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Introduction

In the English speaking world today it is accepted that gender and genders exist.
The term is used in news reports and official documents1 . Law is passed that incorporates the notion of gender2 . Old laws3 which prohibited sex discrimination
are reinterpreted as prohibiting gender discrimination.
This process has become controversial. Both conservatives and feminists
have objected that laws, originally meant to protect women, are in danger of
becoming ineffective; if men who claim to be women are treated as legally being women this not only goes beyond the intention of the original law, but it
may place women at a disadvantage4 . We have strong sympathies with these
objections. In this article we will be arguing that genders, in the sense of sets
of people, do not exist.
Prior to the late 1960s the word Gender was used in English to refer to
sets of nouns and the rules for matching pronouns and adjectives to them in
various, mainly foreign, languages. In this usage gender is a French loan, the
Anglicization of genre meaning type or class, which the French grammarians
had used to classify nouns5 . This in turn was a borrowing from the Latin
grammarians who had used genus in the same sense, as a means of classifying
nouns. If one looks at books that use the word gender before the 1970s they
overwhelmingly use it in this grammatical sense.
From the end of the 1960s there is a dramatic change in usage. Genders
were no longer categories of words but categories of people. Between 1968 and
2000 the usage of the word increased more than 30 fold(Figure 1). It was no
longer a grammatical term but a psychological or sociological one. Gender, in
its current usages, was a construct of specifically English academic literature.
Where once the word sex had been used - the sexes, sex roles, sex differences now authors wrote of genders, gender identities and gender differences.
The usefrequency of gender overtook sex in academic British English. French
and Spanish culture though, seem to have remained more at ease with sex; genre
and genero failed to increase relative to sexe and sexo (Figure 2).
If a new technology is invented, the word for it becomes much more common.
It may take over an old word in the process. Think of the word computer, whose
use grew 500 fold in 50 years. It originally meant a person whose job it was to
calculate, and which came to mean a computing machine. The new meaning
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Fig. 1: The relative frequency of occurrence of the words sex and gender in
English language books in the 20th century. Data transcribed from a
Google Ngram Viewer query and subsequently re-ploted. Note the phase
change around 1970.
referred to something new in the world, something which now really existed.
The same thing happens with the words invented or adapted to refer to new
scientific discoveries. Cultural fashions like Jazz or Punk, leave their own traces
in word usage.
Sex is certainly not a recent discovery or invention, albeit that people did
become less inhibited about mentioning it. But did the new use of gender
designate a new invention, a scientific discovery, a cultural fashion?
So far we are just counting words. But it does tell us something. Because
computers were used internationally, the corresponding word in French ordinateur also showed a similar increase. Similarly when the proton was discovered
the word soon cropped up in books in many languages. Cultural fashions however are more nationally specific. This at least suggests that the specifically
English use of gender says more about how Anglo-saxon culture interprets the
world, than about underlying reality.
To go beyond suggestion we have to look at the actual usage of the word
both in the research literature and in philosophy. If the new use of gender is a
scientific concept designating something that exists in the world and is distinct
from sex, then this would be apparent in research papers. They would show
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Fig. 2: French books show no increase in the popularity of genre, over the period
the gender became popular in English. Data transcribed from a Google
Ngram Viewer query and subsequently re-ploted.
how gender is operationalised into something empirically measurable. In section
2 we examine how leading active researchers use the term gender. This section
will show that genders distinct from sexes do not exist as operational concepts.
In sections 3...6 we examine the work of Judith Butler who is arguably the
leading philosophical advocate of the new usage of the term gender. We will
demonstrate that she fails to establish a coherent scientific concept underlying
her use of the term.
Finally in section 7 we discuss the adverse social effect that is produced by
a displacement of sex by gender.

2

Gender in empirical research

To see how the concepts of sex and gender are applied in practical research
you have to look at the work of social scientists and psychologists. When do
you this, it is problematic just what gender means. There is inconsistency in
terminology used in published studies of differences between male and female
participants as to whether these differences are called sex differences or gender
differences. It does, however, become clear that empirical researchers do not
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talk of ’genders’ or use ’gender’ as a noun. In section 2.10 we will examine why
this is the case.

2.1

Method

Search was performed on Google Scholar, for papers with an exact match in
the title for the phrase “gender differences in” on the 27th May 2017. Out of
the top 20 papers, which had been ranked by citations, downloads were made
of all papers that had direct links to online copies. This yielded 13 papers:
Blau and Kahn [2000], Costa Jr et al. [2001], Gefen and Straub [1997], Byrnes
et al. [1999], Feingold [1994], Croson and Gneezy [2009], Hyde and Linn [1988],
Nolen-Hoeksema [2001], Hankin et al. [1998], Piccinelli and Wilkinson [2000],
Venkatesh et al. [2000], Oliver and Hyde [1993]. The most cited paper Croson
and Gneezy [2009] had at that date 2894 citations and leastVenkatesh et al.
[2000] had 958.
Papers were read to determine if the studies they reported actually made any
attempt to distinguish sex from gender in their experimental method and if so
what approach they took; how they used the term gender; how their methodology and mode of argument compared with that of Butler examined in subsequent
secions.

2.2

Gender differences in risk taking

Croson and Gneezy [2009] (2895 citations) present a meta-analysis or review
study of 141 other papers. Nearly all of the papers they summarize, simply
categorize the participants into into male female with no operational attempt
to distinguish sex from gender. The focus of the whole papaer is on risk taking
and examines the evolutionary hypothesis that males are less risk averse. If we
take sex as being something biologically determined, then the basic hypothesis
being tested is a biological one, so it is unclear why the authors chose to describe
it in their title as a study of gender differences. Of the studies that Croson and
Gneezy [2009] analyze, only a few a few, 3 out of 141, attempt to control for
socialization by selecting children who hypothetically are less socialized. As such
it is suggested that this method may make it easier to detect sex differences as
opposed to socialized gender differences. Croson and Gneezy [2009] also mention
cross cultural studies as another having some limited ability to control for nature
versus nurture issues. That Croson and Gneezy [2009] explicitly point this out,
indicates an awareness that there is an issue of separating out socialisation from
biology. There is at least an awareness that some form of compensation should
be carried out, but the language used to talk about the problem is not sex versus
gender but nature versus nurture.
This is the most highly cited paper on Google Scholar about gender differences in specific domains. Rather than testing a hypothesis about gender
differences in the specialized sense used in gender studies it is actually a paper
testing a hypothesis about sex differences. In turn it reviews a 141 other papers
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of which only a small minority made even a partial attempt to compensate for
socialization.
Another very big meta analysis of risk taking in men and women is given
by Byrnes et al. [1999] (2204 citations ). The procedure was an initial search
for papers the query : ( ’risk’ or ’risk taking’) and ( ’gender differences’ or ’sex
differences’). They read over 300 publications and systematically coded and
analyzed 150 of them. Overall they found
At a general level, our results clearly support the idea that male participants are more likely to take risks than female participants. In
nearly every case, the mean effect size for a given type of risk taking
was significantly greater than zero,
Although some of the papers they used referred to sex differences Byrnes
et al consistently use the term gender difference. Gender is only used as an
adjective as in ’gender gap’ or ’gender difference’. Neither gender nor sex are
used as nouns except for when sex is used to mean sexual intercourse as in
’unprotected sex’ being one of the risky activities coded for.

2.3

Gender differences in verbal skills - do they exist

It is widely believed that one difference between males and females is that
girls and women have better verbal skills than boys and men. Hyde and Linn
[1988] (2064 citations) present a large meta-analysis addressing this topic. They
considered 165 studies representing a total sampled population of 1,418,899.
They report, that up to the time of their publication, the superior verbal
ability of females, had, for decades been accepted as a fact in psychology. Hyde
et al say that previous reviews of the experimental literature were too unsystematic and small - they covered too few studies - to allow definite conclusions
to be drawn.
Un weighted averaging the measured gender difference accross all studies
using the d statistic6 showed a small positive d that is to say a small superiority
in female verbal ability. If the results are weighted by sample size, so that larger
studies weigh more, the result was a small male superiority. The difference was
accounted for by the single largest study - with a sample size of 977,361. If this
single large study is excluded, reducing the sample population to 441,538, the
measured effect is d = 0.11, a female superiority in verbal ability equal to one
tenth of the within sex variations.
They then broke down the studies by a number of categories to see if this
influenced the measured gender differences. The first category used was the
selectivity of the sample - did it, for example, use the general population, did
it use college students, did it use students at elite colleges. They find that
unselective studies generally showed no significant effect, whereas more selective
studies did show an effect. Looking at year of publication, they found that older
studies tended to show more gender difference than recent ones. The sex of the
first author of a study also influenced the reported gender difference, with women
authors tending to report greater differences.
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Overall they conclude that :
We are prepared to assert that there are no gender differences in
verbal ability, at least at this time, in this culture, in the standard
ways that verbal ability has been measured. ... A gender difference
of one-tenth of a standard deviation is scarcely one that deserves
continued attention in theory, research, or ,textbooks.
They argue that such a small effect has no meaningful educational or psychological implications. The absence of a significant female superiority in verbal
ability undermines theories of a female brain left lateralised for verbal tasks.
Overall they conclude that gender differences in cognitive abilities are nonexistent and that other explanations must be sought for the real gender differences
in earnings.
Within the paper the term gender is used only in the context of ’gender
difference’. Genders are not used as explanatory variables, and the categorisation of the samples is into male and female rather than the gender theory terms
masculine and feminine.

2.4

Gender differences in personality and across cultures

Costa Jr et al. [2001] (2054 citations) are concerned to investigate whether
gender differences are consistent across cultures. They point out that there
are consistent and measurable differences in terms of mean personality traits
between samples of men and women and that two broad types of explanation
have been given for these.
Two classes of theories, biological and social psychological, have
tried to explain these gender differences in personality traits. The
biological theories consider sex-related differences as arising from innate temperamental differences between the sexes, evolved by natural
selection.
....
Social psychological theorists argue for more proximal and direct
causes of gender differences. The social role model [Eagly, 1987] explains that most gender differences result from the adoption of gender
roles, which define appropriate conduct for men and women. Gender roles are shared expectations of men’s and women’s attributes and
social behavior, and are internalized early in development. There is
considerable controversy over whether gender roles are purely cultural creations or whether they reflect preexisting and natural differences between the sexes in abilities and predispositions [Eagly and
Wood, 1999, Geary, 1999].
The authors argue that one could in principle use data on cross cultural
gender differences to distinguish between the two hypotheses. Biological explanations would predict that gendered personality traits would be consistent
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across cultures. A finding that gendered personality differences showed no consistency across cultures would undermine the plausibility of a biological cause.
The study involved measuring 30 personality traits for samples of men and
women from 26 different countries, with over 11,000 participants. The original
dimensions were sub traits of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. Dimension reduction was performed
from the 30 traits of the initial survey onto a 4 dimensional subspace, each
dimension of which, when averaged across all cultures, polarized the sample
between men and women.
It produced the striking finding that there was a indeed very large variation
in gender differences between cultures. Among black Africans there was almost
no measurable difference in mean personality between men and women in terms
of these traits. For European and American populations there were strong
differences between male and female personalities. For South and East Asian
populations the differences, whilst detectable, were markedly less than those
found in the West. Overall the authors report that their results are incompatible
with gendered differences in personality being due to a mainly biological cause.
If we examine the variables used in Costa et al we see that sex and country
are the independent variables, and personality traits the dependent ones. The
authors consistently refer to the ’two sexes’ not the two genders. Gender is only
talked about in terms of gender differences in personality, which is operationally
defined as the women’s average for a trait minus the men’s average for the same
trait. Practically this makes a lot of sense. It is almost impossible to treat gender
as an independent variable. To do so one would have to decide that a particular
set of scores on personality traits would mark one of the experimental subjects
as male, and another set of scores would mark them as female - presumably
using Support Vector Machines or some other technique of linear discriminant
analysis. But that would have put them in a position where they would have
been unable to measure cross cultural differences in these traits. The very
attributes which may be specific to Western culture would then be used to
attempt to discriminate male from female in Africa.
Costa et al not only provide strong evidence for the cultural production of
gender differences, but also demonstrate the futility of assuming that gender
itself can be used as an independently existing explanatory factor. Again researchers have to fall back on biological sex as the independent variable, even
when demonstrating that gender differences can not have a simple biological
cause.
They do not use gender as a noun but consistently as an adjective: gender
difference, gender role.
Feingold [1994](1954 citations) is also about gender differences in personality. Fiengold goes deeper into theoretical explanations of gender differences in
personality than Costa et al., distinguishing, biological, socio-cultural and biosocial theories. Among the socio-cultural theories discussed is the possibility
that apparent gender differences may be an artifact of measurement techniques.
Measurement is generally by self reporting using standardised questionnaires.
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The artifact model posits that sociocultural factors (e.g., gender stereotyping) result in men and women holding different values about the
importance of possessing various traits and that these differences differentially bias self-reports of personality characteristics, engendering sex differences in scores on personality inventory traits that do
not reflect corresponding sex differences in the personality constructs
that the tests purport to measure.
One might argue that Feingold’s artifact theory since it attributes measure
differences to bias in self assessment, may fit in with Butler’s notion of gender
being performative.
Feingold also discusses biosocial theories according to which current gender
differences are historic relics of pre-industrial economy in which the biological
differences between the sexes had more of an impact:
The hypothesis that gender differences have both proximal and distal
causes is plausible because social roles, based mainly on distribution
of work tasks, may have evolved in preindustrial times as a consequence of physical differences between the sexes that were far more
consequential then than in the current technological age.
Alternatively another bio-social theory would be that there is an interaction
between direct biological factors and social factors in shaping personality.
The method was a replication, using more sophisticated meta-analysis techniques of Maccoby and Jacklin [1974], Hall [1984] along with a meta-analysis
of reported inter cultural gender differences in personality traits using the same
features as in Costa Jr et al. [2001]. The range of cultures studied was narrower
than in the latter paper, with fewer Asian and no African studies reported. Unlike Costa et al. no conclusions are drawn about whether the results support
biological or social origins of the differences shown. The word gender is only
used as an adjective in conjunction with differences. Sex and gender are used
as synonyms.

