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Introduction: Feminist Thinking,
Politics and Practice in Sport,
Leisure and Physical Education

Louise Mansfield, Jayne Caudwell,
Belinda Wheaton, and Beccy Watson

In this first-of-its-kind Handbook we bring together close to 50 chapters of
new and invited feminist writings on sport, leisure and physical education
(PE). This has been an exciting and enjoyable endeavour for us as women
working in different higher education institutions spread across north and
south England, and New Zealand. Individually we all completed our gender-
related PhDs in the late 1990s/early 2000s. We met each other at this time
through conference attendance and other academic networks. Since then we
have worked together in various settings as feminist academics and advocates.
However, this is the first time we have all collaborated on one project.

For us, feminist scholarship represents a movement that is at times divergent
in its aims and articulations, and we cannot ignore diversity across and within it.
“We”, using this pronoun in a feminist way, continue to account for difference
and seek to tackle inequality as overarching principles of our feminism. The
range and merit of different feminisms is based upon different interpretations

L. Mansfield (=)
Brunel University, London, UK
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of what is regarded as salient and significant for scholars and activists; this
sentiment resonates throughout this handbook. A collection such as this
enables us to showcase different contexts, and different concepts identified
and detailed by contributors, as vital to the establishment and development of
sport, leisure and PE feminisms.

In this introductory chapter, we discuss the three main rationales that
underpin the handbook. These rationales reflect our location as editors and
this positioning does tend to centre the UK, and our place in the West/Global
North. We focus on the contemporary social and political milieu; the contri-
bution the handbook makes to on-going feminist commentary in sport, lei-
sure and PE; and our personal motives for bringing this project to fruition.
We do not offer an introduction to individual chapters here because we do
this at the start of the five themes, which examine sport, leisure and PE
through the following foci: feminist challenges and transformations; feminist
epistemologies, methodologies and method; feminist theories; contemporary
feminist issues; and feminist praxis. By introducing each theme, we aim to
clarify the internal logics of the five themes, and to ensure readers appreciate
the value of each chapter in relation to other chapters in the theme.

Given the scale of the handbook and the nature of working together remotely,
there have been a number of challenges. For example, it was not always easy to
group contributions together in what we hope offers readers (and authors) the-
matic coherence. Also, we recognize that our collection could not and does not
cover all aspects of sport, leisure and PE comprehensively across each theme.
Our intention was to recognize the importance of these different, but intersect-
ing spheres within girls’ and women’s lives, and across feminist debates. Indeed
our own research spans these different spheres, including contexts from girls' PE
and formalized competitive sports, through to older women in informal and
community-based leisure. From start to end, we have advocated a broad and
inclusive approach, which seeks to embrace authors and their work at the inter-
sections of disciplinary boundaries. With that said, we have relied on English-
speaking authors. Obviously, this gives the collection a specific inflection that
we must acknowledge as Western/Global North. We are aware that this pooling
is a matter of concern, and that it limits the diversity of voices represented.

Public Issues: Social and Political Change

There are semi-naked women playing beach volleyball in the middle of the
Horse Guards Parade ... They are glistening like wet otters .... (Boris Johnson,
2012, € 20)
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Women who have children are ‘worth less’ to employers in the financial sector
than men, Nigel Farage has said. (Dominiczak, 2014, 4 1)

Fat. Pig. Dog. Slob. Disgusting animal.
These are just some of the names that Donald Trump has called women over
the years. (Cohen, 2016, € 1)

This handbook was completed at a time when right-wing and far right-wing
political parties have gained a commanding and influential grip on traditional
Western liberal democracies. For instance, in Europe, the Freedom Party in
Austria, the Danish People’s Party in Denmark, the National Front in France,
and the Swiss People’s Party in Switzerland all secured significant percentages
of the overall vote (35%, 21%, 28% and 29% respectively). It is also the year
(2016) when the right-wing Law and Justice Party (PiS) of Poland were forced
to reject legislation to ban abortion because the country’s women (and some
men) took to the streets, en masse, to protest. Protesters carried slogans
remonstrating: ‘My Uterus, My Opinion’ and “Women Just Want to Have
FUN-damental Rights’ (Davies, 2016, € 6).

At first, it might appear that the relationship between liberal democracy and
feminism is tenuous. However, the work of John Stuart Mill (1806-1873), espe-
cially his treatise on 7he Subjection of Women, stands as an early testimony of the
significance of gender relations and its assembly with freedoms, liberty and rights.
Specifically, Mill’s articulations provide a valuable frame for interpreting sexist
and misogynist rhetoric apparent in the public spheres of party politics, and in
the multiple domains of sport, leisure and PE. For example, Mill wrote:

All of mankind’s selfish propensities, the self-worship, the unjust self-preference,
are rooted in and nourished by the present constitution of the relation between
men and women. Think what it does to a boy to grow up to manhood in the
belief that—without any merit or any exertion of his own, though he may be
the most frivolous and empty or the most ignorant and stolid of mankind—by
the mere fact of being born a male he is by right the superior of every one of half
the human race. (Mill, 1869, p. 48)

Despite positioning men and women within a binary opposite, Mill was care-
ful not to essentialize women and/or men. In fact, he clearly highlighted the
social and cultural construction of gender, and gendered power relations, as is
evidenced in the above quotation (‘grow up to manhood in the belief..."). His
concerns with how power is distributed in regard to gender and within fair and
just societies remain implicit to notions of liberal democracy. This point was
reiterated recently within women’s popular culture when Sady Doyle, writing
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for Elle magazine, and discussing the gendered behaviours of Putin, Trump and
Assange, argued: ‘It’s time to take sexism seriously as a political force: Misogyny
is dangerously capable of aligning otherwise disparate factions’ (2017). As
Laura Bates (2016) argued, when she recently provided commentary on
Trump’s self-defined “locker room” banter, contemporary politics, power and
sexism are an insidious concoction. Furthermore, sexisms and misogynies are
often concealed through claims of so-called “harmless talk”.

Using “locker room” banter and “harmless talk” to defend sexism and
misogyny are familiar tactics in UK sport-related contexts. Further examples
are provided in the discussions following the recent separate public comments
made by Ryan Babel (professional footballer) and Peter Alliss (former profes-
sional golfer):

he [Babel] tweeted a female follower in response to a question asking him about
his views on former manager Rafa Benitez: I think you should concentrate on
growing some t*** instead of speaking about football ... ur a girl ... stay in ur
lane...” (Orr, 2015, € 3)

The Scottish club’s [Muirfield] vote to change its rules and allow women fell
short of the required two-thirds majority. ... Veteran BBC golf commentator
Peter Alliss said women who want to play at Muirfield should ‘marry a member’
in order to play. (BBC, 2016)

