Couples’ Employment.” Journal of Marriage and Family
71(2):247-262.

Braun, Michael, Noah Lewin-Epstein, Haya Stier, and Miriam K. Baumgartner. 2008.
“Perceived Equity in the Gendered Division of Household Labor.” Journal of
Marriage and Family 70(5):1145-1156.

Nomaguchi, Kei M. 2008. “Gender, Family Structure, and Adolescents’ Primary
Confidants.” Journal of Marriage and Family 70(5):1213-1227.

Hook, Jennifer L. and Satvika Chalasani. 2008. “Gendered Expectations? Reconsidering
Single Fathers’ Child-Care Time.” Journal of Marriage and Family 70(4):978-
990.

Wierda-Boer, Hilde H., Jan R. M. Gerris, and Ad A. Vermulst. 2008. “Adaptive
Strategies, Gender Ideology, and Work-Family Balance Among Dutch Dual
Earners.” Journal of Marriage and Family 70(4):1004-1014.

Lincoln, Anne E. 2008. “Gender, Productivity, and the Marital Wage Premium.” Journal
of Marriage and Family 70(3):806-814.

Elliott, Sinikka and Debra Umberson. 2008. “The Performance of Desire: Gender and
Sexual Negotiation in Long-Term Marriages.” Journal of Marriage and Family
70(2):391-406.

Rudd, Elizabeth, Emory Morrison, Renate Sadrozinski, Maresi Nerad, and Joseph Cerny.
2008. “Equality and IHllusion: Gender and Tenure in Art History Careers.” Journal
of Marriage and Family 70(1):228-238.

Koropeckyj-Cox, Tanya and Gretchen Pendell. 2007. “The Gender Gap in Attitudes
about Childlessness in the United States.” Journal of Marriage and Family
69(4):899-915.

Perala-Littunen, Satu. 2007. “Gender Equality or Primacy of the Mother? Ambivalent
Descriptions of Good Parents.” Journal of Marriage and Family 69(2):341-351.

Heard, Holly E. 2007. “Fathers, Mothers, and Family Structure: Family Trajectories,
Parent Gender, and Adolescent Schooling.” Journal of Marriage and Family
69(2):435-450.

Sarkisian, Natalia, Mariana Gerena, and Naomi Gerstel. 2007. “Extended Family
Integration Among Euro and Mexican Americans: Ethnicity, Gender, and Class.”
Journal of Marriage and Family 69(1):40-54.

Schmeeckle, Maria. 2007. “Gender Dynamics in Stepfamilies: Adult Stepchildren’s
Views.” Journal of Marriage and Family 69(1):174-1809.

Williams, Kristi and Alexandra Dunne-Bryant. 2006. “Divorce and Adult Psychological
Well Being: Clarifying the Role of Gender and Child Age.” Journal of Marriage
and Family 68(5):1178-1196.

Muraco, Anna. 2006. “Intentional Families: Fictive Kin Between Cross-Gender,
Different Sexual Orientation Friends.” Journal of Marriage and Family
68(5):1313-1325.

Maume, David J. 2006. “Gender Differences in Restricting Work Efforts Because of
Family Responsibilities.” Journal of Marriage and Family 68(4):859-869.

Spitze, Glenna and Katherine Trent. 2006. “Gender Differences in Adult Sibling



156

Relations in Two-Child Families.” Journal of Marriage and Family 68(4):977-
992.

Yu, Wei-Hsin and Kuo-Hsien Su. 2006. “Gender, Sibship Structure, and Educational
Inequality in Taiwan: Son Preference Revisited.” Journal of Marriage and Family
68(4):1057-1068.

Cohen, Philip N. and Miruna Petrescu-Prahova. 2006. “Gendered Living Arrangements
Among Children with Disabilities.” Journal of Marriage and Family 68(3):630-
638.

Zhang, Zhenmei and Mark D. Hayward. 2006. “Gender, the Marital Life Course, and
Cardiovascular Disease in Late Midlife.” Journal of Marriage and Family
68(3):639-657.

Hawkins, Daniel N., Paul R. Amato, and Valarie King. 2006. “Parent-Adolescent
Involvement: The Relative Influence of Parent Gender and Residence.” Journal of
Marriage and Family 68(1):125-136.

Mattingly, Marybeth J. and Liana C. Sayer. 2006. “Under Pressure: Gender Differences
in the Relationship Between Free Time and Feeling Rushed.” Journal of
Marriage and Family 68(1):205-221.

Mandel, Hadas. 2009. “Configurations of Gender Inequality: The Consequences of
Ideology and Public Policy.” British Journal of Sociology 60(4):693-719.

Aisenbrey, Silke. 2009. “Economic Penalties and Rewards of Family Formation, Gender
and Education in the Low-Income Sector in Germany.” British Journal of
Sociology 60(1):95-121.

Storvik, Aagoth Elise and Pat Schone. 2008. “In Search of the Glass Ceiling: Gender and
Recruitment to Management in Norway’s State Bureaucracy.” British Journal of
Sociology 59(4):729-755.

Laftman, Sara Brolin. 2008. “Parent Prescence and Gender-Typicalness of Educational
Choice.” British Journal of Sociology 59(4):757-782.

Venn, Susan, Sara Arber, Robert Meadows, and Jenny Hislop. 2008. “The Fourth Shift:
Exploring the Gendered Nature of Sleep Disruption Among Couples with
Children.” British Journal of Sociology 59(1):79-98.

Egerton, Muriel and Killian Mullan. 2008. “Being a Pretty Good Citizen: An Analysis
and Monetary Valuation of Formal and Informal VVoluntary Work by Gender and
Educational Attainment.” British Journal of Sociology 59(1):145-164.

Hobbs, Dick, Kate O’Brien, and Louise Westmarland. 2007. “Connecting the Gendered
Door: Women, Violence and Doorwork.” British Journal of Sociology 58(1):21-
38.

Evertsson, Marie. 2006. “The Reproduction of Gender: Housework and Attitudes towards
Gender Equality in the Home Among Swedish Boys and Girls.” British Journal of
Sociology 57(3):415-436.

Brynin, Malcolm. 2006. “Gender, Technology and Jobs.” British Journal of Sociology
57(3):437-453.

Herzog, Hanna. 2006. “Trisection of Forces: Gender, Religion and the State — the Case of
State Run Religious Schools in Israel.” British Journal of Sociology 57(2):241-
262.

Cech, Erin A. and Mary Blair-Loy. 2010. “Perceiving Glass Ceilings: Meritocratic versus



157

Structural Explanations of Gender Inequality Among Women.” Social Problems
57(3):371-397.

Sherman, Jennifer. 2009. “Bend to Avoid Breaking: Job Loss, Gender Norms, and
Family Stability in Rural America.” Social Problems 56(4):599-620.

McDonald, Steve, Nan Lin, and Dan Ao. 2009. “Networks of Opportunity: Gender, Race,
and Job Leads.” Social Problems 56(3):385-402.

McQueeney, Krista. 2009. ““We are God’s Children, Y’All’: Race, Gender, and
Sexuality in Lesbian- and Gay-Affirming Congregations.” Social Problems
56(1):151-173.

Schieman, Scott and Paul Glavin. 2008. “Trouble at the Border?: Gender, Flexibility and
Work, and the Work-Home Interface.” Social Problems 55(4):590-611.

Yang, Xiushi and Guomei Xia. 2008. “Temporary Migration and STD/HIV Risky Sexual
Behavior: A Population-Based Analysis of Gender Differences in China.” Social
Problems 55(3):322-346.

McGuffey, C. Shawn. 2008. “*Saving Masculinity’: Gender Reaffirmation, Sexuality,
Race, and Parental Responses to Male Child Sexual Abuse.” Social Problems
55(2):216-237.

Snyder, Karrie Ann and Adam Isaiah Green. 2008. “Revisiting the Glass Escalator: The
Case of Gender Segregation in a Female Dominated Occupation.” Social
Problems 55(2):271-299.

Crosnoe, Robert, Catherine Riegle-Crumb, and Chandra Muller. 2007. “Gender, Self-
Perception, and Academic Problems in High School.” Social Problems 54(1):118-
138.

Grindstaff, Laura and Emily West. 2006. “Cheerleading and the Gendered Politics of
Sport.” Social Problems 53(4):500-518.

Dorius, Shawn F. and Glenn Firebaugh. 2010. “Trends in Global Gender Inequality.”
Social Forces 88(5):1941-1968.

Clark, Shelley and Catherine Kenney. 2010. “Is the United States Experiencing a
‘Matrilineal Tilt?’: Gender, Family Structures and Financial Transfers to Adult
Children.” Social Forces 88(4):1753-1776.

Glass, Christy M., Steven A. Haas, and Eric N. Reither. 2010. “The Skinny on Success:
Body Mass, Gender and Occupational Standing Across the Life Course.” Social
Forces 88(4):1777-1806.

Mandel, Hadas and Michael Shalev. 2009. “How Welfare States Shape the Gender Pay
Gap: A Theoretical and Comparative Analysis.” Social Forces 87(4):1873-1911.

Wolfinger, Nicholas H., Mary Ann Mason, and Marc Goulden. 2009. “Stay in the Game:
Gender, Family Formation and Alternative Trajectories in the Academic Life
Course.” Social Forces 87(3):1591-1621.

Maume, David J. 2008. “Gender Differences in Providing Urgent Childcare Among
Dual-Earner Parents.” Social Forces 87(1):273-297.

Zhang, Yuping, Emily Hannum, and Meiyan Wang. 2008. “Gender-Based Employment
and Income Differences in Urban China: Considering the Contributions of
Marriage and Parenthood.” Social Forces 86(4):1529-1560.

Crosnoe, Robert, Kenneth Frank, and Anna Strassmann. 2008. “Gender, Body Size and
Social Relations in American High Schools.” Social Forces 86(3):1189-1216.

Greenman, Emily and Yu Xie. 2008. “Double Jeopardy? The Interaction of Gender and



158

Race on Earnings in the United States.” Social Forces 86(3):1217-1244.

Hoffmann, John P. and John P. Bartkowski. 2008. “Gender, Religious Tradition and
Biblical Literalism.” Social Forces 86(3):1245-1272.

Leahey, Erin, Jason Lee Crockett, and Laura Ann Hunter. 2008. “Gendered Academic
Careers: Specializing for Success?” Social Forces 86(3):1273-13009.

Wolfinger, Nicholas and W. Bradford Wilcox. 2008. “Happily Ever After? Religion,
Marital Status, Gender and Relationship Quality in Urban Families.” Social
Forces 86(3):1311-1337.

Southworth, Stephanie and Roslyn Arlin Mickelson. 2007. “The Interactive Effects of
Race, Gender and School Composition on College Track Placement.” Social
Forces 86(2):497-523.

Calasanti, Toni. 2007. “Bodacious Berry, Potency Wood and the Aging Monster: Gender
and Age Relations in Anti-Aging Ads.” Social Forces 86(1):335-355.

Cao, Yang and Chiung-Yin Hu. 2007. “Gender and Job Mobility in Postsocialist China:
A Longitudinal Study of Job Changes in Six Coastal Cities.” Social Forces
85(4):1535-1560.

Kalmijn, Matthijs. 2007. “Gender Differences in the Effects of Divorce, Widowhood and
Remarriage on Intergenerational Support: Does Marriage Protect Fathers?” Social
Forces 85(3):1079-1104.

Meadows, Sarah O. 2007. “Evidence of Parallel Pathways: Gender Similarity in the
Impact of Social Support on Adolescent Depression and Delinquency.” Social
Forces 85(3):1143-1167.

Gerber, Theodore P. and Olga Mayorova. 2006. “Dynamic Gender Differences in Post-
Socialist Labor Market: Russia, 1991-1997.” Social Forces 84(4):2047-4075.

Budig, Michelle J. 2006. “Intersections on the Road to Self-Employment: Gender, Family
and Occupational Class.” Social Forces 84(4):2223-2239.

Hughes, Alison. 2010. “The Challenge of Contributing to Policy Making in Primary
Care: The Gendered Experiences and Strategies of Nurses.” Sociology of Health
& Iliness 32(7):977-992.

Bottorff, Joan L., John L. Oliffe, Mary T. Kelly, Lorraine Greaves, Joy L. Johnson,
Pamela Ponic, and Anna Chan. 2010. “Men’s Business, Women’s Work: Gender
Influences and Fathers” Smoking.” Sociology of Health & IlIiness 32(4):583-596.

Landstedt, Evelina, Kenneth Asplund, and Katja Gillander Gadin. 2009. “Understanding
Adolescent Mental Health: The Influence of Social Processes, Doing Gender and
Gendered Power Relations.” Sociology of Health & IlIness 31(7):962-978.

Reed, Kate. 2009. ““It’s Them Faulty Genes Again’: Women, Men and the Gendered
Nature of Genetic Responsibility in Prenatal Blood Screening.” Sociology of
Health & IlIness 31(3):343-3509.

Pietila, Ilkka and Marja Rytkonen. 2008. ““Health is not a Man’s Domain’: Lay Accounts
of Gender Difference in Life-Expectancy in Russia.” Sociology of Health &
I1Iness 30(7):1070-1085.

Batnitzky, Adina. 2008. “Obesity and Household Roles: Gender and Social Class in
Morocco.” Sociology of Health & IlIness 30(3):445-462.

Adams, Ann, Christopher D. Buckingham, and Antje Lindenmeyer. 2008. “The Influence
of Patience and Doctor Gender on Diagnosing Coronary Heart Disease.”
Sociology of Health & IlIness 30(3):1-18.



159

Mumtaz, Zubia and Sarah M. Salway. 2007. “Gender, Pregnancy and the Uptake of
Antenatal Care Services in Pakistan.” Sociology of Health & IlIness 29(1):1-26.

Jerby, Iris, Moshe Semyonov, and Noah Lewin-Epstein. 2006. “On Measures of Gender
Occupational Segregation: Statistical and Conceptual Considerations (A Response
to Grusky and Levanon).” Sociological Methods & Research 34(4):573-586.

Thijs, Jochem, Maykel Verkuyten, and Petra Helmond. 2010. “A Further Examination of
the Big-Fish-Little-Pond Effect Perceived Position in Class, Class Size, and
Gender Comparisons.” Sociology of Education 83(4):333-345.

Crosnoe, Robert. 2008. “Gender, Obesity, and Education.” Sociology of Education
80(3):241-260.