2.5

Gender differences in depression

Piccinelli and Wilkinson [2000] (1561 citations) and Nolen-Hoeksema [2001]
(1201 citations)both address the issue of the greater prevalence of depression in
women. The conclusions and material covered are similar in both cases. The
explanaition given is an integrative one in which a higher prevalence of stressors
such as childhood sexual abuse and maternal responsibilities interact with disregulation of the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal axis, which the paper claims
may be physiologically more common in females. In Nolen-Hoeksema gender
is only ever used as an adjective - for instance as ’gender difference’ in this
paper. It never appears as a noun. It uses the term gender consistently when
referring to differences between women or men, it does not use the term sex
differences, though it cites several papers with the term ’sex difference’ in their
titles. If gender difference is taken to refer to cultural effects, and sex differences
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to biological ones, then the paper, contra the title, is explaining differences in
depression rates as being the result of both gender and sex. But there is no
explicit theoretical distinction made between gender and sex. In contrast whilst
the overall explanations given for gender differences in depression by Piccinelli
and Wilkinson are the same, the latter do use the term gender as noun 12%
of the time it occurs. They speak of ’genders’, and once, use the term ’gender
identity’. There is thus some slight overlap with the language that Butler also
uses. However they are definite about sex being distinct gender identity.
• Biological sex is an immutable socio-demographic variable not
influenced by disease and thus is a useful starting point in the
investigation of risk factors for depression.
• ...
• The approach based on biological sex is rarely combined with the
study of developmental processes underlying the acquisition of
gender identity.

2.6

Gender differences in pay

Blau and Kahn [2000](1373 citations) reviews explanations of the gender difference in pay in the USA when compared to other countries. It has to explain
why there are gender differences in pay, and why these differences declined over
the period studied: from the late 1970s to the late 1990s. They also examine
the narrowing of the gender pay gap in other countries and the extent to which
it lower elsewhere. Overall they conclude
compared to women in the other countries, U.S. women are better
qualified relative to men and/or encounter less discrimination. The
mediocre ranking of the U.S. gender ratio in the face of these favorable gender-specific factors is a consequence of the higher level
of wage inequality in the United States, which places a much higher
penalty on being below average in the wage distribution.
Their justification for this is that the average female wage put them at the 37th
percentile of male wages in the US as against the 32nd percentile for the group
of other countries studied.
They examine human capital theory, unionisation, having time off for children, and discrimination as explanatory factors. As they explain it is in practice
difficult to fully separate out the weights to be assigned to these possible causal
factors.
Whatever the adequacy of the explanation given by Blau and Kahn, we can
surely agree that the topic is of great importance for the actual living conditions
and social position of American women. They refer to these differences as a
gender pay gap. This fits with a usage of gender as being anything to do
with cultural differences between the sexes. There is no doubt that wages are
a cultural institution. But within their argument they never refer to genders.
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They do refer to ’sex segregation of occupations’, ’sex discrimination’, and ’both
sexes’. Gender itself is not used as an explanatory variable. Nor do the authors
treat gender as meaning social classification into ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’.
Insofar as they classify it is by sex. Gender is just used as an adjective when
qualifying a difference between the sexes in some measured attribute - pay in
this case.

2.7

Gender differences in activity

Trost et al. [2002] (1324 citations) report on a study that used accelerometers
worn by children to measure their levels of activity. It produced a robust finding
that boys engaged in significantly more Vigorous Personal Activity (VPA) than
girls for all school age groups studied. No operational steps are taken to distinguish sex from gender, and there is no mention in the discussion of socialisation
as opposed to biological sex being an issue at all. With regard to the procedure
and content, paper could equally well have been titled :Age and sex differences
in objectively measured physical activity in youth.

2.8

Gender differences in sexuality

This topic substantially overlaps with that of Butler’s book. The leading paper
on it Oliver and Hyde [1993] (1187 citations) gives a particularly clear contrast
with Butler’s roughly contemporary book. Butler’s book came out in 1990 and
Oliver and Hyde’s meta analysis three years later. The importance of this is
that the overwhelming majority of the 177 published papers used by the pair,
were extant at the time that Butler wrote her own book.
Oliver and Hyde start out by presenting what they take to be the five main
contenting theories of sexuality in the literature:
1. Psychoanalytic theories.
2. Theories deriving from sociobiology.
3. Social learning theory.
4. Social role theory.
5. Script theory.
This is a much wider range of theories than Butler examines. Even allowing
for differences in terminology, Butler looked at the only (1) and (2). Oliver and
Hyde are careful, when examining each of these theories, to bring to the fore
any testable predictions they make. This is in striking contrast with Butler,
who never seems to concern herself with whether the theories she discusses are
true, testable, or even meaningful. They say their study is not designed to
discriminate between the five theories. This is, in part, because the empirical
predictions they all make, are rather similar. The theories
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are all in agreement in predicting that females will have a smaller
number of sexual partners than will males and that females will have
more negative attitudes toward casual, pre-marital sex.
The authors examined papers reporting on 239 samples with 128,363 respondants in all. Data from the studies was transformed into a uniform coding
scheme covering 21 different topics ranging from attitudes to premarital sex, homosexuality, the double standard to the frequencies of a range of actual sexual
activities. As with many of the other papers we examine, Oliver and Hyde use
the d metric in their coding, with, in their case, a positive value indicating a
greater frequency of the activity or attitude among males.
Aggregation over all the studies indicated:
• Negligible gender differences in attitudes to homosexuality.
• Positive d for incidence of homosexual activity - meaning it was more
frequent in males.
• More permissive attitudes to premarital and extra-marital sex by males.
• Men claimed to have hetero-sexual intercourse more frequently than women.
Although Oliver and Hyde do not say so, this must reflect male boasting
or female reticence.
• Men claimed to have lost their virginity earlier. This is possible if a portion
of teenage boys have their first intercourse with somewhat older women.
• Women tended to endorse the double standard more than men did. They
were significantly more lenient in their attitudes to male infidelity than
men were in their own attitudes to it.
• The biggest single difference was in frequency of masturbation, it was a
whole standard deviation higher in males.
There was a sufficient number of studies of enough time to allow conclusions to
be drawn about changes in gender differences over time. In terms of attitudes,
the differences all declined with time. In terms of numbers of sexual partners
and frequency of sex, d values also fell. This must reflect more accurate self
reporting with time, since real average numbers of partners and frequency must
be the same for both genders. Gender difference in masturbation remained
high, but showed some decline over time. Gender differences in attitudes and
reported incidences of sexual activities were more marked in older than younger
respondents.
Many of the gender differences in sexuality were quite small, but those with
respect to permissive attitudes and masturbation frequency stood out as large.
Large, that is, compared to gender differences of other traits obtained by metaanalyses. They are much bigger than differences in verbal or mathematical
ability. Whilst the difference in permissiveness aligns with all of the theories

2 Gender in empirical research

12

reviewed, the big gender difference in masturbation was not predicted by any
of them.
As with most of the research papers reviewed here, gender is used exclusively
as an adjective not a noun. Operationally a gender difference is defined by the
authors as a d value defined over biological sex as the independent variable.

2.9

Gender differences in technology use

Venkatesh et al. [2000] (958 citations) explicitly recognise that there may be a
conceptual distinction between gender and sex :
it is important to recognize that there are at least two commonly
understood definitions of gender in psychology—the first is consistent with biological sex while the second views gender as more of a
psychological construct
but go on to say that, in this study, they are working on the basis that gender
is defined as biological sex.
The hypothesis that they are testing, that men will be more driven by attitude than women are when adopting new technology. They link the possible
importance of attitude to what they call ” “masculine” traits (e.g., assertive),
as identified by different inventories including Bem’s Sex Role Inventory[Bem,
1981]”. So the hypothesis is arguably driven by evidence of what would often
be called gender traits. Participants were divided into men and women but an
attempt was made to remove confounding variables which correlate with gender
: income, education and position in the organisational hierarchy. Men are likely
to have more money, more education and a higher organizational position. The
aim was to test the effects of gender alone by explicitly controlling these variables. They find that after explicitly controlling these variables, the salience of
gender as a predictive factor in technology uptake was still strong.
The authors although aware of ambiguity in the term gender treated it to
mean biological sex, but did compensate for what could be called gendered
social position and their causal model included and compensated for what are
sometimes described as gendered personality traits. Although they describe
what they term gender as emerging as a strong causative factor, it is arguable
that what they are measuring here is biological sex, both because they say that
is what they consider gender to be, and also because they are trying to control
for typical gender traits or sex differentiated social position.
The authors use gender both as a noun and as an adjective.

2.10

Discussion

Discussing the use of the terms sex and gender in then recent social science
Delphy wrote:
What they never ask is why sex should give rise to any sort of
social classification. Even the neutral question ‘we have here two
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variables, two distributions, which coincide totally. How can we explain this covariance?’ does not get considered.
The response is always: sex comes first, chronologically and hence
logically - although it is never explained why this should be so. [Delphy, 1993]
Examination of the actual research procedures used in studies of gender differences provides the answer as to why sex is a logically prior category.
In all of these studies, in order to discover gender differences the experimental
subjects first have to be categorized by sex in order to discover the gender
differences in pay, personality etc. Sociologists, economists and psychologists
would have been unable to investigate these differences any other way. They do
not have any prior objective way of categorizing experimental populations by
gender.
Suppose that experimentalists had some objective gender test which they
could apply to people they enroll in an experiment or survey. How would this
test be performed?
It would be no good asking the subjects if their gender was masculine or
feminine. We have no guarantee that the subjects would not just interpret
that the same way as asking them if their sex was male or female. Pryzgoda
and Chrisler [2000] experimented with such questionnaires, using US college
students and other educated Americans, populations exposed to modern gender
theory. Whilst the definitions given by the students for sex and gender correlated
reasonably well with the current academic use of the terms, there were sufficient
inconsistencies in their use of language to indicate that, even with this highly
educated group, many would interpret a question about their gender as being
the same as a question about their sex.
Since simply asking would not differentiate between sex and gender, the only
other way would be to use personality traits, pay rates etc, which we know to be
gender differentiated to categorise subjects by gender. Besides being unreliable
- given the overlap of personality traits, pay etc, this would not avoid the logical
priority of sex. The statistical criteria that would have to be used to categorise
by gender, have been established by earlier studies of gender difference that used
sex as the independent variable.
It follows from the logic of investigation, that sex has to be prior. We
could not even systematically study gender differences without a prior ability
to categorise people by sex. Categorisation by gender is non-operational in the
experimental sense, in consequence, the empirical studies fall back on categorisation by sex. It is still worth distinguishing differences in traits between male
and female populations that are socially rather than biologically determined.
In some cases this is easy - nobody doubts that differences in the incidence of
dress wearing by women and men is social and not biological, or that height differences are biological. It may be convenienent to label the former as a gender
difference and the latter as a sex difference. In other cases it is not so clear, for
example different rates of depression. Here, only extensive research can tease
out the relative importance of social circumstance and biology. Until the re-
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search has reached a definitive result, calling different depression rates a gender
not a sex difference, is more a matter of fashion and caution than rigour.

3

Butler: sex a social construct?