Bates (2016) demonstrates the discursive complexities of sexist and misogy-
nist outbursts by highlighting how public debate shifts back to women and
gitls to secure a resolution for sexism and misogyny. She reflects on how this
happened when she was asked to respond—in an interview for UK BBC Radio
4’s Today programme—to the Trump tapes in which he ‘boasted about being
able to commit sexual assault because of his status as a powerful, famous man’
(9 2). The interviewer turned the discussion towards ‘whether or not in 2016
it’s acceptable for men together to talk about women in a sexual manner with-
out feeling guilty about it’ (€ 6). Drawing comparisons with previous media
focus on a key UK report on sexual harassment in the workplace (TUC,
August, 2016), Bates cogently demonstrates the ways the media steer debate
from the actual acts of sexist abuse, sexual violence and assault, and toward the
view of ‘whether women were making a fuss about nothing, or whether the
harassment and assault the report described was just “office banter™ (4 10). We
have witnessed similar twists in public narratives in sport, leisure and PE con-
texts when the emphasis turns to women’s and girls’ attitudes instead of the
behaviours of men and boys, for example, when male student athletes and
professional athletes make explicit rape-supportive statements such as ‘she
provoked it’ and consider themselves above reproach (Withers, 2015).
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In Western liberal democracies, the work of feminist activists such as UK
journalist Bates (2015) exposes the functioning of gendered power relations
within daily gendered discourse in ways that spotlight seemingly acceptable
common occurrences of gendered inequalities and gendered injustices (e.g.,
“everyday”). It is this culture as alluded to above that provides one exemplar
(albeit Western-centric) of the broad societal and political backdrop that has
influenced our intent to compile an edited collection exclusively and explic-
itly focused on feminism. We want to keep feminism at the forefront of criti-
cal debate, advocacy and activism because gender relations remain a powerful
and obdurate force in all societies and cultures. As feminist academics and
social scientists we are concerned with making sense of how gender functions
in the contemporary social and political epoch, especially when there are sen-
timents that suggest an era of postfeminism within Western (neo-) liberalism,
and within sport, leisure and PE cultures.

For us, postfeminism puts feminism in a bind since it appears to harness a
position in which traditional theoretical frameworks of feminism are made
redundant, irrelevant or no longer required. McRobbie (2008), for instance,
challenges an uncritical shift to postfeminism in popular culture and social
life by exposing a pro-consumerist repertoire of femininity and a (mis)appro-
priation of the rhetoric of “girlie”/gir]l power ideals (based on beauty and fash-
ion). Her work reveals the ways this shift marginalizes a critical feminist
analysis of gender inequality. For her, postfeminist ideas run the risk of taking
a position that ultimately disempowers girls and women by legitimizing the
sacrifice of feminist politics to the fashion-beauty complex, and masking new
forms of gender regulation such as competitive femininity (McRobbie, 2015).
Unsurprisingly the challenges of postfeminism and postfeminist sensibilities
are taken up in some of the chapters in this handbook.

Collectivism: Contributing to Existing
Feminist Debate

As a contribution to the field, this handbook complements existing books that
document feminism vis-a-vis either sport, leisure, PE and/or physical activity
(see, for example, Birrell & Cole, 1994; Green, Hebron, & Woodward, 1990;
Hall, 1996; Hargreaves, 1994; Hargreaves & Anderson, 2014; Henderson,
Bialeschki, Shaw, & Freysinger, 1989; Henderson, Freysinger, Shaw, &
Bialeschki, 2013; Markula, 2005; Messner & Sabo, 1990; Scraton & Flintoff,
2002; Wearing, 1998). Our edited collection is the first for some time to spe-
cifically and explicitly address feminisms, despite burgeoning numbers of pub-
lishers’ Handbooks on a range of sport-, leisure- and PE-related topics.
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Existing material that is available to us as contemporary feminist scholars
of sport, leisure and PE, is spread over time and across a range of academic
outputs. It would be impossible to capture all of this material in this short
introduction. However, if we pay attention to the chronology of the develop-
ment of this feminist theorizing, as it appears in peer-reviewed journal articles,
it is evident that PE preceded leisure and sport studies. A cursory search dat-
ing back to the start of last century (1900) shows that issues surrounding
gender, feminism and PE were often mentioned, but not fully analyzed at the
onset (see, for example, Clarke & Lantis, 1958; Lindhard, 1940; Park, 1978;
Warden, 1916). In 1979, Hall makes explicit the link between feminism and
PE in her work on ‘Intellectual sexism in Physical Education’. This was fol-
lowed by a period in which scholars considered gender and its relation to
femininity and masculinity (e.g., Parker, 1996; Sherlock, 1987; Vertinksy,
1992) as well as sexuality (e.g., Clarke, 1998; Sykes, 2001). Two feminist
scholars whose work has made an impact on the critical feminist analysis of
PE in the UK are Sheila Scraton (1985) and Anne Flintoff and Scraton (2001).
However, there are few journal articles that link, overtly, feminism and PE in
their titles and there is no evidence of book or edited book titles that make the
connection. This is in spite of the long tradition of critical academic scholar-
ship on PE.

The study of leisure is different and the scholarly association between femi-
nism and leisure is evident, albeit most noticeable post 1990. This decade is
when feminist leisure scholars reflected on feminism and leisure and links
with service provision (Aitchison, 1997), patriarchy (Dustin, 1992), leisure
constraints and leisure research (Henderson, 1991; Henderson & Bialeschki,
1992), postfeminism (Scraton, 1994) and spatiality qua cultural geography
(Aitchison, 1999), to name a few of the topics of analysis. Compared with PE,
these leisure feminist analyses are tagged as feminist; they reflect the era and
the shifts in theoretical thinking. Perhaps this depth of feminist conceptual-
izing is a consequence of the close ties between critical social theory and lei-
sure studies. For example, the initial leisure studies analytic lens, in the UK
specifically, is identified as Marxism and neo-Marxism (Rojek, 1995;
Tomlinson, 1989). Leisure feminists challenged this particular theoretical
beginning because it ignored gender. This challenge was also the case in other
spheres of the social sciences at the time.

The feminist leisure agenda continued into the new millennium. During
this time, previous work concerned with researching leisure and leisure con-
straints endured, and expanded to include new settings such as Iran (Arab-
Moghaddam, Henderson, & Sheikholeslami, 2007). Following feminist
debate across the social sciences and humanities, there were new theoretical
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developments such as poststructuralism and representing the “Other”
(Aitchison, 2000). Resistance (Shaw, 2001), diversity (Allison, 2000), con-
fronting whiteness (Watson & Scraton, 2001), and intersectionality
(McDonald, 2009; Watson & Scraton, 2013) were placed firmly—as feminist
concerns—on the leisure studies agenda. It is clear that during the last three
decades feminist leisure studies has developed as a substantive and robust
framework for informed critical analyses.

The feminist intervention into sport studies can be described similarly,
albeit there is evidence of scholarly intervention a decade earlier. In the early
1980s, the feminist challenge to traditional sport studies made apparent gen-
der relations as a relation of power. Works on sport and oppression (Bryson,
1983) and empowerment (Theberge, 1987) as well as the philosophical ques-
tioning of traditional epistemology (Hall, 1985), were complemented by calls
for a move from femininity to feminism (Hall, 1988). As Hargreaves (1986)
and Birrell (1988) made the point, there was a shift from women in sport to
gender relations as foci for critical analysis. It is this centring of power that has
contributed to the development and application of now familiar concepts in
sport studies such as hegemonic femininity (Krane, 2001) and hegemonic
masculinity (Connell, 1995).

This scholarship of the 1980s offered a strong foundation for sport femi-
nists to move to analyse in detail gender and the body (e.g., Cole, 1993;
Maguire & Mansfield, 1998; Theberge, 1991 and later Markula, 2006), gen-
der and sexuality (e.g., Caudwell, 1999), gender and race (e.g., Scraton,
Caudwell, & Holland, 2005) spatiality, gender and race (e.g., van Ingen,
2003), and sexuality/queer and whiteness (e.g., McDonald, 2002) to name
some of the avenues that have contributed to the development, diversification
and rigour of feminist approaches to gendered issues, theories and concepts.

