
work with this year as I developed 
our program for 2013. My thanks to 
Jessica Fields, Eve Shapiro, Pamela 
Stone and Laurel Westbrook for 
their help in sorting through the 
nearly 30 proposals for sessions.  
Their assistance was invaluable: As 
usual, we had far, far more propos-
als than we could possibly include 
on the program. As a large section, 
we get six sessions. ASA also allows 
us to use our council meeting time 
for roundtables, which we will do 
again in 2013 (meaning that council 
members must attend a 7 am council
-meeting breakfast—my thanks to 
all of them for doing that!).  Our 
sessions for 2013 are included be-
low. Please consider submitting a 
paper to present! 

We had two outgoing council mem-
bers this year, Jessica Fields and 
Mindy Stombler. My thanks to them 
for their service to the section. We 
also welcomed two new council 
members, Mignon Moore and Kris-
ten Schilt. Tal Peretz and Anna 
Sorensen served for two years as 
our student representatives to coun-

Greetings, all. 
Well, it’s been 
alternately cold, 
rainy, cloudy 
and dreary or 
sunny, warm, 
windy and gor-
geous here in 
northern Indi-
ana—must be 

fall! As the stereotype says, if you 
don’t like the weather, wait 5 min-
utes and it will change! Despite early 
reports about the lack of beautiful 
autumn colors, the leaves have been 
amazing this year though they are 
changing and falling faster than 
usual. 

I didn’t expect to be writing a Chair’s 
Column again, as my term was sup-
posed to end after the annual meet-
ing in Denver. However, Kathleen 
Ferraro had to step aside as chair-
elect, so, after consulting with Sally 
Hillsman and Michael Murphy at 
ASA, as well as our council, I agreed 
to and was approved to remain in 
the chair’s position for an additional 
year. Jyoti Puri will also stay on an 

extra year as Past Chair; she is 
chairing our Nominations Commit-
tee once again, which is the main 
duty of this office holder. My 
thanks to Jyoti for agreeing to ex-
tend her term along with me. 

We are beginning to implement the 
bylaws changes that were ap-
proved in the 2012 election, which 
means we have a couple of addi-
tional committees to share our 
work and that we will be electing 3 
additional members of Council in 
2013. To ensure staggered terms, 
one of these people will serve for a 
single year, another for 2 years and 
the third for the conventional three
-year term. By the time you receive 
this newsletter, our committees 
should be populated and beginning 
their work for the year. My sincere 
thanks to all who volunteered to 
serve; I wish I could have found a 
committee assignment for every-
one who was willing to serve the 
section. 

The bylaws changes also meant 
that I had a program committee to 

Greetings, Sex & Gender mem-

bers! In addition to the usual 

announcements section, the Fall 

edition of the newsletter also 

includes several interesting col-

umns.  

This issue includes two research 

reports: one on what qualifies as 

a feminist film and another on 

the fight for marriage equality.  

You’ll also find a column on Ce-

cilia Ridgeway’s book Framed By 

Gender that contains the com-

ments from the “Author Meets 

Critic” session at the 2012 ASA 

meetings in Denver.  Thanks to 

Elizabeth Armstrong for collect-

ing these comments for us to 

share in the newsletter!  

Finally, check out our section-

sponsored sessions for ASA 2013 

in NYC.  

We hope you enjoy the newslet-

ter! 

Letter from the Chair 

Betsy Lucal, Indiana University South Bend 
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Feminism at the Movies  
By Jean-Anne Sutherland and Kathryn Feltey 

S E X  A N D  G E N D E R  N E W S  

If asked what makes a mainstream film feminist, how would 

you respond? What blockbuster films have you watched where 

you noted there were feminist images, dialogue, and/or char-

acters?  What would a film need to warrant the label ‘feminist’?  

We are interested in the ways feminism has infiltrated main-

stream media, particularly films that are viewed by mass audi-

ences.  What messages are being promulgated?  How do these 

align with principles of feminist thought?  Given the diversity 

of feminist approaches, which versions of feminism show up 

on the film, and which are left on the cutting room floor (or 

never enter the studio in the first place)? 

 

In our research, we ask what qualifies a film as feminist.  We 

also look for examples of feminist films respondents have seen. 

Our preliminary analysis suggests using one or more of the 

following eight criteria when deciding whether or not femi-

nism shows up on screen. 

 

 Strong leading women, along with themes of female em-

powerment. 

 Women portrayed as independent and self-determined. 

 Women working with other women to create social 

change. 

 Critical commentaries on intersectionalities of race, class, 

sexuality, and gender. 

 Reflection on women’s issues, policies, and laws. 

 Challenges to established notions of gender.  

 Furthers understanding of the women’s movement and 

feminist social change in history. 

 The representation of gender-based oppression. 

 

The characteristics people look for in feminist films align with 

the general tenets of feminism.  When asking academics and 

non-academics what makes a feminist film, responses tend to 

fall into those eight criteria. 

 

The same consensus is not found with the issue of power. For 

some, “power” specifically means the kind of personal em-

powerment found in films such as Under the Tuscan Sun, 

Waitress, and Stella Gets her Groove Back. In these “power-

to” movies, a woman sheds her past, including weighted 

expectations, and forges a happier life of her own choosing. 

For others, power means a collective coming together of 

women (“power-with”) to enact real social change.  Exam-

ples include North Country, Nine to Five, and Antonia’s Line.  

Both “kinds” of power are in accord with feminism. One 

shows the micro-level story of change in the lives of indi-

viduals. The other shows the macro/social structural 

change (e.g. sexual harassment laws).   

 

Still, others also note a different kind of power – the kind 

that we call “power-over.” These are the kick-ass movies 

like Teeth, Kill Bill Vol I and II, and the much heralded 

Thelma and Louise. In these films, there is typically the 

theme of revenge, where a misogynist man is badly injured 

or killed by women who use violence to give as good as 

they get.  While there are cheers when the villain is taken 

down, this kind of violent revenge counters feminist ideals 

of progress and equality. It also alludes to the point so 

poignantly made by Audre 

Lorde that the “master’s tools 

will never dismantle the mas-

ter’s house.”   

 

In addition, there are also 

trends found throughout the 

decades. The 1970s movies, 

during the second-wave 

cil. My thanks to them for their dedication to the section.  For 
the last time, we pulled names at the business meeting to elect 
our new student reps, Allison Crossley and Mary Robertson. 
Beginning in 2013, we will be electing our student reps, too. 

By all reports, our program at the 2012 meeting in Denver was 
a success. This newsletter includes a report from the session on 
Cecelia Ridgeway’s Framed by Gender. The invited session I 
organized drew more than 100 people for a lively discussion of 
the future of gender scholarship. My thanks to all who organ-
ized sessions, presented papers and attended our sessions! My 
thanks as well to all of you who proposed sessions, volunteered 

to serve on committees and urged someone you know to join 
our section. We are more than 1000 members strong again, 
making us one of ASA’s largest sections.  

I look forward to serving as your chair for another year. 
Please let me know if you have any ideas about how the sec-
tion can better serve its membership. 

Betsy Lucal 
Professor of Sociology 

Interim Chair, Department of Sociology and Anthropology 
Indiana University South Bend 

blucal@iusb.edu 

Letter from the chair, continued from page 1 

mailto:blucal@iusb.edu
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women’s movement, tend to be blatantly political (e.g., An Unmarried Woman and Alice Doesn’t Live Here Anymore).  The 1980’s pro-

duced some significant films (Born in Flames, Private Benjamin), but the political edge was lost during what some have called “the jiggle 

era.” The 1990s brought numerous films that challenged established notions of gender and women’s relationships (Fried Green Toma-

toes, and The Joy Luck Club). Many feminist films from the 2000s tended to emphasize power-to, especially for white, middle and upper 

class women (Little Children and The Squid and the Whale) while others brought us global stories of empowerment (Frida and Whale 

Rider).   

 

Nothing seems to capture the extent to which feminism in film is reflective of the times more than the 

two versions of The Stepford Wives.  The 1975 original is a creepy horror movie about the silencing of 

women.  The men plot to transform their wives into robotic stereotypes of the uber-housewife, where 

the women telling one another, “It’s not so bad, really.” There is nothing the least bit funny about the 

destruction of the women.  In the movie, their transformation was permanent. In the 2004 version, 

the tension is replaced by frivolity.  The “villain” turns out to be a woman (!), and we really have noth-

ing to fear because in the end, all is made well.  Juxtaposed, these two films speak volumes about Hol-

lywood’s treatment of the politics of feminism in the 1970s and the 2000s.  While the original 

closely aligns with the eight criteria above, the re-make is camp.  And not even particularly funny 

camp. 