Bobbitt-Zeher, Donna. 2007. “The Gender Income Gap and the Role of Education.”
Sociology of Education 80(1):1-22.

Riegle-Crumb, Catherine, George Farkas, and Chandra Muller. 2006. “The Role of
Gender and Friendship in Advanced Course Taking.” Sociology of Education
79(3):206-228.

Rankin, Bruce H. and Isik A. Aytak. 2006. “Gender Inequality in Schooling: The Case of
Turkey.” Sociology of Education 79(1):25-43.

Hoodfar, Homa. 2010. “Health as a Context for Social and Gender Activism: Female
Volunteer Health Workers in Iran.” Population and Development Review
36(3):487-510.

Grant, Monica J. and Jere R. Behrman. 2010. “Gender Gaps in Educational Attainment in
Less Developed Countries.” Population and Development Review 36(1):71-89.

England, Paula and Elizabeth Aura McClintock. 2009. “The Gendered Double Standard
of Aging in US Marriage Markets.” Population and Development Review
35(4):797-816.

Docquier, Frederic, Lindsay B. Lowell, and Abdeslam Marfouk. 2009. “A Gendered
Assessment of Highly Skilled Emigration.” Population and Development Review
35(2):297-321.

Bhattacharya, Prabir C. 2006. “Economic Development, Gender Inequality, and
Demographic Outcomes: Evidence from India.” Population and Development
Review 32(2):263-292.

Welch, James R., Aline A. Ferreira, Ricardo V. Santos, Silvia A. Gugelmin, Guilherme
Werneck, and Carlos E. A. Coimbra, Jr. 2009. “The Nutrition Transition,
Socioeconomic Differentiation, and Gender Among Adult Xavante Indians,
Brazilian Amazon.” Human Ecology 37(1):13-26.

Ayantunde, Augustine A., Mirjam Briejer, Perre Hiernaux, Henk M. J. Udo, and
Ramadjita Tabo. 2008. “Botanical Knolwedge and its Differentiation by Age,
Gender and Ethnicity in Southwestern Niger.” Human Ecology 36(6):881-889.

Camou-Guerrero, Andres, Victoria Reyes-Garcia, Miguel Martinez-Ramos, and
Alejandro Casas. 2008. “Knowledge and Use Value of Plant Species in a
Raramuri Community: A Gender Perspective for Conservation.” Human Ecology
36(2):259-272.

Ruppanner, Leah E. 2010. “Cross-National Reports of Housework: An Investigation of
the Gender Empowerment Measure.” Social Science Research 39(6):963-975.

Krivickas, Kristy M., Laura A. Sanchez, Catherine T. Kenney, and James D. Wright.



160

2010. “Fiery Wives and Icy Husbands: Pre-Marital Counselling and Covenant
Marriage as Buffers Against Effects of Childhood Abuse on Gendered Marital
Communication?” Social Science Research 39(5):700-714).

Gibbs, Benjamin G. 2010. “Reversing Fortunes or Content Change? Gender Gaps in
Math Related Skill Throughout Childhood.” Social Science Research 39(4):540-
569.

Tong, Yuying. 2010. “Place of Education, Gender Disparity, and Assimilation of
Immigrant Scientists and Engineers Earnings.” Social Science Research
39(4):610-626.

Denny, Justin T., Richard G. Rogers, Robert A. Hummer, and Fred C. Pamper. 2010.
“Education Inequality in Mortality: The Age and Gender Mediating Effects of
Cigarette Smoking.” Social Science Research 39(4):662-673.

Van de Velde, Sarah, Piet Bracket, Katia Levexque, and Bart Meuleman. 2010. “Gender
Differences in Depression in 25 European Countries After Eliminating
Measurement Bias in the CES-D 8.” Social Science Research 39(3):396-404.

Dumais, Susan A. 2009. “The Academic Attitudes of American Teenagers, 1990-2002:
Cohort and Gender Effects on Math Achievement.” Social Science Research
38(4):767-780.

Williams, Nathalie. 2009. “Education, Gender, and Migration in the Context of Social
Change.” Social Science Research 38(4):883-396.

Kroska, Amy and Cheryl Elman. 2009. “Change in Attitudes About Employed Mothers:
Exposure, Interests, and Gender Ideology Discrepancies.” Social Science
Research 38(2):366-383.

Foschi, Martha. 2009. “Gender, Performance Level, and Competence Standards in Task
Groups.” Social Science Research 38(2):447-547.

Feliciano, Cynthia, Belinda Robnett, and Golnaz Komaie. 2009. “Gendered Racial
Exclusion Among White Internet Daters.” Social Science Research 38(1):41-56.

Perrin, Andrew J. and Sondra J. Smolnek. 2009. “Who Trusts? Race, Gender, and the
September 11 Rally Effect Among Young Adults.” Social Science Research
38(1):136-147.

Fernandez, Roberto M. and Marie Louise Mors. 2008. “Competing for Jobs: Labor
Queues and Gender Sorting in the Hiring Process.” Social Science Research
37(4):1061-1080.

Kalkhoff, Will, Wesley C. Younts, and Lisa Troyer. 2008. “Facts and Artifacts in
Research: The Case of Communication Medium, Gender, and Influence.” Social
Science Research 37(3):1008-1021.

Foschi, Martha and Jerilee VValenzuela. 2008. “Selecting Job Applications: Effects from
Gender, Self-Presentation, and Decision Type.” Social Science Research
37(3):1022-1038.

Konstantopoulos, Spyros and Arnelle Constant. 2008. “The Gender Gap Reloaded: Are
School Characteristics Linked to Labor Market Performance?” Social Science
Research 37(2):374-385.

Brashears, Matthew E. 2008. “Gender and Homophily: Differences in Male and Female
Association in Blau Space.” Social Science Research 37(2):400-415.

Stolzenberg, Ross M. and Kristi Williams. 2008. “Gendered Reciprocity: Work



161

Discontent and the Household Production of Health.” Social Science Research
37(1):180-201.

Felson, Richard B. and Paul-Philippe Pare. 2008. “Gender and the Victim’s Experience
with the Criminal Justice System.” Social Science Research 37(1):202-219.

Ehrmann, Nicholas and Douglas S. Massey. 2008. “Gender-Specific Effects of
Ecological Conditions on College Achievement.” Social Science Research
37(1):220-238.

Penner, Andrew M. and Marcel Paret. 2008. “Gender Differences in Mathematics
Achievement: Exploring the Early Grades and the Extremes.” Social Science
Research 37(1):239-253.

Cunningham, Mick. 2008. “The Influences of Gender Ideology and Housework
Allocation on Women’s Employment over the Life Course.” Social Science
Research 37(1):254-267.

Davis, Shannon N. 2007. “Gender Ideology Construction for Adolescence to Young
Adulthood.” Social Science Research 36(3):1021-1041.

Taniguchi, Hiromi and Gayle Kaufman. 2007. “Belated Entry: Gender Differences and
Similarities in the Pattern of Nontraditional College Enrollment.” Social Science
Research 36(2):550-568.

Haberfeld, Yitchak and Yinon Cohen. 2007. “Gender, Ethnic, and National Earnings
Gaps in Israel: The Role of Rising Inequality.” Social Science Research
36(2):654-672.

Stone, Rosalie Torres and Julia McQuillan. 2007. “Beyond Hispanic/Latino: The
Importance of Gender/Ethnicity-Specific Earnings and Analyses.” Social Science
Research 36(1):175-200.

Ono, Hiromi and James M. Raymo. 2006. “Housework, Market Work, and ‘Doing
Gender’ When Marital Satisfaction Declines.” Social Science Research
35(4):823-850.

Armenia, Amy and Naomi Gerstel. 2006. “Family Leaves, the FMLA and Gender
Neutrality: The Intersection of Race and Gender.” Social Science Research
35(4):871-891.

Eitle, David. 2006. “Parental Gender, Single-Parent Families, and Delinquency:
Exploring the Moderating Influence of Race/Ethnicity.” Social Science Research
35(3):727-748.

Lewis, Jane and Ania Plomien. 2009. ““Flexicurity’ as a Policy Strategy: The
Implications for Gender Equality.” Economy and Society 38(3):433-459.

Little, Jo, Brian llbery, and David Watts. 2009. “Gender, Consumption and the
Relocalisation of Food: A Research Agenda.” Sociologia Ruralis 49(3):201-217.

Bjorkhaug, Hilde and Arild Blekesaune. 2008. “Gender and Work in Norwegian Family
Farm Businesses.” Sociologia Ruralis 48(2):152-165.

Elliott, Jane. 2010. “Imagining a Gendered Future: Children’s Essays from the National
Child Development Study in 1969.” Sociology — The Journal of the British
Sociological Association 44(6):1073-1090.

Widerberg, Karin. 2010. “In the Homes of Others: Exploring New Sites and Methods
When Investigating the Doings of Gender, Class and Ethnicity.” Sociology — The
Journal of the British Sociological Association 44(6):1181-1196.

Buehlmann, Felis. 2010. “Routes into the British Service Class: Feeder Logics According



162

to Gender and Occupational Groups.” Sociology — The Journal of the British
Sociological Association 44(2):195-212.

Lumsden, Karen. 2009. “*Don’t Ask a Woman to do Another Woman’s Job’: Gendered
Interactions and the Emotional Ethnographer.” Sociology — The Journal of the
British Sociological Association 43(3):497-513.

Gerhards, Juergen, Mike S. Schaefer, and Sylvia Kaempfer. 2009. “Gender Equality in
the European Union: The EU Script and its Support by European Citizens.”
Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association 43(3):515-534.

McLeod, Julie and Katie Wright. 2009. “The Talking Cure in Everyday Life: Gender,
Generations and Friendship.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological
Association 43(1):122-1309.

Hawkins, Beverley. 2008. “Double Agents: Gendered Organizational Culture, Control
and Resistance.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association
43(3):418-435.

Seale, Clive and Jonathan Charteris-Black. 2008. “The Interaction of Class and Gender in
IlIness Narratives.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological
Association 42(3):453-469.

Brooks, Ann and Lionel Wee. 2008. “Reflexivity and the Transformation of Gender
Identity: Reviewing the Potential for Change in a Cosmopolitan City.” Sociology
— The Journal of the British Sociological Association 42(3):503-521.

Rizzo, Helen, Abdel-Hamid Abdel-Latif, and Katherine Meyer. 2007. “The Relationship
Between Gender Equality and Democracy: A Comparison of Arab versus Non-
Arab Muslim Societies.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological
Association 41(6):1151-1170.

Ramji, Hasmita. 2007. “Dynamics of Religion and Gender Amongst Young British
Muslims.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association
41(6):1171-1189.

Richardson, Diane. 2007. “Patterened Fluidities: (Re)imagining the Relationship
Between Gender and Sexuality.” Sociology — The Journal of the British
Sociological Association 41(3):457-474.

Fischer, Tamar. 2007. “Parental Divorce and Children’s Socio-Economic Success:
Conditional Effects of Parental Resources Prior to Divorce, and Gender of the
Child.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association
41(3):475-495.

Bolton, Sharon C. and Daniel Mulzio. 2007. “Can’t Live With ‘Em, Can’t Live Without
‘Em: Gendered Segmentation in the Legal Profession.” Sociology — The Journal
of the British Sociological Association 41(1):47-64.

Bryne, Bridget. 2006. “In Search of a “‘Good Mix’: ‘Race,” Class, ender and Practices of
Mothering.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association
40(6):1001-1017.

O’Connor, Pat. 2006. “Young People’s constructions of the Self: Late Modern Elements
and Gender Differences.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological
Association 40(1):107-124.

Bortolussi, Marisa, Peter Dixon, and Paul Sopcat. 2010. “Gender and Reading.” Poetics
37(4):298-314.

Schmutz. Vaughn. 2009. “Social and Symbolic Boundaries in Newspaper Coverage of



163

Music, 1955-2005: Gender and Genre in the US, France, Germany, and the
Netherlands.” Poetics 37(4):298-314.

Lizardo, Omar. 2006. “The Puzzle of Women’s ‘Highbrow’ Culture Consumption:
Integrating Gender and Work into Bourdieu’s Class Theory of Taste.” Poetics
34(1):1-23.

Varley, Ann. 2010. “Modest Expectations: Gender and Property Rights in Urban
Mexico.” Law & Society Review 44(1):67-99.

Hagan, John and Fiona Kay. 2007. “Even Lawyers Get the Blues: Gender, Depression,
and Job Satisfaction in Legal Practice.” Law & Society Review 41(1):51-68.

Calavita, Kitty. 2006. “Collisions at the Intersection of Gender, Race, and Class:
Enforcing the Chinese Exclusion Laws.” Law & Society Review 40(2):249-281.

Rajaram, N. and Vaishali Zararia. 2009. “Translating Women’s Human Rights in a
Globalizing World: The Spiral Process in Reducing Gender Injustice in Baroda,
India.” Global Networks — A Journal of Transnational Affairs 9(4):462-484.

Morales, Maria Cristina and Cynthia Bejarano. 2009. “Transnational Sexual and
Gendered Violence: An Application of Border Sexual Conquest at a Mexico-US
Border.” Global Networks — A Journal of Transnational Affairs 9(3):420-439.

Mooney, Nicola. 2006. “Aspiration, Reunification and Gender Transformation in Jat Sikh
Marriages from India to Canada.” Global Networks — A Journal of Transnational
Affairs 6(4):389-403.

Zontini, Elisabetta. 2010. “Enabling and Constraining Aspects of Social Capital in
Migrant Families: Ethnicity, Gender and Generation.” Ethnic and Racial Studies
33(5):816-831.

Flores, Edward. 2009. “‘I am Somebody’: Barrio Pentacostalism and Gendered
Acculturation Among Chicano Ex-Gang Members.” Ethnic and Racial Studies
32(6): 996-1016.

Korteweg, Anna and Goekce Yurdakul. 2009. “Islam, Gender, and Immigrant
Integration: Boundary Drawing in Discourses on Honour Killing in the
Netherlands and Germany.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 32(2):218-238.

Diehl, Claudia, Matthias Koenig, and Kerstin Ruckdeschel. 2009. “Religiosity and
Gender Equality: Comparing Natives and Muslim Migrants in Germany.” Ethnic
and Racial Studies 32(2):278-301.