Unfortunately, there is insufficient space to document the considerable
quantity of existing feminist contributions to the fields of sport, leisure and
PE. Attempting to plot a cursory view of existing material is fraught with
exclusions and this is not our intention. The point is that we, as contemporary
feminists, must remain mindful of established and enduring developments and
contributions; it is important to provide a historical view to evidence this
point. The act of referring to existing feminist work is not only an exercise in
scholarly integrity; it is a project of feminist collectivism. This folding in of the
past to the present ensures we do not forget the women, and men, who have
aided contemporary feminist research, advocacy and activist agendas. And we
pay tribute to their contributions to scholarly debate. The individual content
as well as the entirety of this handbook should be viewed as complementary
contributions to the sustained vibrancy of feminisms in sport, leisure and PE.
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Private Lives: The Personal Is Political

In July 2012, on a train between Glasgow (International Sociology of Sport
Association annual conference) and Edinburgh (Leisure Studies Association
annual conference), Louise suggested to Belinda and Jayne that it was time,
given our long-term commitments to gender studies and feminism, that we
edit a book on feminisms in sport, leisure and PE. The timing of Lou’s propo-
sition was triggered by the public debates surrounding women’s involvement
in London 2012, specifically the contradiction that although this was the
‘women’s Games’ (Scott-Elliot, 2012), women athletes continued to face bar-
riers and constraints to participation (e.g., initial refusals to allow Saudi
women to attend; opposition to women’s boxing; and suggested policy requir-
ing women boxers to wear skirts/skorts). We spent the journey making plans,
enthusiastically scribbling on paper and electronic devices. The possibilities to
invite authors seemed endless. Riding on this excitement, we agreed that
Louise should speak with publishers attending both conferences. The idea was
welcomed by Palgrave and we started the lengthy process of moving the
thought of publication into the practical tasks of composing a proposal,
receiving reviews, inviting authors, receiving draft chapters, reviewing and
editing, setting deadlines, missing some of these deadlines, and submitting a
formatted complete manuscript. Early on in this process, we realized it would
work better if we invited Beccy (Rebecca) to join us given her longstanding
scholarly work on feminism and leisure.

As with most academic outputs there are numerous behind-the-scenes inci-
dents that usually go unknown to the reader. This project is no different and
during the time it has taken to complete the handbook, contributing
authors—and the four of us—have faced personal circumstances that must
unavoidably overtake submission deadlines. The obvious conflicts have been
with ever-present work commitments and family life (we mean “family” in its
broadest sense). In addition, there has been serious illness, accident, bereave-
ment and redundancy. We are indebted to all authors for their commitment
to the book and for their excellent contributions, but we are especially
indebted to those authors who have managed very diflicult personal circum-
stances to submit their chapters. In academia, we have a habit of forgetting
these significant disruptions in favour of productivity and presenting a sani-
tized version of an academic output.

Unfortunately, however, output and production can be viewed as the main-
stays of contemporary academic life. Reflecting on our various pasts (and con-
temporary circumstances) it is clear that we have relative privilege. These
privileges allow us agency and opportunities to be responsive to this culture of
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performance; we have established careers in higher education in the UK and
New Zealand, and we have the privileges that go with this type of employ-
ment. Despite our different cultural locations (e.g., social class, sexuality), the
shared nature of our experiences as white, able-bodied women growing up, at
school and university, in our families and in the workplace, have shaped how
we have developed our individual and shared feminist sensibilities. We were
all born in the UK in the late 1960s and grew up during the 1970s and 1980s,
we played outside, we were active in formal and informal sport and physical
activity, we gained entry to higher education and benefitted from the oppor-
tunities and privileges that educational qualifications beget.

Our childhoods were during a cultural and political period symbolized by
the crass gendered politics of 7he Sun newspaper (daily Page 3 topless women),
Thatcherism and the miners’ strike, and emerging local authority policies
such as Sport for All (1982). We were brought up by a generation who had
witnessed the impact of extreme inhumanity across Europe a few decades
earlier. We had adults in our lives that understood the need to care for vulner-
able members of our communities and not to exploit and oppress the margin-
alized. During this period there was a different form of capitalist endeavour
compared with the second decade of the twenty-first century. For instance, we
were not exposed to the same omnipresent and pernicious feminine beautifi-
cation industrial complex that girls and young women experience today.

Every epoch has its vectors of power, resistance and transformation and as
young women academics studying in the UK we were introduced to predomi-
nantly British-based feminists who had and were making significant challenges
(e.g., Jenny Hargreaves, Margaret Talbot, Rosemary Deem, Sheila Scraton,
Celia Brackenridge, Anita White and Eileen Green to name a few). Some of
these women became our mentors and we learned the tenets of feminist think-
ing, practice and activism through working with them and/or reading their
texts. Individually, we developed our feminist politics at different times in our
adult lives. For two of us it was relatively early in our twenties, and for the
other two it was later and during times of critical reflection. It does not matter
when we individually identified as feminists, what matters is that we were
aware of a generation of UK feminist (during the early 1990s) that had trans-
gressed many gendered boundaries pertaining to sport, leisure and PE before
we took up feminist scholarship and advocacy.

Today, there seem to be more women, men and non-binary individuals who
identify as feminist within our spheres of sport, leisure and PE. Over the last
20 years, we have noticed that more undergraduate and postgraduate students
complete gender-related dissertations and we hope that this momentum con-
tinues into the future. At the same time, we recognize that students often fail
to understand and/or accept feminism; very few openly identify as feminists.
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In bringing this section to a close, we return to the feminist adage ‘the per-
sonal is political’ and the discussions we have had about the recent sexual
abuse cases in men’s competitive football in the UK (Dodd, 2016). Celia
Brackenridge first wrote about sexual abuse in sport, leisure, PE and sport
coaching in the early 1990s. Her critical feminist work outlines the extent of
abuse and argues for cultural, practice and policy change. During our recent
conversations, we have wondered whether Celia’s work (1994, 1997; Cense &
Brackenridge, 2001), as an exemplar of feminist praxis, will be adopted by
UK governing bodies of men’s football and/or men’s sport. Are these govern-
ing bodies sufficiently open to such crucial feminist praxis vis-a-vis the sexual
abuse of boys and men? We fear they are not. Finally, we pay tribute to the
men who broke the silence, and we pay tribute to Celia and her long-term
fight to expose abuse in sport, leisure and PE.

In Conclusion

One of the most powerful characteristics of feminism is that there is no single
feminist movement or theory that has informed an understanding of gender
and its associations with class, sexualities, ethnicities and disabilities. Instead
there are multiple feminisms. This multiplicity can mean fragmentation, con-
flict and tension across and within different feminist points of view. For exam-
ple, as editors we have not always agreed with each other and/or contributing
authors. At times, our feminist thinking and theorizing has been challenged,
but we regard this as a positive and in some instances we have invited disagree-
ment, debate and dialogue. During our final editors’ meeting we raised the
question: does feminism require agreement? Addressing this question in rela-
tion to this handbook and future feminist projects, we agreed that collective
projects benefit from disagreement as long as interactions are shaped by kind-
ness and generosity as well as criticality. For us this means that when handled
with care, points of departure can be affirmative and encouraging.