In section 2 have looked at a selection of the most highly cited research literature
on gender differences to see how empirical social scientists and psychologists use
the concept gender. But contemporary debate on gender legislation is probably
more influenced by philosophy than it is by these empirical studies of measurable
differences between men and women. In this section we move on to the ideas of
an influential philosopher who has written about gender : Judith Butler. One
of the novel and ambitious hypotheses put forward by Butler is that not only
gender, but sex itself is a social construct.
Does being female constitute a “natural fact” or a cultural performance, or is “naturalness” constituted through discursively constrained performative acts that produce the body through and within
the categories of sex? [Butler, 1990, page xxviii]
She poses this as a question, with an implied answer that : no being female is
not a natural fact. But it is unclear what it could mean to deny that femaleness
is a natural fact. Are there not male and female animals?
Sexual dimorphism into male and female bodies is a conserved mammalian
trait. So in a temporal sense it is obviously prior to human society. Female
animals existed before there were any humans. If Butler is just saying that
being female acquires varying social representation over human history, that
would be an uncontroversial point. The same could be said of childhood.
All primates have childhoods during with they grow, play and learn. In our
species this is unusually long in purely physical terms - time it takes to stop
growing. But the social category of childhood has a variable duration based on
the form of economy. Modern industrial economy is unique in having children
as non-productive members of society, and extends the duration of childhood as
a social or legal category to the very limit of the physical growth period. Clearly
the social definition of child impinges on the social definition of man and woman,
changes in the definition vary the number legally constituted women and men,
affect age of marriage etc. But we don’t, on the basis of these social variations,
decide that childhood is just a social construct. No change in the laws regarding
child labour or the laws against paedophilia would be sufficient to make children
actually the same as adults in strength or capacities.
Reading on, though, we find that Butler really does doubt that sex is, in
both a temporal and ontological sense, pre-social. She asks:
what is “sex” anyway? Is it natural, anatomical, chromosomal,
or hormonal, and how is a feminist critic to assess the scientific
discourses which purport to establish such “facts” for us? Does sex
have a history? Does each sex have a different history, or histories?
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Is there a history of how the duality of sex was established, a genealogy that might expose the binary options as a variable construction?
Are the ostensibly natural facts of sex discursively produced by various scientific discourses in the service of other political and social
interests?[Butler, 1990, Page 10]
This comes close to conspiracy theory: the suggestion that sexes do not
exist in nature, and that observations in the biological literature, or for that
matter by farmers, that other animals reproduce sexually are just a conspiracy
by political and social interests.
The rhetorical technique, asking a set of ‘bold’ questions without producing
any evidence or argument to show that the questions are reasonable is certainly
familiar. One encounters it among the more outlandish conspiracies propagated
on the web, things like: Is Queen Elisabeth really a shape changing alien? Do
the royal family regularly drink the blood of small children sacrificed for them by
jewish priests? Was this all foretold in secret scrolls buried beneath the Great
Pyramid?
The rhetorical purpose of this technique is to suggest something absurd to
the reader without an author having to be pinned down as having actually
written it. It is the sort of stuff that fringe websites promote.
Butler then goes on to suggest slightly more strongly that sex is just a social
construct:
If the immutable character of sex is contested, perhaps this construct called “sex” is as culturally constructed as gender; indeed,
perhaps it was always already gender [Butler, 1990, Page 10]
Scientifically speaking, we know that sex is not culturally constructed. Beyond
reproduction, we know that disease presents differently in women and men.
This speaks to something other than construction. The thesis that sex is just a
social construct is now expressed as a conditional, with the implication that the
condition is true, without any attempt to assess the probability or plausibility
of the claim. The logical form of her argument is no better than arguing: Since
the theory of Darwin is contested, perhaps the whole theory of evolution is a
masonic project, indeed perhaps we should just accept the book of Genesis as
literally true
Having thrown doubt on the existence of sex as a natural category Butler
then goes on:
It would make no sense, then, to define gender as the cultural interpretation of sex, if sex itself is a gendered category. Gender ought
not to be conceived merely as the cultural inscription of meaning on
a pregiven sex (a juridical conception); gender must also designate
the very apparatus of production whereby the sexes themselves are
established. As a result, gender is not to culture as sex is to nature; gender is also the discursive/cultural means by which “sexed
nature” or “a natural sex” is produced and established as “prediscursive,” prior to culture,” [Butler, 1990, Page 11]
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She goes from a conditional formulation “ if sex itself is a gendered category”
to an unqualified conclusion that states that sex is the result of gender. Just
what is meant by this is not spelled out.
The only way to interpret her text that is compatible with what we know
from science would be as follows. Butler writes “gender must also designate the
very apparatus of production whereby the sexes themselves are established”.
The ’apparatus of production’ of the sexes is the set of genes whose differential activation produces sexual dimorphism during the growth of the individual, along with some triggering mechanism. The cascade may be triggered by
among other things: the presence or absence of Y chromosomes in mammals;
by temperature in crocodiles; being homozygous at the sex determining locus
in bees[Gempe et al., 2009]. In this literal interpretation of the text, gender
becomes the biological processes which give rise to adult males and females.
Gender becomes nest temperature plus suchian genetics, Y chromosomes plus
mammalian genetics. Gender = genotype, sex = phenotype. But from context,
we can be sure that she did not mean this.
Was it cultural gender differences that have led biologists to say that all
placental mammals share a set of defining characteristics which include reproduction by internal fertilization, gestation and lactation?
Was it gender ideology that led farmers to believe that cattle reproduce
sexually?
Would cows, left to themselves without bulls, reproduce by parthenogenesis
like aphids?
All of these are absurd questions, but they do no more than cast her own
questions in a more concrete form. Butler comes close to suggesting that the entire corpus of the biological sciences insofar as they relate to sexual reproduction
are a fabrication.
This is an extraordinary claim. Extraordinary claims, if they are to be
plausible, need correspondingly strong evidence. If she has observations of, or
experimental evidence for, the prevalence of asexual reproduction in mammals
she should have cited it. Failing that, her hypothesis must be treated as a
particularly outlandish conspiracy theory.
Insofar as she produces any support for sex being a social construct it is
by citing not biologists, but by imputing it as the conclusion of the views of
another philosopher:
Beauvoir is clear that one “becomes” a woman, but always under a cultural compulsion to become one. And clearly, the compulsion does not come from “sex.” There is nothing in her account that
guarantees that the “one” who becomes a woman is necessarily female. If “the body is a situation,” as she claims, there is no recourse
to a body that has not always already been interpreted by cultural
meanings; hence, sex could not qualify as a prediscursive anatomical facticity. Indeed, sex, by definition, will be shown to have been
gender all along [Butler, 1990, Page 12]
or earlier in Butler [1986] she wrote
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if the distinction (sex to gender WPC & KDC) is consistently
applied, it becomes unclear whether being a given sex has any necessary consequence for becoming a given gender. The presumption of
a causal or mimetic relation between sex and gender is undermined.
If being a woman is one cultural interpretation of being female, and
if that interpretation is in no way necessitated by being female, then
it appears that the female body is the arbitrary locus of the gender
’woman’, and there is no reason to preclude the possibility of that
body becoming the locus of other constructions of gender
Butler directly deduces female erasure in a few lines going from Beauvoir’s
point about not being born a woman. But just taken by itself the sentence from
Beauvoir would not logically allow this extension.
In that sequence you certainly can not conclude that the set of women is
disconnected from the set of female adults.
Butler grants that Beauvoir says that women become women under cultural
compulsion. But de Beauvoir is assuming, reasonably enough that it is female
children who are under this social compulsion. The fact that de Beauvoir does
not provide a guarantee of this is irrelevant. De Beauvoir should not be obliged
to prove the obvious and uncontroversial. Suppose, counter factually, that social
customs in late 19th century France were unchanged in all respects other than
one thing, that gender was unconnected with sex. The chances of a baby boy
being socialised, and legally categorised as female would then be the same as
that of a baby girl. Given that marriage was the predominant state of French
adults, and that marriages would still have to be between legal men and legal
women, half of all marriages would end up being same sex, even if legally they
were classified as being between opposite genders. In consequence the birthrate
would have fallen by almost half, followed, in a couple of generations, by the
extinction of the French nation at the hands of an Eastern neighbour. This is
so obvious that de Beauvoir hardly needed to point it out. De Beauvoir was
describing forms of cultural compulsion that had existed for centuries.
On ne naı̂t pas femme : on le devient. Aucun destin biologique,
psychique, économique ne définit la figure que revêt au sein de la
société la femelle humaine ; c’est l’ensemble de la civilisation qui
élabore ce produit intermédiaire entre le mâle et le castrat qu’on
qualifie de féminin.7 [Beauvoir, 1949]
Any long standing cultural institution let alone, ” l’ensemble de la civilisation
”8 , has to be compatible with the survival and reproduction of that culture.
But even if we take Butler’s logic explicitly :
If being a woman is one cultural interpretation of being female, and
if that interpretation is in no way necessitated by being female, then
it appears that the female body is the arbitrary locus of the gender
’woman’,
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In formal logic we can write “If being a woman is one cultural interpretation
of being female” as
(x ∈ F )&A → x ∈ W
In words “If Judith is a female and some other fact A, the cultural interpretation,
is true then Judith is a woman” We can formalise the second proposition “ that
interpretation is in no way necessitated by being female” as
∃y : (y ∈ F )&(y ∈
/ W)
In words “ there exists at least one female person, let us say Sheila, who is not
a woman”.
These conditions would be true if Sheila was aged 2. You certainly can not
conclude that “ the female body is the arbitrary locus of the gender ’woman’”
∃z : (z ∈ W )&(z ∈
/ F)
Or in words, Butler implies: “There exists a person, let us call them Zebedee,
who is a woman but who is not female.”
It remains an invalid argument. A formally equivalent argument would be to
say that:“if being a whale is one evolutionary outcome of being a mammal, and
if being a whale is in no way necessitated by being a mammal , then it appears
that being a mammal is entirely arbitrary to being a whale, so sharks can also
be whales.”
All that you can logically conclude from the premises she puts forward is
the trivial point that women are a subset of females. This can be taken both
in terms of ontogenesis and historical genesis. Women are a subset of females
since baby girls are not women, and women in their current cultural role are
historically a subset of all women who have existed since women in other societies
had different cultural social roles.
Note the reference Butler makes to the impossibility of sex existing ‘prediscursively’. This is part of a tendency she has to attribute considerable causal
powers to language, and which involves something of a disregard for our other
senses, particularly sight. It is, after all, mainly by looking at people that we
tell what sex they are. It is only in contexts where sight does not apply, e.g.
filling in official forms, that it is necessary to use language and ask someone
what sex they are.
The claim, by Butler, that sex can not be known about or, even exist,
prediscursively is testable. An elegant study [Lederberg et al., 1986] proves
conclusively that Butler is wrong. Were the Butler hypothesis true, deaf children
would be unable to distinguish boys from girls. The researchers monitored deaf
and hearing children aged 3 to 5 in terms of their preferences for same sex
versus opposite sex playmates. The children were observed at playgroups and
the time spent playing with same and opposite gender children was recorded.
Both hearing and deaf children showed a clear preference for same sex play
partners.
It may be objected that some of the deaf children may have had some sign
language ability and this may have been a means by which information about sex
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or gender categories was communicated to the infants, in which case Butler’s
theory that the perception of sex depends of language might still have some
credibility, but no. First very few of the deaf children or their parents had any
signing ability, and when this was tested for, it was found that sign language
ability of the deaf children and their parents had no detectable influence on
their preference for same sex playmates.
So the ability to perceive sex differences and to identify one’s own sex must
indeed be ‘prediscursive’ and mediated by visual clues rather than by language.
There is a certain lack of caution in Butler’s claims. It is very risky indeed to
make claims about the world, the only support for which are your own inferences
from the work of another philosopher. It is somewhat safer to follow through
the implications of your, hypotheses to see whether empirical data support or
contradict them.
Other examples of incautiously stating speculative hypotheses as established
facts:
It would be wrong to think that the discussion of “identity” ought to
proceed prior to a discussion of gender identity for the simple reason
that “persons” only become intelligible through becoming gendered
in conformity with recognizable standards of gender intelligibility.
It is unclear how one could even formulate the claim in a way that was empirically testable. Perhaps one could run a variant of the Lederberg et al study
in which one controlled for clothing and hair style as a possible ‘recognizable
standard of gender intelligibility’. If Butler is right then having children play
naked with short hair would blind the children to the sex of their playmates.
Unless such an experiment, or a similarly controlled one has been done, we can
not know if Butler’s claim is true or false, but it is rash to state it as a fact.
The body as a natural fact never really exists within human experience, but only has meaning as a state which has been overcome.
Tell that to the hungry! Has this woman never broken a bone?
Butler makes repeated reference to the premise that gender or sex are only
recognisable as an effect of language, or discursive practice as she calls it. On
page 24 we have:
If “identity” is an effect of discursive practices, to what extent is
gender identity, construed as a relationship among sex, gender, sexual practice, and desire, the effect of a regulatory practice that can
be identified as compulsory heterosexuality?
Here we see the typical technique of asking a question in order to suggest a
conclusion for which no supporting evidence is adduced with the whole shrouded
in ambiguity and qualification. What is the purpose of the quotation marks?
They appear to be there to allow a carefully tailored ambiguity. But let us
trace down the ambiguous meanings and see if they make sense.
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Identity is an effect of language