Lutz, Amy and Stephanie Crist. 2009. “Why Do Bilingual Boys Get Better Grades in
English Only America? The Impacts of Gender, Language and Family Interaction
on Academic Achievement of Latino/a Children of Immigrants.” Ethnic and
Racial Studies 32(2):346-368.

Sandoval, Gabriela. 2009. “Cigar Production: How Race, Gender and Political Ideology
were Inscribed onto Tobacco.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 32(2):257-277.

Ashe, Fidelma. 2007. “Gendering Ethno-Nationalist Conflict in Northern Ireland: A
Comparative Analysis of Nationalist Women’s Political Protests.” Ethnic and
Racial Studies 30(5):766-786.

Shah, Bindi. 2007. “Being Young, Female and Loatian: Ethnicity as Social Capital at the
Intersection of Gender, Generation, ‘Race’ and Age.” Ethnic and Racial Studies
30(1):28-50.

Charsley, Katharine. 2007. “Risk, Trust, Gender and Transnational Cousin Marriage
Among British Pakistanis.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 30(6):1117-1131.



164

Mand, Kanwal. 2006. “Gender, Ethnicity and Social Relations in the Narratives of
Elderly Sikh Men and Women.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 29(6):1057-1071.

Peach, Ceri. 2006. “Muslims in the 2001 Census of England and Wales: Gender and
Economic Disadvantage.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 29(4):629-655.

Storen, Liv Anne and Havard Helland. 2010 “Ethnicity Differences in the Completion
Rates of Upper Secondary Education: How Do the Effects of Gender and Social
Background Variables Interplay?” European Sociological Review 26(5):585-601.

Bukodi, Erzsebel and Shirley Dex. 2010. “Bad Start: Is There a Way Up? Gender
Differences in the Effect of Initial Occupation on Early Career Mobility in
Britain.” European Sociological Review 26(4):431-446.

Titma, Mikk, Ave Roots, and Indrek Soidla. 2010. “Gender Differences in
Intragenerational Mobility: The Case of Estonia.” European Sociological Review
26(3):337-350.

Bolzendahl, Catherine. 2010. “Directions of Decommodification: Gender and Generosity
in 12 OECD Nations, 2980-2000.” European Sociological Review 26(2):125-141.

Bygren, Magnus. 2010. “The Gender Composition of Workplaces and Men’s and
Women’s Turnover.” European Sociological Review 26(2):193-202.

Breen, Richard, Ruud Luijkx, Walter Muller, and Reinhard Pollak. 2010. “Long-Term
Trends in Educational Inequality in Europe: Class Inequalities and Gender
Differences.” European Sociological Review 26(1):31-48.

Krizkova, Alena, Andrew M. Penner, and Trond Petersen. 2010. “The Legacy of
Inequality and the Weakness of Law: Within-Job Gender Wage Inequality in the
Czech Republic.” European Sociological Review 26(1):83-95.

Voicu, Malina, Bogdan Voicu, and Katarina Strapcova. 2009. “Housework and Gender
Inequality in European Countries.” European Sociological Review 25(3):365-377.

Magnusson, Charlotta. 2009. “Gender, Occupational Prestige, and Wage: A Test of
Devaluation Theory.” European Sociological Review 25(1):87-101.

Ainsenbrey, Silke and Hannah Brueckner. 2008. “Occupational Aspirations and the
Gender Gap in Wages.” European Sociological Review 24(5):633-649.

Trapido, Denis. 2007. “Gendered Transition: Post-Soviet Trends in Gender Wage
Inequality Among Young Full-Time Workers.” European Sociological Review
23(2):223-237.

Brynin, Malcolm. 2006. “Gender Equality Through Computerisation.” European
Sociological Review 22(2):111-123.

Kalmijn, Matthijs and Anne-Rigt Poortman. 2006. “His or Her Divorce? The Gendered
Nature of Divorce and its Determinants.” European Sociological Review
22(2):201-214.

Hanson, Sandra L. and Giang Wells-Dang. 2006. “Gender and Attitudes About
Opportunity in Eastern and Western Europe.” European Sociological Review
22(1):17-33.

Burdelski, Matthew and Koji Mitsuhanshi. 2010. “*She Thinks You’re Kawaii’:
Socializing Affect, Gender, and Relationships in a Japanese Preschool.”
Language in Society 39(1):65-93.

Motschenbacher, Heiko. 2009. “Speaking the Gendered Body: The Performative
Construction of Commercial Femininities and Masculinities via Body-Part
Vocabulary.” Language in Society 38(1):1-22.



165

Schleef, Erik. 2008. “Gender and Academic Discourse: Global Restrictions and Local
Possibilities.” Language in Society 37(4):515-538.

Kendall, Shari. 2008. “The Balancing Act: Framing Gendered Parental Identities at
Dinnertime.” Language in Society 37(4):539-568.

Innes, Pamela. 2006. “Interplay of Genres, Gender, and Language Ideology Among the
Muskogee.” Language in Society 35(2):231-529.

Bush, Evelyn. 2010. “Explaining Religious Market Failure: A Gendered Critique of the
Religious Economies Model.” Sociological Theory 28(3):304-325.

Ken, Ivy. 2008. “Beyond the Intersection: A New Culinary Metaphor for Race-Class
Gender Studies.” Sociological Theory 26(2):152-172.

Gornick, Janet C. and Marcia K. Meyers. 2008. “Creating Gender Egalitarian Societies:
An Agenda for Reform.” Politics & Society 36(3):313-349.

Bergmann, Barbara R. 2008. “Long Leaves, Child Well-Being, and Gender Equality.”
Politics & Society 36(3):350-359.

Brighouse, Harry and Erik Olin Wright. 2008. “Strong Gender Egalitarianism.” Politics
& Society 36(3):360-372.

Hassim, Shireen. 2008. “Global Constraints on Gender Equality in Care Work.” Politics
& Society 36(3):388-402.

Kaczynski, Andrew T., Luke R. Potwarka, Bryan J. A. Smale, and Mark E. Havitz. 2009.
“Association of Parkland Proximity with Neighborhood and Park-Based Physical
Activity: Variations by Gender and Age.” Leisure Sciences 31(2):174-191.

Lee, Su-Hsin, Alan R. Graefe, and Chieh-Lu Li. 2007. “The Effects of Specialization and
Gender on Motivations and Preferences for Site Attributes in Paddling.” Leisure
Sciences 29(4):355-373.

Kucinskas, Jaime. 2010. “A Research Note on Islam and Gender Egalitarianism: An
Examination of Egyptian and Saudi Arabian Youth Attitudes.” Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion 49(4):761-770.

Bartkowski, John P. and Lynn M. Hempel. 2009. “Sex and Gender Traditionalism
Among Conservative Protestants: Does the Difference Make a Difference?”
Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 48(4):805-816.

Collett, Jessica and Omar Lizardo. 2009. “A Power-Control Theory of Gender and
Religiosity.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 48(2):213-231.

Ellison, Christopher G., Jennifer B. Barrett, and Benjamin E. Moulton. 2008. “Gender,
Marital Status, and Alcohol Behavior: The Neglected Role of Religion.” Journal
for the Scientific Study of Religion 47(4):660-677.

Sointu, Eeva and Linda Woodhead. 2008 “Spirituality, Gender, and Expressive
Selfhood.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 47(2):259-276.

Yancey, George and Ye Jung Kim. 2008. “Racial Diversity, Gender Equality, and SES
Diversity in Christian Congregations: Exploring the Connections of Racism,
Sexism, and Classism in Multiracial and Nonmultiracial Churches.” Journal for
the Scientific Study of Religion 47(1):103-111.

Yadgar, Yaacov. 2006. “Gender, Religion, and Feminism: The Case of Jewish Israeli
Traditionalists.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 45(3):353-370.

Barnes, Sandra L. 2006. “Whosoever Will Let Her Come: Social Activism and Gender
Inclusivity in the Black Church.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion
45(3):371-387.



166

Villarreal, Ana T. 2010. “The Bus Owner, the Bus Driver, and His Lover: Gendered
Class Struggle in the Service Work Triangle.” Work and Occupations 37(3):272-
294.

Sherman, Rachel. 2010. ““Time is Our Commodity’: Gender and The Struggle for
Occupational Legitimacy Among Personal Concierges.” Work and Occupations
37(1):81-114.

Cohen, Philip N., Matt L. Huffman, and Stefanie Knauer. 2009. “Stalled Progress?
Gender Segregation and Wage Inequality Among Mangers, 1980-2000.” Work
and Occupations 36(4):318-342.

Yaish, Meir and Haya Stier. 2009. “Gender Inequality in Job Authority: A Cross
National Comparison of 26 Countries. Work and Occupations 36(4):343-366.

Baron, James N., Michael T. Hannan, Greta Hsu, Ozgecan Kocak. 2007. “In the
Company of Women: Gender Inequality and the Logic of Bureaucracy in Start-
Up Firms.” Work and Occupations 34(1):35-66.

Maume, David J. 2006. “Gender Differences in Taking Vacation Time.” Work and
Occupations 33(2):161-190.

Garcia Gomez, Antonio. 2010. “Disembodiment and Cyberspace: Gendered Discourses
in Female Teenagers’ Personal Information Disclosure.” Discourse & Society
21(2):135-160.

Wang, Hung-Chun. 2009. “Language and Ideology: Gender Stereotypes of Female and
Male Artists in Taiwanese Tabloids.” Discourse & Society 20(6):747-774.

Beck, Rose Marie. 2009. “Gender, Innovation and Ambiguity: Speech Prohibitions as a
Resource for ‘Space to Move.”” Discourse & Society 20(5):531-553.

Menz, Florian and Ali Al-Roubaie. 2008. “Interruptions, Status and Gender in Medical
Interviews: The Harder You Brake, the Longer it Takes.” Discourse & Society
19(5):645-666.

Rellstab., Daniel H. 2007. “Staging Gender Online: Gender Plays in Swiss Internet Relay
Chats.” Discourse & Society 18(6):765-787.

Speer, Susan A. and Ceri Parsons. 2006. “Gatekeeping Gender: Some Features of the Use
of Hypothetical Questions in the Psychiatric Assessment of Transsexual Patients.”
Discourse & Society 17(6):785-812.

Brown, Tiffany L., Miriam R. Linver, and Melanie Evans. 2010. “The Role of Gender in
Racial and Ethnic Socialization of African American Adolescents.” Youth &
Society 41(3):357-381.

Milot, Alyssa S. and Alison Bryant Ludden. 2009. “The Effects of Religion and Gender
on Well-Being, Substance Abuse, and Academic Engagement Among Rural
Adolescents.” Youth & Society 40(3):403-425.

Gutierrez, Filomin C. and Donald J. Shoemaker. 2008. “Self-Reported Delinquency of
High School Students in Metro Manila: Gender and Social Class.” Youth &
Society 40(1):55-85.

Abbott-Chapman, Joan, Carey Denholm, and Colin Wyld. 2008. “Gender Differences in
Adolescent Risk-Taking: Are They Diminishing? An Australian Intergenerational
Study.” Youth & Society 40(1):131-154.

Andres, Lesley, Maria Adamuti-Trache, Ee-Seul Yoon, Michelle Pidgeon, and Jens Peter



167

Thomsen. 2007. “Educational Expectations, Parental Social Class, Gender, and
Postsecondary Attainment: A 10-Year Perspective.” Youth & Society 39(2):135-
163.

Thomson, Nicole Renick and Debra H. Zand. 2007. “Sex Differences in the
Multidimensional Self-Concepts of African American Adolescents: The
Mediating Role of Gender Identity.” Youth & Society 38(3):285-299.

Morash, Merry and Byongook Moon. 2007. “Gender Differences in the Effects of Strain
on the Delinquency of South Korean Youth.” Youth & Society 38(3):300-321.

Cota-Robles, Sonia and Wendy Gamble. 2006. “Parent-Adolescent Processes and
Reduced Risk for Delinquency: The Effect of Gender for Mexican American
Adolescents.” Youth & Society 37(4):375-392.

Watson, Warren, Danielle Cooper, M. A. Joe Luis Neri Torres, Nancy G. Boyd. 2008.
“Team Processes, Team Conflict, Team Outcomes, and Gender: An Examination
of US and Mexican Learning Teams.” International Journal of Intercultural
Relations 32(6):524-537.

Estrada, Armando X. and Colin R. Harbke. 2008. “Gender and Ethnic Differences in
Perceptions of Equal Opportunity Climate and Job Outcomes of US Army
Reserve Component Personnel.” International Journal of Intercultural Relations
32(5):466-478.

Dunbar, Edward, Megan Sullaway, Amalio Blanco, Javier Horcajo, and Luis de la Corte.
2007. “Human Rights Attitudes and Peer Influence: The Role of Explicit Bias,
Gender, and Salience.” International Journal of Intercultural Relations 31(1):51-
66.

Jacobson, Cynthia A., Tommy L. Brown, and Dietram A. Scheufele. 2007. “Gender
Biased Data in Survey Research Regarding Wildlife.” Society & Natural
Resources 20(4):373-377.

Banerjee, Damayanti and Michael Mayerfield Bell. 2007. “Ecogender: Locating Gender
in Environmental Social Science.” Society & Natural Resources 20(1):3-19.

Guerrier, Yvonne, Christina Evans, Judith Glover, and Cornelia Wilson. 2009.
“*Technical, But Not Very...”: Constructing Gendered Identities in IT-Related
Employment” Work, Employment & Society 23(3):494-511.

Dex, Shirley, Kelly Ward, and Heather Joshi. 2008. “Gender Differences in Occupational
Wage Mobility in the 1958 Cohort.” Work, Employment & Society 22(2):263-280.

Kan, Man Yee. 2008. “Does Gender Trump Money? Housework Hours of Husbands and
Wives in Britain.” Work, Employment & Society 22(1):45-66.

McKay, Aillsa. 2007. “Why a Citizens’ Basic Income? A Question of Gender Equality or
Gender Bias.” Work, Employment & Society 21(2):337-348.

O’Reilly, Jacqueline. 2006. “Framing Comparisons: Gendering Perspectives on Cross
National Comparative Research on Work and Welfare.” Work, Employment &
Society 20(4):731-750.

Fasang, Annette. 2006. “Recruitment in Symphony Orchestras: Testing a Gender Neutral
Recruitment Process.” Work, Employment & Society 20(4):801-809.