Clearly, over a sustained period of time, the political and theoretical dimen-
sions of feminism have altered. With these shifts have come changing influ-
ences on feminist research, scholarship, advocacy and activism. Depending on
the theoretical and methodological position of feminists, different questions
about and accounts of gender, sport, leisure and PE prevail. Feminism and
feminisms, as a theory/ies, methodology/ies and praxis, celebrates these inter-
nal complexities because the intricacies and nuances apparent have served to
expand our critical analyses of gender. The “expansion” of feminism has meant
that it is often difficult to gather this wealth of knowledge in one place. In this
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handbook, we have brought together a range of feminist points of view, allow-
ing for an exploration of the productive tension between competing intellec-
tual arguments and feminist methodologies, and serving as encouragement
for future collective contribution.
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Challenges and Transformations
in Women'’s Leisure, Sport and Physical
Education Movements

Beccy Watson, Louise Mansfield, Jayne Caudwell,
and Belinda Wheaton

Feminist (leisure) researchers in the 1980s and 1990s argued that the context
of women’s leisure was, at best, one of ‘relative freedoms’ (Wimbush & Talbot,
1988), something achieved in the context of multiple constraints (Henderson,
Bialeschki, Shaw, & Freysinger, 1989). Some empirical studies in the UK ques-
tioned whether and how women had leisure at all, “Women’s leisure what lei-
sure?” (Green, Hebron, & Woodward, 1990) and ‘All work and no play’ (Deem,
1986) being particularly significant contributions that drew on critical femi-
nist analysis at the time. A number of feminists were already connecting lei-
sure, sport and physical education in the early 1980s (Deem, 1982; Hargreaves,
1986) and in 1980 Margaret Talbot made the case for women’s sport to be
analysed in the context of leisure (Talbot, 1980). This has had, and continues
to have, a profound influence on scholarship in and across our varied areas of
interest and analysis (Hall, 1987; Hargreaves, 1994; Scraton, 1985).

A consensus emerged that women’s and girls’ involvement in sport and/or
forms of physical activity and active recreation could only be achieved via
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ongoing processes of negotiation of gender (Deem & Gilroy, 1998). There
was some evidence, albeitamong a minority of sports scholars, that masculinity
and sport required more pro-feminist, critical analysis (Messner, 1990), while
it was also noted that not all analysis of women’s leisure was feminist
(Henderson, 1996). Jennifer Hargreaves (1986) was pivotal in challenging the
‘malestream’ of sport sociology and for developing a feminist premise for lei-
sure, sport and PE scholars that draws on and contributes to cultural (studies)
as well as sociological analyses of sport. Whether explained through the lan-
guage of ideologies or discourses (Wearing, 1998) it was recognized that gen-
dered processes were/are at once contemporary and historical processes
(Hargreaves, 1994; Vertinsky, 1994). Feminist leisure and sport scholars—and
under that general heading those focusing on physical education, physical
activity, active recreation, travel and tourism, and more—continue to exam-
ine how various embodied expressions can be (potentially) empowering whilst
simultaneously constrained by dominant discourses and material practices of
gender (Scraton & Watson, 2015).

Approaching this theme editorially has been illuminating: seeing how dif-
ferent authors approach their topics and how they articulate various interpre-
tations of salient and significant features of feminism/s that span disciplinary
areas and temporal phases. The chapters indicate that although we can trace
purposeful and effective developments across sport, leisure and PE-related
feminisms, feminist “work” is far from complete with regard to overcoming
inequalities on the basis of gender and other intersecting factors. A number of
pertinent issues are outlined across and within the chapters that resonate with
many of the contributions in this handbook as a whole and reflect Jayne
(Caudwell)’s observation that ‘...feminist contributions from the past remain
relevant to contemporary sport and that feminist ideas can be passed down
and folded in to, recombined with, the present (2011, p. 122, original
emphasis).

It is apt that this theme opens with an overview of how gender and PE have
been understood since the 1980s and outlines some of the key feminist inter-
pretations of this interrelationship. Sheila Scraton reflects on her pioneering
empirical work on girls” experiences of PE in the UK and contextualizes this
alongside developing feminist analysis over the last four decades. She also
identifies challenges that remain ongoing. We are grateful to Gertrude Pfister
and Mari Sisjord (and Waxmann Publishers) for granting us permission to
reprint Sheila’s article. In the second chapter, Jessica Francombe-Webb and
Kim Toffoletti overview some of Jennifer Hargreaves’ key work including her
contribution to a critical feminist lens, particularly the problematic of
structure—agency dualisms and the challenge of material and cultural accounts
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of girls’ and women’s experiences of sport and PE. Challenges posed by these
dualisms are present throughout many of the chapters in this first theme and
indeed throughout the handbook as a whole. Francombe-Webb and Toffoletti
bring their review into the present by considering a postfeminist sensibility
and invite readers to consider Hargreaves' legacy for sport feminisms as not
just wariness towards postfeminism (as Hargreaves and others understandably
are) but as a platform from which to engage with the “material” contexts and
consequences of postfeminism.

Feminist sport history is central to the dialogue between Patricia Vertinsky
and Beccy Watson, the first of the two dialogue chapters that feature in the
handbook. Vertinsky’s contribution to this area is vast and by drawing on
extracts from an interview carried out in 2016, the dialogue highlights ways
in which feminist sport history and different interpretations of sport history
and related disciplinary areas across physical education, kinesiology and sport
is an ongoing feminist endeavour.

This first theme of the handbook also demonstrates that in various different
guises and at different times, much of what we know as masculinity studies is
inextricably linked to feminist conceptual and theoretical developments.
A history of the development of sport and masculinities scholarship is detailed
in Richard Pringle’s chapter. Pringle draws on and combines various tenets of
feminist theorizing and considers how they have been used in recognizing
males as gendered beings, for informing a view/s of masculinity as a relational
concept, and to consider the intimate connections between gender, bodies,
sexualities and associated gender performances.

Following this the chapter by Stephen Wearing, Jennie Small and Carmel
Foley provides coverage on how a project for gender research and theory in
leisure and tourism scholarship has developed since the 1970s. We can trace
further evidence of structure—agency debates that have underpinned much
feminist thinking and Wearing et al. demonstrate how developments in theo-
rizing the body in tourism have been both a product and a constituent of
poststructuralist analysis in feminist leisure studies. Within the context of
leisure and tourism, they consider how ideas of multiple, gendered subjectivi-
ties and access to alternative gender discourses, explored through sites of
leisure and tourism as culturally gendered enclaves, can allow for the re-writ-
ing of masculine and feminine scripts.

Jayne Ifekwunigwe weaves together critical analysis of the cultural repre-
sentations of tennis player Serena Williams and popular music postfeminist
icon Beyoncé to outline and convey the significance of Black feminism and its
changing conceptualization from early third-wave Black feminists in the
1980s through to Care Free Black Girl (CFBG) feminisms of the present
day—arguably another/different iteration of postfeminist sensibility that
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Ifekwunigwe goes on to critique. Ifekwunigwe’s contribution also acts as a
stark reminder of just how white the “established” canon of feminism has
been, and continues to be, both within and outside sport studies.

Cheryl Cooky provides further engagement with the cultural contexts of
sport feminism in the chapter where she addresses several thematic develop-
ments in the sociology of sport on gender, sport and media. Drawing on work
from the 1980s onwards, Cooky charts the development and contributions of
US feminists to this area of feminist analysis, outlining key studies, assessing
their legacies and highlighting salient future directions for feminist scholar-
ship across gender, sport and media.