 

There are also cohort trends in terms of the identification of feminist films.  For the most part, 

older respondents tend to note films that reflect “power-to” and “power-with.”  It is the younger 

cohort that tends to praise kick-ass movies like (e.g. Foxfire and Ittty Bitty Titty Committee).  Does 

this tell us something about second- and third-wave feminism? 

 

While many films contain a few of the eight-listed criteria, there are few that contain them all.  A 

couple do come close.  Norma Rae captures much of the criteria but does not make a critical com-

mentary on intersectionality.  The Color Purple covers the range of feminist ideals but the focus is 

on personal transformation, as Celie escapes an abusive marriage into a life where she realizes 

her own power (the movie-version of the story safely avoids the lesbian relationship that devel-

ops between Celie and Shug and is key to her self-discovery).  

 

Perhaps it is not important for a film to contain all eight criteria.  As we know, Hollywood has a narrative and that formula is not neces-

sarily conducive to feminist ideals (consider the popularity of the romantic comedy that tends to sprinkle suggestions of empowerment 

over tired women “waiting for her prince” storylines). 

 

What can we really expect to see at the movies when so few women are behind the scenes.  Research from the Geena Davis Institute on 

Gender in Media tells us that, in terms of family movies, women make up 7 percent of directors, 13 percent of the writers, and 20 percent 

of the producers (http://www.seejane.org/research/). Certainly men can tell a feminist story and women can tell non-feminist stories, 

but those percentages explain a lot in terms of the stories we do see.  Who gets to tell the story and what kinds of stories would main-

stream audiences flock to see? 

 
Given that mainstream movies reach broader audiences, we believe feminist portrayals of  women’s lives can contribute to a more politi-

cized understanding of sex and gender.  As we continue to consider feminism in film, we would love your input.  Take a few minutes to 

answer our questions here:  http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/F2ZTMSX. 

 

 

Dr. Jean-Anne Sutherland (left) is a professor in the 

Department of Sociology and Criminology at the Uni-

versity of North Carolina, Wilmington.  Dr. Kathryn 

Feltey (right) is a professor in the Department of 

Sociology at the University of Akron.  You can     E-

mail them at Sutherlandj@uncw.edu and 

felteyk@uakron.edu. 

A scene from the 1975 version of The 

Stepford Wives 

A scene from the 2004 version of The 

Stepford Wives. 

http://www.seejane.org/research/
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/F2ZTMSX


Probably now more than ever the legal recognition of same

-sex marriage appears inevitable. Following the recent 

passage of same-sex marriage in New York, Washington 

State, and Maryland, along with the recent second U.S. Cir-

cuit Court of Appeals decision to strike down the Defense 

of Marriage Act (DOMA), there appears to be a renewed 

sense of optimism and momentum within the movement.  

Of course, underlying a general sense of confidence that 

same-sex couples will soon have equal access to the rights 

and responsibilities of marriage is an equally optimistic 

sense that marriage is an institution worth supporting, or 

at least that it is “too big to fail.” 

 

As a sociologist studying marriage activism during the 

“Great Recession,” I am struck by the logic and ethic of risk 

underlying both moments. The logic of risk appears to neu-

tralize efforts to challenge marriage and finance capital at a 

fundamental level, even though both institu-

tions appear vulnerable to criticism. The 

bailout embodied the belief that the public 

ought to shoulder the burden when the bet 

doesn’t workout, but must hand over the 

profits when it does.  Similarly, as a form of 

governance, marriage offers couples an 

equally shady deal by providing a mecha-

nism for regulating risks associated with 

family economic insecurity without actually 

increasing access to resources that would 

make risk management possible, or address-

ing the underlying inequalities that produce 

economic insecurities.  

 

In my book, The Nuptial Deal, I extend the feminist and 

queer literature that puts a damper on the promise of mar-

riage to enhance equality; I explain how the fight for mar-

riage equality parallels neo-liberal efforts toward privatiza-

tion and the reduction of the public sphere. I argue that 

marriage becomes more important in a political economic 

context characterized by an ever weakening social safety-

net; far from acting as the last barrier to social equality for 

gays and lesbians, marriage threatens to consolidate class 

and symbolic privilege among the most advantaged gays 

and lesbians and legitimate neo-liberal logics of govern-

ance. 

 

But, as I found in my fieldwork, the consolidation of marital 

privilege is not the intent of most involved in the marriage 

equality movement; moreover, for many marriage defec-

tors with little economic capital—like those highlighted in 

Melanie Heath’s book, One Marriage Under God—its effec-

tiveness and perks are questionable at best. Yet marriage 

in the United States is one of few avenues for providing 

security and care. Unlike any other industrialized country, 

marriage in the United States remains the essential gate-

way to untaxed retirement and death benefits, health in-

surance, as well as bereavement and family leave.   

 

And it is a downsized model of care that makes individuals 

responsible for social problems; it outlines responsibilities 

without providing resources for families who struggle to 

afford adequate health care or who pledged to be there for 

richer or poorer, yet do not have the economic capital to 

supplement the family income when one wage-earner be-

comes unemployed. At least from the progressive point of 

view, this is a sleight of hand; it is the role of the state to 

manage social phenomena that individuals themselves 

cannot adequately address in an advanced industrial soci-

ety. As sociologists, we know neither individu-

als nor couples have the power to manage large

-scale structural forces; such as the number of 

jobs that provide a living wage, the availability 

of affordable housing, and access to medical 

technology and expertise.   

 

Thus, the “marriage question” is properly con-

textualized with discussions more obviously 

connected to our current economic instabili-

ties; including health care reform, minimum 

wage, and even unionization. Just as state su-

preme courts have reiterated the state’s inter-

est in marriage as a way to reduce state expen-

ditures by relieving the public’s obligation to 

care for those who cannot support themselves, the recent 

attempts to eviscerate public unions and dissolve mini-

mum wage requirements offer to improve state budgets, as 

if fiscal discipline ought to be primarily shouldered by the 

most vulnerable. In a similar sense, challenges to marriage 

cannot be shouldered by gay and lesbian families who are 

among the most vulnerable by virtue of being denied ac-

cess to official avenues of care and responsibility.   

  

Debates over same-sex marriage are intrinsically con-

nected to concurrent trends towards privatizing profits 

while socializing risk—a theme that should be fresh in the 

minds of Americans after public tax dollars provided a 

safety net for the same Wall Street firms that have signed 

on for marriage equality as a way to enhance the corporate 

talent pool. In both cases, a social safety net is quickly ex-

tended for those who are “too big to fail,” but retracted if 
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Marriage: “Too big to fail” 
By Jaye Cee Whitehead 



Marriage: “Too big to fail,” continued from page 4 

not completely absent for vulnerable Americans who must 

cobble together a patchwork of personal strategies to deal 

with furloughs, layoffs, chronic unemployment, housing, 

and soon, a government mandate to purchase private 

health insurance without access to a public insurance op-

tion.  

 

The pragmatism underlying the logic of “too big to fail” is 

persuasive, albeit essentially ideological; even if we don’t 

like the consolidation of power and privilege within fi-

nance capital or marriage, our deepening dependency on 

these institutions makes them feel indispensable, thus 

obscuring the range of choices we do have. As Mills noted 

in The Sociological Imagination, the “promise” of sociology 

is to contextualize these seemingly personal “traps” as 

larger public issues that require collective intervention. In 

the age of “too big to fail,” marriage has a number of sacred 

Jaye Cee Whitehead is an assis-

tant professor of sociology in the 

Department of Sociology at Pacific 

University in Oregon.  She can be 

reached at  whitehej@pacificu.edu 

Graphic taken from the National Conference of State Legislatures Web site at www.ncsl.org.   

and personal meanings for individuals living their private lives, 

but it also functions as an arm of a larger strategy of governance 

that magnifies social and economic inequalities.  

 

Marriage Laws in the United States 
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Sex and Gender Section Business Meeting  

August 18, 2012 from 9:30-10:10am in Denver, Colorado 

CJ Pascoe briefed the membership about the 
Section Council’s decision to put together a 
note from the section to the ASA Council 
regarding the DOMA cases headed to the 
Supreme Court considering that the ASA has 
not signed off. Several ASA sections plan to 
appeal to the ASA Council on the matter.  
The membership suggested seeking support 
of other sections such as Children and 
Youth, Body and Embodiment among oth-
ers. The motion passed with 0 members 
voting no, and 0 abstentions. 
 