(a) Identity as in a person’s name.
Well yes, language is necessary for naming someone.
(b) Identity as in gender identity.
No, Lederberg et al show that it is not dependent on language. The toddlers were able to match their own genders with those of their playmates
even though they had no access to language.
Answers to the whole question :
Taking meaning (a) the premise is true, no sensible answer can be given
since there is no connection between the true proposition and the consequence
allegedly drawn from it.
Taking meaning (b) since the premise is false, we can again draw no conclusion from it, though the fact that very young children with no language can
identify their own gender we can rephrase it as: Given that gender identification including self identification can occur a very young age, and without the
use of language, is gender identification the effect of social regulations relating
heterosexuality?
And the answer is that it would be very rash to conclude that it is.
The whole book is so shot through with these sorts of ambiguity, rhetoric,
and logical errors that it would be tedious to reviewer and reader to list them
all. Let us go on to some implications of Butler’s philosophy.
Butler would have us believe that there is no universal category of woman.
She seeks to empty out the word of any group membership, turning it into a
matter of performances or self-perceptions that are held together by the social
stereotypes imposed by gender. At the heart of this is the denial of the sexed
body and its importance. In a material analysis, the sexed body is vital to the
reproduction of life and, therefore, society. As Engels wrote in 1890, ’According
to the materialistic conception of history, the production and reproduction of
real life constitutes in the last instance the determining factor of history. Neither Marx nor I ever maintained more.’ Engels The ’reproduction of real life’
demands that we recognize the universal categories of men and women, and
evaluate how the individuals within these social groups are socialized to fulfill
the roles that a given society demands of them.
Instead of the universal categories of men and women based upon the material nature of the sexed body, Butler ignores sex entirely in favor of gender
identity. She argues that gender is an action rather than a system that serves to
enforce a social order. This idea relies on Nietzsche’s suggestion that ’there is
no ”being” behind doing’. Butler [1990] Gender is a verb, not a noun, according
to this view.
In the writings of Marx the foundations of identity and consciousness are
social and are constrained by the material world. In The German Ideology, he
wrote,’The social structure and the State are continually evolving out of the
life-process of definite individuals, but of individuals, not as they may appear
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in their own or other people’s imagination, but as they really are; i.e. as they
operate, produce materially, and hence as they work under definite material
limits, presuppositions and conditions independent of their will.’
In the case of gender, these material limits Marx refers to are the sexed
body and the social expectations based upon the sexed body. The man cannot
produce materially in the same way a woman does in this case. The presuppositions are the social expectations placed upon women due to their reproductive
potential. So, the act, by a man, of performing socially constructed femininity
does nothing to change the universality of the category of woman, nor does it
allow men to enter that category. So, yes, the woman is expected to “act like a
woman,” whatever may constitute acting like a woman in a given society. She’s
only expected to do so because of her biological sex, though. Her performance
of femininity is not what makes her a woman; she has femininity forced upon
her because she is a woman, and is sanctioned if she refuses to comply.
A counter argument is that women don’t stop being women simply because
they cannot reproduce. This argument implies that female human beings are
already being excluded if the concept of womanhood is based upon biology and
the ability to reproduce. This objection ignores the socialization all females
go through as soon as their sex is known. As Elizabeth Hungerford notes,
this socialization begins before a child has her own consciousness and continues
throughout her life. Hungerford Whether an individual girl will have children or
even be fertile is unimportant in her socialization; she will be indoctrinated into
femininity with the expectation of providing free reproductive labor. Likewise,
a woman who has advanced beyond menopause still provides this labor as wife,
as mother of adult children, as grandmother. What’s more, women who never
have children will still be expected to produce in the domestic sphere as wives.
Butler’s idea of performance seems to stop some way short of housework.
Butler’s argument that gender reinforces heterosexuality, which underlies
Gender Trouble, ignores these reasons for the system of gender norms. She tries
to link it to everything from miscegenation taboos to sexuality, all the while
ignoring its purpose. Butler [1990] Gender norms are not arbitrary, but they
are not imposed for any of the reasons she suggests. Because she misunderstands
their purpose, her appeals to performance as a method of destroying them are
bound to fail.
The system of gender norms was created and is reinforced because it provides real material benefit for the ruling class. This benefit is inextricably tied
to the exploitation of female reproductive potential and the labor tied to that
reproductive potential. It is not a coincidence that all of the features of femininity are tied to passivity and providing for others, with no concern for self.
It’s also no coincidence that the features of masculinity are tied to activity and
enforcing one’s will on others.
In order to control female reproductive potential, it becomes necessary for
the woman to see her body as belonging to the men of the family or society,
as a whole, rather than herself. Her reproductive potential is why she exists.
The children she bears will become the property of the men. The “defiled”
female body becomes a burden to the men. So, controlling her reproduction and
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sexuality becomes vital. Even today, this is why laws and cultural rules related
to women focus on limiting contraceptive and abortion access, discouraging
sexual activity outside of heterosexual marriage and punishing women who raise
children on their own. Beyond laws and cultural dictates, the most efficient way
of controlling female reproductive potential is to convince her that it is her
peculiar nature to be focused solely on creating children for men, and then
providing comfort to both the men and the children.
Whether those children are proletarian or bourgeois, they benefit the bourgeoisie. The proletarian sons and daughters will become new workers and soldiers. The bourgeois sons and daughters will perpetuate the system, inheriting
property and position. Gender ideology, with its focus on the passive feminine, is the method of convincing the woman to follow the existing social order.
Because of this benefit, gender has no meaning outside its application to the
sexed body. Men performing the stereotypes of femininity do not alleviate the
problems related to the extraction of reproductive resources from women. Biological females will continue to be exploited on the basis of biology, and they
will continue to be indoctrinated into the gender system in order to ease this
extraction. As with all aspects of superstructure, gender’s purpose as an ideological component of class society is to make those who come out on the losing
end easier to manage. The performance of the male who adopts the stereotypes
of femininity is merely a distraction.
Even if we were to accept Butler’s arguments as valid, there would still be
the issue of language. Her post-modern interest in playing with language, as
if changes in terminology create changes in the real world, serves mostly to
obscure her point. This isn’t to say that the masses are just not smart enough
to grasp the language of the academic nor is it to adopt an anti-intellectual
stance. However, Butler revels in the twisting of language to such a degree that
even the highly educated have difficulty determining what she means. Take the
following passage from Gender Trouble:
As a result, the exposure of this fictive production is conditioned by
the deregulated play of attributes that resist assimilation into the
ready made framework of primary nouns and subordinate adjectives.
It is of course always possible to argue that dissonant adjectives work
retroactively to redefine the substantive identities they are said to
modify and, hence, to expand the substantive categories of gender
to include possibilities that they previously excluded. But if these
substances are nothing other than the coherences contingently created
through the regulation of attributes, it would seem that the ontology
of substances itself is not only an artificial effect, but essentially
superfluous. Butler [1990]
The point she seems to be making is that existing nouns can’t properly describe the range of possible identities, and that the adjectives we might use to
modify those nouns come with their own baggage. She justifies this writing style
by arguing that received grammar is not the best way to express radical ideas.
Similar arguments were made in earlier decades by radical feminists, such as
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Mary Daly. While Daly’s attempts to examine ’malespeak’ and convert it into
language that addressed the experiences of women, Butler simply makes sentence structure so complex that following her train of thought becomes difficult.
Daly used common language with tweaks that she explained to the reader in
her works Gyn/Ecology: The Meta-Ethics of Radical Feminism and Pure Lust:
Elemental Feminist Philosophy. For example, Daly’s references to the ’sadostate’ or ’sado-spirituality are fairly simple concepts to grasp, even if she hadn’t
devoted considerable time to explaining what those terms meant. Butler, on the
other hand, strings together common nouns and adjectives in bloated sentences
that fail to get to the point. The meaning of the passage above could have been
made clear in a few simple sentences. Perhaps this is why so many readers are
able to project whatever they want onto her works, including Gender Trouble.

4

Subjects

It is rather risky to start from the abstract reflection of social relations, in the
speculations of philosophers, rather than the concrete reality of these relations.
Butler claims a philosophical radicalism by countering her views to what she
sees as a residual Cartesian notion of a pre-existing thinking subject, She denies that the subject pre-exists discourse. In substance her concept in Butler
[1990] appears an unacknowledged borrowing from Althusser [1971]. It was not
until Butler [1997] that she explicitly addresses Althusser’s work. Among the
weaknesses of the Althusserian-Butlerian theory are:
1. They mystify the concrete reality of residual feudal social relations by
dressing these up in philosophical language.
2. The focus on language, rather than armies, as a means of creating subjects,
is historically naive.
3. Even as a linguistic theory it is incoherent and superficial, based on no
more than puns.
4. There is no evidence that subjects, in Althusser & Butler’s sense even
exist.

4.1

Gendered subjects, or Her Majesty’s?
Foucault points out that juridical systems of power produce the
subjects they subsequently come to represent. Juridical notions of
power appear to regulate political life in purely negative terms—that
is, through the limitation, prohibition, regulation, control, and even
“protection” of individuals related to that political structure through
the contingent and retractable operation of choice. But the subjects
regulated by such structures are, by virtue of being subjected to them,
formed, defined, and reproduced in accordance with the requirements
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of those structures. If this analysis is right, then the juridical formation of language and politics that represents women as “the subject”
of feminism is itself a discursive formation and effect of a given
version of representational politics.[Butler, 1990, page 4]
This idea well predates Foucault. 50 years before Foucault Soviet Marxist theory
of law had made this point (see Pashukanis [1989] ). But in Pashukanis the origin
of the category subject is traced back to commodity exchange and the law of
private property. That is to say according to Pashukanis both the political
superstructure that enforces the category ‘subject of right’ and the properties
of the category itself are deduced from something more basic - the reproduction
of the units of economic production.9
It is a mistake to identify juridical subjects or legal persons with human
individuals. In the start of this passage the author is explicitly taking the term
subject in the sense of juridical subject. The legal category is quite distinct from
human individuals. Obviously in Roman law, slaves were not legal persons but
objects of property. In terms of modern law, firms are subjects, indeed the US
Supreme Court holds that as such they have the right of free speech and that
this free speech includes giving unlimited political donations. Feudal estates are
also juridical personalities.
In rural Scotland local people will refer to ‘The Estate’ deciding to do this
or that. A Dukedom is an estate and a subject of right, to which the current
incumbent is just a placeholder. So yes the particular person who inherits the
Dukedom, who might have been previously a person of little importance, several
generations removed in the colonies becomes, on the death of the last Duke
becomes the Duke. The Duke is indeed ’defined, and reproduced in accordance
with the requirements of those structures. ’, but as the title holder he is just a
mask for the real subject : the estate. Similarly in Britain and the Dominions
The Crown is party to all criminal cases where it is The Crown, that prosecutes.
The particular human individual who wears the crown is, literally, the bearer
of the social relation. In republics, this real dehumanisation of the category
becomes more explicit with prosecutions being carried out in the names of the
Republic, the State, the People etc. In this sense the author is right about the
general point that structures are prior, but too limiting in identifying juridical
subjects with human individuals.
“the juridical formation of language and politics that represents women as
“the subject” of feminism is itself a discursive formation and effect of a given
version of representational politics” The author is in this passage being deliberately poetic and ambiguous, overloading her passage with several possible
meanings at once. Does “the subject” of feminism in this context mean the
topic that feminism is about? Does it use the metaphor of Lukacs where a political movement is described as a subject, ie all women organised in the feminist
movement are a political subject. The author is also using the word ‘represent’
in two senses: as presents or shows, and representational politics in the sense
of electing representatives: are women allowed to vote? Whether this type of
poetic and ambiguous language is a good or a bad practice is open to question.
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Ambiguity is deplored in scientific writing, it may, however, be very handy to
the rhetorician or sophist10 .
the feminist subject turns out to be discursively constituted by
the very political system that is supposed to facilitate its emancipation. This becomes politically problematic if that system can be
shown to produce gendered subjects along a differential axis of domination or to produce subjects who are presumed to be masculine. In
such cases, an uncritical appeal to such a system for the emancipation of “women” will be clearly self-defeating.[Butler, 1990, page
4]
This is a deliberate adoption of the obscure writing style of mid 20th century French intellectual literature. As soon as you instantiate it with one of its
possible concrete meanings it becomes nonsense. Take the first generation feminist campaigns for voting rights. The feminist subject, which by the authors
previous sentence is women, were indeed up to 1944 constituted by the French
Republic as non voters, the system of law there had indeed created the ‘voting
subject’ as a subject that was presumed to be masculine. But what does it
mean to make an uncritical appeal to such a system and why was that appeal
self defeating?
The feminist movement of the day had to appeal to the French state - the
system in question - in order to get the law changed, but the call to extend the
franchise to women was not uncritical, it was obviously critical of the categorisation of women as non voters. And in the time scale of decades, this appeal to
French Republic was not self defeating. The franchise was extended. Perhaps
by ‘the system’, the author means not the Republic but the system of categories
that created women as second class citizens?
This was a system of legal discourse; one which defined in statute certain
discursive categories. This legal discourse defined women as a subordinate category, just as South African legal discourse defined black people as subordinate
disenfranchised category. But any movement to reform civil rights has to appeal to the group that is currently disenfranchised - women in early 20th century
France, blacks in mid 20th century South Africa. It is clear that blacks as a
political category only made sense in the context of the ‘discursive practice’ of
Apartheid law. Black was not a meaningful political category in Nigerian law
at that time. But it was certainly not self defeating for the ANC to appeal to
blacks as a category, nor was it self defeating for the suffragettes to appeal to
women as a category. In both cases it was the only way to proceed.
The historical truth is the exact opposite of the two most plausible concrete
interpretations of the author’s claim
The question of “the subject” is crucial for politics, and for feminist politics in particular, because juridical subjects are invariably
produced through certain exclusionary practices that do not “show”
once the juridical structure of politics has been established. In other
words, the political construction of the subject proceeds with certain
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legitimating and exclusionary aims, and these political operations are
effectively concealed and naturalized by a political analysis that takes
juridical structures as their foundation.
The question of political subjects or citizens and their legal rights was indeed
critical to feminist politics as it was to the Anti Apartheid movement. But it
is simply not the case that these categories did not show or were invisible. The
prohibition on blacks voting or women voting was explicit in statute and openly
enforced. Similarly practices of excluding illegal immigrants from voting and
other rights are not hidden. The prohibition on blacks as a category entering
parks was openly proclaimed at park gates. It is certainly arguable that, on the
contrary, the more discriminatory a system of political power is, the less this
discrimination has to be hidden behind ideological niceties[Finley and Shaw,
1998]. Before the universal franchise, class differences were talked about openly
and unashamedly, it is with the removal of legal discrimination’s that they
become something that is glossed over with euphemism. They need no signs
saying ‘no plebs here’ at the entrance of the Grosvenor.
We all have equal rights.
Some have money as well.
When discussing the feminist movement as a ’subject’ there is no discussion
in concrete terms of what she means by ‘representational politics’, in the USA
nor on what sort of political contradictions of interest actually prevent the
formation of a women’s party in US politics.
What relations of domination and exclusion are inadvertently
sustained when representation becomes the sole focus of politics? The
identity of the feminist subject ought not to be the foundation of feminist politics, if the formation of the subject takes place within a field
of power regularly buried through the assertion of that foundation.
Perhaps, paradoxically, “representation” will be shown to make sense
for feminism only when the subject of “women” is nowhere presumed.
No answer given to the first question, the obvious one is that attempting just
to increase the representation of women within the existing political structure
would, by the dynamics of the the US system, lead to more representation by
well off or wealthy women. The other sentences are meaningless.
Butler argues that one logical consequence of making the distinction between sex and gender is that in principle the two can become completely out of
alignment.
If gender is the cultural meanings that the sexed body assumes,
then a gender cannot be said to follow from a sex in any one way.Taken
to its logical limit, the sex/gender distinction suggests a radical discontinuity between sexed bodies and culturally constructed genders.
Assuming for the moment the stability of binary sex, it does not
follow that the construction of “men” will accrue exclusively to the
bodies of males or that “women” will interpret only female bodies.