The last three chapters in this theme demonstrate both continuity and new
scholarship by assessing various aspects of feminism and feminist critique
within coaching, sports organizations and women-for-sport developments
respectively. Nicole LaVoi and Anna Baeth argue that despite a growing body
of literature pertaining to women in sports coaching being amassed over the
last 40 years, women coaches remain in the minority in nearly all sports, at all
levels, across the globe. Meanwhile, women coaches are visible, powerful
reminders that women can be and are successful leaders in sport (and PE).
They conclude that a feminist position is necessary for change to occur within
the organizational structure of sport, and for gender stereotypes and bias to be
challenged and overcome. In complement to this, Annelies Knoppers and
Fiona McLachlan argue for feminist engagement with and analysis of the
management of sport organizations. They chart the presence (and/or lack) of
feminist work across sport management and sport organization research over
the past few decades and across the key academic journals publishing work in
this area. Knoppers and McLachlan argue that feminist calls for change are
complex and require multi-level consideration.

In the tenth and final chapter within this first theme, Jordan Matthews
provides coverage of the development of a social movement for women and
sport, combining a postcolonial feminist frame with social movement litera-
ture. He assesses some of the consequences of how (predominantly Western-
based) women-and-sport social movement organizations have increasingly
institutionalized their activism in order to change sport for women. These
developments are not without tensions, including ideological and political
differences between women. Matthews draws on archive materials from the
Anita White Foundation to demonstrate how much of what we often regard
as some of the “known” and established “facts” of women’s activism in sport
requires more nuanced attention be paid to past and ongoing developments
of social movements for women and sport.
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Feminism and PE: Does
Gender Still Matter?

Sheila Scraton

Introduction

This chapter explores how our understandings of gender and physical education
(PE) have developed since the 1980s as differing feminist approaches engage
with a changing social and cultural world. The types of question that I am grap-
pling with reflect many debates that are currently being played out in the media
and academia (Banyard, 2010; Walter, 2010). These include: Is feminism still
needed? Are we now in a postfeminist era where gender equity has largely been
achieved? Can girls ‘just do it, as Nike’s advertising campaign for girls’ sport
suggests? Has a focus on shared inequalities been replaced by questions of dif-
ference, identities and individual choice? How do we keep feminist praxis
when theory seems to have become quite divorced from practice? I am reflect-
ing on where we are in relation to these debates in the second decade of the
twenty-first century and whether the questions being asked in feminism, as
highlighted above, have resonance for the world of PE.

Although feminist theories of gender and PE have become more sophisti-
cated and engage with new and relevant questions, I am not so convinced that
PE practice has changed quite so much. There is little doubt that feminist
thought has contributed to our understandings of gender and physical educa-
tion since the 1980s. Feminist analyses of PE in the second wave of feminism
drew on both liberal and structural approaches to explore gender relations.
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Leeds Beckett University, Leeds, UK
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My work at that time, focusing on the teaching of girls’ PE in an area of
northern England, used a socialist feminist lens to identify key issues in the
construction and reproduction of, and resistance to, dominant gender power
relations (Scraton, 1992) and was influenced by the developing work of femi-
nist sports scholars (eg. Hall, 1988; Hargreaves, 1979) and feminist educa-
tionalists (eg. Arnot & Weiner, 1987). My aim was to examine how images of
femininity and the construction of gender-appropriate behaviour were rein-
forced and/or challenged by the structure, content and teaching of girls’ physi-
cal education in secondary schools (11-18 years). My conclusions highlighted
how teachers of PE had clear ideas about “appropriate” activities and behaviours
for girls based on dominant notions of acceptable femininity. I argued that the
teaching of PE contributed to the construction of a female physicality linked
closely to a “compulsory heterosexuality” that was central to unequal gendered
power relations. Whilst I took a fairly deterministic, structural approach, I also
began to explore the potential of girls to challenge and resist gendered expecta-
tions and suggested that PE was an important site for the physical and political
empowerment of girls and young women.

Since I conducted my research, feminists in PE have contributed increas-
ingly sophisticated accounts of difference, identities and bodies that have
moved our understandings on from the early structuralist accounts of gender
inequalities. This chapter provides a brief encounter with developments in
feminist theory and their application in PE. My key argument is that gender
still matters, we do still need feminism and a social justice agenda but we need
far more nuanced understandings of how social relations intersect and are
performed in different sites and contexts. A major challenge is how we can
translate our theoretical understandings into transformative practices.
“Doing” gender research requires us to be more creative about how we research
in order to understand complexity and think about how change for the better
for all young people and PE may come about. My focus throughout is on PE
in the English context, although research from a range of scholars across the
world continues to inform the feminist PE agenda in the UK.

The Changing World of Feminism

From the early 1990s, at about the time I published my work on gender and
PE, the argument that we were moving into a postfeminist era gained consid-
erable credibility. In the academy, second-wave feminism with its emphasis on
centralized power systems and shared oppression became strongly contested
by poststructural and postcolonial feminists. Influenced by the writings of
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Foucault (1980), power became conceptualized as far more fluid, with the
empbhasis shifting from inequalities and oppression to diversity, identities, dis-
course and the ‘radical de-naturalizing of the postfeminist body’ (McRobbie,
2009, p. 13). Centralizing language and discourse, meaning and identity is
understood as fluid and enacted processes, explored through the term ‘perfor-
mativity’ by Butler (1990, 1993). Rather than seeking one single theory or
“grand narrative” such as patriarchy, poststructuralism denies the notion of a
single truth or cause, rendering regimes of truth unstable and open to alterna-
tive ways of seeing. From this perspective there are endless possibilities for
change, transgression and transformation allowing for agency and empower-
ment. Postcolonial feminist theories draw on poststructuralism, but at the
same time recognize the critique of black feminists who argue that much struc-
tural feminism is written from the perspective of white, Western, middle-class
women, thus marginalizing the lived experiences of black women and those
deemed to be ‘outsiders’ or ‘other’ (Hill Collins, 1991; hooks, 1991). By giv-
ing voice to those rendered silent, dominant discourses are displaced by those
seen to be on the margins (Spivak, 1988). Postcolonial feminists emphasize
language and discourse and by challenging Western discourse turn attention
to global and gendered power in colonial and imperial contexts.

Developments in feminist theory, particularly the move from structural and
material analyses to poststructural understandings, have not been without their
critics. A key debate is whether the shift to diversity, identity and individual
agency de-politicizes feminism and distances it from shared inequalities (Stanley
& Wise, 2000). However, a focus on diversity and identities has importantly
drawn attention to the differences besween women as well as ... how identifica-
tions and disidentifications are simultaneously experienced by subjects in specific
spatial and temporal moments through the course of everyday lives’ (Valentine,
2007, p. 18). Valentine goes on to remind us that identities are complex and as
such are situated accomplishments. However, the ability of individuals ‘to enact
some identities rather than others is highly contingent on the power-laden
spaces in and through which our experiences are lived’ (p. 18).