Gustafson, Per. 2006. “Work-Related Travel, Gender and Family Obligations.” Work,
Employment & Society 20(3):513-530.

Son, Julie S., Deborah L. Kerstetter, and Andrew J. Mowen. 2008. “Do Age and Gender



168

Matter in the Constraint Negotiation of Physically Active Leisure?” Journal of
Leisure Research 40(2):267-289.

Walker, Gordon J. 2008. “The Effects of Ethnicity and Gender on Facilitating Intrinsic
Motivation During Leisure with a Close Friend.” Journal of Leisure Research
40(2):290-311.

Raisborough, Jayne. 2007. “Gender and Serious Leisure Careers: A Case Study of
Women Sea Cadets.” Journal of Leisure Research 39(4):686-704.

Walker, Gordon J., Kerry S. Courneya, and Jinyang Den. 2006. “Ethnicity, Gender, and
the Theory of Planned Behavior: The Case of Playing the Lottery.” Journal of
Leisure Research 38(2):224-248.

Schmalz, Dorothy L. and Deborah L. Kerstetter. 2006. “Girlie Girls and Manly Men:
Children’s Stigma Consciousness of Gender in Sports and Physical Activities.
Journal of Leisure Research 38(4):536-557.

Torkelsson, Asa. 2007. “Resources, not Capital: A Case Study of the Gendered
Distribution and Productivity of Social Network Ties in Rural Ethiopia.” Rural
Sociology 72(4):583-607.

Norgaard, Katie Matie. 2007. “The Politics of Invasive Weed Management: Gender,
Race, and Risk Perception in Rural California.” Rural Sociology 72(3):450-477.

Freudenburg, William R. and Debra J. Davidson. 2007. “Nuclear Families and Nuclear
Risks: The Effects of Gender, Geography, and Progeny on Attitudes Toward a
Nuclear Waste Facility.” Rural Sociology 72(2):215-243.

Hall, Alan and Veronika Mogyorody. 2007. “Organic Farming, Gender, and the Labor
Process.” Rural Sociology 72(2):289-316.

Kinkingbinhoun-Medagbe, Florent M., Aliou Diagne, Franklin Simtowe, Afiavi R.
Agboh Noameshie, and Patrice Y. Adegbola. 2010. “Gender Discrimination and
its Impact on Income, Productivity, and Technical Efficiency: Evidence from
Benin.” Agriculture and Human Values 27(1):57-79.

Manda, Joanne and Brighton M. Mvumi. 2010. “Gender Relations in Household Grain
Storage Management and Marketing: The Case of Binga District, Zimbabwe.”
Agriculture and Human Values 27(1):85-103.

Vazquez-Garcia, Veronica. 2008. “Gender, Ethnicity, and Economic Status in Plant
Management: Uncultivated Edible Plants Among the Nahuas and Popolucas of
Veracruz, Mexico.” Agriculture and Human Values 25(1):65-77.

Jaffe, JoAnn and Michael Gertler. 2006. “Victual Vicissitudes: Consumer Deskilling and
the (Gendered) Transformation of Food Systems.” Agriculture and Human Values
23(2):143-162.

Edwards, Michelle L. 2010. “Gender, Social Disorganization Theory, and the Locations
of Sexually Oriented Businesses.” Deviant Behavior 31(2):135-158.

Cobbina, Jennifer E., Toya Z. Like-Haislip, and Jody Miller. 2010. “Gang Fights Versus
Car Fights: Urban Young Men’s Gendered Narratives of Violence.” Deviant
Behavior 31(7):596-624.

Harrison, Melissa L., Shayne Jones, and Christopher Sullivan. 2008. “The Gendered
Expressions of Self-Control: Manifestations of Noncriminal Deviance Among
Females.” Deviant Behavior 29(1):18-42.

Kobayashi, Emiko, Susan F. Sharp, and Harold G. Grasmick. 2008. “Gender and



169

Deviance: A Comparison of College Students in Japan and the United States.”
Deviant Behavior 29(5):413-439.

Vermeersch, Hans, Guy T’Sjoen, J. M. Kaufman, and J. Vinke. 2008. “Gender, Parental
Control, and Adolescent Risk-Taking.” Deviant Behavior 29(8):690-725.

Lu, Ruth A. and Wei Lin. 2007. “Delinquency Among Chinese Adolescents: Modeling
Sources of Frustration and Gender Differences.” Deviant Behavior 29(5):409-432.

Baron, Stephen W. 2007. “Street Youth, Gender, Financial Strain, and Crime: Exploring
Broidy and Agnew’s Extension for General Strain Theory.” Deviant Behavior
28(3):273-302.

Preston, Pamela. 2006. “Marijuana Use as a Coping Response to Psychological Strain:
Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Differences Among Young Adults.” Deviant Behavior
27(4)397-421.

Patil, Brushali. 2009. “Contending Masculinities: The Gendered (Re)negotiation of
Colonial Hierarchy in the United Nations Debates on Decolonization.” Theory
and Society 38(2):195-215.

Schippers, Mimi. 2007. “Recovering the Feminine Other: Masculinity, Femininity, and
Gender Hegemony.” Theory and Society 36(1):85-102.

Kaplan, Elaine Bell. 2010. “Doing Care on the Run: Family Strategies in the Contested
Terrain of Gender and Institutional Intransigence.” Journal of Contemporary
Ethnography 39(6):587-618.

Kiovunen, Tuija. 2010. “Practicing Power and Gender in the Field: Learning from
Interview Refusals.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 39(6):682-708.

Finley, Nancy J. 2010. “Skating Femininity: Gender Maneuvering in Women’s Roller
Derby.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 39(4):359-387.

Mazzei, Julie and Erin E. O’Brien. 2009. “You Got It, So When Do You Flaunt 1t?
Building Rapport, Intersectionality, and the Strategic Deployment of Gender in
the Field.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 38(3):358-383.

Draus, Paul J. and Robert G. Carlson. 2009. “*The Game Turns on You’: Crack, Sex,
Gender, and Power in Small-Town Ohio.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography
39(3):384-408.

Sion, Liora. 2008. “Peacekeeping and the Gender Regime: Dutch Female Peacekeepers in
Bosnia and Kosovo.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 37(5):561-585.

Tibbals, Chauntelle Anne. 2007. “Doing Gender as Resistance: Waitresses and Servers in
Contemporary Table Service.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 36(6):731-
751.

Berkowitz, Dana. 2006. “Consuming Eroticism: Gender Performances and Presentations
in Pornographic Establishments.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography
35(5):583-606.

Magnusson, Charlotta. 2010. “Why is There a Gender Wage Gap According to
Occupational Prestige? An Analysis of the Gender Wage Gap by Occupational
Prestige and Family Obligations in Sweden.” Acta Sociologica 53(2):99-117.

Ross, Catherine E. and John Mirowsky. 2010. “Gender and the Health Benefits of
Education.” Sociological Quarterly 51(1):1-19.

Mintz, Beth and Daniel H. Krymkowski. 2010. “The Ethnic, Race, and Gender Gaps in
Workplace Authority.” Sociological Quarterly 51(1):20-45.

Ryu, Kirak. 2010. “State Policies and Gender Earnings Inequality: A Multilevel Analysis



170

of 50 US States Based on US Census 2000 Data.” Sociological Quarterly
51(2):226-254.

Berg, Justin Allen. 2010. “Race, Gender, and Social Space: Using an Intersectional
Approach to Study Immigration Attitudes.” Sociological Quarterly 51(2):278-
302.

Sa’ar, Amalia. 2009. “Lower-Income ‘Single Moms’ in Israel: Redefining the Gender
contract.” Sociological Quarterly 50(3):450-473.

Penner, Andrew M. 2007. “Race and Gender Differences in Wages: the Role of
Occupational Sorting at the Point of Hire.” Sociological Quarterly 49(3):597-614.

Warr, Deborah J. 2006. “Gender, Class, and the Art and Craft of Social Capital.”
Sociological Quarterly 47(3):497-520.

Schieman, Scott. 2006. “Gender, Dimensions of Work, and Supportive Coworker
Relations.” Sociological Quarterly 47(2):195-214.

Hopcroft, Rosemary L. 2006. “Status Characteristics Among Older Individuals: The
Diminished Significance of Gender.” Sociological Quarterly 47(2):361-374.

Madden, David. 2010. “Gender Differences in Mental Well-Being: A Decomposition
Analysis.” Social Indicators Research 99(1):101-114.

Del Rio, Coral and Olga Alonso-Villar. 2010. “Gender Segregation the Spanish Labor
Market: An Alternative Approach.” Social Indicators Research 98(2):337-362.

Eriksson, Rickard and Magnus Nermo. 2010. “Care for Sick Children as a Proxy for
Gender Equality in the Family.” Social Indicators Research 97(3):341-356.

Wu, Pei-Chen. 2010. “Different Functioning of the Chinese Version of Beck Depression
Inventory-11 in Adolescent Gender Groups: Use of a Multiple-Group Mean and
Covariance Structure Model.” Social Indicators Research 96(3):535-550.

Permanyer, Inaki. 2010. “The Measurement of Multidimensional Gender Inequality:
Continuing the Debate.” Social Indicators Research 95(2):181-198.

Boye, Katarina. 2009. “Relatively Different? How do Gender Differences in Well-Being
Depend on Paid and Unpaid Work in Europe?” Social Indicators Research
93(3):509-525.

Clawson, Dan, Naomi Gerstel, and Jill Crocker. 2009. “Employers Meet Families:
Gender, Class and Paid Work Hour Differences Among US Medical Workers.”
Social Indicators Research 93(1):185-189.

Fandrem, Hildegunn, David L. Sam, and Erling Roland. 2009. “Depressive Symptoms
Among Native and Immigrant Adolescents in Norway: The Role of Gender and
Urbanization.” Social Indicators Research 92(1):91-109.

Spierings, Niels, Jeroen Smits, and Mieke Verloo. 2009. “On the Compatibility of Islam
and Gender Equality.” Social Indicators Research 90(3):503-522.

Frias, Sonia M. 2008. “Measuring Structural Gender Equality in Mexico: A State Level
Analysis.” Social Indicators Research 88(2):215-246.

Fuller, Sylvia and Leah F. Vosko. 2008. “Temporary Employment and Social Inequality
in Canada: Exploring Intersections of Gender, Race and Immigration Status.”
Social Indicators Research 88(1):31-50.

Vosko, Leah F. 2008. “Temporary Work in Transnational Labor Regulation: SER
Centrism and the Risk of Exacerbating Gendered Precariousness.” Social
Indicators Research 88(1):131-145.

Gottfried, Heidi. 2008. “Pathways to Economic Security: Gender and Nonstandard



171

Employment in Contemporary Japan.” Social Indicators Research 88(1):179-196.

Need, Ariana and Uulkje de Jong. 2008. “Personality Traits and Gender-Specific Income
Expectations in Dutch Higher Education.” Social Indicators Research 86(1):113-
128.

Tesch-Roemer, Clemens, Andreas Motel-Klingebiel, and Martin J. Tomasik. 2008.
“Gender Differences in Subjective Well-Being: Comparing Societies with
Respect to Gender Equality.” Social Indicators Research 85(2):329-349.

Fischer, Kimberly, Muriel Egerton, Johnathan I. Gershuny, and John P. Robinson. 2007.
“Gender Convergence in the American Heritage Time Use Study (AHTUS).”
Social Indicators Research 82(1):1-33.

Fu, Shiu-Yun Kimberly, Debra Anderson, Mary Courtney, and Brian McAvan. 2006.
“The Relationship Between Country of Residence, Gender and the Quality of Life
in Australian and Taiwanese Midlife Residents.” Social Indicators Research
79(1):25-49.

Kane, Emily W. 2009. “‘I Wanted a Soul Mate’: Gendered Anticipation and Frameworks
of Accountability in Parents’ Preferences for Sons and Daughters.” Symbolic
Interaction 32(4):372-3809.

Han, Chong-suk. 2009. “Asian Girls are Prettier: Gendered Presentations as Stigma
Management Among Gay Asian Men.” Symbolic Interaction 32(2):106-122.

Schippers, Mimi. 2008. “Doing Difference/Doing Power: Negotiations of Race and
Gender in a Mentoring Program.” Symbolic Interaction 31(1):77-98.

Bessett, Danielle. 2006. ““Don’t Step on my Groove!’: Gender and the Social Experience
of Rock.” Symbolic Interaction 29(1):49-62.

Ramirez, Michael. 2006. ““My Dog’s Just Like Me’: Dog Ownership as a Gender
Display.” Symbolic Interaction 29(3):373-391.

Lee, Catherine. 2010. ““Where the Danger Lies’: Race, Gender, and Chinese and
Japanese Exclusion in the United States, 1970-1924.” Sociological Forum
25(2):248-271.

McDonald, Steve and Christine A. Mair. 2010. “Social Capital Across the Life Course:
Age and Gendered Patterns of Network Resources.” Sociological Forum
25(2):335-359.

Weinberg, Martin S. and Colin J. Williams. 2010. “Bare Bodies: Nudity, Gender, and the
Looking Glass Body.” Sociological Forum 25(1)47-67.

Harnois, Catherine E. 2010. “Race, Gender, and the Black Women’s Standpoint.”
Sociological Forum 25(1):68-85.

Bryson, Bethany P. and Alexander K. Davis. 2010. “Conquering Stereotypes in Research
on Race and Gender.” Sociological Forum 25(1):161-166.

Gerson, Kathleen. 2009. “Changing Lives, Resistant Institutions: A New Generation
Negotiates Gender, Work, and Family Change.” Sociological Forum 24(4):735-
753.

Bratter, Jenifer and Holly E. Heard. 2009. “Mother’s, Father’s, or Both? Parental Gender
and Parent-Child Interactions in the Racial Classification of Adolescents.”
Sociological Forum 24(3):658-688.

Roxburgh, Susan. 2009. “Untangling Inequalities: Gender, Race, and Socioeconomic
Differences in Depression.” Sociological Forum 24(2):357-381.

Damaske, Sarah. 2009. “Brown Suits Need Not Apply: The Intersection of Race, Gender,



172

and Class in Institutional Network Building.” Sociological Forum 24(2):402-424.

Lareau, Annette and Elliot B. Weininger. 2008. “Time, Work, and Family Life:
Reconceptualizing Gendered Time Patterns Through the Case of Children’s
Organized Activities.” Sociological Forum 23(3):419-454.