VI. Discussion of Session Topics, 2013: 

Chair Betsy Lucal 

Chair Lucal solicited ideas from those mem-

bers present for papers of sessions for 2013 

meetings in Denver. Lucal announced that 

Sex & Gender will have six sessions at the 

next annual meetings. Suggested sessions 

included the following: 

1. Response to the article by Mark 

Regnerus in the journal Social Science 

Research (co-sponsor with Sexualities 

section) 

2. Gender and Interaction 

3. Gender and Civility 

4. Gender and Internet/Media 

5. Gender (and sexuality) and HIV/AIDS 

6. Topic related to ‘Opting Out’ 

7. Critiquing Inequalities 

8. Single-ism 

9. Stratified Reproduction 

10. Gender & Legal Mandates (where we 

stand in terms of gender inequality) 

11. Gender and Children 

12. Inequality within Marginalized Popula-

tions 

13.  New Directions in Gender Research 

14. Implications of New Types of Genetic 

Research 

A total of 42 section members were present 

including officers and council. Meeting ad-

journed. 

Respectfully submitted,                               

Mangala Subramaniam, Secretary-Treasurer 

S E X  A N D  G E N D E R  N E W S  

d committee. A sign-up sheet is being circu-

lated at this meeting for committee service. 

Only the Sally Hacker award committee 

comprises only elected members. Chair 

Lucal will verify if any specific mentions 

about the award committee requires an 

elected committee or not before proceeding 

on this further. 

SIGN-UP sheets were circulated for the 

following committees: All awards commit-

tees and for the position as section Web-

master. 

 

III. Budget Report 2011-2012: Secretary/

Treasurer Mangala Subramaniam  

Compared to the last year, the section looks 

a little better on the balance available. As of 

May 31, 2012, the section’s net assets end-

ing balance was $8,625 compared with 

$8,389 as of June 30, 2011. Year-to-date 

income as of 05/31/12 was $ 3,938 from 

dues and section budget allocation. The net 

asset figure does not reflect this year’s re-

ception estimate ($2,874), award plaques 

(104.50) or the council breakfast meeting 

estimate ($200). As long as the membership 

remains around the same, the section 

budget will continue to look healthy. 

 

IV. Graduate Student Representative 

Report: Anna Sorensen and Tal Perez 

Peretz and Sorensen reported that the 

happy hour organized by the students was 

quite successful. They acknowledged the 

local arrangements made by Mary Robert-

son. There was some sharing of interests 

during happy hour. But students would also 

like a conversation across generations of 

scholars and students. Two new student 

representatives were elected by pulling 

names of volunteers out of a hat. They are: 

Mary Roberston and Alison Crossley. 

 

V. New Business: ASA Council and DOMA 
Amicus Brief: Chair-Elect CJ Pascoe 

I. Welcome and Introductions were 
made by Chair Betsy Lucal 

Officers: Chair: Betsy Lucal, Indiana Uni-
versity, South Bend [2011-2012]; Secre-
tary/Treasurer: Mangala Subramaniam, 
Purdue University [2011-2014]; Incoming 
Chair: Kathleen Feraro, Northern Arizona 
University [2012-2013]; Chair-Elect: CJ. 
Pascoe, Colorado College [2013-2014] 

Council: Shelley Correll, Stanford Univer-
sity [2010-2013]; Abby Ferber, University 
of Colorado-Colorado Springs [2010-
2013]; Mary Nell Trautner, University of 
Buffalo, SUNY [2011-2014]; Kimberly 
Richman, University of San Francisco 
[2011-2014]; Mignon Moore, University of 
California, Los Angeles [2012-2015]; Kris-
ten Schilt, University of Chicago [2012-
2015]; Anna Sorenson, University of Cali-
fornia, Santa Barbara, and Tal Peretz, Uni-
versity of Southern California [Student 
Representatives] [2010-2012] 

Outgoing Council Members: Jessica 
Fields, San Francisco State University 
[2009-2012] and Mindy Stombler, Georgia 
State University [2009-2012] 

Lucal offered her gratitude on behalf of the 
section members to the past chair, section 
officers, committee members, outgoing 
council members, session organizers, stu-
dent representatives, the webmaster, and 
newsletter editors for service to the sec-
tion.  

 

II. Chair’s Report: Betsy Lucal 

Chair Lucal and the Council apprised the 
section members of the Chair-Elect Kath-
leen Feraro stepping aside and brought 
forward a motion to continue with Betsy 
Lucal as Chair of the Section and Jyoti Puri 
as Past Chair for 2012-13. The motion 
passed with 0 members voting no, and 0 
abstentions. 

Council brought forward a motion to con-

tinue the bylaws revision process for an-

other year, which would then be voted  

upon by sex and gender section member-

ship during its annual elections. The mo-

tion passed with 0 members voting no, and 

0 abstentions.  

Chair Lucal informed membership that 

members of the Council will chair an awar- 



2012 Sex & Gender Award Winners 
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Distinguished Book Award 

Mignon R. Moore, University of California, Los Angeles 

Invisible Families: Gay Identities, Relationships,                  

and Motherhood Among Black Women 

Book Description: “Mignon R. Moore brings to 

light the family life of a group that has been 

largely invisible—gay women of color—in a 

book that challenges long-standing ideas 

about racial identity, family formation, and 

motherhood. Drawing from interviews and 

surveys of one hundred black gay women in 

New York City, Invisible Families explores the 

ways that race and class have influenced how 

these women understand their sexual orienta-

tion, find partners, and form families. In par-

ticular, the study looks at the ways in which 

the past experiences of women who came of 

age in the 1960s and 1970s shape their think-

ing, and have structured their lives in commu-

nities that are not always accepting of their 

openly gay status. Overturning generalizations 

about lesbian families derived largely from 

research focused on white, middle-class femi-

nists, Invisible Families reveals experiences 

within black American and Caribbean commu-

nities as it asks how people with multiple stigmatized identities 

imagine and construct an individual and collective sense of self.“  

 

Distinguished Article Award 

Jennifer Utrata, University of Puget Sound 

“Youth Privilege: Doing Age and Gender in Russia’s Single-

Mother Families” in Gender & Society 25 (5): 616-641 

Abstract: “Relative to gender, race, and class, 

age relations are undertheorized. Yet age, like 

gender, is routinely accomplished in daily life. 

Grandmothers and adult daughters simultane-

ously do age and gender as they support one 

another in managing paid work and domestic 

responsibilities. Drawing on ethnographic 

data and interviews with 90 single mothers 

and 30 grandmothers (babushki) in Russia, I 

explore intergenerational negotiations for 

support. Both single mothers and grandmoth-

ers are held accountable for doing gendered age, but labor and mar-

riage markets tip the balance in favor of single mothers. Single moth-

ers re-create youth privilege, finding their lives simpler with a ba-

bushka. Some grandmothers embrace newer discourses of feminin-

ity, challenging assumptions about age and family status that oblige 

them to perform care work. But most grandmothers do whatever 

they can to help daughters, feeling more dependent than ever on 

them because of the uncertainties of capitalism and the state’s re-

trenchment. I contribute to theories of age and gender intersection-

ality by making visible both single mothers’ youth privilege and 

grandmothers’ unpaid, often devalued, care work. “ 

 

Sally Hacker Graduate Student Paper Award 
 

Jennifer Carlson, University of California, Berkeley 

“The Equalizer? Guns, Gender, and                                           

the Politics of Vulnerability” 

Abstract: “Alongside a large body of litera-
ture on how crime and crime control repro-
duce racial inequality, less attention has been 
paid to how the social construction of crime 
reproduces masculine privilege. I examine 
interviews with 71 in-depth interviews with 
gun advocates, who actively promote guns to 
women despite previous literature suggest-
ing that gun politics is premised on patriar-
chy and masculine protectionism. To explain 
this disjuncture, I propose a framework of vulnerability politics, 
defined as a form of politics that recuperates and reproduces privi-
lege and inequality through universalistic discourses.  Using this 
framework, I show that gun advocates promote guns in universalistic 
terms but construct crime from a masculine perspective. In doing so, 
they misrecognize the specificities of domestic violence, marginaliz-
ing women’s experiences. As such, I argue that gun advocates repro-
duce masculine privilege not through patriarchal domination but 
through the social construction of crime.” 

 

Send information about new books, 

articles, upcoming conferences, 

awards, and any other news about 

our Section Members that you would 

like to have appear in the next news-

letter to Co-Editors Rasha Aly 

(alyrh@mail.uc.edu) and Danielle 

Giffort  (dgiffo2@uic.edu) 
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Transitions 

S E X  A N D  G E N D E R  N E W S  

New Articles and Book Chapters by Section Members  
 

Leisy J. Abrego and Cecilia Menjívar. 2011. “Immigrant Latina Mothers as Targets of Legal Violence.” International Journal of Sociology of 
the Family, 37 (1): 9-26. 
 
Susan J. Ferguson. 2013. Race, Gender, Sexuality, and Social Class:  Dimensions of Inequality. Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage Publications.  
 