Parallel to these developments in feminist sociology and cultural studies
has been a growing political and cultural backlash against feminism, arguing
either that feminism has succeeded and is no longer relevant or that it is unnec-
essary because fundamentally it was wrong in the first place (Scraton, 1994).
This latter argument found expression within popular culture on the pages of
newspapers and magazines of the 1990s (McRobbie, 2009) and was critiqued
in the writings of academics such as Faludi (1992) and Roberts (1992). Faludi
in particular coined the term “backlash” and although mainly writing about
white America, gives an account of how politically and culturally, feminism is
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increasingly seen to be responsible for many social ills and individual unhappiness.
A more positive postfeminist reading is that, in contrast to feminism having got
it wrong, it is no longer necessary because it has succeeded in its fight for equality.
In a changing social, cultural, economic and political world, individuals now
have the freedom and choice to construct their identities, to have “girl power”, to
be who they want to be at different times and in different places. Neo-liberalism,
which has been in the ascendancy in the Western world over the past three
decades, with its emphasis on the market, individual responsibility and self-
determination, mainstreams “equality feminism” and incorporates equality,
diversity and tolerance into its rhetoric (Duggan, 2003). For McRobbie (2011),
modern young womanhood is being re-made in ways that suggest that feminism
has now been taken into account; this is constantly reproduced in popular cul-
ture and the media. Feminism is being swallowed up by a neo-liberal discourse
that hinges on the notion of personal choice. Feminism and the neo-liberal dis-
course are not at odds with each other, rather they are intertwined. Women,
especially young women, are seen to recognize that it is now about individual
choice and effort—a new meritocracy. They want equality and empowerment
but accept that it is up to them to be strong, take their opportunities and they
will succeed. There may still be some constraints and barriers along the way
but these can be surmounted with the right attitudes and effort. Of course
what this does is take the politics out of feminism and makes any feminist
voice appear to be from a bygone age when feminism was strident, speaking
only of oppression and ‘in the “victim” camp’ (Banyard, 2010; Heywood &
Drake, 1997). McRobbie (2011, p. 5) argues that we are in fact not in this

positive postfeminist era but in a new gender regime whereby:

...the subjectivities of young women are defined and described in a repetitive
manner in popular and political discourses along the lines of female individuali-
sation. This permits the replacement for feminism through stressing not collec-
tivity or the concerns of women per se, but rather the competition, ambition,
meritocracy, self-help, and the rise of the Alpha Girl .... The young woman is
addressed as a potential subject of great capacity ... she is a ‘can do girl’.

For McRobbie this spells out the need for a major challenge to this postfemi-
nist logic arguing that the incorporation of feminism within social and politi-
cal discourse does indeed dismantle it and make it unable to, or ineffective at,
challenging the new inequalities that are as pernicious today as they were
several decades ago (Walter, 2010). She argues that this new gender regime is
eroding many of the institutional gains that feminism has made over a period
of about 30 years. Whilst feminism remains relatively strong in some parts of
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the academy (although this is also being eroded), it is within political and
popular culture that feminism is seen to be no longer necessary; this is recreat-
ing a powerful divide between academic research and practice.

What is clear from this brief discussion of changing feminisms over the past
two decades is that there have developed more complex understandings of gen-
der and a growing divide between academic feminism and political and cultural
postfeminism. The next sections consider how our understandings of gender
and PE have developed over the past two decades before arguing that this aca-
demic discourse has become increasingly divorced from the practice of PE
which is entwined within the dominant neo-liberal discourse of postfeminism.

Feminism and PE: Bodies, Identities
and Difference

A key area at the forefront of feminist thinking is the body (Bordo, 1995;
Grosz, 1994). Interest focuses on how gendered meanings of an ideal hetero-
normative female body are produced through the media and popular culture
and are taken up by young women (Markula, 1995). Research demonstrates
how the ideal feminine docile body—white, slender and non-sporting—is
constructed and then worked on by women through fitness and exercise prac-
tices developed to discipline the body to the ideal (Azzarito, 2009). This takes
forward the early work of Iris Young (1990), who argues that girls learn to
restrict their bodily movements and physicality by literally learning to “throw
like a girl”. As Garrett (2004, p. 235) found in her research on young women’s
experiences of PE and physical activity:

Such is the strength and power of discourses around the body that the confi-
dence with which a young woman engages with physical activity and physical
education seems to be significantly influenced by the ‘appropriateness” of her
body as well as her fear of public display.

Embodiment is fundamental to young people’s identities and positioning
in PE (Azzarito, Solmon, & Harrison, 2006; Hills, 2007; Oliver, 2010). As
Flintoff, Fitzgerald, and Scraton (2008, p. 78) argue, ‘Different bodies do mat-
ter in PE: how they move and how they “look” is central to whether individuals
feel comfortable and are judged as having “ability” and, hence, status in the
subject’. Garrett (2004), focusing on young Australian women’s physical sto-
ries of their school experiences, identifies three types of bodies constructed

within and through PE: the bad body, the comfortable body and the different
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body. Paechter (2003) takes this further, focusing on how gender is performed
in PE; how it is a crucial arena for enacting hyper-masculinities and feminini-
ties and where gendered forms of bodily usage are constructed.

However, girls and women do not simply take up notions of the ideal body
but negotiate and resist through constantly re-presenting and redefining the
images on offer to them. Azzarito (2010) identifies the construction of “new”
femininities, the ‘Alpha Girl’ and the ‘Future Girl’. These are powerful, sporty
femininities that, by emphasizing fitness and health, challenge and contradict
traditional notions of the feminine docile body (Heywood & Dworkin, 2003).
These images of femininity provide sites of resistance and empowerment for
girls and young women and can be seen as a reconstruction of female physical-
ity. Just as my research in 1992 identified PE and sport as a potential site for
the reconstruction of a ‘new’ active physicality for girls and young women, this
research two decades later suggests that this is indeed what is happening.
Several researchers have explored the concept of “physicality”, arguing that the
potential for girls and women to gain control of their lives lies in their physical-
ity or direct physical experience of their bodies (Gilroy, 1997; Scraton, 1992).
Physical power comes from the skilled use of the body and the confidence that
this produces (Hills, 2007). PE, therefore, is a crucial context for the construc-
tion of a positive physicality; some young women become empowered by the
skilled and pleasurable experience of physical movement, while others embody
a gendered physicality of powerlessness (McDermott, 1996). This research
provides us with a more rigorous understanding of female physicality and how
girls and women can embody traditional docile bodies or construct resistant,
active bodies. However, importantly, the more recent work of Heywood (2007)
and Azzarito (2010) takes the analysis further by arguing that these new sport-
ing femininities, whilst reflecting individual agency to resist traditional dis-
courses of femininity, also are informed by white Western ideals.

Global neo-liberal trends informing new femininities herald homogenization,
and without the theorizing of difference, they produce a utopian form of pre-
packaged successful Western girlhood. (Azzarito, 2010, p. 269)

This resonates with McRobbie (2011); not all girls have access to these new
femininities and a neo-liberal discourse of opportunity and progress provides
an illusion of gender equality that fails to account for persistent social inequali-
ties and creates a new gender regime of successful and unsuccessful femininities.
This illusion becomes part of a globalized consumer image of postfeminism that
renders feminism and “old” inequalities redundant. Research on female bodies
and physicality in PE makes an important contribution to our understanding
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of the complexities of femininities and how girls and young women perform
active, physical bodies that construct new femininities. However, researchers
such as Azzarito and Heywood argue coherently for the need for social and
political analysis that places this research within a neo-liberal postfeminist dis-
course of equality that continues to marginalize all those whose identities and
bodies become “other” to the “can do” gitls.

Masculinities have also come under critical scrutiny as researchers over the
past 20 years have explored gender relations in more detail (Connell, 2005).
Boys who do not fit the ideal of athletic, sporting masculinity also face negotia-
tions and resistances in their experiences of PE. Tischler and McCaughtry
(2011) use hegemonic masculinity to examine the intersection of masculinities
and school PE from the perspective of boys who embody marginalized mascu-
linities and conclude that competitive sport-based PE functions to oppress
boys who are seen to be outside the norms of masculinity but that they can also
be active agents in resisting these processes. Bramham (2003, p. 68) similarly
argues that we need to be cautious about a simple view of ‘effortless hegemonic
masculinity’. Hickey (2008, p. 156), using narratives, explores how some
young males navigate their identities within and against dominant sporting
discourse. He concludes:

While many boys choose not to participate, or take an interest, in the hyper-
masculine male sports, they are very likely to have their identities calibrated
against the sorts of masculinity such games project. Given the powerful role that
sport plays in wider social definitions of gender, the merits of one’s performance
in sport and PE become powerful sites for distributing the sort of gender capital
that will determine who’s a real man and who’s not!