4 Subjects

27

If we accept for a moment that gender and sex are both binary predicates,
as a purely logical argument Butler is right. For example the category of people
able to vote in France in 1930 was clearly something that was entirely something
socially and legally constructed and it also overlapped, give or take a few resident
aliens, criminals etc with the set of men in France and excluded all women in
France. It was thus a culturally constructed category that could be said to
attach meanings to sexed bodies there.
The equivalent category 20 years later no longer coincided with the man/woman
distinction, but was more inclusive, excluding only the prisoners and aliens. So
yes in principle a juridically constructed partition of the population that is initially aligned with sex can become completely disconnected. To some extent
the state is free, given the right alignment in parliament, to play around arbitrarily with legal categories. It can decide that male to female transexuals can
be legally treated as women if they wish to be.
Although such legal categorisations can reasonably be called ‘cultural meanings’, there are lots of other cultural meanings associated with sexed bodies.
If a child is female there is the expectation that they will play with dolls, be
quiet and studious at school, like fairy stories etc. If any person is a woman
that ‘means’ that they are likely to earn less, have career breaks, be passed over
for promotion, be more likely to work in public service than in the engineering
industry, less likely to die of smoking related illness than a man etc. These
‘meanings’ are expectations both in the sense of subjective expectations - parents expect their girls to want Barbie for Xmas, girls will not expect to grow up
to be engineers - and in the statistical sense that girls are more likely to play
with dolls than boys are. The subjective expectations are shaped by the actual
likelihoods, and in turn, tend to stabilise the likelihoods.
The expectations are probabilities. Some women will become engineers or
plumbers, but more will become social workers. There are a whole set of these
probabilities of outcomes and traits that are actually different between the sexes.
The space of sex related traits is, in maths terms, multidimensional and thus
if gender is the set of these meanings or probabilities gender itself is a high
dimensional space11 . But if gender is a multidimensional set of probabilities, it
is not the set man, woman or male, f emale. In which case Butler’s argument
about gender becoming disconnected from sex and the set of women ceasing to
coincide with set of people who have female bodies makes no sense. Nor can one
reconcile the fact that in practical research gender differences are measured on
multiple orthogonal axes with the modern cant about gender being a spectrum.
This wrong in several ways. First it is based on a misconception about what
spectrums are. Those who claim it is a spectrum seem to think that a spectrum
is in some way the opposite of saying that there are only two distinct genders:
male and female.
If you have ever used a spectroscope, you will remember that what you see is
a set of discrete coloured lines. Each chemical element will, when excited, emit
a discrete set of characteristic colours - its emission spectrum. It is the discrete
character of spectral lines that enables us to say what gases are present in the
atmosphere of the Sun and other stars. So gender being a spectrum would imply
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that gender, like sex, had absolutely distinct ’emission’ lines: male and female.
This is not what those who use the term want to imply. They think a spectrum
implies continuity not discreteness, that in mathematical terms it maps onto
the real number line, the continuum. But they are using the wrong metaphor
for what they wish to express, and what they wish to express is itself wrong,
since a multidimensional space can not be represented in a scalar continuum.
Butler’s argument only makes sense in terms of sex as a legal category, in
terms of the set of people that the state calls women and,who for instance, it
once allowed to retire at 60, or used to prohibit from serving on warships etc.
The state can under the right political pressure legislate that this category of
legal women includes biological males, or it can chose to make the legal category
‘woman’ void of practical significance by eliminating all laws that discriminate
on the basis of sex.
For Irigaray, the female sex is not a “lack” or an “Other” that
immanently and negatively defines the subject in its masculinity. On
the contrary, the female sex eludes the very requirements of representation, for she is neither “Other” nor the “lack,” those categories
remaining relative to the Sartrian subject, immanent to that phallogocentric scheme. Hence, for Irigaray, the feminine could never be
the mark of a subject, as Beauvoir would suggest. Further, the feminine could not be theorized in terms of a determinate relation between
the masculine and the feminine with- in any given discourse, for discourse is not a relevant notion here. Even in their variety, discourses
constitute so many modalities of phallogocentric language.The female
sex is thus also the subject that is not one.
....
For Beauvoir, the “subject” within the existential analytic of misogyny is always already masculine, conflated with the universal, differentiating itself from a feminine “Other” outside the universalizing
norms of personhood, hopelessly “particular,” embodied, condemned
to immanence. Although Beauvoir is often understood to be calling for the right of women, in effect, to become existential subjects
and, hence, for inclusion within the terms of an abstract universality, her position also implies a fundamental critique of the very
disembodi- ment of the abstract masculine epistemological subject.
19 That subject is abstract to the extent that it disavows its socially
marked embodiment and, further, projects that disavowed and disparaged embodiment on to the feminine sphere, effectively renaming the body as female.This association of the body with the female
works along magical relations of reciprocity whereby the female sex
becomes restricted to its body, and the male body, fully disavowed,
becomes, paradoxically, the incorporeal instrument of an ostensibly
radical freedom
The discussion of subjects and whether the category subject is inherently
masculinist seems to posses, in the authorities used by Butler, an odd bour-
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geois republican blindness. Bourgeois ideology, according to Marx, projects its
categories as eternal necessary components of society. The authorities that the
American, Butler, cites mainly lived in 20th century France. For them, as citizens of the archetypal bourgeois republic, ’subject’ is just a philosophical or
linguistic category. At most it is the idealized representation of the French male
citizen voter. Cross the channel from France or move North from the USA and
you land in the dominions of Sa Majesté Elizabeth Deux, par la grâce de Dieu
Reine du Royaume-Uni, du Canada et de ses autres royaumes et territoires,
Chef du Commonwealth, Défenseur de la Foi. Those born in these dominions,
are, by birth, subjects: her subjects.
The labeling of us as subjects is a persisting effect of the old feudal social
order. We are subjects because we are sub-iecta or cast beneath her in this
social order. This status as subiecta is signified by the obligation to physically
lower ourselves in her presence.
Even for those advancing beyond the lower ranks, acquiring ’honour’ in the
form of an identity as a Knight, Dame or Earl, the subject’s subordinate position
is emphasized. They kneel before her and she places the blade of her sword on
their shoulders, symbolizing that they live by her pleasure, that, though raised
in status, she could if she wished cut their head off. In time of war, the fact
that we live at the pleasure of the sovereign is made ruthlessly clear. We must,
if so ordered, die for Queen and country.
De Beauvoir suggest that the subject is a male and the female is the other
against which this subject defines itself. The subject is equated with freedom.
No, this is a philosopher’s delusion.
Subjects are not free, and the opposite of the subject is not woman, nor
even objects like spoons, socks or shoes. No, the opposite of the subject is the
Sovereign who defines all others as subjects. With monarchy, subjection to the
sovereign is universal. When we transgress her laws, we are brought before Her
Majesty’s judges, who sit beneath her seal, who can have us transported, now
to Her Majesty’s Prisons, or once to her Australian colonies. When the Irish
rebel, their insubordination is put down by Her Majesty’s armed forces -when
Indian subjects rebelled they were blown from the mouths of cannons. When
her African subjects rebelled they were put in concentration camps, tortured,
starved and worked to death.
electric shock was widely used, as well as cigarettes and fire. Bottles (often broken), gun barrels, knives, snakes, vermin, and hot eggs
were thrust up men’s rectums and women’s vaginas. The screening
teams whipped, shot, burned and mutilated Mau Mau suspects, ostensibly to gather intelligence for military operations and as court
evidence [Elkins, 2005, page 66]
At a more basic level, one that touches all of her subjects every day, we
exchange our labour for nothing more than paper tokens with images of her
head on them. The universal feudal obligation on the subject to work for the
sovereign was, with the issue of coinage, devolved to civil society so that the
tokens of subjection might pass between subjects[Wray, 2004, Forstater, 2003],
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Fig. 3: The discursive constitution of the subject by ultima ratio de Victoria
regina .
creating further hierarchies in her service. This is not the metaphorical ’economy
of signs’ of Irigaray, but a real economy of monetary signs growing out of the
interstices of feudalism, growing at the pleasure and disposal of the monarch.
The feudal/monarchical relation that makes people subjects is not gendered,
since either men or women can be sovereigns and both are subjects of sovereigns.
Yes, the laws of descent of the crown may be biased towards male heirs, there
are relatively more kings than queens. But that statistical disparity is a result
of laws of inheritance rather than laws of subordination and fealty12 .
Monarchy was the overwhelming prevailing order in Europe until the French
Republic was stably established as an exception in 1870. The language of European philosophy was formed in monarchy where all but the sovereign were
legally subjects, so the term subject enters legal use and then philosophical
dialogue as a synonym for persons. But being a subject is not a position of
freedom, but, as the name implies, one of feudal subordination. To attribute it
as a linguistic category or an effect of gender is an illusion, an a-historic and
specifically bourgeois republican misinterpretation of the term. The entire legal and coercive structure of the European monarchies, real laws, currencies,
armies, navies, prisons and courts were a practical demonstration of this.
It was not this mundane reality of subjection that Butler writes about when
she says
The question of locating “agency” is usually associated with the
viability of the “subject,” where the “subject” is understood to have
some stable existence prior to the cultural field that it negotiates. Or,
if the subject is culturally constructed, it is nevertheless vested with
an agency, usually figured as the capacity for reflexive mediation,
that remains intact regardless of its cultural embeddedness. On such
a model, “culture” and “discourse” mire the subject, but do not con-
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stitute that subject. This move to qualify and enmire the preexisting
subject has appeared necessary to establish a point of agency that is
not fully determined by that culture and discourse. And yet, this
kind of reasoning falsely presumes (a) agency can only be established
through recourse to a prediscursive “I,” even if that “I” is found in
the midst of a discursive convergence, and (b) that to be constituted
by discourse is to be determined by discourse, where determination
forecloses the possibility of agency.
The focus of the school French social theory, reflected second hand, in Butler
is on the creation of subjects by language or as they call it discursive performance. The latter can indeed create subjects, but only on a small scale. Foreigners may become Elizabeth’s subjects and gain her gracious protection by an
appropriate performative act - an oath of allegiance:
I, [name], swear by Almighty God that, I will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth the Second, Her Heirs and Successors
according to law.
But this is the petty change of subjectivity. For the mass production of
subjects sovereigns resort to a different discourse, a different argument, the
ultima ratio regis13 . It was cannons that gave Victoria her 380 million subjects.
Subjectivity is created by cannons and abolished by guillotines.