Chien-Juh Gu. 2012. "Women's Status in the Context of International Migration." Sociology Compass 6(6): 458-471.  
 
Chien-Juh Gu. 2012. "Contextualizing Vocabularies of Motive in International Migration: The Case of Taiwanese in the United States. Inter-
national Migration."  
 
Chien-Juh Gu. 2012. “Interviews." In Steven J. Gold and Stephanie J. Nawyn (Eds.) International Handbook of Migration Studies. London: 
Routledge. 
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Mary Frank Fox is now co-chair of the Social Science Advisory Board of the National Center for Women and Information 
Technology. 

Chien-Juh Gu was recently promoted to Associate Professor with tenure at Western Michigan University.  

Gul Aldikacti Marshall was promoted to associate professor in the Department of Sociology at University of Louisville. 

Cecilia Menjívar is now Associate Director of the School of Social and Family Dynamics, Arizona State University and has 
been selected as Senior Fellow, Immigration Policy Center, American Immigration Council, to work on the impact of laws on 
immigrant women. 

JOB OPENING 
 

The Women’s and Gender Studies Department at Wellesley College invites applications for a tenure-track, 
beginning assistant professor position in Migration and Transnationalism to start Fall 2013.  We seek a 
social scientist (or training in a related field) whose research and teaching utilizes qualitative or 
quantitative methods. Priority will be given to scholars whose work is non-US based.  The successful 
candidate will teach a 2/2 load that includes introduction to women’s and gender studies, globalization 
and migration, global feminisms, in addition to courses in new faculty member’s specific area. 
Demonstrated teaching ability, commitment to undergraduate women’s education, and a developed 
research agenda are expected. Our department is interdisciplinary, has its own faculty, and attracts a large 
number of Wellesley students to its courses and major/minor. Candidates must have a received their PhD 
in hand to begin the position. We are dedicated to building a culturally diverse and pluralistic faculty. 
Candidates should through their teaching, scholarship, or service demonstrate a commitment to building a 
diverse community.  A statement of teaching and research interests in the cover letter, CV, a writing 
sample and three letters of recommendation are required. All materials must be submitted by the closing 
date of November 15th to be considered.   If there are difficulties submitting on line, contact 
working@wellesley.edu.  For more information on the department, see:  http://www.wellesley.edu/
WomenSt/. 

mailto:working@wellesley.edu


New Books by Section Members 

P A G E  9  O C T O B E R  2 0 1 2  

Justice Provocateur:Jane Tennison and Policing in Prime Suspect 
by Gray Cavender and Nancy Jurik    

“This is a book length treatment of the highly ac-
claimed British television police drama series star-
ing Helen Mirren that aired first in the U.K., and 
then on PBS in the U.S.  Our book explores how 
Prime Suspect and several other crime series ad-
dress gender and work issues and contemporary 
social problems.  We use  a model of progressive 
moral fiction that we have developed to analyze 
images of justice and hope for social transformation in media pro-
ductions. “ 

The Gender Trap: Parents and the Pitfalls of Raising Boys and 
Girls by Emily W. Kane  

 
“From the lively and engaging stories of parents 
from a wide range of backgrounds, The Gender Trap 
provides a detailed account of how today’s parents 
understand, enforce, and resist the gendering of 
their children. Emily Kane shows how most parents 
make efforts to loosen gendered constraints for 
their children, while also engaging in a variety of 
behaviors that reproduce traditionally gendered 
childhoods, ultimately arguing that conventional 
gender expectations are deeply entrenched and 

that there is great tension in attempting to undo them while letting 
'boys be boys' and 'girls be girls.'“ 
 
 
Dominatrix: Gender, Eroticism, and Control in the Dungeon  by 
Danielle Linemann  
 
“Based on observational fieldwork and in-depth 
interviews with sixty-six women who work as pro-
fessional dominatrices in New York City and San 
Francisco, this book focuses on the ways in which a 
liminal social space can shed light on the contours 
of society more generally. While the realm of the 
professional dominatrix may appear to be an exotic 
corner of the social landscape, detached from eve-
ryday processes, the dominatrix’s dungeon can 
actually teach us more about a set of classic ten-
sions at the heart of our daily lives.” 
 
Social Production and Reproduction at the Interface of Public and  
Private Spheres edited by Marcia Texler Segal, Esther Ngan-ling 
Chow, and Vasilikie Demos 

 
“This volume focuses on the gendered interfaces of 
the public and private  spheres of life. In the 21st 
century these are no longer separate as  women 
and men move from one to the other in the course 
of their daily  lives and their life spans. The chap-
ters examine the ways individuals,  families and 
societies strive to balance paid and unpaid labor, 
engage  in parenting and accomplish other care-
work, seek education for  themselves and their 
children, and respond to the mass media, some-

times  under conditions of poverty or violence and often across inter-
national  boundaries.” 

Racing for Innocence:  Whiteness, Gender, and the Backlash 
Against Affirmative Action by Jennifer L. Pierce  

“Racing for Innocence reconsiders white privilege 
and racial inequality by examining the backlash 
against affirmative action, recounting the stories of 
elite legal professionals at a large corporation with 
a federally mandated affirmative action program, as 
well as the cultural narratives about race, gender, 
and power that circulated in the news media and 
Hollywood films. “ 

Beyond Loving: Intimate Racework in Lesbian, Gay, and Straight 
Interracial Relationships by Amy C. Steinbugler. 

 
“Beyond Loving provides a critical examination of 
interracial intimacy in the beginning decades of the 
twenty-first century - an era rife with racial contra-
dictions, where interracial relationships are in-
creasingly seen as symbols of racial progress even 
as old stereotypes about illicit eroticism persist. 
Drawing on extensive qualitative research, Amy 
Steinbugler examines the racial dynamics of every-
day life for lesbian, gay, and heterosexual Black/
White couples.” 

 

Killer Fat: Media, Medicine, and Morals in the American "Obesity 
Epidemic by Natalie Boero 
 
“In Killer Fat, Natalie Boero examines how and why 

obesity emerged as a major public health concern 

and national obsession in recent years. Using pri-

mary sources and in-depth interviews, Boero enters 

the world of bariatric surgeries, Weight Watchers, 

and Overeaters Anonymous to show how common 

expectations of what bodies are supposed to look 

like help to determine what sorts of interventions 

and policies are considered urgent in containing this new kind of 

disease. “ 

 

Not My Kid: What Parents Believe about the Sex Lives of Their 
Teenagers by Sinikka Elliott  

 

“Not My Kid examines how a diverse group of 
American parents of teenagers understand teen 
sexuality, showing that, in contrast to the idea that 
parents are polarized in their beliefs, parents are 
confused, anxious, and ambivalent about teen 
sexual activity and how best to guide their own 
children’s sexuality. Framed with an eye to the 
debates about teenage abstinence and sex educa-
tion in school, Sinikka Elliott links parents’ under-
standings to the contradictory messages and 
broad moral panic around child and teen sexuality. 

Elliott considers the social and cultural conditions that might make it 
easier for parents to talk with their teens about sex, calling for new 
ways of thinking and talking about teen sexuality that promote social 
justice and empower parents to embrace their children as fully sex-
ual subjects.”  
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Author Meets Critics 
A Discussion of Framed by Gender: How Gender Inequality Persists in the Modern World                                              

(Oxford University Press, 2011) by Cecilia L. Ridgeway 

At the 2012 American Sociological Association meeting in Denver, a panel of scholars invited by session organizer Elizabeth 
A. Armstrong (University of Michigan) offered critical commentary on Cecilia Ridgeway’s Framed by Gender at an Author 
Meets Critics session sponsored by the Program Committee. Not surprising given the prominence of the book’s author and 
its importance to the study of gender, social psychology, and social inequality in general, the session was well-attended. 
Attendees suggested that both the critics’ comments and Cecilia Ridgeway’s response be collected. The essays that follow 
are lightly edited versions of the comments as presented at this session by Linda D. Molm (University of Arizona), Christine 
Williams (University of Texas), Maria Charles (University of California-Santa Barbara), and Cecilia Ridgeway (Stanford 
University). 

S E X  A N D  G E N D E R  N E W S  

 Ridgeway’s argument draws on a wide range of 
literatures, including work that describes how people 
categorize self and others cognitively, and how those 
categories become associated with broad cultural mean-
ings.  But the power of its logic comes from core princi-
ples of the expectation states tradition to which Ridgeway 
has contributed throughout her career.  It is the transfor-
mation of shared cultural beliefs about gender differences, 
to shared beliefs about the relative status ranking of men 
and women, which drives the maintenance of gender 
inequality.  And that process is what the expectation 
states tradition, particularly Ridgeway’s own status con-
struction theory, addresses—how key social distinctions 
like gender become linked to status beliefs about relative 
competence and worth, and how those status beliefs or-
ganize social interaction in ways that confirm and per-
petuate inequality. 