Anderson, Eric. 2008. ““I Used to Think Women Were Weak’: Orthodox Masculinity,
Gender Segregation, and Sport.” Sociological Forum 23(2):257-280.

Park, Chan-Ung. 2007. “Gender in Academic Career Tracks: The Case of Korean
Biochemists.” Sociological Forum 22(4):452-473.

Edgell, Penny and Danielle Docka. 2007. “Beyond the Nuclear Family? Familism and
Gender Ideology in Diverse Religious Communities.” Sociological Forum
22(1):25-50.

Levey, Tania and Catherine B. Silver. 2006. “Gender and Value Orientation: What’s the
Difference?! The Case of Japan and the United States.” Sociological Forum
21(4):659-691.

Snedker, Karen A. 2006. “Altruistic and Vicarious Fear of Crime: Fear for Others and
Gendered Social Roles.” Sociological Forum 21(2):163-195.

Treas, Judith. 2008. “The Dilemma of Gender Specialization: Substituting and
Augmenting Wives’ Household Work.” Rationality and Society 20(3):259-282.



173

Appendix C: General Sociology Sample

This list includes 100 articles randomly selected from my sampling frame, listed
in Appendix B. All of these articles have “gender” in their title and are published
between 2006 and 2010. Articles are listed in order from highest to lowest IF scoring
journals, and from most to least recently published for each journal.

Zimmerman, Gregory M. and Steven F. Messner. 2010. “Neighborhood Context and the
Gender Gap in Adolescent Violent Crime.” American Sociological Review
75(6):958-980.

Ridgeway, Cecilia L., Kristen Backor, Yan E. LI, Justine E. Tinkler, and Kristan G.
Erickson. 2009. “How Easily Does a Social Difference Become a Status
Distinction? Gender Matters.” American Sociological Review 74(1):44-62.

Lundquist, Jennifer Hickes. 2008. “Ethnic and Gender Satisfaction in the Military: The
Effect of a Meritocratic Institution.” American Sociological Review 73(3):477-
496.

Otis, Eileen M. 2008. “Beyond the Industrial Paradigm: Maker-Embedded Labor and the
Gender Organization of Global Service Work in China.” American Sociological
Review 72(5):681-704.

Roth, Louise Marie and Jeffrey C. Kroll. 2007. “Risky Business: Assessing Risk
Preference Explanations for Gender Differences in Religiosity.” American
Sociological Review 72(2):205-220.

Giordano, Peggy C., Monica A. Longmore, and Wendy D. Manning. 2006. “Gender and
the Meaning of Adolescent Romantic Relationships: A Focus on Boys.” American
Sociological Review 71(2):260-287.

Hook, Jennifer L. 2010. “Gender Inequality in the Welfare State: Sex Segregation in
Housework, 1965-2003.” American Journal of Sociology 115(5):1480-1523.

Fernandez-Mateo, Isabel. 2009. “Cumulative Gender Disadvantage in Contract
Employment.” American Journal of Sociology 114(4):871-923.

Charles, Maria and Karen Bradley. 2009. “Indulging Our Gendered Selves? Sex
Segregation by Field of Study in 44 Countries.” American Journal of Sociology
114(4):924-976.

Penner, Andrew M. 2008. “Gender Differences in Extreme Mathematical Achievement:
An International Perspective on Biological and Social Factors.” American Journal
of Sociology 114(S1):S138-S170.

Van Emmerik, 1J Hetty. 2006. “Gender Differences in the Creation of Different Types of
Social Capital: A Multilevel Study.” Social Networks 28(1):24-37.

Ferree, Myra Marx. 2010. “Filling the Glass: Gender Perspectives on Family.” Journal of
Marriage and Family 72(3):420-439.

Lee, Kristen Schultz, Paula A. Tufis, and Duane F. Alwin. 2010. “Separate Spheres of
Increasing Equality? Changing Gender Beliefs in Postwar Japan.” Journal of
Marriage and Family 72(1):184-201.

Meier, Ann, Kathleen E. Hull, and Timothy A. Ortyl. 2009. “Yong Adult Relationship
Values at the Intersection of Gender and Sexuality.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 71(3):510-525.

Nomaguchi, Kei M. 2008. “Gender, Family Structure, and Adolescents’ Primary
Confidants.” Journal of Marriage and Family 70(5):1213-1227.



174

Wierda-Boer, Hilde H., Jan R. M. Gerris, and Ad A. Vermulst. 2008. “Adaptive
Strategies, Gender Ideology, and Work-Family Balance Among Dutch Dual
Earners.” Journal of Marriage and Family 70(4):1004-1014.

Heard, Holly E. 2007. “Fathers, Mothers, and Family Structure: Family Trajectories,
Parent Gender, and Adolescent Schooling.” Journal of Marriage and Family
69(2):435-450.

Sarkisian, Natalia, Mariana Gerena, and Naomi Gerstel. 2007. “Extended Family
Integration Among Euro and Mexican Americans: Ethnicity, Gender, and Class.”
Journal of Marriage and Family 69(1):40-54.

Muraco, Anna. 2006. “Intentional Families: Fictive Kin Between Cross-Gender,
Different Sexual Orientation Friends.” Journal of Marriage and Family
68(5):1313-1325.

Zhang, Zhenmei and Mark D. Hayward. 2006. “Gender, the Marital Life Course, and
Cardiovascular Disease in Late Midlife.” Journal of Marriage and Family
68(3):639-657.

Storvik, Aagoth Elise and Pat Schone. 2008. “In Search of the Glass Ceiling: Gender and
Recruitment to Management in Norway’s State Bureaucracy.” British Journal of
Sociology 59(4):729-755.

Laftman, Sara Brolin. 2008. “Parent Prescence and Gender-Typicalness of Educational
Choice.” British Journal of Sociology 59(4):757-782.

Egerton, Muriel and Killian Mullan. 2008. “Being a Pretty Good Citizen: An Analysis
and Monetary Valuation of Formal and Informal VVoluntary Work by Gender and
Educational Attainment.” British Journal of Sociology 59(1):145-164.

Hobbs, Dick, Kate O’Brien, and Louise Westmarland. 2007. “Connecting the Gendered
Door: Women, Violence and Doorwork.” British Journal of Sociology 58(1):21-
38.

Brynin, Malcolm. 2006. “Gender, Technology and Jobs.” British Journal of Sociology
57(3):437-453.

Cech, Erin A. and Mary Blair-Loy. 2010. “Perceiving Glass Ceilings: Meritocratic versus
Structural Explanations of Gender Inequality Among Women.” Social Problems
57(3):371-397.

Sherman, Jennifer. 2009. “Bend to Avoid Breaking: Job Loss, Gender Norms, and
Family Stability in Rural America.” Social Problems 56(4):599-620.

McQueeney, Krista. 2009. ““We are God’s Children, Y’All’: Race, Gender, and
Sexuality in Lesbian- and Gay-Affirming Congregations.” Social Problems
56(1):151-173.

Dorius, Shawn F. and Glenn Firebaugh. 2010. “Trends in Global Gender Inequality.”
Social Forces 88(5):1941-1968.

Glass, Christy M., Steven A. Haas, and Eric N. Reither. 2010. “The Skinny on Success:
Body Mass, Gender and Occupational Standing Across the Life Course.” Social
Forces 88(4):1777-1806.

Maume, David J. 2008. “Gender Differences in Providing Urgent Childcare Among
Dual-Earner Parents.” Social Forces 87(1):273-297.

Crosnoe, Robert, Kenneth Frank, and Anna Strassmann. 2008. “Gender, Body Size and
Social Relations in American High Schools.” Social Forces 86(3):1189-1216.

Calasanti, Toni. 2007. “Bodacious Berry, Potency Wood and the Aging Monster: Gender



175

and Age Relations in Anti-Aging Ads.” Social Forces 86(1):335-355.

Cao, Yang and Chiung-Yin Hu. 2007. “Gender and Job Mobility in Postsocialist China:
A Longitudinal Study of Job Changes in Six Coastal Cities.” Social Forces
85(4):1535-1560.

Budig, Michelle J. 2006. “Intersections on the Road to Self-Employment: Gender, Family
and Occupational Class.” Social Forces 84(4):2223-2239.

Bottorff, Joan L., John L. Oliffe, Mary T. Kelly, Lorraine Greaves, Joy L. Johnson,
Pamela Ponic, and Anna Chan. 2010. “Men’s Business, Women’s Work: Gender
Influences and Fathers” Smoking.” Sociology of Health & IlIness 32(4):583-596.

Pietila, Ilkka and Marja Rytkonen. 2008. ““Health is not a Man’s Domain’: Lay Accounts
of Gender Difference in Life-Expectancy in Russia.” Sociology of Health &
I1Iness 30(7):1070-1085.

Batnitzky, Adina. 2008. “Obesity and Household Roles: Gender and Social Class in
Morocco.” Sociology of Health & IlIness 30(3):445-462.

Mumtaz, Zubia and Sarah M. Salway. 2007. “Gender, Pregnancy and the Uptake of
Antenatal Care Services in Pakistan.” Sociology of Health & IlIness 29(1):1-26.

Jerby, Iris, Moshe Semyonov, and Noah Lewin-Epstein. 2006. “On Measures of Gender
Occupational Segregation: Statistical and Conceptual Considerations (A Response
to Grusky and Levanon).” Sociological Methods & Research 34(4):573-586.

Thijs, Jochem, Maykel Verkuyten, and Petra Helmond. 2010. “A Further Examination of
the Big-Fish-Little-Pond Effect Perceived Position in Class, Class Size, and
Gender Comparisons.” Sociology of Education 83(4):333-345.

Grant, Monica J. and Jere R. Behrman. 2010. “Gender Gaps in Educational Attainment in
Less Developed Countries.” Population and Development Review 36(1):71-89.

England, Paula and Elizabeth Aura McClintock. 2009. “The Gendered Double Standard
of Aging in US Marriage Markets.” Population and Development Review
35(4):797-816.

Docquier, Frederic, Lindsay B. Lowell, and Abdeslam Marfouk. 2009. “A Gendered
Assessment of Highly Skilled Emigration.” Population and Development Review
35(2):297-321.

Tong, Yuying. 2010. “Place of Education, Gender Disparity, and Assimilation of
Immigrant Scientists and Engineers Earnings.” Social Science Research
39(4):610-626.

Kroska, Amy and Cheryl Elman. 2009. “Change in Attitudes About Employed Mothers:
Exposure, Interests, and Gender Ideology Discrepancies.” Social Science
Research 38(2):366-383.

Foschi, Martha. 2009. “Gender, Performance Level, and Competence Standards in Task
Groups.” Social Science Research 38(2):447-547.

Feliciano, Cynthia, Belinda Robnett, and Golnaz Komaie. 2009. “Gendered Racial
Exclusion Among White Internet Daters.” Social Science Research 38(1):41-56.

Kalkhoff, Will, Wesley C. Younts, and Lisa Troyer. 2008. “Facts and Artifacts in
Research: The Case of Communication Medium, Gender, and Influence.” Social
Science Research 37(3):1008-1021.

Konstantopoulos, Spyros and Arnelle Constant. 2008. “The Gender Gap Reloaded: Are
School Characteristics Linked to Labor Market Performance?” Social Science
Research 37(2):374-385.



176

Cunningham, Mick. 2008. “The Influences of Gender Ideology and Housework
Allocation on Women’s Employment over the Life Course.” Social Science
Research 37(1):254-267.

Davis, Shannon N. 2007. “Gender Ideology Construction for Adolescence to Young
Adulthood.” Social Science Research 36(3):1021-1041.

Haberfeld, Yitchak and Yinon Cohen. 2007. “Gender, Ethnic, and National Earnings
Gaps in Israel: The Role of Rising Inequality.” Social Science Research
36(2):654-672.

Stone, Rosalie Torres and Julia McQuillan. 2007. “Beyond Hispanic/Latino: The
Importance of Gender/Ethnicity-Specific Earnings and Analyses.” Social Science
Research 36(1):175-200.

Eitle, David. 2006. “Parental Gender, Single-Parent Families, and Delinquency:
Exploring the Moderating Influence of Race/Ethnicity.” Social Science Research
35(3):727-748.

Bjorkhaug, Hilde and Arild Blekesaune. 2008. “Gender and Work in Norwegian Family
Farm Businesses.” Sociologia Ruralis 48(2):152-165.

Buehlmann, Felix. 2010. “Routes into the British Service Class: Feeder Logics According
to Gender and Occupational Groups.” Sociology — The Journal of the British
Sociological Association 44(2):195-212.

McLeod, Julie and Katie Wright. 2009. “The Talking Cure in Everyday Life: Gender,
Generations and Friendship.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological
Association 43(1):122-1309.

Fischer, Tamar. 2007. “Parental Divorce and Children’s Socio-Economic Success:
Conditional Effects of Parental Resources Prior to Divorce, and Gender of the
Child.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association
41(3):475-495,

Bryne, Bridget. 2006. “In Search of a ‘Good Mix’: ‘Race,” Class, ender and Practices of
Mothering.” Sociology — The Journal of the British Sociological Association
40(6):1001-1017.

Schmutz. Vaughn. 2009. “Social and Symbolic Boundaries in Newspaper Coverage of
Music, 1955-2005: Gender and Genre in the US, France, Germany, and the
Netherlands.” Poetics 37(4):298-314.

Lutz, Amy and Stephanie Crist. 2009. “Why Do Bilingual Boys Get Better Grades in
English Only America? The Impacts of Gender, Language and Family Interaction
on Academic Achievement of Latino/a Children of Immigrants.” Ethnic and
Racial Studies 32(2):346-368.

Sandoval, Gabriela. 2009. “Cigar Production: How Race, Gender and Political Ideology
were Inscribed onto Tobacco.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 32(2):257-277.

Charsley, Katharine. 2007. “Risk, Trust, Gender and Transnational Cousin Marriage
Among British Pakistanis.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 30(6):1117-1131.

Storen, Liv Anne and Havard Helland. 2010 “Ethnicity Differences in the Completion
Rates of Upper Secondary Education: How Do the Effects of Gender and Social
Background Variables Interplay?” European Sociological Review 26(5):585-601.

Titma, Mikk, Ave Roots, and Indrek Soidla. 2010. “Gender Differences in
Intragenerational Mobility: The Case of Estonia.” European Sociological Review
26(3):337-350.