4.2

Linguistic subjects

There is a second, limited, sense in which language constitutes subjects. Butler
writes about I being the speaking subject. Grammatically this is true, in “I hit
the ball”, “I” is the subject of the sentence - nominative case. The sentence
thus constitutes “I” as a grammatical subject. Whenever Judith Butler refers
to to herself in a sentence using I she is the subject of the sentence. But this
is trivial, since the subject of a sentence is not necessarily a person or even an
animate object:
Shoemaker-Levy hit Jupiter in 1994
Titanic hit an iceberg
Conversely if Judith Butler refers to herself in a sentence using “me”, she
becomes a grammatical object not a grammatical subject - in dative or accusative case. So just as language constitutes people as subjects, it constitutes
ships and rocks as subjects, and also constitutes people as objects. The Althusser/Butler linguistic constitution of the subject actually comes down to no
more than this insignificant pun on grammatical terminology. It pretends to
give a material support to the idealist philosophical category ‘subject’, but on
examination turns out to be just empty.
In places, even Butler herself recognizes that the subject she is trying to
rescue is just the Cartesian mind or Christian soul.
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The theory of embodiment informing Beauvoir’s analysis is clearly
limited by the uncritical reproduction of the Cartesian distinc- tion
between freedom and the body.[Butler, 1990, page 17]
The subject/soul/spirit in this philosophical sense was used to explain human
behaviour. How was it possible for human bodies to behave rationally. The
hypothesis was that they contained an inner rational spirit, identified with
breath[Lloyd, 2007], which somehow animated the body to give it personality. But if you dispense with this old idea, and follow modern biological science,
you say that rational behaviour, speech etc are all produced by the body itself
in response to a lifetime of sensory inputs. Butler’s theory amounts to saying that these sensory inputs, in particular sound in the form of words makes,
or as she would say, constitutes a soul within the body: presumably as some
configuration of neural connections.
Another discipline, computer science uses the concept of virtual machines
or emulators[Goldberg, 1974]. It is possible to use a programming language to
make an Intel computer behave like a Motorola one. This program is said to
constitute a virtual Motorola processor. A generous interpretation of Butler,
might be that she is suggesting that subjects are virtual entities in this sense:
machines programmed in natural language. But her hypothesis is pure speculation. She presents no evidence that these subjects or souls actually exist. Nor
does she give any mechanism by which language could, even in principle, make
these virtual subjects operate14 .
Butler places herself explicitly on the terrain of explaining human behaviours.
For what, other than behaviors, are her ‘performative acts’?
The study of, and causal investigation of, human behaviours is what psychology is all about. If, however, you look in the top rated psychology journals,
you wont find them explaining behaviour in terms of discursively constituted
subjects. The concept is just not used. Insofar as they do talk of subjects it is
in the sense of experimental subjects, people who are either subjected to some
form of treatment or act as controls.
In summary, for all Butler’s pretensions to radicalism, she fails to actually
problematise the term ‘subject’.

4.3

Identity and bodies

Discussing what identity means she says: “the “coherence” and “continuity”
of “the person” are not logical or analytic features of personhood, but, rather,
socially instituted and maintained norms of intelligibility.”
Well identity does involve socially instituted and maintained norms, and the
continuity of a person does not depend on anything logical or analytic, but
it misses the key point. The continuity and coherence of a personal identity,
say Judith Butler, is dependent on the name continuing to refer to the same
physical body. This may seem banal but contemporary society has a whole set
of regulatory procedures to ensure that the name and body match up. A credit
card is the most common evidence of identity used today, but, as a physical
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token it can be stolen. It is secured by something internal to the person’s body
- a PIN stored in their brain. If the PIN is written down it is compromised. A
similar principle exists with passwords, they act to identify you to the extent
that they become part of your brain.
Credit card systems and computer login systems are coercive ‘socially instituted and maintained norms of intelligibility’. They are social power. They give
you, what Smith called, the power to command the labour of others. Think of
the power that would come from access to Trump’s bank account login. As a
result, they are the targets of ‘identity theft’, where theft of the tokens of your
identity allows, from the standpoint of these social regulatory systems, a thief
passes as equivalent to you.
In what sense is a thief who has stolen your credit card and a PIN you have
written down not you?
From the standpoint of the bank teller or cash machine they are you. If someone steals your passport, and changes the photograph, then from the standpoint
of the border police, they are you. The socially instituted norms of intelligibility,
will, in this case treat the fake and the real person as identical.
But we all have no hesitation in rejecting this is false pretense. Why?
Because it is not the same body. True identity resides in bodily continuity
not from the appropriation of the tokens external of identity. Technologies for
bio-metric identification, whether based on iris patterns or fingerprints aim to
make the token of identity something that is inseparably and continuously linked
to your body.
This has an obvious parallel to the objection by the feminist community to
transsexual men declaring themselves as women. They adopt signs of identity
in the form of dress, makeup and engage in explicit declaration just as the credit
card fraudster adopts signs and makes declarations of a stolen identity. But all
this is pretense in both cases, since true identity rests in bodily continuity.

5

Heteronormativity

In preface the author posits that it is a socially possible to have a non hetronormative society and that this is desirable. Butler’s concern with breaking gender
from heteronormativity is counterproductive and fails to address the heart of
the matter. What is the purpose of gender roles at all if not to reinforce heteronormativity?
The two concepts are bound together to serve the same material purposes:
ensuring that women perform reproductive labor and consequently the creation
of new workers. In earlier phases of society, gender roles also dictated the
control of property in land and animals. They are not, and have never been,
simply a method of circumscribing behavior for its own sake. They are not
even a method of circumscribing behavior in pursuit of male desire. The idea
that gender is simply socially sanctioned performance that makes the person
intelligible as man or woman, diverts attention from the reason why categories
of male and female are economically and socially relevant at all. Performance of
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5
10
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number of children per generation
Per 100 women
Reproduction
Lesbian straight
requirement
mothers mothers
210
1.68
208.32
210
3.36
206.64
210
6.72
203.28
210
13.44
196.56
210
17.1
192.8
Assumed fertility rates
2.1
0.16 as fraction
0.336

Children per
non lesbian
woman
2.19
2.296
2.541
3.276
3.94

Tab. 1: Implications of non heteronormativity for the remaining fraction of heterosexual women. The last two columns show the number of children
straight women would have to have to sustain the population given the
known low birthrate among lesbians which is taken from Black et al.
[2000].
gendered stereotypes associated with the opposite sex cannot eliminate either
gender roles or heteronormativity, since the underlying material requirements
of class society are not being challenged.
Could bourgeois society actually exist as anything other than heteronormative? To reproduce itself it, like any society, needs a mean fertility of adult
women of over 2. It has to be over two to allow for child mortality. As child
mortality rates fall the replacement fertility rate approaches but never reaches
2. We know further that the fertility rate among lesbian couples is very low
compared to among heterosexual women. Black et al. [2000] report that for
lesbian couples in the USA the mean number of children in the household is
0.35, for married heterosexual couples the mean is 1.1 per household. Bear in
mind that the figures include older couples whose children have left home in
each instance. Thus the fertility rate of women in lesbian couples is only 16% of
that of women in married couples taking into account that there are two women
in each lesbian couple - (0.35/(1.1x2))=16%.
To say that a characteristic is a norm for a population, means that it is
the preponderant trait for a population. So a non-heteronormative population
must have less than half of the population made up of hetrosexuals. For a simple
analysis we only look at the effect of norms on the population of women. Table
1 projects the demographic implications of different percentages of lesbians in
the adult female population. A more sophisticated model would deal with the
impacts of male to female and female to male operative or hormonal transexuals,
both groups of which, for statistical purposes can be assumed to have close to
zero fertility. It would also have to deal with the demographic effect of male
homosexuals which becomes significant if they are more numerous than lesbians
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Fig. 4: Historical trend of US fertility.
since that would result in an increase in the percentage of single hetrosexual
women, who also have a lower fertility than married women. Suppose we take
as an example of a non-heteronormative USA one where 51% of women were
lesbians. This would require each straight woman to have 3.95 children. What
would be the implication of a return to such large family sizes. It would be likely
to imply a substantially lower participation in the labour market and lower cash
incomes for these women, whilst at the same time their family costs - feeding
and clothing so many children would rise.
The 3.95 figure is the mean, given that there will be a range of family sizes,
a mean of that number of children implies many women will actually have 6 or
7 children. Even threshold levels of 51% homonormativity would imply higher
child bearing rates for straight women than have occurred at any time in the
last 100 years (Figure 4).
Taken literally, the call to erase heteronormativity amounts to is a programmatic demand to reduce straight women to the social position they had as far
back as the 19th century. The above argument is a reductio ad absurdum of the
idea of abolishing heteronormativity, and the argument relies on an assumption
that the homonormative society is able to reproduce itself. In one sense such an
assumption is justifiable, since in practice societies unable to reproduce themselves are short lived and, integrated over time and space, very unlikely to be
encountered. But this is actually what is observed, homonormative societies are
so rare as to be statistically negligible. So the assumption that homonormative
societies do have a mode of reproduction can be dropped. There is indeed no
evident causal mechanism that would make the straight section of the population have more children just because the gay population increased as a share of
each age cohort.
What Butler is suggesting is that the individual, through individual acts
of subversion, can change society. There is no collective action against the
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collective problem, nor even an understanding of what the problem is. The
concern, as when she writes of her uncle’s experience as an effeminate gay man,
is with the ability of the individual to be his authentic self.