While there may be some spaces for alternative masculinities, PE continues to
be an important site in the making and re-making of hegemonic masculinity.
This would suggest that we need to continue to research hegemonic mascu-
linities and emphasized femininities as well as exploring new alternative gen-
dered identities.

In addition to research on gendered identities, there have been a number of
studies that explore the relationships between gender and sexuality, centraliz-
ing heterosexism and homophobia in PE (Clarke, 1998; Sparkes, 1994;
Squires & Sparkes, 1996). This work focuses on individual experiences, often
through the use of narratives, as opposed to the institutional and structural
research carried out in the 1980s. This is an important development telling us
far more about the complex and fluid nature of gendered and sexualized iden-
tities. Research on teachers identifies heterosexual gender regimes and the
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discrimination that many gay and lesbian PE teachers face as well as their
active resistances (Clarke, 2002). It is unsurprising that researchers have not
explored fully the experiences of gay and lesbian young people in school
PE. Section 28 of the Local Government Act of 1988 in the UK prohibited
the promotion of homosexuality in schools, thus making access to research
virtually impossible (Clarke, 2002). Although this act was repealed in 2003,
the sensitive nature of talking about sexuality with young people has meant
that we have little empirical research in the area. Sykes (2010) is an exception
in that her research, drawing on poststructuralist and queer theory, explores
how the taken-for-granted ideas of the “athletic” body rely on the ‘marginali-
sation of multiple forms of queerness’. Working in Canada, she interviewed
adults who self-identify as a sexual minority or gender minority, have a physi-
cal disability and/or have a body shape or size that is socially undervalued. She
gathered retrospective data, a technique that avoids direct research on stu-
dents, by getting the adults to look back at their school PE experiences. This
research is an example of exploring difference, not only in relation to a single
issue such as gender, but across identities between and within individuals. Her
data provides rich and emotive examples of how bodily discourses articulate
with each other to produce “queer bodies” in PE and how individuals who
embody some form of queerness often have to engage in difficult and embod-
ied coping strategies.

Wright and MacDonald’s (2010) Life Activity Project also engages with
multiple identities and their intersections, adopting a longitudinal approach
to studying the place and meaning of physical activity in the lives of young
people in Australia. Although not focusing specifically on school PE, it pro-
vides a wealth of information on choices, self-perceptions and embodiments
of young people in relation to physical activity. Their analysis points to the
dangers of homogenizing or universalizing young people’s experiences and the
sole use of either structural explanations or individual biographies devoid of
cultural, social and geographic location. Their work begins to engage with the
theoretical ground between structural accounts and individual explanations
and assumes ‘biographies to be produced in relation to changing material and
discursive circumstances and that attention to the complex and dynamic
nature of lives is necessary to fully understand how identities are constituted’
(Wright & MacDonald, 2010, p. 3). This chimes with the work of Benn
(1996) and Dagkas and Benn (2006) who focus on the complex intersections
of PE and Islamic practices and beliefs; Farooq and Parker (2009), who explore
sport, PE and Islam, particularly in relation to the construction of masculini-
ties; and Azzarito (2009) who explores young people’s construction of the
body in and through PE at the intersections of race and gender. Knez (2010)
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as part of the Life Activity Project looks at young Muslim women living in
Australia and explores the complex ways in which these women constitute
themselves as female. The data provide nuanced understandings of how young
women negotiate their own meanings of Islam and shape their own subjectivi-
ties whilst also recognizing the impact of powerful discourses of gender and
fundamentalism.

Although just a snapshot of the types of feminist PE research over the past
two decades, the studies discussed demonstrate how our understandings of
gender and PE have moved on since the 1980s. Rich accounts of individual
experiences, with an emphasis on diversity and deconstruction, challenge any
universalistic notions of femininity and masculinity and allow for far more
complex understanding of diverse and fluid gendered identities and their
intersections with other social categories.

Feminist Praxis

A fundamental tenet of feminism has always been the relationship between
theory and practice. Stanley (1990, p. 15), writing at a similar time to my
early work on gender and PE, defined feminist praxis as

...an indication of a shared feminist commitment to a political position in
which ‘knowledge’ is not simply defined as ‘knowledge what’ but also ‘knowl-
edge for’. Succinctly the point is to change the world not study it.

Hall (1996, p. 78) takes this approach and in applying it to the world of sport
feminism argues that there needs to be far more unification between ‘theory
and practice, the personal and the political: in sum what I have defined here
as praxis’. Although gender research, drawing on feminist postructuralist the-
ories, is now far more sophisticated, asks complex questions and provides
more nuanced understandings, I would argue that there remains a significant
gap between research and PE practice (Macdonald, 2002). The latest report
from the Women’s Sport and Fitness Foundation (2012) in England makes
for depressing reading for all those concerned with gender and PE. Through a
survey of 1500 school students they show that over half the girls are put off
physical activity by their experiences of PE; over half of all the girls and boys
think that there are more opportunities for boys to succeed in sport; nearly a
third of all boys think that girls who are sporty are not feminine. Their sum-
mary suggests that rather than diverse femininities being constructed and
enacted by individuals:
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...social norms around being female and feminine are still affecting girls’
attitudes and behaviour. Notably, being ‘sporty’ is still widely seen as a mascu-
line trait. While ‘sporty’ boys are valued and admired by peers, ‘sporty girls’ are
not, and can be viewed negatively. Meanwhile, being feminine largely equates to
looking attractive. (Women’s Sport and Fitness Foundation, 2012, p. 4)

Whilst recent feminist research in PE has engaged with important questions
about the body and physicality, it would appear that little has changed since
my study in the 1980s. The report finds that activities remain very gender spe-
cific; girls do not appear to have confidence in their skill levels; many girls feel
self-conscious about their bodies and appearance, with compulsory PE clothes
and showers after activity yet again being singled out as problematic; space
continues to be dominated by boys; and teachers are seen to focus only on the
“sporty” girls. Whilst our knowledge of gender has developed significantly,
change in relation to everyday practice seems to be limited, with a disjuncture
between research discourses and PE practice. This does not deny some impor-
tant initiatives that have taken place, such as some curriculum reform (Ennis,
1999), more opportunities outside school for some girls (Flintoff & Scraton,
2001) and “girl-friendly” PE initiatives (Nike/Youth Sport Trust, 2000). The
Nike/Youth Sport Trust (2000), for example, helped teachers devise a set of
strategies aimed at increasing girls’ participation in and enjoyment of PE. These
included the introduction of new activities, changed teaching styles, improved
changing-room environments and/or running promotional events (Flintoff &
Scraton, 2006). The research of Dagkas, Benn and Jawad (Dagkas, Benn, &
Jawad, 2011) is also a recent example of researchers focusing on individual
voices whilst explicitly linking these voices to informed recommendations for
educational policy. In this case the voices are those of teachers, young people,
head teachers and parents and the research captures the concerns and experi-
ences of those involved in the inclusion of Muslim girls in PE. Although not
overtly feminist in approach, this research does raise consciousness of the
diverse needs of Muslim girls and the barriers to participation which they con-
tinue to face. This research isa development from the liberal, equal-opportunities
research of the 1980s in that it engages with access and opportunity but with a
more complex understanding of identity. Macdonald (2002, pp. 209-210)
makes a pertinent point when she argues that ‘as modernist institutions, schools
are shaped by timetables, space allocation, bounded subject communities,
industrial models of teachers’ work, and frequently traditional syllabuses’.
Research that remains within a modernist discourse of equality, access and
opportunity can still contribute to helping to reform our schools. However,
this change is based on inclusion and access just as in the 1980s rather than any



Feminism and PE: Does Gender Still Matter? 35

radical revision of PE itself. A critical feminist praxis requires a discourse and
politics of transformation (Walby, 2000) that fundamentally questions all
aspects of PE. However, the radical feminist work of the 1980s has been largely
supplanted by poststructuralist analyses which are increasingly divorced from
the everyday lives of teachers and students who have to cope with neo-liberal
politics and policies based on individualization in a consumer-driven market
place.