 The expectation states tradition is based on 
formally stated, abstract theories, with fairly restrictive 
scope conditions, tested primarily in laboratory experi-
ments.  But Ridgeway takes this theoretical and empirical 
body of work well beyond the laboratory to show how its 
core elements—our shared cultural beliefs about the 
status ranking of gender, the contextual conditions that 
make those beliefs more or less salient, and the process 
through which status beliefs then frame and organize 
interaction—create persistent advantages for men over 
women.  Particularly impressive is the use she makes of 
the contextual conditions that affect the relative salience 
of gender: mixed-sex vs. same-sex contexts, and gender-
relevant vs. gender-neutral contexts.  Different combina-
tions of these conditions are associated with distinctive 
patterns of weaker or stronger gender biases, which are 
either broad and diffuse in their assumptions, or more 
specific to the task.  Ridgeway applies these predicted 
patterns throughout the book, showing how well they fit 
existing evidence on gender inequality in the workplace 
and the home, and how well they predict the extent to 
which gender inequality will be recreated in new sites of 
work and intimate relations.  It’s quite a tour de force, and 
the most convincing use of the theory that I have seen.  
Anyone who finds the expectation states tradition nar-
row, or questions whether gender even is a status charac-
teristic anymore, should read this book.  By highlighting 
the breadth and power of this major social psychological 
tradition, Ridgeway shows the value and relevance of 
sociological social psychology for addressing some of the 
biggest questions of our time—in this case, understand-

Comments by Linda D. Molm, University of Arizona 

Cecilia Ridgeway begins this groundbreaking work with a 
fundamental question—how can we explain the persis-
tence of gender inequality in modern American society?  
Status hierarchies are usually maintained by high status 
members’ control of material resources and power.  But 
many of the economic and social arrangements that tradi-
tionally gave men a resource or power advantage over 
women have been disrupted, at least to some extent, by 
major social changes: bureaucratic rationalization, anti-
discrimination laws, women’s increased education and 
labor force participation, and women’s movement into 
formerly male jobs and professions.  Yet gender inequal-
ity persists, and gender status hierarchies remain.  What 
explains this persistence?  How does gender inequality 
keep being recreated even as society changes? 

 Ridgeway’s answer lies in people’s use of gen-
der as a primary frame for organizing social interaction.  

She locates these processes in social rela-
tions—our everyday interactions with 
other people.  As we interact with others, 
in all kinds of settings, we use gender as 
an initial framework for making sense of 
self and others (who are we? what do we 
expect of each other?) so that we can coor-
dinate our activities and accomplish our 
goals.  This framing spreads gendered 
meanings to virtually all activities carried 
out through social relations, including 
new economic and social arrangements as 
they emerge.  Cultural beliefs typically lag 
behind material changes, and thus gender 
continues to frame social relations despite 
significant social changes. 

 The explanation Ridgeway of-
fers for the persistence of gender inequal-
ity is, at its core, a social psychological 
explanation.  I begin with comments on 
that aspect of the book—its contribution 
as a work of sociological social psychology 
(for which Ridgeway received the ASA 
Social Psychology Section’s 2012 Award 
for Outstanding Recent Publication).  

Then, I turn to some questions about the book’s implica-
tions for our chances of reducing gender inequality.  
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ing the persistence of gender inequality. 

 Now, let me turn to my second 
topic, the book’s implications for the future.  
The vast majority of the book is focused on 
the question Ridgeway begins with—what 
accounts for the persistence of gender ine-
quality, in the face of forces that should un-
dermine it.   In the final chapter, though, 
Ridgeway asks a somewhat different and 
more speculative question:  Based on the ar-
gument developed throughout the book, what 
are the implications for ever achieving gender 
equality?  What would have to be accom-
plished to interrupt the processes that con-
tinually reconstruct and reproduce gender 
inequality in our society?  Ridgeway’s analysis 
is again rigorous and compelling, but she ends 
up in a somewhat more hopeful place than I 
am able to.   

 Based on her framing argument, the 
prospect for equality rests on the likelihood of 
reducing the association of gender differences 
with gender inequality.  The gender frame 
itself may be inevitable, but perhaps we can 
interrupt the process of transforming our 
beliefs about differences into inequalities.  
Ridgeway argues that doing so would require 
two things:  reducing the diffuse status beliefs 
(about general competence) that privilege 
men over women, and reducing the range of 
contexts that are culturally tied to gender 
(and, thus, trigger specific status beliefs about 
the relative competence of men or women at 
particular tasks).  Both of these would require 
eliminating or reducing the status differences 
between tasks that are currently sex-typed as 
male or female, both in the workplace and at 
home.  And that won’t happen unless there is 
greater, more equal integration of both sexes 
in the activities that are currently associated 
with one or the other. 

 I agree with Ridgeway’s analysis 
and with what is required.  But two factors 
make me more pessimistic about the likeli-
hood of these changes, especially in the 
home—which, as Ridgeway observes, is really 
ground zero for gender inequality.  One factor 
is the strong interest of men in maintaining 
their advantage, and the other is the unique 
nature of gender as a basis for inequality. 

  Ridgeway’s analysis is strongly 
cultural and cognitive, but she doesn’t neglect 
the role of interests.  She argues that individu-
als’ automatic use of gender as a cultural 
frame is either strengthened or undercut by 
their motivations or interests in the situation.  
And women’s interests in bettering their posi-
tions are one of the primary forces that should 
challenge the persistence of gender inequality. 

 Certainly, women’s interests have 
driven many of the major social changes of the 
last fifty years:  antidiscrimination legislation, 
women’s movement into the labor force, 
women’s increased educational attainment, 

and women’s entry into male-dominated pro-
fessions.  These are huge changes, in one 
sense, but they also give the illusion of greater 
erosion of gender inequality than has actually 
occurred.  Women have moved into the labor 
force in large numbers, but they are still doing 
so on men’s terms, in workplaces that have 
changed little in structure or expectations for 
workers.  Overt discrimination has declined, 
but the most pervasive sources of gender ine-
quality—the sex segregation of jobs in the 
workplace, and the sex segregation of activi-
ties in the home—have changed very little.  
Women have moved into men’s higher-status, 
better-paying jobs, but men haven’t moved 
into women’s jobs.  Women have decreased 
the hours they spend on housework and child-
care, but men’s roles in the home have 
changed far less.  As Ridgeway’s analysis 
makes clear, further change is likely only if 
men’s behavior changes more than it has so 
far. 

 In short, we have a conflict between 
women’s interests and men’s interests—a 
classic battleground between two societal 
groups, one advantaged and one disadvan-
taged, where the disadvantaged push to better 
their position and the advantaged work to 
maintain their advantage and all of its re-
wards.  But there’s one big difference.  As 
Ridgeway notes early on, gender is unique as a 
basis for inequality.  It is different from race, 
or class, or age, in that it is the only basis for 
inequality in which a significant majority of 
the status advantaged and status disadvan-
taged members are linked to one another in 
intimate relations of love and sex and repro-
duction.  Ridgeway certainly recognizes this 
uniqueness, and particularly emphasizes the 
high mutual dependence and frequency of 
contact that results from this feature.  But the 
intimate bonds between men and women in 
heterosexual relationships pose challenges 
that go beyond these factors. 

 First, they mean that children are 
born into the very conditions that should, 
according to expectation states theory, maxi-
mize the salience of gender status beliefs:  
mixed-sex groups, in which the activities of the 
two sexes are strongly gender-typed.  Second, 
women are never shielded from their disad-
vantage, as racial minorities may be when they 
are in their own homes or neighborhoods.  
Women’s gender status is a salient part of 
their closest relationships, and an ever-
present part of their lives. 

 Third—and this is my main point—
the intimacy between men and women affects 
how women are likely to perceive, and act on, 
their interests.  Women have a strong interest 
in avoiding confrontation with their most inti-
mate partner, both out of love and affection, 
and because of the power differential between 
men and women in most families.  Women 
may want to advance their own position, but 

probably not at the expense of their hus-
band’s.  Consequently, women’s individual 
interests are likely to be suppressed in favor 
of shared interests, for the good of the family 
and the relationship.  This is, in fact, consis-
tent with the collective logic on which expec-
tation states theory was originally based, 
explaining why those who are disadvantaged 
by status beliefs nevertheless accept and buy 
into them, for the good of the group outcome.  
Nowhere is this more true than in the hetero-
sexual family.  And it’s bolstered by a cultural 
schema in heterosexual marriages that 
Ridgeway doesn’t go into (although she does 
discuss, at length, the cultural schemas of 
caregiver and provider roles):  the belief in 
the “oneness” of the relation, the idea that the 
man and woman become one—a single unit.  
This is symbolized by such things as snuffing 
out two individual candles and lighting a 
single joint candle, in the marriage ceremony, 
and adopting a single family name—typically 
the husband’s.  It also leads to organizational 
practices such as shared bank accounts that 
may decrease women’s financial independ-
ence, and financial accounting systems that 
use the logic of family interests to justify 
decisions that may be contrary to women’s 
interests.  All of these factors encourage 
women to consider their interests to be 
aligned with their husband’s interests.  As a 
result, what Ridgeway sees as one of the 
main countervailing forces pushing against 
gender inequality—women’s interests in 
bettering their own lives—is likely to be 
weakened.   