6

History

Butler opens her second chapter with a discussion of how to conceptualise the
historical origins of patriarchy. She warns against adopting an over simple view
of the past in which there was just a single system of patriarchy that arose
world-wide, before going on to look at the underlying assumptions involved in
any such search for a pre-patriarchal social order.
Throughout the speculation of Engels, socialist feminism, those
feminist positions rooted in structuralist anthropology, there emerge
various efforts to locate moments or structures within history or culture that establish gender hierarchy.The isolation of such structures
or key periods is pursued in order to repudiate those reactionary
theories which would naturalize or universalize the subordination of
women.
....
Lévi-Strauss’s structuralist anthropology, including the problematic nature/culture distinction, has been appropriated by some feminist
theorists to support and elucidate the sex/gender distinction: the
posi- tion that there is a natural or biological female who is subsequently transformed into a socially subordinate “woman,” with the
conse- quence that “sex” is to nature or “the raw” as gender is to
culture or “the cooked. If Lévi-Strauss’s framework were true, it
would be possible to trace the transformation of sex into gender by
locating that stable mechanism of cultures, the exchange rules of kinship, which effect that transformation in fairly regular ways. Within
such a view, “sex” is before the law in the sense that it is culturally
and political undetermined, providing the “raw material” of culture,
as it were, that begins to signify only through and after its subjection
to the rules of kinship. This very concept of sex-as-matter, sexas-instrument-of-cultural- signification, however, is a discursive formation that acts as a naturalized foundation for the nature/culture
distinction and the strategies of domination that that distinction supports. [Butler, 2002, page 47]
There is a slide here from the analysis of Engels [2010] or Meillassoux [1981]
to criticising something quite different. You do not find Engels, or those who
follow him, writing of sex as matter or an instrument of cultural signification.
There follows a long section of polemic against structuralist and pychoanalytic
explanations of hetro-sexuality as the norm, or of the exchange of women in
systems of exogamy. We have no desire to defend structuralism or psychoanalysis, the starting point of historical materialism is quite different. It starts from
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the need, that any form of society has, to reproduce its own material existence.
Social survival depends upon, in order of priority:
1. The production of sufficient food to cover energy needs and growth, along
with heat and shelter - as hairless apes, this implies we need fire, buildings
and in non tropical regions, clothes.
2. The production of new generations to replace those who die.
The forms of social organisation recorded in history, indicated by archaeology and observed by anthropology are all ways of achieving these requirments
that are conditioned by available technologies, population densities and natural
resources. These forms of social organisation must simulataneously ensure the
production of food and shelter and at the same time ensure human reproduction.
It is at this point that a fundamental asymmetry of the sexes makes itself felt.
Whereas women can do any task that men can do, the reverse is not true. The
inter-generational survival of a community is entirely dependent on its young
women, who were, in consequence, the single most important constraining factor
for small communities.
The exchange of young women between communities, and before that the
capture of young women from other communities arose as the result of a specific
stage in the development of technologies. The initial domestication of plants allows a sedentary lifestyle and the formation of groups larger than small nomadic
bands, but in the absence of domestication of cattle the small villages are dependent on hunting for additional protein. According to Meillassoux [1981] whilst
conflict in patoral society is over cows, in horticultural society the motive for the
conflict was the capture not of cattle but young women. Pure hunter gatherer
societies are nomadic, with no fixed villages, and mobility of people between
wandering small bands. Horticulture ties people down. He argues that the
initial form of family in the transition to agriculture is the matri-local. That
means a society in which adult women stay in their mother’s home or community. Insofar as there is mobility between communities, it is the men who move,
seeking wives in other communities.
In principle either sex can move. You can have a matri-local system where
women stay in their birthplace and the men move, or patri-local communities
where the reverse happens. Although these seem logically to be no more than
mirror images, their economic effects are actually very different. The reproductive potential of a community is set by how many young women, rather
than young men, it has. This has serious implications for relatively small communities, ones which are not yet able to fully support themselves through the
whole year by agriculture. Such communities have to be small relative to their
hinterland to prevent the exhaustion of the available game15 .
Within such small groups the laws of chance mean that the numbers of each
sex comming of age will fluctuate. Some communities will have more young men
than young women and vice versa. In principle some of young men could leave
and try and join another community with a surplus of women, but what often
happened, is that the men raid neighbouring communities and abduct young
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women. Given that the community still depends partly on hunting, the men are
skilled in the use of bows and arrows etc, and these skills transfer readily from
hunting to raiding.
This leads to endemic hostility and suspicion between communities. Men
acquire the social role of warrior both to abduct women from other groups and
to protect their ‘own’ women. Such societies may remain matri-lineal, with
children being brought up in a relatively communal household with their uncles
playing what we would regard as a paternal role. There may be no system of
strict monogamy. But the beginnings of the collective dominance of men over
women exist. Men as hunters and warriors develop ideologies that represent
them as protectors and hero’s and which justify relegating women to what are
presented as menial horticultural tasks. In particular the abducted women, cut
off from their own community, are in a very subordinate position.
The combination of hunting with horticulture limits the size of settled communities. Meillassoux claims that the precariousness of reproduction leads to
abductions and raiding. Hunters develop warrior attributes and male dominance
begins to develop. But this is collective rather than individual. There is not
yet the figure of the patriarch, exercising exclusive control over the sexuality of
‘his’ women. The society may still approve of considerable sexual license, with
various orgiastic rituals and very blurred ideas of paternity[Ryan and Jethá,
2010].
The basic contradiction associated with small matri-lineal communities could
be solved :
• by becoming more exclusively agricultural and piscatorial whilst growing
in size it is possible to form big matri-lineal or even matriarchal communities that do not suffer from frequent random shortages of women of child
bearing age;
• by moving towards a patri-lineal and subsequently patriarchal form of
family and clan.
The probability that a community with several hundred people will suffer serious random swings in its sex-ratio is very low. Communities like the Neolithic
towns of Anatolia would have been big enough, and sufficiently dependent on
agriculture, to avoid the raiding and warrior culture that Meillasoux observed in
those recent tribes who combined hoe agriculture with hunting. Such societies
would still have had potential problems within individual matri-lineal households if there were no daughters. But this is not such a problem for a peaceful
community. It could be dealt with by adoption of daughters from other families,
as occurs among the modern matriarchal Mosuo[Stacey, 2009]. Whilst we can
only speculate as to whether this took place in the early settled communities of
Anatolia, it could account for what seems to have been a long period of peaceful
development of these communities, without evidence of either stratification or
gender inequality in the archaeological record.
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From Souls to Genders

By page 171 of her book, Butler has not yet actually defined gender. Have
wandered down various literary paths, she finally comes to it at a rush. But her
final path of approach is transparently idealist. She first quotes with approval
a passage by Foucault which claims that the soul is not an illusion, but that
souls really exist. That they are produced on and around the human body by
the power of punishment.
She then goes on to assert that
The redescription of intrapsychic processes in terms of the surface
politics of the body implies a corollary redescription of gender as the
disciplinary production of the figures of fantasy through the play of
presence and absence on the body’s surface, the construction of the
gendered body through a series of exclusions and denials, signifying
absences.
Here Butler finally defines gender as the production of a fantasty figure by
disciplinary processes. She arrives at this by an explicit analogy between gender
and the soul, the existence of which, on the strength of a passage from Foucalt,
she is willing to accept. Here too she is echoing Althusser:
even if it appears under this name (the subject) only with the
advent of bourgeois ideology, legal ideology in particular, the category
of the subject (which may function under other names: for example,
the soul in Plato, God, and so on) is the category constitutive of all
ideology, [Althusser, 1971, page 188]
But the soul has long been rejected, by medicine and biology, as redundant
hypothesis, so this is a very shaky terrain on which to sink the founds of gender.
At one time the soul, the spirit or pneuma (πνηυµα) was, in ancient Galenic
medicine, a scientific hypothesis. Galen knew from vivisection experiments that
nerves were vital to the control of muscles. He used to demonstrate that a
monkey undergoing vivisection would scream until his scalpel cut the nerve
controlling the vocal cords. How did this transmission occur?
By the 19th century doctors were comparing nerves with telegraph wires,
and hypothesizing, correctly, that they sent electrical impulses to the muscles.
But lacking a knowledge of electricity, classical medicine thought that the mechanism was pneumatic. The nerves, it was suggested, conveyed compressed air
(pneuma) from the hollow ventricles of the brain, down through the nerves to
the muscles which then inflated. Originally the pneuma or spirit, from latin
spiritus for breath, was a mechanistic hypothesis, and a plausible one. After
all, when a person dies they expire - or let out their last breath. It was thus
reasonable to suppose that breath or spirit was the motive force of brain and
muscle. This continued to be the theory behind the labeling of distilled alcohol
as ’spirits’ as these were produced by the condensation of the breath of wine.
So these were labelled as aqua vita, uisge-beatha or water of life.
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But we now know that although this was a plausible theory, it is wrong.
The nervous system is electo-chemical in operation, as are muscles. The soul
or spirit is a redundant hypothesis. Everything that it purported to explain
can be understood as the result of other material processes. A mere assertion
by a philosopher, unless supported by a massive body of experimental data,
is not enough to re-establish the relevance of the concept of the soul. Butler
rests her concept of gender on an analogy to the redundant idea of the soul, so
the parsimonious assumption must be that her concept is equally redundant.
Butler writes of a: ”corollary redescription of gender” which begs the question of
whether there are such things as genders in the first place. In explaining things
we should prefer simple explanations over complex ones. As we pointed out in
the introduction, the English speaking academic world got along with describing
society without the concept of gender until about 1970 when the use of the word
exploded. Those writing in Spanish or French however had no equivalent shift
in terminology. One can’t just assume that genders exist, you have to establish
that inventing this new concept of genders allows you either to categorise new,
previously unobserved phenomena, or to explain known phenomena better than
previous concepts like sexes, sex roles or sex-stereotypes. Returning to the
previous point about souls, once electric spikes were measured on nerve fibres
by Du Bois-Reymond the concept of pneuma or its elaboration - elan vital,
could be dropped in favour of the new concept of the nerve impulse.
Let us suppose for the sake of argument that the escalation in the use of
the term gender in the early 70s was due to Oakley [2015(1972], and further
assume that this had established the necessity of a concept of gender distinct
from sex and sex roles. If Butler then redefines gender she has to go back to
square one and establish that her new concept is necessary. If you change what
the concept of gender means, then any prior case which may have established
the explanatory utility of the old idea of gender, is lost. The old case supported
a different concept. Butler, having given an entirely new definition of gender
as the disciplinary production of fantasy figures, must go back and show what
actual social phenomena this new idea predicts better than the concepts which
predated Oakley. Does this new concept provide a more accurate predictive
categorisation of the population than sex does?
Does Butler’s concept help explain and predict the results of empirical research into gender differences16 ?
Butler’s follow on to her definition suggests not:
We have already considered the incest taboo and the prior taboo
against homosexuality as the generative moments of gender identity,
the prohibitions that produce identity along the culturally intelligible
grids of an idealized and compulsory heterosexuality.
Yes she has considered it in a discussion of Freud and Lacan, but why should
we believe them?
Is there any sound experimental data to back up psychoanalytic theories
about incest taboos?
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Has she produced any evidence that taboos against homosexuality are ’prior’
to incest taboos?
What does it even mean in empirical terms to say that they are prior?
That disciplinary production of gender effects a false stabilization
of gender in the interests of the heterosexual construction and regulation of sexuality within the reproductive domain. The construction
of coherence conceals the gender discontinuities that run rampant
within heterosexual, bisexual, and gay and lesbian contexts in which
gender does not necessarily follow from sex, and desire, or sexuality
generally, does not seem to follow from gender—indeed, where none
of these dimensions of significant corporeality express or reflect one
another.
How does Butler’s idea of gender as performance fit with research?
Well some of what the psychological literature terms gender difference is certainly performative in a narrow sense. People perform psychology tests, are observed performing actions which are recorded. But the socially most important
gender differences hardly fit with her framework. Let us take three examples:
housework, pay and depression, all of which differ markedly between the sexes.
Housework and pay are clearly social phenomena, and depression has, at the
least, substantial social causes. All three therefore are gender phenomena, and
are treated as such in the literature. Does the notion of gender as performance
give any purchase at all on them?
One could say that women ’perform’ more housework hours than men, but
work is hardly performance in the sense used by Butler. Men get paid more
than women. This is not a performance by men, at a stretch it might be called a
performance by employers, but it would be simpler to just call it discrimination.
The only way the gender pay gap could be treated as a performance issue would
be to make the sexist claim that women are paid less because they perform
poorly. It would be equally insulting to treat women’s higher rate of depression
as a mere performance.
Not only is the Butlerian notion of gender as performance useless as an
approach to these topics, it is actively harmful. It distracts attention from
serious issues of female oppression onto the concerns of a minority of cross
dressing men. By focusing of attention away from the economic structure of
daily life it robs students of the tools to conceptualize this structure. A century
earlier the promotion of marginal utility theory in economics distracted student’s
attention from the unequal class distribution of work in capitalism. Butler’s
perfomance theory similarly distracts a new generation of students from the
unequal sexual distribution of work.