177

Krizkova, Alena, Andrew M. Penner, and Trond Petersen. 2010. “The Legacy of
Inequality and the Weakness of Law: Within-Job Gender Wage Inequality in the
Czech Republic.” European Sociological Review 26(1):83-95.

Magnusson, Charlotta. 2009. “Gender, Occupational Prestige, and Wage: A Test of
Devaluation Theory.” European Sociological Review 25(1):87-101.

Ainsenbrey, Silke and Hannah Brueckner. 2008. “Occupational Aspirations and the
Gender Gap in Wages.” European Sociological Review 24(5):633-649.

Trapido, Denis. 2007. “Gendered Transition: Post-Soviet Trends in Gender Wage
Inequality Among Young Full-Time Workers.” European Sociological Review
23(2):223-237.

Burdelski, Matthew and Koji Mitsuhanshi. 2010. “*She Thinks You’re Kawaii’:
Socializing Affect, Gender, and Relationships in a Japanese Preschool.”
Language in Society 39(1):65-93.

Bush, Evelyn. 2010. “Explaining Religious Market Failure: A Gendered Critique of the
Religious Economies Model.” Sociological Theory 28(3):304-325.

Hassim, Shireen. 2008. “Global Constraints on Gender Equality in Care Work.” Politics
& Society 36(3):388-402.

Kucinskas, Jaime. 2010. “A Research Note on Islam and Gender Egalitarianism: An
Examination of Egyptian and Saudi Arabian Youth Attitudes.” Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion 49(4):761-770.

Yancey, George and Ye Jung Kim. 2008. “Racial Diversity, Gender Equality, and SES
Diversity in Christian Congregations: Exploring the Connections of Racism,
Sexism, and Classism in Multiracial and Nonmultiracial Churches.” Journal for
the Scientific Study of Religion 47(1):103-111.

Yadgar, Yaacov. 2006. “Gender, Religion, and Feminism: The Case of Jewish Israeli
Traditionalists.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 45(3):353-370.

Barnes, Sandra L. 2006. “Whosoever Will Let Her Come: Social Activism and Gender
Inclusivity in the Black Church.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion
45(3):371-387.

Yaish, Meir and Haya Stier. 2009. “Gender Inequality in Job Authority: A Cross
National Comparison of 26 Countries. Work and Occupations 36(4):343-366.

Beck, Rose Marie. 2009. “Gender, Innovation and Ambiguity: Speech Prohibitions as a
Resource for ‘Space to Move.”” Discourse & Society 20(5):531-553.

Brown, Tiffany L., Miriam R. Linver, and Melanie Evans. 2010. “The Role of Gender in
Racial and Ethnic Socialization of African American Adolescents.” Youth &
Society 41(3):357-381.

Raisborough, Jayne. 2007. “Gender and Serious Leisure Careers: A Case Study of
Women Sea Cadets.” Journal of Leisure Research 39(4):686-704.

Hall, Alan and Veronika Mogyorody. 2007. “Organic Farming, Gender, and the Labor
Process.” Rural Sociology 72(2):289-316.

Vazquez-Garcia, Veronica. 2008. “Gender, Ethnicity, and Economic Status in Plant
Management: Uncultivated Edible Plants Among the Nahuas and Popolucas of
Veracruz, Mexico.” Agriculture and Human Values 25(1):65-77.

Lu, Ruth A. and Wei Lin. 2007. “Delinquency Among Chinese Adolescents: Modeling
Sources of Frustration and Gender Differences.” Deviant Behavior 29(5):409-432.

Preston, Pamela. 2006. “Marijuana Use as a Coping Response to Psychological Strain:



178

Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Differences Among Young Adults.” Deviant Behavior
27(4)397-421.

Patil, Brushali. 2009. “Contending Masculinities: The Gendered (Re)negotiation of
Colonial Hierarchy in the United Nations Debates on Decolonization.” Theory
and Society 38(2):195-215.

Sion, Liora. 2008. “Peacekeeping and the Gender Regime: Dutch Female Peacekeepers in
Bosnia and Kosovo.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 37(5):561-585.

Tibbals, Chauntelle Anne. 2007. “Doing Gender as Resistance: Waitresses and Servers in
Contemporary Table Service.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 36(6):731-
751.

Berkowitz, Dana. 2006. “Consuming Eroticism: Gender Performances and Presentations
in Pornographic Establishments.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography
35(5):583-606.

Ross, Catherine E. and John Mirowsky. 2010. “Gender and the Health Benefits of
Education.” Sociological Quarterly 51(1):1-19.

Warr, Deborah J. 2006. “Gender, Class, and the Art and Craft of Social Capital.”
Sociological Quarterly 47(3):497-520.

Madden, David. 2010. “Gender Differences in Mental Well-Being: A Decomposition
Analysis.” Social Indicators Research 99(1):101-114.

Eriksson, Rickard and Magnus Nermo. 2010. “Care for Sick Children as a Proxy for
Gender Equality in the Family.” Social Indicators Research 97(3):341-356.

Clawson, Dan, Naomi Gerstel, and Jill Crocker. 2009. “Employers Meet Families:
Gender, Class and Paid Work Hour Differences Among US Medical Workers.”
Social Indicators Research 93(1):185-189.

Vosko, Leah F. 2008. “Temporary Work in Transnational Labor Regulation: SER
Centrism and the Risk of Exacerbating Gendered Precariousness.” Social
Indicators Research 88(1):131-145.

Gottfried, Heidi. 2008. “Pathways to Economic Security: Gender and Nonstandard
Employment in Contemporary Japan.” Social Indicators Research 88(1):179-196.

Tesch-Roemer, Clemens, Andreas Motel-Klingebiel, and Martin J. Tomasik. 2008.
“Gender Differences in Subjective Well-Being: Comparing Societies with
Respect to Gender Equality.” Social Indicators Research 85(2):329-349.

Han, Chong-suk. 2009. “Asian Girls are Prettier: Gendered Presentations as Stigma
Management Among Gay Asian Men.” Symbolic Interaction 32(2):106-122.

Bratter, Jenifer and Holly E. Heard. 2009. “Mother’s, Father’s, or Both? Parental Gender
and Parent-Child Interactions in the Racial Classification of Adolescents.”
Sociological Forum 24(3):658-688.

Park, Chan-Ung. 2007. “Gender in Academic Career Tracks: The Case of Korean
Biochemists.” Sociological Forum 22(4):452-473.



179

Appendix D: Sociology of Gender Sample

This list includes the 68 articles with “gender” in their title published between
2006 and 2010 in Gender & Society. Articles are listed from most to least recently
published.

Maume, David J., Rachel A. Sebastian, and Anthony R. Bardo. 2010. “Gender, Work-
Family Responsibilities, and Sleep. Gender & Society 24(6):746-768.

Winslow, Sarah. 2010. “Gender Inequality and Time Allocations Among Academic
Faculty.” Gender & Society 24(6):769-793.

Bell, Shannon Elizabeth and Yvonne A. Brown. 2010. “Coal, Identity, and the Gendering
of Environmental Justice Activism in Central Appalachia.” Gender & Society
24(6):794-813.

Meadow, Tey. 2010. “*A Rose is a Rose’: On Producing Legal Gender Classifications.”
Gender & Society 24(6):814-837.

Weigt, Jill. 2010. ““I Feel like It’s a Heavier Burden’: The Gendered Contours of
Heterosexual Partnering after Welfare Reform.” Gender & Society 24(5):565-590.

Cairns, Kate, Josee Johnston, and Shyon Baumann. 2010. “Caring About Food: Doing
Gender in the Foodie Kitchen.” Gender & Society 24(5):591-615.

Lee, Kristen Schultz. 2010. “Gender, Care Work and the Complexity of Family
Membership in Japan.” Gender & Society 24(5):647-671.

Legerski, Elizabeth Miklya and Marie Cornwall. 2010. “Working-Class Job Loss,
Gender, and the Negotiation of Household Labor.” Gender & Society 24(4):447-
474,

Kelly, Erin L., Samantha K. Ammons, Kelly Chermack, and Phyllis Moen. 2010.
“Gendered Challenge, Gendered Response: Confronting the Ideal Worker Norm
in a White-Collar Organization.” Gender & Society 24(3):281-303.

Ronen, Shelly. 2010. “Grinding on the Dance Floor: Gendered Scripts and Sexualized
Dancing at College Parties.” Gender & Society 24(3):355-377.

England, Paula. 2010. “The Gender Revolution: Uneven and Stalled.” Gender & Society
24(2):149-166.

Taylor, Catherine J. 2010. “Occupational Sex Composition and the Gendered Availability
of Workplace Support.” Gender & Society 24(2):189-212.

Kmec, Julia A., Steve McDonald, and Lindsey B. Trimble. 2010. “Making Gender Fit
and ‘Correcting” Gender Misfits: Sex Segregated Employment and the Nonsearch
Process.” Gender & Society 24(2):213-236.

De Regt, Marina. 2010. “Ways to Come, Ways to Leave: Gender, Mobility and Il/legality
Among Ethiopian Domestic Workers in Yemen.” Gender & Society 24(2):237-
260.

Connell, Catherine. 2010. “Doing, Undoing, or Redoing Gender? Learning from the
Workplace Experiences of Transpeople.” Gender & Society 24(1):35-55.

Irvine, Leslie and Jenny R. Vermilya. 2010. “Gender Work in a Feminized Profession:
The Case of Veterinary Medicine.” Gender & Society 24(1):56-82.

Schmalzbauer, Leah. 2009. “Gender on a New Frontier: Mexican Migration in the Rural
Mountain West.” Gender & Society 23(6):747-767.

Warren, Sarah D. 2009. “How Will We Recognize Each Other as Mapuche? Gender and
Ethnic Identity Performances in Argentina.” Gender & Society 23(6):768-789.



180

Jacobs, Jerry A. 2009. “Where Credit is Due: Assessing the Visibility of Articles
Published in Gender & Society with Google Scholar.” Gender & Society
23(6):817-832.

Hamilton, Laura and Elizabeth A. Armstrong. 2009. “Gender Sexuality in Young
Adulthood: Double Binds and Flawed Options.” Gender & Society 23(5):589-
616.

Schilt, Kristen and Laurel Westbrook. 2009. “Doing Gender, Doing Heteronormativity:
‘Gender Normals,” Transgender People, and the Social Maintenance of
Heterosexuality.” Gender & Society 23(4):440-464.

Wolkomir, Michelle. 2009. “Making Heteronormative Reconciliations: The Story of
Romantic Love, Sexuality, and Gender in Mixed-Orientation Marriages.” Gender
& Society 23(4):494-5109.

Wade, Lisa. 2009. “Defining Gendered Oppression in US Newspapers: The Strategic
Value of ‘Female Genital Mutilation.”” Gender & Society 23(3):293-314.

Vespa, Jonathan. 2009. “Gender Ideology Construction: A Life Course and Intersectional
Approach.” Gender & Society 23(3):363-3878.

Ridgeway, Cecilia L. 2009. “Framed Before We Know It: How Gender Shapes Social
Relations.” Gender & Society 23(2):145-160.

Shows, Carla and Naomi Gerstel. 2009. “Fathering, Class and Gender: A Comparison of
Physicians and Emergency Medical Technicians.” Gender & Society 23(2):161-
187.

Van Echtelt, Patricia, Arie Glebbeek, Suzan Lewis, and Siegwart Lindenberg. 2009.
“Post-Fordist Work: A Man’s World? Gender and Working Overtime in the
Netherlands.” Gender & Society 23(2):188-214.

Cha, Youngjoo and Sarah Thebaud. 2009. “Labor Markets, Breadwinning, and Beliefs:
How Economic Context Shapes Men’s Gender Ideology.” Gender & Society
23(2):215-243.

Messner, Michael A. and Suzel Bozada-Deas. 2009. “Separating the Men from the
Moms: The Making of Adult Gender Segregation in Youth Sports.” Gender &
Society 23(1):49-71.

Wyrod, Robert. 2008. “Between Women’s Rights and Men’s Authority: Masculinity and
Shifting Discourses of Gender Difference in Urban Uganda.” Gender & Society
22(6):799-823.

Tellez, Michelle. 2008. “Community of Struggle: Gender, Violence, and Resistance on
the US/Mexico Border.” Gender & Society 22(5):545-567.

Deeb-Sossa, Natalia and Jennifer Mendez Bickham. 2008. “Enforcing Borders in the
Nuevo South: Gender and Migration in Williamsburg, Virginia, and the Research
Triangle, North Carolina.” Gender & Society 22(5):613-638.

Falcon, Sylvanna M. 2008. “Mestiza Double Consciousness: The Voices of Afro-
Peruvian Women on Gendered Racism.” Gender & Society 22(5):660-680.

Korteweg, Anna C. 2008. “The Sharia Debate in Ontario: Gender, Islam, and
Representations of Muslim Women’s Agency.” Gender & Society 22(4):434-454.

McKim, Allison. 2008, “*Getting Gut-Level’: Punishment, Gender, and Therapeutic
Governance.” Gender & Society 22(3):303-323.

Linders, Annulla and Alana Van Gundy-Yoder. 2008. “Gall, Gallantry, and the Gallows:



181

Capital Punishment and the Social Construction of Gender, 1840-1920.” Gender
& Society 22(3):324-348.

Price, Kim. 2008. “‘Keeping the Dancers in Check’: the Gendered Organization of
Stripping Work in The Lion’s Den.” Gender & Society 22(3):367-389.

King, Neal. 2008. “Generic Womanhood: Gendered Depictions in Cop Action Cinema.”
Gender & Society 22(2):238-260.

Glauber, Rebecca. 2008. “Race and Gender in Families and at Work: The Fatherhood
Wage Premium.” Gender & Society 22(1):8-30.

Gordon, Hava Rachel. 2008. “Gendered Paths to teenage Political Participation: Parental
Power, Civic Mobility, and Youth Activism.” Gender & Society 22(1):31-55.

Gorman, Elizabeth H. and Julie A. Kmec. 2007. “We (Have to) Try Harder: Gender and
Required Work Effort in Britain and the United States.” Gender & Society
21(6):828-856.

Duffy, Mignon. 2007. “Doing the Dirty Work: Gender, Race, and Reproductive Labor in
Historical Perspective.” Gender & Society 21(3):313-336.