 Meanwhile, there are no forces that 
I can see that are going to encourage signifi-
cant numbers of men to move into jobs and 
occupations that are devalued because they 
are currently occupied by women—it would 
mean both lower status and lower pay for 
men, hardly in their own interest or in the 
family’s interest.  There is more incentive for 
women to get men to do a greater share of 
everyday childcare and household tasks, but 
there are equally strong incentives for 
women to avoid the conflict and disruption 
that this could produce in the family.  Equal-
ity is very, very difficult to obtain because it’s 
not just a matter of women moving into 
men’s higher status positions, as my students 
often seem to think.  Unless you believe in a 
Garrison Keillor world, where everyone is 
above average, gender equality is ultimately 
going to require that men move into, or take 
on, work—both paid and unpaid—that is 
currently less valued, in both status and ma-
terial rewards. Without that full integration 
of men and women in all jobs in the work-
place and all activities in the family, gender 
cannot be decoupled from status.  Ridgeway 
is absolutely right that that is what it will 
take, and this wonderful book does a superb 
job of showing just what a challenge that will 
be.  
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Author Meets Critics, continued from page 11 

S E X  A N D  G E N D E R  N E W S  

works as follows: On the demand side, cultural gender beliefs 
bias employers’ evaluations of worker performance and appli-
cant qualifications. On the supply side, these beliefs contribute 
to biased assessments of own competencies, so people expect 
to be more proficient at gender-appropriate work. While gen-
der scholars have done an excellent job documenting direct 
discrimination and structural constraints on women’s full 
equality, these sorts of underlying cognitive biases and the self
-fulfilling prophesies that they generate have been underap-
preciated in my opinion. This book and other work by Cecilia 
Ridgeway and collaborators mark an important corrective 
trend.  

But I would like to suggest another related cognitive 
bias on the supply side, namely that people may expect to en-
joy gender-conforming work more. Beliefs about personal 
affinity for particular activities are especially salient in afflu-
ent, so-called “postmaterialist” democracies (and this may also 
help explain the greater sex segregation there). In the contem-
porary United States, educational and occupational choices 
represent much more than practical economic investments; 
they are also acts of self-realization that help define who we 
are. Most of us, especially those with more privileged back-
grounds, have at one time or another been encouraged by 
parents, teachers, or friends to “follow our passions,” or “do 
what we love” in choosing educational paths or occupational 
careers. We often do not know what we will love, but given the 
primacy of the gender frame, we will more often expect to love 
doing things that we think others in our gender category love 
(and that we believe we will be good at by virtue of our gender 
category).  

As a result of these cognitive biases, people’s efforts 
to self-realize and to follow their passions very often align with 
prevailing gender conventions. This is important because it 
means that gender-typical work and family aspirations will be 
experienced as likes and dislikes that are quintessentially indi-
vidual, rather than gender conforming. For example, if math is 
labeled masculine, girls will less often expect to like math. 
They will not aspire to mathematical jobs, enroll in math 
classes, or develop the competency that might pique their 
interest and boost their self-confidence. By contrast, girls who 
aspire to careers in the field of preschool teaching may expect 
to enjoy this line of work (partly based on its gender labeling); 
they may also believe that it will allow them to express their 
true selves. Few will later experience any resultant low-paying 
career choices as forced conformity to external gender norms 
or feel that they are yielding to the realities of their hard-wired 
feminine competencies. But these gender-typical choices will 
legitimate existing patterns of gender inequality and they may 
bias expectations of the next generation. They will also rein-
force cultural beliefs about aggregate-level gender differences 
in preferences, aspirations, and attitudes. 

This suggests an additional response to the question 
posed in the book’s subtitle: Gender inequality persists in the 
modern world also because many forms are readily inter-
preted as outcomes of different likes and dislikes of formally 
equal but fundamentally different men and women. Even out-
comes that are materially disadvantaging are often understood 
as individual preferences that must be respected as a matter of 
personal freedom.  

Comments by Maria Charles,                                                        
University of   California, Santa Barbara 

Despite the rise and worldwide diffusion of modern 
bureaucratic forms and liberal egalitarian principles, some 
forms of gender inequality are highly resilient. Women have 
gained formal legal equality (e.g., voting rights) almost every-
where, and they have made tremendous progress almost every-
where in gaining access to major public institutions such as 
labor markets and higher education. But within these public 
institutions, as within families, we continue to find extreme 
gender differentiation around the world. These facts are well 
known. 

Less well known are the patterns of cross-national 
variation revealed through comparative studies. Conventional 
modernization accounts suggest that the rise of competitive 
markets and universalistic ideals will make categorical inequali-
ties more and more difficult to sustain. One might expect, there-
fore, greater similarity in men’s and women’s life histories in 
societies that are more culturally egalitarian, or in countries 
that offer more structural supports for female employment. But 
things are not so simple. In fact, some forms of gender inequal-
ity are considerably more pronounced in reputably gender-
progressive contexts. For example, there is more sex segrega-
tion across fields of study, and between service, technical, and 
manual occupations in advanced industrial than in more tradi-
tional societies. And we know that these inequalities are highly 
consequential to women’s economic and social status. 

So why is gender inequality so intractable even in the 
face of powerful cultural and structural forces toward equality? 
This is the question at the heart of Framed by Gender. Cecilia 
Ridgeway approaches this question by deftly integrating a mul-
tilevel theoretical framework with decades of interdisciplinary 
research. Her main argument is that the persistence of gender 
inequality is attributable to the ongoing primacy of gender as a 
frame for organizing social relations and institutions. In the 
contemporary United States, she argues, gender is one of the 
fundamental axes of human identity (along with race and age), 
and people rely upon widely shared gender stereotypes to coor-
dinate work tasks and to reduce uncertainty in organizing their 
social encounters. To buttress her arguments, Ridgeway dis-
cusses evidence from decades of research on gender beliefs and 
status hierarchies, including from her own experimental work 
that builds on the “expectations states” theoretical tradition. 

As a result of these relational processes, progress 
toward gender equality can be slow or nonexistent even in the 
most innovative social settings. In fact, Ridgeway suggests that 
novel situations may increase uncertainty about how to coordi-
nate tasks, and therefore encourage greater reliance on familiar 
cognitive frames. For example, the disadvantaging effects of 
cultural beliefs about women’s lesser technical competence may 
be exacerbated in start-up IT firms, because institutional rou-
tines for assessing engineers’ qualifications and performance 
are less well established in these newer settings. 

This example highlights one of the many virtues of 
this book and Cecilia Ridgeway’s scholarship in general, namely 
its attention to the dynamic interplay between culture and cog-
nition in generating inequalities. In labor markets, the system 
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Cecilia Ridgeway describes how gender stereotypes help us to coordinate tasks and navigate uncertain interpersonal terrain, and this is 
certainly important. Still, I think that people’s emotional investment in gender – indeed its popular celebration – deserves more analytical attention 
than it has received by gender scholars so far.  

If I were to write a book on the persistence of gender inequality, I would place somewhat greater emphasis on the celebration of gender 
difference in contemporary American society. My sense is that most people, including many feminists, not only accept gender differences (e.g., fe-
male nurturance, male physicality) as a fact of life. But they would also actively resist any suggestion that men and women should or could be more 
alike. The specific definitions of masculinity and femininity may shift across time and space (e.g., we see much fluidity across contexts in the gen-
dering of math and science), but the fact and desirability of gender difference is questioned only on the cultural fringes of our society.  