7

Sex and women’s health

With the focus on performance of gendered stereotypes over the materiality of
the physical body, the relevance of sex to women’s health gets lost. This leads
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to misdiagnosis and increased death in biological females. While the typical
argument in queer theory circles is to dismiss such claims as “reducing a woman
to her reproductive organs,” the facts are that sex matters to women far beyond their reproductive organs. What has been uncovered in medical studies is
seeping into mainstream media [Adler], but no one is connecting the dots when
it comes to claiming that men can become women through mere declaration or
“performance”. The sexed body is important beyond the cultural meanings or
reproductive functions, and refusal to recognize this is literally costing women’s
lives.
“‘Most of what we know about diagnosis and treatment of heart disease
comes from research done on middle-aged men, so we are extrapolating from
that data,’ says Dr. Nadita Scott, a cardiologist and co-director of the Corrigan
Women’s Heart Health Program at Harvard-affiliated Massachusetts General
Hospital. As a result, ways in which the disease is different in women, who
tend to be older when they develop coronary artery disease, have been underrecognized and under-investigated, she says.”[Letter]
Cardiovascular disease is but one area where researchers have systematically
excluded women and girls from medical investigation into non-reproductive diseases. The argument for this has been that the menstrual cycle presented an
additional variable. This emerges from the idea that the menstrual cycle is not
a human process, but merely a female one that needn’t be considered–even in
the realm of women’s health. This has led to diagnostic practices and treatments that do not account for the differences between men and women, leading
to unnecessary deaths in the female population. A society that denies that female biology even exists cannot possibly hope to correct this. A doctor more
concerned with what pronouns a patient prefers than in the reality of the sexed
human body will be of little use.
Medical research shows that endogenous oestrogens have both protective
and damaging effects on numerous non-reproductive organs. The reproductive
system is not the only system that has oestrogen receptors. Cardiovascular cells,
lung tissues, the brain, the liver and bone also express oestrogen receptor-alpha
and oestrogen receptor-beta. [Mosca and Wenger, 2001, p499]
The cardiovascular system is the most researched non-reproductive system,
when it comes to the differences in development of disease and outcomes for
women and men. Since cardiovascular disease is the number one killer of both
sexes in the U.S., most research into sex-based differences is related to prevention, risk factors and diagnosis of coronary heart disease and cerebrovascular
disease.
Women develop cardiovascular disease seven to ten years later than men.
Maas and Appelman write, “It is assumed that exposure to endogenous oestrogens during the fertile period of life delays the manifestation of atherosclerotic
disease in women. Before menopause the CHD [coronary heart disease] event
rate in women is low and predominantly attributed to smoking.” [Maas and
Appelman, 2010, p598]Even after menopause, the type of CHD that occurs in
women tends to be different than the type men develop. They are so different,
that one doctor suggests that they be given different names. Dr. Bairey Merz
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of Cedars-Sinai states that men are generally affected by a type of heart disease
that is properly referred to as coronary artery disease (CAD) or coronary heart
disease (CHD). This is caused by plaque build-up in the large arteries around
the heart. However, women do not typically have build-up in these arteries.
Instead, they develop difficulties in the small coronary arteries, which no longer
constrict and dilate as they should. This prevents the flow of blood and oxygen to the heart, and is more properly referred to as ischemic heart disease,
according to Bairey Merz.
These differences are not merely academic. The differences affect diagnosis of
heart disease in women, because women can have normal angiograms and stress
tests while still suffering from ischemic heart disease. [Cedars] The failure to
develop and use sex-specific guidelines when diagnosing heart disease in women
with symptoms often leads to misdiagnosis and unnecessary deaths. The lengthy
delay in studying heart disease in women can be directly blamed for the lack of
such sex-specific guidelines. The refusal to consider biological sex as central to
women’s lives and deaths will certainly not help.
, While endogenous oestrogen protects women from heart disease, exogenous oestrogen– historically referred to hormone replacement therapy, but now
called menopausal hormone therapy–has mixed results and may actually increase risk of cardiovascular events for the first several months or years of therapy. (NHLBI) Larger doses of oestrogen may also increase the risk of stroke
[Mosca and Wenger, 2001, p501]. Relevant to the male population that identifies as women, attempts to use exogenous oestrogen to prevent cardiovascular
disease in men has also proven dangerous, with such treatment leading to a
similar increase in cardiovascular events during the first four months of treatment [Mosca and Wenger, 2001, p501]. This would indicate that the sexed
body cannot be changed by a declaration and the addition of a few artificial
hormones. Furthermore, relatively high testosterone levels prior to menopause,
irregular menstrual periods, early menopause (prior to age 40) and polycystic
ovary syndrome (PCOS) increase the risk of heart disease for women[Day, 2016,
Cedars]. One can only guess what the health effects of introducing exogenous
testosterone into women who identify as men might be, but the indicators are
that they would not be good.
Sex hormones not only influence the development of disease in the pulmonary
system, but also have an influence on the development of the system itself from
the neonatal period throughout childhood. Pulmonary tissues have androgen
receptors and both oestrogen receptor-alpha and oestrogen receptor-beta. In female neonates, lung surfactants develop earlier than they do in male neonates,
because androgen restricts the development of such surfactants, while oestrogens stimulate it. Surfactants are responsible for keeping the airways dry by
preventing the buildup of fluids. The earlier development of surfactants in female neonates protects premature female babies from developing respiratory
distress syndrome (RDS) as often as premature male babies. As children grow,
boys have larger lungs than girls of the same age. Once males and females have
reached adulthood, the airways of the male are larger than those of the female,
even when lung and body sizes are equal[Carey et al., 2007].
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In adults, sex hormones are believed to play a role in the development and
symptoms of a number of pulmonary diseases. Chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease (COPD) is usually connected to smoking in both men and women. However, the population of non-smokers who develop COPD are mostly women,
indicating that women may be naturally more prone to the disease. In women
with asthma, female reproductive processes appear to affect symptoms. An
increase in symptoms are reported during pregnancy, the premenstrual period
and the perimenstrual period. Finally, men and women tend to develop different
types of lung cancer, and women respond better to standard treatments[Carey
et al., 2007].
In the case of the gallbladder, one of the primary risk factors for developing
gallstones is female sex. Gallstones, which typically consist of cholesterol, are
two to three times more likely to occur in women than in men. Specifically,
they are most common during a woman’s childbearing years, and pregnancy
is a significant risk factor. Sex hormones, especially oestrogen, are related to
the development of most gallstones, as Novacek writes, because oestrogen “increases biliary cholesterol secretion causing cholesterol supersaturation of bile.”
Older hormonal contraceptives with a higher oestrogen content and menopausal
hormone therapy also increase the risk[Novacek].
These risk factors only become apparent in the process of epidemiological
research, which relies on accurate statistics and accurate case records. It would
clearly be impractical to use self declared gender rather than sex as an independent variable in this kind of research. Inclusion of individuals of the opposite
sex, merely on the strength of self declaration, in the male and female categories
would introduce noise that would weaken the ability to detect real sex specific
differences in disease incidence.
Butler’s comments on disease are not a great help, she tends here, as in
other areas of discussion to present everything in symbolic or linguistic terms.
Writing of AIDS she says:
In a sense, Simon Watney has identified the contemporary construction of “the polluting person” as the person with AIDS in his Policing
Desire: AIDS, Pornography, and the Media. Not only is the illness
figured as the “gay disease,” but throughout the media’s hysterical
and homophobic response to the illness there is a tactical construction of a continuity between the polluted status of the homosexual by
virtue of the boundary-trespass that is homosexuality and the disease
as a specific modality of homosexual pollution. That the disease is
transmitted through the exchange of bodily fluids suggests within the
sensationalist graphics of homophobic signifying systems the dangers
that permeable bodily boundaries present to the social order as such.
Douglas remarks that “the body is a model that can stand for any
bounded system. Its boundaries can represent any boundaries which
are threatened or pre-carious.” And she asks a question which one
might have expected to read in Foucault: “Why should bodily margins
be thought to be specifically invested with power and danger?”
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...
If the body is synecdochal for the social system per se or a site in
which open systems converge, then any kind of unregulated permeability constitutes a site of pollution and endangerment.
Well, one needs look no further than the germ theories of Koch and Pasteur
to understand this. Bodily margins are indeed essential to the prevention of
microbial and viral infection. This danger is not due to the body being a synedoche or figure of speech for society, but because bodies are nutritious meal for
pathogens. Injections with dirty needles, unprotected anal sex, and unprotected
vaginal sex all, in decreasing order of severity, involve risks of infection by dangerous bacteria and viruses. Butler writes as if all that is involved is symbolism
not people’s lives.
Anal sex among men is an example, as is the radical re-membering
of the body in Wittig’s The Lesbian Body. Douglas alludes to “a kind
of sex pollution which expresses a desire to keep the body (physical
and social) intact,” suggesting that the naturalized notion of “the”
body is itself a consequence of taboos that render that body discrete
by virtue of its stable boundaries. Further, the rites of passage that
govern various bodily orifices presuppose a heterosexual construction
of gendered exchange, positions, and erotic possibilities. The deregulation of such exchanges accordingly disrupts the very boundaries
that determine what it is to be a body at all.
Disrupting symbolic boundaries sounds cool, but we have real physical bodies. Our bodies are not figures of speech. If you disrupt their actual boundary
you may indeed allow pathogens to determine what it is to be a body at all: a
living or a dead body.

Notes
1 For example on the World Health Organisation website, we find a definition of gender
as ”the socially constructed characteristics of women and men – such as norms, roles and
relationships of and between groups of women and men”. Attempts to get the equivalent
pages in French or Spanish return the messages ”Cette page n’est pas disponible en francais”
and ”Esta pagina no esta disponible en castellano”. we will return to this point later.
2 For example Statues of Canada, Chapter 13, An Act to amend the Canadian Human
Rights Act and the Criminal Code, Bill C-16, June 19, 2017
3 For example Title VII of the US Civil Rights Act of 1964.
4 Examples cited are the risk to women in prison if male sex-offenders are able to be
reassigned to such prisons after taking on a female persona or unfair competition in women’s
sports.
5 D. Combien y a-t-il de genres ?
R. Deux, le masculin, qui désigne le mâle & le féminin, qui désigne la femelle.
D. De quoi se sert-on pour les distinguer ?
R. On se sert de le ou un, pour distinguer le masculin, & de la ou une, pour distinguer le
féminin. Ainsi le pere, un pere, cst mascu lin, & la mere, une mere, est féminin.
D. N’y a-t-il que les mots qui expriment ce qui est véritablement mâle ou femelle, qui
soient masculins ou féminins ?
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R. Il y a encore quantité d’autres mots avant lesquels on peut mettre le, un, ou la, une, &
que l’on appelle pour cela masculins ou féminins, quoiqu’ils ne signifient rien qui ait rapport
à l’un ou à l’autre sèxe.(Restaut [MDCCXLI])
6 This is widely used in gender difference studies it is given by
ef − em
d= √
σf σm
where ef , em denote measured effect in females and males and σf , σm denote the within sex
standard deviations of the effect.
7 ”One is not born, but rather becomes, woman. No biological, psychic, or economic destiny
defines the figure that the human female takes on in society; it is civilization as a whole that
elaborates this intermediary product between the male and the eunuch that is called feminine.”
8 “civilization as a whole”
9 It is arguable that the English translation of Pashukanis should have used the ’legal
personality’ rather than ’subject of right’, since the former is the more normal English usage
for the concept that Pashukanis deploys. The same point applies to translations of Althusser,
his use of the French legal term ’subject de droit’ is translated as ’subject of law’ in Althusser
[1971], but again the normal English for that legal category is ’legal personality’.
10 A helpful catalogue of rhetorical tricks used by modern sophists is given in Shackel [2005].
11 We will see later in section 2 that the scientific research literature on gender does in fact
treat gender as a vector of differences in a higher dimensional space of traits. An example
would be the NEO-PI-R multidimensional personality measurement system used in the work
of Costa Jr et al. [2001] on cross cultural gender differences discussed in section 2.4.
12 The contemporary laws of succession for the British Commonwealth do not discriminate
between male and female offspring of the sovereign.
13 The king’s final argument. The motto on Spanish royal cannon.
14 This is not to say that an argument could not be made. For example here is a possible
argument. First assume that natural languages are Chomsky class 0 languages[Chomsky,
1956], then we know that recognizer for such languages must be Turing Machine(TM) equivalent[Hopcroft and Ullman, 1979]. This would imply that since humans can generate and parse
natural languages, then a part of their cognitive mechanism must be TM equivalent. It is a
feature of TM’s that they can emulate all other symbol transformation mechanisms[Turing,
1937]. Hence in principle the human cognitive process should be able to execute virtual
machines.
It is however, by no means sure that humans do really have an ability to parse unbounded
utterances or productions in Class 0 languages. There are strong arguments[Turing, 1950,
Iverson, 2007, Cockshott et al., 2012] to suggest that such computational capacity is only
attained by people who have access to auxiliary external storage in the form of paper and
pencil etc.
15 “In a nation of hunters and fishers few people can live together, for in a short time any
considerable number would destroy all the game in the country, and consequently would want
a means of subsistence. Twenty or thirty families are the most that can live together, and
these make up a village”[Smith, 1978]
16 Whatever the ambiguities of that term in the research literature
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Christopher Ryan and Cacilda Jethá. Sex at dawn: The prehistoric origins of
modern sexuality. Harper Collins, 2010.
Nicholas Shackel. The vacuity of postmodernist methodology. Metaphilosophy,
36(3):295–320, 2005.
Adam Smith. Lectures on jurisprudence. The Glasgow edition of the works and
correspondence of Adam Smith, 1978.
Judith Stacey. Unhitching the Horse from Carriage: Love and Marriage Among
the Mosuo. Utah L. Rev., page 287, 2009.
Stewart G Trost, Russell R Pate, James F Sallis, Patty S Freedson, Wendell C
Taylor, Marsha Dowda, and John Sirard. Age and gender differences in objectively measured physical activity in youth. Medicine and science in sports
and exercise, 34(2):350–355, 2002.
A. Turing. On Computable Numbers, With an Application to the Entscheidungsproblem. Proceedings of the London Mathematical Society, 42:230–65,
1937.
A. Turing. Computing Machinery and Intelligence. Mind, (49):433–460, 1950.
Viswanath Venkatesh, Michael G Morris, and Phillip L Ackerman. A longitudinal field investigation of gender differences in individual technology adoption
decision-making processes. Organizational behavior and human decision processes, 83(1):33–60, 2000.
Randall Wray. The Credit Money and State Money Approaches. In Credit and
State Theories of Money: the contributions of A. Mitchell Innes, pages 79–98.
Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, 2004.