Mullaney, Jamie L. 2007. ““United Admirable but not Necessarily Heeded’: Going Rates
and Gender Boundaries in the Straight Edge Hardcore Music Scene.” Gender &
Society 21(3):384-408.

Cranford, Cynthia J. 2007. ““It’s Time to Leave Machismo Behind!” Challenging Gender
Inequality in an Immigrant Union.” 2007. Gender & Society 21(3):409-438.

Hamilton, Laura. 2007. “Trading on Heterosexuality: College Women’s Strategies and
Homophobia.” Gender & Society 21(2):145-172.

Anderson, Kristin L. 2007. “Who Gets Out? Gender as Structure and the Dissolution of
Violent Heterosexual Relationships.” Gender & Society 21(2):173-201.

Shapiro, Eve. 2007. “Drag Kinging and the Transformation of Gender Identities.” Gender
& Society 21(2):250-271.

Ollilainen, Marjukka and Toni Calasanti. 2007. “Metaphors at Work: Maintaining the
Salience of Gender in Self-Managing Teams.” Gender & Society 21(1):5-27.

Beauboeuf-Lafontant, Tamara. 2007. ““You Have to Show Strength’: An Exploration of
Gender, Race, and Depression.” Gender & Society 21(1):28-51.

Haas, Linda and Philip C. Hwant. 2007. “Gender and Organizational Culture: Correlates
of Companies’ Responsiveness to Fathers in Sweden.” Gender & Society
21(1):52-79.

Deutsch, Francine M. 2007. “Undoing Gender.” Gender & Society 21(1):106-127.

Chong, Kelly H. 2006. “Negotiating Patriarchy: South Korean Evangelical Women and
the Politics of Gender.” Gender & Society 20(6):697-724.

Budig, Michelle J. 2006. “Gender, Self-Employment, and Earnings: The Interlocking
Structures of Family and Professional Status.” Gender & Society 20(6):725-753.

Leahey, Erin. 2006. “Gender Differences in Productivity: Research Specialization as a
Missing Link.” Gender & Society 20(6):754-780.

Steinbugler, Amy C., Julie E. Press, and Janice Johnson Dias. 2006. “Gender, Race, and
Affirmative Action: Operationalizing Intersectionality in Survey Research.”
Gender & Society 20(6):805-825.

Choo, Hae Yeon. 2006. “Gendered Modernity and Ethnicized Citizenship: North Korean
Settlers in Contemporary South Korean.” Gender & Society 20(5):576-604.

England, Paula and Su Li. “Desegregation Stalled: The Changing Gender Composition of



182

College Majors, 2971-2002.” Gender & Society 20(5):657-677.

Acker, Joan. 2006. “Inequality Regimes: Gender, Class, and Race in Organizations.”
Gender & Society 20(4):441-464.

Schilt, Kristen. 2006. “Just One of the Guys? How Transmen Make Gender Visible at
Work.” Gender & Society 20(4):465-490.

Renzulli, Linda A., Linda Grant, and Sheetija Kathuria. 2006. “Race, Gender, and the
Wage Gap: Comparing Faculty Salaries in Predominantly White and Historically
Black Colleges and Universities.” Gender & Society 20(4):491-510.

Mannon, Susan E. 2006. “Love in the Time of Neo-Liberalism: Gender, Work, and
Power in a Costa Rican Marriage.” Gender & Society 20(4):511-530.

Brunson, Rod K. and Jody Miller. 2006. “Gender, Race, and Urban Policing: The
Experience of African American Youths.” Gender & Society 20(4):531-552.

Solari, Cinzia. 2006. “Professionals and Saints: How Immigrants Careworkers Negotiate
Gender Identities at Work.” Gender & Society 20(3):301-331.

Lee, Kristen Schultz. 2006. “Gender Beliefs and the Meaning of Work Among Okinawan
Women.” Gender & Society 20(3):382-401.

Kane, Emily W. 2006. ““No Way My Boys Are Going to be Like That!’: Parents’
Responses to Children’s Gender Nonconformity.” Gender & Society 20(2):149-
176.

Shih, Johanna. 2006. “Circumventing Discrimination: Gender and Ethnic Strategies in
Silicon Valley.” Gender & Society 20(2):177-206.

McKay, Steven C. 2006. “Hard Drives and Glass Ceilings: Gender Stratification in High-
Tech Production.” Gender & Society 20(2):207-235.

Petrzelka, Peggy and Susan E. Mannon. 2006. “Keepin’ This Little Town Going: Gender
and Volunteerism in Rural America.” Gender & Society 20(2):236-258.



183

References

Abbott, Andrew. 2001. Chaos of Disciplines. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Adcock, Robert. 2005. “What is a Concept?” Political Concepts Working Paper 1,
International Political Science Association Committee on Concepts and Methods.

Adcock, Robert and David Collier. 2001. “Measurement Validity: A Shared Standard for
Quialitative and Quantitative Research.” The American Political Science Review
95(3):529-546.

Acker, Joan. 1990. “Hierarchies, Jobs, Bodies: A Theory of Gendered Organizations.”
Gender & Society 4(2):139-158.

---. 2006. “Inequality Regimes: Gender, Class, and Race in Organizations.” Gender &
Society 20(4):441-464.

Adler, Franz. 1956. “The Value Concept in Sociology.” American Journal of Sociology
62(3):272-279.

Anderson, Kristen L. 2007. “Who Gets Out?: Gender as Structure and the Dissolution of
Violent Heterosexual Relationships.” Gender & Society 21(2):173-201.

Babbie, Earl R. 2013. The Practice of Social Research, 13" ed. Belmont, CA: Thomson
Wadworth.

Becker, Howard S. 1960. “Notes on the Concept of Commitment.” American Journal of
Sociology 66(1):32-40.

Berkowitz, Dana. 2006. “Consuming Eroticism: Gender Performances and Presentations
in Pornographic Establishments.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography
35(5):583-606.

Blalock, Ann and Hubert M. Blalock, Jr. 1982. Introduction to Social Research, 2™ ed.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall Inc.

Blalock, Hubert. M., Jr. and Ann Blalock, eds. 1968. Methodology in Social Research.
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Brady, Henry E. and David Collier, eds. 2004. Rethinking Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools,
Shared Standards. Lanham, MD: Roman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

Bornmann, Lutz and Hans-Dieter Daniel. 2008. “What do Citation Counts Measure? A
Review of Studies on Citing Behavior.” Journal of Documentation 64(1):45-80.

Bornmann, Lutz, Rudiger Mutz, Christoph Neuhaus, and Hans-Dieter Daniel. 2008.
Citation Counts for Research Evaluation: Standards of Good Practice for
Analyzing Bibliometric Data and Presenting and Interpreting Results.” Ethics in
Science and Environmental Politics 8:93-102.

Bottorff, Joan L., John L. Oliffe, Mary T. Kelly, Lorraine Greaves, Joy L. Johnson,
Pamela Ponic, and Anna Chan. 2010. “Men’s Business, Women’s Work: Gender
Influences and Father’s Smoking.” Sociology of Health & Illness 32(4)583-596.

Britton, Dana M. 2000. “The Epistemology of the Gendered Organization.” Gender &
Society 14(3):418-434.

---. 2003. At Work in the Iron Cage: The Prison as Gendered Organization. New York:
New York University Press.

Budig, Michelle J. 2006. “Gender, Self-Employment, and Earnings: The Interlocking
Structures of Family and Professional Status.” Gender & Society 20(6):725-753.

Buhlmann, Felix. 2010. “Routes into the British Service Class: Feeder Logics According



184

to Gender and Occupational Groups.” Sociology — The Journal of the British
Sociological Association 44(2):195-212.

Burdelski, Matthew and Koji Mitsuhashi. 2010. “*She Thinks You’re Kawaii’:
Socializing Affect, Gender, and Relationships in a Japanese Preschool.”
Language in Society 39(1):65-93.

Burger, Thomas. 1987. Max Weber’s Theory of Concept Formation: History, Laws, and
Ideal Types, expanded ed. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Butler, Judith. 1990. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New
York: Routledge.

---. 1993. Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of Sex. London: Routledge.

---. 2004. Undoing Gender. New York: Routledge.

Byrne, Bridget. 2006. “In Search of a ‘Good Mix’: ‘Race’, Class, Gender and Practices of
Mothering.” Sociology 40(6):1001-1017.

Chambliss, Daniel F. and Russell K. Schutt. 2013. Making Sense of the Social World:
Methods of Investigation, 4" ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press.

Charles, Maria and Karen Bradley. 2009. “Indulging Our Gendered Selves? Sex
Segregation by Field of Study in 44 Countries.” American Journal of Sociology
114(4):924-976.

Cho, Sumi, Kimberle Williams Crenshaw, and Leslie McCall. 2013. “Toward a Field of
Intersectionality Studies: Theory, Application, and Praxis. Signs 38(4):785-810.

Choo, Hae Yeon. 2006. “Gendered Modernity and Ethnicized Citizenship: North Korean
Settlers in Contemporary South Korea.” Gender & Society 20(5):576-604.

Collier, David and James E. Mahon, Jr. 1993. “Conceptual ‘Stretching’ Revisited:
Adapting Categories in Comparative Analysis.” The American Political Science
Review 87(4):845-855.

Connell, Catherine. 2010. “Doing, Undoing, or Redoing Gender? Learning From the
Workplace Experiences of Transpeople.” Gender & Society 24(1):31-55.

Connell, R. W. 1987. Gender and Power: Society, the Person, and Sexual Politics.
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

---. 1995. Masculinities. Berkeley: University of California Press.

---. 2002. Gender. Cambridge: Polity.

Craig, Robert T. 2003. “Discursive Origins of a Communication Discipline.” Paper
presented at the annual convention of the National Communication Association,
Miami Beach, FL.

---. 2008. “Communication in the Conversation of Disciplines.” Russian Journal of
Communication 1(1):7-23.

Crane, Diana and Henry Small. 1992. “American Sociology Since the Seventies: The
Emerging Identity Crisis in the Discipline.” Pp. 197-234 in Sociology and its
Publics: The Forms and Fates of Disciplinary Organization, edited by Terence C.
Halliday and Morris Janowitz. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Crenshaw, Kimberle. 1991. “Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics,
and Violence Against Women of Color.” Stanford Law Review 43(6):1241-1299.

---. 1997. “Intersectionality and Identity Politics: Learning from Violence Against
Women of Color.” Pp. 178-193 in Reconstructing Political Theory: Feminist
Perspectives, edited by Mary Lyndon Shanley and Uma Narayan. State College,
PA: Pennsylvania State University Press.



185

Cunningham, Mick. 2008. “Influences of Gender Ideology and Housework Allocation on
Women’s Employment Over the Life Course.” Social Science Research
37(1):254-267.

Delanty, Gerard. 2005. Social Science: Philosophical and Methodological Foundations,
2" ed. New York: Open University Press.

Deutsch, Francine M. 2007. “Undoing Gender.” Gender & Society 21(1):106-127.

Diamond, Arthur M., Jr. 1986. “What is a Citation Worth?” The Journal of Human
Resources 21(2):200-215.

Eckberg, Douglas Lee and Lester Hill, Jr. 1979. “The Paradigm Concept and Sociology:
A Critical Review.” American Sociological Review 44(6):925-937.

England, Paula. 2010. “The Gender Revolution: Uneven and Stalled.” Gender & Society
24(2):149-166.

Fausto-Sterling, Anne. 2000. Sexing the Body: Gender Politics and the Construction of
Sexuality. New York: Basic Books.

---. 2012. “Not Your Grandma’s Genetics: Some Theoretical Notes.” Psychology of
Women Quarterly 36(4):411-418.

Fenstermaker, Sarah and Candace West, eds. 2002. Doing Gender, Doing Difference:
Inequality, Power, and Institutional Change. New York: Routledge.

Fernandez-Mateo, Isabel. 2009. “Cumulative Gender Disadvantage in Contract
Employment.” American Journal of Sociology 114(4):871-923.

Ferree, Myra Marx. 2010. “Filling the Glass: Gender Perspectives on Families.” Journal
of Marriage and Family 72(3):420-439.

Ferree, Myra Marx, Judith Lorber, and Beth B. Hess, eds. 1999. Revisioning Gender.
Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press.

Fujimura, Joan H. 2006. “Sex Genes: A Critical Sociomaterial Approach to the Politics
and Molecular Genetics of Sex Determination.” Signs 32(1):49-82.

Gallie, W. B. 1956. “Essentially Contested Concepts.” Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society 5:167-198.

Garfinkel, Harold. 1967. Studies in Ethnomethodology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall.

George, Alexander L. and Andrew Bennett. 2005. Case Studies and Theory Development
in the Social Sciences. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Gerring, John. 1999. “What Makes a Concept Good? A Criterial Framework for
Understanding Concept Formation in the Social Sciences.” Polity 31(3):357-393.

---. 2001. Social Science Methodology: A Criterial Framework. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Gerring, John and Paul A. Barresi. 2003. “Putting Ordinary Language to Work: A Min-
max Strategy of Concept Formation in the Social Sciences.” Journal of
Theoretical Politics 15(2):201-232.

Gerson, Judith M. and Kathy Peiss. 1985. “Boundaries, Negotiation, Consciousness:
Reconceptualizing Gender Relations.” Social Problems 32(4):317-331.

Gerson, Judith M. 2002. Sociology of Gender. Presented at Rutgers University,
September-December, New Brunswick, NJ.

---. 2005. “No Sex Without Gender: Review of Gender: An Ethnomethodological
Approach.” Sociological Forum 20(1):179-181.

Giddens, Anthony, Mitchell Duneier, Richard P. Appelbaum, and Deborah Carr. 2009.



186

Introduction to Sociology,7" ed. New York: Norton.

Glaser, Barney G. and Anselm L. Strauss. 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theory:
Strategies for Qualitative Research, 7" ed. Hawthorne, NY: Aldine de Gruyter.

Goertz, Gary. 2006. Social Science Concepts: A User’s Guide. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Gould, Andrew C. 1999. “Conflicting Imperatives and Concept Formation.” The Review
of Politics 61(3):439-464.

Halberstam, Judith. 1998. Female Masculinity. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Hall, Alan and Veronika Mogyorody. 2007. “Organic Farming, Gender, and the Labor
Process.” Rural Sociology 72(2):289-316.