Potential readers will also be interested to know how the effects of cross-cutting social group identities (e.g., race and class) are treated in 
Framed by Gender. While this is not a primary focus of her book, Ridgeway does attend to existing research on how diverse status categories inter-
act to shape gender beliefs. I was especially intrigued by her observations on the distinctive qualities of gender as a social category – specifically the 
suggestion that gender beliefs more often reflect impressions gained through direct interaction than do beliefs about race or class. Ridgeway attrib-
utes this to the mutual dependence and high rates of interaction between men and women. This notion of gender-distinctiveness raises a host of 
fascinating questions. For example, do gender stereotypes align more closely with observable behavioral differences than do racial stereotypes?  Is 
there greater agreement across gender categories (between women and men) regarding the content of gender status beliefs than there is across 
racial categories (e.g., between Blacks and Whites) regarding the content of racial status beliefs? In other words, is there more buy in when it comes 
to gender? And how are beliefs about innate gender difference affected by frequency of cross-group contact? For instance, are men with and with-
out sisters systematically different in their gender beliefs?  

Readers will find in this book a wealth of ideas to guide future research on diverse forms of group-based inequalities. Its lucid prose, 
original theorizing, and breadth of knowledge make Framed by Gender simultaneously accessible to students and thought-provoking to established 
gender scholars in diverse disciplines.  

Note: The above essay is partly excerpted from a review published in the European Sociological Review (Volume 28, 2012). 

Comments by Christine Williams,             

University of Texas, Austin 

 Order and Conflict are sociology’s 
two master narratives, found in virtually every 
“introductory sociology” textbook ever pub-
lished.  Structural functionalism usually is 
characterized as an “order” perspective, while 
feminist theories almost always are put in the 
“conflict” side.  Cecilia Ridgeway pursues a 
“third way,” crafting a feminist theory of social 
order.  In Framed by Gender, she develops a 
theory of gender as a cognitive category that 
frames the meanings of social interactions.  It 
is a primary sorting device, as are race and 
age.  Ridgeway argues that these are basic 
categories used in interaction to anticipate 
and interpret the behavior of other people.   

 According to Ridgeway, there is 
nothing inherently wrong with binaries.  We 
need them to organize our daily interactions 
and achieve social order.  Binary classifica-
tions become problematic only when they are 
converted into status differences, which pro-
mote social inequality and injustice.  Unfortu-
nately, this is what happens in the case of gen-
der.   

 Ridgeway believes that the gender 
binary is probably inevitable since human 
reproduction depends on it.  But what isn’t 
inevitable—what can be changed—is the 
scope of supposed influence of gender.  There 
is no rational reason why gender should apply 
to arenas of social life that have nothing to do 
with sexual reproduction.   

 So what is stopping this progress?  
Ridgeway posits that organizational inertia 
combined with culture lag stymie progress 

toward greater gender equality. However, 
because gender is a mostly unconscious 
background frame, even new models of social 
organization (like start-up companies and 
hook-ups on college campuses) are prone to 
reproduce gender inequality.  The only hope 
is to educate people to recognize their uncon-
scious biases and narrow the relevance of 
gender to biological reproduction. 

 This theory of gender thus recog-
nizes both conflict and order.  Society needs 
categories to run smoothly.  But the effect of 
our current master category (gender) is to 
reproduce social inequality that is both irra-
tional and unjust. 

 I agree with Ridgeway that uncon-
scious biases play a role in reproducing gen-
der inequality in social interaction.   Where 
we perhaps disagree, however, is on the issue 
of social change.  In my view, the theory 
downplays the importance of feminism, in-
tentional sexism, and emotions in the analy-
sis of gender inequality. 

 First, the feminist movement is 
largely irrelevant in this book (receiving only 
a single mention in the index).  In my view, 
feminists have had to fight for every step of 
progress toward gender equality.   But in this 
book, feminism is not the driving force for 
greater gender equality; bureaucracy is.  
Ridgeway argues that well-organized bu-
reaucracies promote gender equality:  “When 
people put on their hats as capitalists or poli-
ticians [in large modern organizations], they 
take actions that have the effect, whether 
intended or not, of undermining traditional 
positional inequalities between men and 
women” (p. 13).  Frankly, I find this claim 

bewildering.  Virtually all the politicians and 
companies I know about are deeply en-
trenched in sexist discourses.  It would ex-
tremely helpful if she could provide an ex-
ample of a nonsexist bureaucratic organiza-
tion—so I can get a job there!   

 Second, I agree with Ridgeway 
that gender inequality is institutionalized 
and it is internalized.  Where we perhaps 
disagree is on the idea that those who en-
gage in sexist behavior do so out of igno-
rance or unconscious bias.  In my current 
study of the oil and gas industry, I found 
that practically all of the women geoscien-
tists I have interviewed encountered a sex-
ist professor, supervisor, or coworker who 
intentionally tried to stymie their careers.  
When men coworkers arrange a poker club 
that excludes women, when a supervisor 
denies a woman’s request for reduced 
hours to care for her newborn, or when 
companies organize a golf tournament with 
a female stripper at every putting green, 
they know exactly what they are doing.  It is 
not clear to me where this intentional sex-
ism fits in Framed by Gender.  

 Finally, Ridgeway and I might 
disagree about the role of emotions in un-
derstanding gender inequality.  In the book, 
only two sets of emotions are mentioned:  
Vertigo, confusion, and anxiety, which are 
felt when gender rules are broken; and 
pleasure and pride, which accompany the 
experience of gender conformity.  To illus-
trate the social anxiety experienced when 
gender rules are broken, Ridgeway tells a 
story about having dinner in a restaurant 
with her 3 year old nephew and her 6 year 
old niece.  A middle aged man walks by their  
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table, pats the nephew on the head and says “cute little girl.”  The nephew loudly responds, “I’m a boy!” at which the man shouts in reply, “get a 
haircut!”  The niece then calls the man a “big bully” (which Ridgeway calls an “endearing” response).   Ridgeway uses this story to show how 
gender ambiguity causes confusion and anxiety:  We use gender to organize our understanding of the social world; without such clear catego-
ries, we experience confusion and anxiety and in this case, anger; and social order breaks down. 

But I would like to offer an alternative interpretation.  To me, it appears that the people at Ridgeway’s table were enjoying a moment of queer 
pride.  The nephew asserted that even though he might look like a girl, he was indeed a boy.  Ridgeway was proud of her niece for “talking 
back” to an adult man.  Breaking the rules can be very pleasurable. 

How does the theory account for this?  Ridgeway would perhaps suggest that she and her family reside in a subculture with different rules.  
But I suggest that there is pleasure in queerness, which is ignored in this theory.  Standing apart, being different, defending one’s position, 
demanding recognition for one’s uniqueness—these are sources of pleasure and pride for many.  (There is also pain in conformity, detailed by 
legions of feminists and queer activists.)  Perhaps because this is a theory of social order, these moments of joyful resistance are obscured.  In 
my view, feminists should pay more attention to the pleasures of nonconformity.  Yes, there are social costs for breaking the rules, but without 
people willing to break them, nothing will ever change. 

Author Meets Critics, continued from page 13 

Author Meets Critics: Author’s Response 
Comments by Cecilia L. Ridgeway 

 I am honored, indeed, very honored, by how thoughtful all these comments are.  And, in the main, I agree with most of them.  But 
perhaps I can still try to explain myself in relation to them.  To clarify my perspective, let me start with a brief mention of the underlying ques-
tions that prompted me to write this book.  The questions behind this book emerged for me from teaching gender and the questions students 
would ask—and my inability to answer those questions.   

 There were really 3 main questions that motivated me: First (Q1) is Why is Gender omnipresent in social life?  Why doesn’t it stay 
home with sex and reproduction like it does for lots of other animals?  Second (Q2), we know that the gendered nature of organizations and 
institutions—things like the sex segregation of jobs and the household division of labor in the family—are key determinants of gender ine-
quality in life outcomes like wages, authority, status, and so on.  But how does gender get embedded into organizational practices and structures 
in the first place?  It cannot be just an inertial leftover of the past because new jobs and organizational forms are continually being created—
and gendered.  How does this happen? Finally (Q3), gender inequality has persisted in western society over massive transformations in the 
material arrangements that appear, in a given era, to provide the basis for that inequality (land ownership in agrarian eras,  labor force partici-
pation in the wage labor era, etc.). How does gender hierarchy leap the gap over these massive material re-organizations of inequality?  And, 
specifically: Can we locate any general principles (not just historical sequences) by which gender hierarchy persists over major transformations in 
the socio-economic arrangements in which gender inequality is rooted in a given era?  I wrote this book to develop some sort of answer to these 
questions for myself as well as others.  So that is what I was trying to do.  