Halliday, Terrence C. 1992. “Introduction: Sociology’s Fragile Professionalism.” Pp. 3-
42 in Sociology and its Publics: The Forms and Fates of Disciplinary
Organization, edited by Terence C. Halliday and Morris Janowitz. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Hamilton, Laura. 2007. “Trading on Heterosexuality: College Women’s Gender
Strategies and Homophobia.” Gender & Society 21(2):145-172.

Harrison, Wendy Cealey and John Hood-Williams. 2002. Beyond Sex and Gender.
London: Sage.

Heckman, Susan. 1983. “Weber’s Ideal Type: A Contemporary Reassessment.” Polity
16(1):119-137.

Hill Collins, Patricia. 1990. Black Feminist Thought: Knowledge, Consciousness, and the
Politics of Empowerment. New York: Routledge.

Hobbs, Dick, Kate O’Brien, and Louise Westmarland. 2007. “Connecting the Gendered
Door: Women, Violence, and Doorwork.” The British Journal of Sociology
58(1):21-38.

Holsti, Ole R. 1969. Content Analysis for the Social Sciences and Humanities. Reading,
MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company.

Jacobs, Jerry A. 2009. “Where Credit is Due: Assessing the Visibility of Articles
Published in Gender & Society with Google Scholar.” Gender & Society
23(6):817-832.

---. 2011. “Journal Rankings in Sociology: Using the H Index with Google Scholar.”
Population Studies Center, University of Pennsylvania, PSC Working Paper
Series, PSC 11-05. http://repository.upenn.edu/psc_working_papers/20

Jarvie, I. C. 1972. Concepts and Society. Boston, MA: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Jasco, Peter. 2006. “Deflated, Inflated and Phantom Citation Counts.” Online Information
Review 30(3):297-309.

Jerby, Iris, Moshe Semyonov, and Noah Lewin-Epstein. 2006. “On Measures of Gender
Occupational Segregation: Statistical and Conceptual Considerations (A Response
to Grusky and Levanon).” Sociological Methods and Research 34(4):573-586.

Jurik, Nancy C. and Cynthia Siemsen. 2009. “*Doing Gender’ as Canon or Agenda: A
Symposium on West and Zimmerman.” Gender & Society 23(1)72-75.

Kelly, Erin L., Samantha K. Ammons, Kelly Chermack, and Phyllis Moen. 2010.
“Gendered Challenge, Gendered Response: Confronting the Ideal Worker Norm
in a White-Collar Organization.” Gender & Society 24(3):281-303.

Kessler, Suzanne J. and Wendy McKenna. 1978. Gender: An Ethnomethodological
Approach. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.



187

King, Neal. 2008. “Generic Womanhood: Gendered Depictions in Cop Action Cinema.”
Gender & Society 22(2):238-260.

Kmec, Julie A., Steve McDonald, and Lindsey B. Trimble. 2010. “Making Gender Fit
and ‘Correcting” Gender Misfits: Sex Segregated Employment and the Nonsearch
Process.” Gender & Society 24(2): 213-236.

Krippendorff, Klaus. 2004. Content Analysis: An Introduction to its Methodology, 2™ ed.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kuipers, Kathy J. and Jane Sell. 2007. “Sociology.” Pp. 660-664 in International
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 2™ ed, edited by Neil J. Smelser and Paul B.
Baltes. Farmington Hill, MI:Cengage.

Laurence, Stephen and Eric Margolis. 1999. “Concepts and Cognitive Science.” Pp. 3-81
in Concepts: Core Readings, edited by Stephen Laurence and Eric Margolis.
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Lee, Kristen Schultz. 2006. “Gender Beliefs and the Meaning of Work Among Okinawan
Women.” Gender & Society 20(3):382-401.

Lewis, Sarah. 2011. “Gendering the Body: Exploring the Construction of the Sexually
Dimorphic Body. MA thesis, Department of Sociology, University of Portland.
Portland, Maine.

Lindsey, D. 1989. “Using Citation Counts as a Measure of Quality in Science: Measuring
What is Measurable Rather than What’s Valid.” Scientometrics 15:189-203.

Lorber, Judith. 1994. Paradoxes of Gender. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

---. 1996. “Beyond the Binaries: Depolarizing the Categories of Sex, Sexuality, and
Gender.” Sociological Inquiry 66(2):143-160.

---. 2005. Breaking the Bowls: Degendering and Feminist Change. New York: Norton.

Mahoney, James and Dietrich Rueschemeyer, eds. 2003. Comparative Historical
Analysis in the Social Sciences. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mair, Peter. 2008. “Concepts and Concept Formation.” Pp.177-197 in Approaches and
Methodologies in the Social Sciences, edited by Donatella Della Porta and
Micheal Keating. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Martin, Patricia Yancey. 2003. ““Said and Done’ vs. ‘Saying and Doing’: Gendered
Practices/Practicing Gender and Work.” Gender & Society 17(3):342-366.

---. 2004. “Gender as a Social Institution.” Social Forces 82(4):1249-1273.

McCall, Leslie. 2001. Complex Inequality: Gender, Class, and Race in the New
Economy. New York: Routledge.

---. 2005. “The Complexity of Intersectionality.” Signs 30(3):1771-1800.

McKee, Alan. 2003. Textual Analysis: A Beginner’s Guide. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

McQueeney, Krista. 2009. ““We Are God’s Children, Y all:* Race, Gender, and
Sexuality in Lesbian- and Gay-Affirming Congregations.” Social Forces
56(1):151-173.

Meadow, Tey. 2010. “*A Rose is a Rose’: On Producing Legal Gender Classification.”
Gender & Society 24(6):814-837.

---. 2011. “*Deep Down Where the Music Plays’: How Parents Account for Childhood
Gender Variance.” Sexualities 14(6):725-747.

Meier, Ann, Kathleen E. Hull, and Timothy A. Ortyl. 2009. *“Young Adult Relationship
Values at the Intersection of Gender and Sexuality.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 71(3):510-525.



188

Merton, Robert K. 1984. “Socially Expected Durations: A Case Study of Concept
Formation in Sociology.” Pp. 362-383 in Conflict and Consensus: A Festschrift in
Honor of Lewis A. Coser, edited by Walter W. Powell and Richard Robbins, New
York: The Free Press.

Millikan, Ruth Garrett. 2000. On Clear and Confused Ideas: An Essay about Substance
Concepts. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Mitroff, lan I. and Ralph H. Kilmann. 1978. Methodological Approaches to Social
Science: Integrating Divergent Concepts and Theories. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass Publishers.

Muaco, Anna. 2006. “Intentional Families: Fictive Kin Ties Between Cross-Gender,
Different Sexual Orientation Friends.” Journal of Marriage and Family
68(5):1313-1325.

Murphy, Gregory L. 2002. The Big Book of Concepts. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Mutaz, Zubia and Sarah M. Salway. 2007. “Gender, Pregnancy and the Uptake of
Antenatal Care Services in Pakistan.” Sociology of Health & IlIness 29(1):1-26.

Najman, Jake M. and Belinda Jewitt. 2003. “The Validity of Publication and Citation
Counts for Sociology and Other Selected Disciplines.” Journal of Sociology
39(1):62-80.

Neuendorf, Kimberly A. 2002. The Content Analysis Guidebook. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Palazzani, Laura. 2012. Gender in Philosophy and Law. London: Springer.

Park, Chan-ung. 2007. “Gender in Academic Career Tracks: The Case of Korean
Biochemists.” Sociological Forum 24(4):452-473.

Patton, Michael Quinn. 2002. Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Peacocke, Christopher. 1992. A Study of Concepts. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Penner, Andrew M. 2008. “Differences in Extreme Mathematical Achievement: An
International Perspective on Biological and Social Factors.” American Journal of
Sociology 114(S1):S138-S170.

Petrzelka, Peggy and Susan E. Mannon. 2006. Keepin’ This Little Town Going: Gender
and Volunteerism in Rural America. Gender & Society 20(2):236-258.

Prinz, Jesse J. 2002. Furnishing the Mind: Concepts and Their Perceptual Bias.
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Ridgeway, Cecilia L. 2009. “Framed Before We Know It: How Gender Shapes Social
Relations.” Gender & Society 23(2):145-160.

---. 2011. Framed by Gender: How Gender Inequality Persists in the Modern
World. New York: Oxford.

Ridgeway, Cecilia L., Kristen Backor, Yan E. LI, Justine E. Tinkler, and Kristan G.
Erickson. 2009. “How Easily Does a Social Difference Become a Status
Distinction? Gender Matters.” American Sociological Review 74(1):44-62.

Ridgeway, Cecilia L. and Shelley J. Correll. 2004. “Unpacking the Gender System: A
Theoretical Perspective on Gender Beliefs and Social Relations.” Gender &
Society 18(4):510-531.

Risman, Barbara J. 1998. Gender Vertigo: American Families in Transition. New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

---. 2004. “Gender as a Social Structure: Theory Wrestling with Activism.” Gender &



189

Society 18(4):429-450.

---. 2008. “From Doing to Undoing: Gender as We Know It.” Gender & Society
23(1):81-84.

Rubin, Gayle. 1975. “The Traffic in Women: Notes on the ‘Political Economy’ of Sex.”
Pp. 157-210 in Toward an Anthropology of Women, edited by Rayne R. Reiter.
New York: Monthly Review Press.

Salzinger, Leslie. 2003. Genders in Production: Making Workers in Mexico’s Global
Factories. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Sartori, Giovanni. 1962. Democratic Theory. Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press.

---. 1975. “The Tower of Babel.” Pp. 7-37 in The Tower of Babel: On the Definition and
Analysis of Concepts in the Social Sciences, edited by Giovanni Sartori, Fred W.
Riggs, and Henry Teune. Pittsburgh, PA: International Studies Association,
University of Pittsburgh.

---. 1984. Social Science Concepts: A Systematic Analysis. London: Sage Publications.

---. 1987. The Theory of Democracy Revisited. Chatham, NJ: Chatham House Publishers,
Inc.

Shapiro, Judith. 1982. “*Women’s Studies’: A Note on the Perils of Markedness.” Signs
7(3):717-721.

Sherman, Jennifer. 2009. “Bend to Avoid Breaking: Job Loss, Gender Norms, and
Family Stability in Rural America.” Social Problems 56(4):599-620.

Somers, Margaret R. 1995. “What’s Political or Cultural about Political Culture and the
Public Sphere?” Sociological Theory 13(2):113-114.

Springer, Kristen W., Jeanne Mager Stellman, and Rebecca M. Jordan-Young. 2012.
“Beyond a Catalogue of Differences: A Theoretical Frame and Good Practice
Guidelines for Researching Sex/Gender in Human Health.” Social Science &
Medicine 74(11):1817-1824.

Strauss, Anselm and Juliet Corbin. 1998. Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and
Procedures for Developing Grounded Theory. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Tibbals, Chauntelle Anne. 2007. “Doing Gender as Resistance: Waitresses and Servers in
Contemporary Table Service.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 36(6):731-

751.

Thomson Reuters. 2012a. “Impact Factor.” Retrieved from http://admin-
apps.webofknowledge.com/JCR/help/h_impfact.htm

Thomson Reuters. 2012b. “Scope Notes: Social Science Citation Index.” Retrieved from
http://library.williams.edu/citing/styles/apa.php

Thorne, Barrie. 1993. Gender Play: Girls and Boys in School. New Brunswick, NJ:
Rutgers University Press.

Turner, Stephen P. 2007. “Defining a Discipline: Sociology and its Philosophical
Problems, From the Classics to 1945.” Pp. 3-69 in in Philosophy of Anthropology
and Sociology, edited by Stephen Turner and Mark Risjord. Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Van Echtelt, Patricia, Arie Glebbeek, Suzan Lewis, and Siegwart Lindenberg. 2009.
“Post Fordist Work: A Man’s World?: Gender and Working Overtime in the
Netherlands.” Gender & Society 23(2):188-214.

Vespa, Jonathan. 2009. “Gender Ideology Construction: A Life Course and Intersectional
Approach.” Gender & Society 23(3):363-387.

Vogt, W. Paul, Dianne C. Gardner, and Lynne M. Haeffele. 2012. When to Use What



190

Research Design. New York: The Guilford Press.

Watkins, J. W. N. 1952. “Ideal Types and Historical Explanation.” The British Journal of
the Philosophy of Science 3(9):22-43.

Weber, Max. 1949. The Methodology of the Social Sciences. Translated and edited by E.
A. Shils and H. A. Finch. Glencoe: Free Press.

---. 1968. Economy and Society. Volume 1. New York: Bedminster Press.

Weber, Robert Philip. 1990. Basic Content Analysis. 2" ed. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

West, Candace and Sarah Fenstermaker. 1995. “Doing Difference.” Gender & Society
9(1):8-37.

West, Candace and Don H. Zimmerman. 1987. “Doing Gender.” Gender & Society
1(2):125-151.

---. 2009. “Accounting for Doing Gender.” Gender & Society 23(1):112-122.

Weyland, Kurt. 2001. “Clarifying a Contested Concept: Populism in the Study of Latin
American Politics.” Comparative Politics 34(1):1-22.

Wierda-Boer, Hilde H., Jan R. M. Gerris, and Ad A. Vermulst. 2008. “Adaptive
Strategies, Gender Ideology, and Work-Family Balance Among Dutch Dual
Earners.” Journal of Marriage and Family 70(4):1004-1014.

Winch, Peter. 1958. The Idea of a Social Science and its Relation to Philosophy. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Witt, Jon. 2011. Soc 2011. 2™ ed. New York: McGraw Hill.

Yadgar, Yaacov. 2006. “Gender, Religion, and Feminism: The Case of Jewish Israeli
Traditionalists.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 45(3):353-370.

Yancey, George and Je Yung Kim. 2008. “Racial Diversity, Gender Equality, and SES
Diversity in Christian Congregations: Exploring the Connections of Racism,
Sexism, and Classism in Multiracial and Nonmultiracial Churches.” Journal for
the Scientific Study of Religion 47(1):103-111.

Yin, Robert K. 2012. Applications of Case Study Research. 3" ed. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Zald, Mayer N. 1991. “Sociology as a Discipline: Quasi-science and Quasi-humanities.”
The American Sociologist 22(3-4):165-187.

Zerubavel, Eviatar. 1991. The Fine Line: Making Distinctions in Everyday Life. New
York: Free Press.

---. 1997. Social Mindscapes: An Invitation to Cognitive Sociology. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.