 Now let me turn more directly to the Critics’ comments.  As a frame for my remarks, I’m going to use Christine Williams’ point about 
order vs. conflict perspectives in explanations for the persistence and change of gender inequality.  I agree with Williams that my book is a 
feminist theory of order since my emphasis is on the ordering processes that create persistence.  But I would point out that my larger argu-
ment is very much about the dynamic balance of ordering processes vs. conflicting interests that characterizes our system of gender inequality 
at any given point in time.  These dynamic tensions between order and conflict exist at every level of the multilevel gender system, from macro 
to micro, but even show themselves in the basic interests that the gender system creates for individuals.  I argue that the gender system cre-
ates two distinct sets of interests, one more familiar than the other.  As a system of male status superiority, of course, it gives men an interest 
in maintaining the gender system but women a conflicting interest in resisting it.  More important for persistence, however, are a second, less 
familiar set of interests that the gender system also creates for both women and men alike.  This is the interest in maintaining gender as rea-
sonably stable, socially predictable category of self-other identity and self meaning.  For many men, these two types of interests work in the 
same direction, but for women they often conflict, creating a dynamic tension, even at the level of individual interests, in the ordering vs. con-
flict aspects of the gender system. 

 Linda Molm and Maria Charles point out further aspects of the ordering processes behind gender inequality that I have overlooked.  
Specifically, Molm notes that the very goal interdependence between men and women which I myself emphasize acts in heterosexual relation-
ships to blunt women’s ability to press their own interests against those of the man they are involved with.   This is a depressing point, but I 
have to say that is one with which I agree entirely.  I don’t know why I didn’t think of it since, as she says, it is really implied by all the other 
arguments I draw on.  So I think Molm is simply right that this is another, powerful factor that blunts women’s resistance and helps tip the 
dynamic balance towards persistence rather than change. 
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 Maria Charles points out an additional factor that I neglect that also weighs in on the persistence side of the dynamic balance of 
forces for change or order.  This is the expressive pleasure people get from conforming to cultural standards for an identity that carries great 
social significance (the fun of those red suede sandals with the 3 inch heels).  In an affluent, post-materialist society, these expressive concerns 
with “indulging our gendered selves” as Charles and Brady call them, increasingly shape individual choices and actions.  Again, I have to agree 
that this is an excellent point—one that connects a bit with Williams’ comment that I don’t say enough about the emotions involved in doing or 
not doing gender.  In my own defense, I will say that in my discussion of gendered interests I do discuss the power of people ’s interests in en-
acting a gender as a category of self meaning and “playing the gender game.”  But it is fair to say that I emphasize the cogn itive over emotional 
aspects of this even though I heartily agree about the importance of emotions as well.  The problem is, we need more systematic research 
about these expressive, emotional aspects of gender and the role they play in maintaining or undermining inequality.  Charles’ own work has 
the led the way here but I would like to see a lot more.  Charles also asks whether men and women, because they interact so much and so inti-
mately, agree much more about gender stereotypes than racial or class groups do.  I think they do and I am pretty sure we could find data to 
support that. 

 Christine Williams’ engaging critique raises 3 main criticisms, that the book is a feminist theory without feminists, that it is a theory 
of sexism without sexists, and that it is an overly rational approach that neglects emotions.  The first 2 criticisms center on questions about 
agency vs. unconscious bias in both maintaining gender inequality and providing opportunities for change.  My argument does indeed focus on 
the power of the implicit bias in behavior and judgments that is created by our taken-for-granted cultural beliefs about the status and attrib-
utes of men and women.  I agree that people’s explicit, intentional choices and behaviors are also important, especially for change.  But I focus 
on these implicit, often unconscious processes for two reasons.  First, the evidence shows that an awful lot of our everyday judgments and 
behavior occur on autopilot. We only consciously deliberate and decide about a narrow range of our daily actions.  So the implicit is if anything 
more important than the consciously intentional in shaping our behavior overall.  Second, I am trying to explain persistence despite forces for 
change—and it is the implicit that is the hidden factor that we haven’t yet confronted or stopped with laws and social movements .  At this 
point in history, I argue that it is the implicit assumptions we make and act on that are the most important force for the persistence of gender 
inequality, not explicit, intentional decisions or actions to preserve it (though those do occur). 

 Since efforts that lead to change typically require acting against taken for granted cultural norms and assumptions, I agree that these 
are usually intentional and the feminist movement is a strong example of this.  But I would argue that the feminist movement itself is only the 
least part of women’s and some men’s actions to change or undermine gender inequality.  Without any conscious, intentional desire to chal-
lenge or change gender arrangements, a woman or man may take an action—ask for a raise, say, or apply for a nontraditional job—that has 
the effect of undermining gender inequality.  Their motives may just be to feed their kids or improve their own lot in life.  In other words, ac-
tions for change may often be intentional, but not necessarily intentionally feminist.  They just end up undermining gender inequality as collat-
eral damage. 

 This point is related to Jackson’s argument for how bureaucratization and rationalization work against traditional social distinctions 
like gender.  It is not that these processes have equality as a goal or value, it is that they seek to treat people like interchangeable parts for the 
sake of bureaucratic efficiency—and that works against treating men and women differently.  Of course I agree that contemporary bureaucra-
cies and politics are deeply gendered, but the point is that some of the logics that drive them, like universalism, cause people in them to take 
some actions that inadvertently undermine gender arrangements—even if other processes, like the implicit biases I describe, at the same time 
reinscribe gender into bureaucracies and politics—creating a dynamic contention of forces for change and persistence. 

 Finally, I would like to embrace Williams’ remarks about the emotional pleasures of gender resistance, of gender bending, not just 
conformity.  It is precisely because of processes like this that I still do have hope for change, despite all the forces for persistence that I de-
scribe in this book as well as the added ones that Molm and Charles point out. 

Announcement from Roundtable Organizers 

At the 2012 ASA meetings, section members expressed the desire to bring junior scholars and graduate 
students into dialogue with more advanced scholars. The 2013 Roundtable Session provides one 
opportunity for dialogue between generations of scholars at ASA. The Roundtable organizers (Jessica 
Fields and Anna Sorensen) are recruiting senior scholars to moderate the roundtables, which are 
conveniently held the hour prior to the Section Business meeting. Last year the Sex and Gender Section 
hosted 15 roundtables for an hour of provocative discussion, and we anticipate a similar response in 
2013. 
 
We encourage scholars at all career stages to propose roundtable papers by the ASA January 9, 2013 
submission deadline in anticipation of an intergenerational conversation. 
 
We also encourage senior scholars to serve as discussants at the 2013 roundtables. Please email Jessica 
Fields (jfields@sfsu.edu) and Anna Sorensen (asorensen5@gmail.com) with your contact 
information and primary areas of research.  

mailto:jfields@sfsu.edu
mailto:asorensen5@gmail.com


Call for Papers: 

2013 Sex & Gender Sessions in New York City  

INVITED SESSIONS 

Session Title: After Intersectionality: Lessons Learned and Chal-

lenges Ahead 

Session Organizers: Nikki Jones, University of California Santa Bar-

bara, njones@soc.ucsb.edu; Betsy Lucal, Indiana University South 

Bend, blucal@iusb.edu 

OPEN SESSIONS 
 

Session Title: Sex & Gender Roundtables 

Session Organizers: Jessica Fields, San Francisco State University, 

jfields@sfsu.edu; Anna Sorensen, University of California Santa Bar-

bara, asorensen@umail.ucsb.edu 

 

Session Title: Gender & Reproduction in a Global Context 

Session Organizers: Chien-Juh Gu, Western Michigan University, 

chien-ju.gu@wmich.edu; Susan Markens, Lehman College, 

susan.markens@lehman.cuny.edu 

 

Session Title: Legal Perspectives on Gender 

Session Organizers: Tey Meadow, Princeton University, 

tmeadow@princeton.edu; Christin Munsch, Cornell University, 

clm73@cornell.edu 

 

Session Title: Gender, (Dis)Abilities & (In)Visible Bodies 

Session Organizers: Jessica Barnett, University of Windsor, 

barnettj@uwindsor.ca; Tom Gerschick, Illinois State University, 

tjgersch@ilstu.edu 

Co-sponsors: Section on Disability & Society, Section on Bodies & 

Embodiment 

 

Session Title: When the Professional Becomes Political: Responding 

to the New Family Structures Survey 

Session Organizers: CJ Pascoe, Colorado College, 

c.j.pascoe@coloradocollege.edu; Nathaniel Burke, University of 

Southern California, nathaniel.burke@usc.edu 

 

Session Title: Trans* and Genderqueer Perspectives on the Social 

World 

Session Organizers: Cati Connell, Boston University, cati@bu.edu; 

Tre Wentling, Syracuse University, tlwentli@maxwell.syracuse.edu 

 

The 2013 Call for Papers will launch 

on October 30, 2012. 

 

Mark Your Calendar! 

 

December 7, 2012: Online system 

opens for submission of papers, discus-

sion topics, and posters. 
 

January 9, 2013: Submission site 

closes; Session Organizers begin review-

ing the submissions. 
 

April 30, 2013: Program schedule an-

nounced; no scheduling information is 

available prior to that date. 
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