But gender does still matter, as the recent study by the Women’s Sport and
Fitness Foundation (2012) highlights. Gender still matters because both the
institution of schooling and the individuals within it remain influenced by
powerful gendered discourses that impact on what is taught, how it is taught,
and gendered expectations about behaviour, appearance and abilities, albeit
that these are complex and diverse. If our research has produced exciting new
knowledge in the past 20 years but practices remain largely unchanged, how
can we ensure we do not have two parallel worlds of the academy and PE
practice that never meet? How do we move towards feminist praxis?

Gender Still Matters

Poststructural analyses have certainly opened up our understandings of the
complexities of difference and the social construction of gender. In highlight-
ing discourse, culture and identity, poststructuralism rebalances the determin-
ism of many structural accounts of material inequality. However, I would
argue that it is not a binary relationship between equality or difference, rather
it is the need to understand and explain the systematic links between equality
and difference (Scraton, 2001). Feminism is about exploring the fluid con-
struction of diverse identities but with an acknowledgement of enduring
oppression and material inequalities. This ‘middle-ground’ theorizing enables
analysis of specific circumstances encountered by individuals, whilst main-
taining an explanatory and analytical perspective focusing on systems and
processes (Valentine, 2007). One approach to exploring this middle ground is
through a theoretical engagement with intersectionality (Grabham, Cooper,
Krishnadas, & Herman, 2009). Whilst there are many critiques and concerns
about intersectionality within feminism, it can be a useful approach as it
focuses upon specific contexts and the political, social and material consequences
of social categories (Valentine, 2007). Theoretically, engagement with the
messiness of accounts somewhere between modernist accounts and poststruc-
turalist analyses reminds us that the focus should be on inequalities 274 iden-
tities, not one or the other. I would want to see feminist PE research exploring
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more fully this ‘middle-ground’ theorizing; a critical PE feminism that recognizes
both multiple categories and identities whilst locating these within political,
social and economic power structures. It is important that feminist PE con-
tinues to forge strong links with mainstream feminism and researchers involved
more broadly in critical social research.

However, while this can help develop useful knowledge there clearly
remains a significant gap between the production of this knowledge and its
implementation in our schools. This should not deter those researchers inter-
ested in exploring ideas and developing theory. Academics apply their theory
through their teaching and the education of the next generation of practitio-
ners as well as seeking to inform national and local policy. It is crucial that
research and critical ideas are fed into teacher education to ensure informed
teacher educators in the future. This is a major challenge. Dowling (2011,
p. 201) exploring the concept of the ‘professional teacher’ in Norway argues
that student PE teachers ‘seem to be locked into “modernist” or “classical”
ideas about good PE practice’. Her research into PE teacher education sug-
gests that theory is seldom linked to practice and that being a ‘good” PE
teacher centres on being a competent performer. Dowling considers that ‘the
PE teacher is still cast as someone whose work is confined to the gymnasium,
rather than an educator who nurtures society’s citizens of tomorrow’ (p. 218).
Similarly, Brown and Rich (2002, p. 96), researching PE student-teacher

identities, suggest:

...avision for gender inclusive futures in physical education strongly implicates
physical education teachers’ gendered identities. While the quality and commit-
ment of our participants’ approach to their profession is not in doubt, the
dimensions of their gendered identities which they drew upon during the diffi-
cult circumstances of teaching are implicitly strategic enactments that tend to fit
into, rather than challenge the Gender Order in society, sport and physical
education.

Teachers play an important role in reinforcing or challenging gender in
PE. Despite the detailed knowledge that has been developed over the past few
decades, very little appears to have found its way into the teacher education
curriculum (Wright, 2002a). Students continue to receive limited critical
work relating to gender in their teacher education programmes. Writing in
relation to teacher education in Australia, Wright (2002b, p. 204) argues
powerfully that constraints on gender reform do not come from the lack of
appropriate national policies but rather ‘through the discursive construction
of IPETE programmes and the investments of those who teach and study in
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them’. In the UK, as the routes into teaching become increasingly diverse, it
is difficult to see how this situation will improve in the future but it is crucial
that it does if critical ideas are to be fed into practice.

The way we “do” gender research is also important in linking researchers to
practitioners. We need to try to incorporate teachers and young people into
our research methods rather than including them simply as respondents.
Participatory methods including photography, mapping exercises, story-
telling, role play, drama, journal writing and poster design have all been used
recently to gain more detailed and relevant data in sport and PE research
(Fitzgerald & Jobling, 2004; MacPhail & Kinchin, 2004). Enright and
O’Sullivan (2012) argue that educators and researchers need to ask questions
that produce different knowledge through different means, thus producing
different ways of thinking and being in the world. This would seem to repli-
cate the intention of feminist praxis. If teachers, students and researchers can
come together to produce knowledge, then the rich multi-layered data gener-
ated could help bring theory and PE practice closer together.

Conclusion

Since the 1980s when I conducted my research into gender and PE, feminist
theory has developed to produce new and exciting knowledge. A focus on dif-
ference and identity has meant that girls and women are no longer seen as an
homogeneous group and the binaries of femininity/masculinity, individual/
society, structure/agency have been transgressed, with new questions and new
understandings developed. Yet the relationship between feminist PE theory and
practice remains problematic. I have argued that we need to continue to develop
feminism through a focus on the middle ground between structural and post-
structural understandings. This approach does not view gender as an identity
separate from other social identities such as class, race, ethnicity, (dis)ability or
sexuality. We need more rigorous theorizing that can explore the intersections of
identity and provide layers of understanding mapping individual biographies
onto broader social, political and economic structures. Applying such theory to
ensure feminist praxis is in no way straightforward as neo-liberal discourse sets
up a “new” binary between postfeminism and feminism. Although not easy, the
relationship between feminism and PE must be retained so that there is a critical
engagement with both equality and difference. If knowledge from the academy
is to influence practice then we require critical, reflective practitioners who
understand and query the complexity of difference within a moral agenda of
social justice. Ideally these practitioners are central to research as partners in
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innovative projects. PE should be a continuing focus for feminist research not
only because there remain significant issues in relation to equality, difference
and PE but also because PE, with its primary concern for the body, physicality
and movement, offers a crucial site for the exploration of feminist theoretical
understandings.
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Sporting Females: Power,
Diversity and the Body

Jessica Francombe-Webb and Kim Toffoletti

It is a huge challenge to present an overview of Jennifer Hargreaves’ work in a
way that does justice to both her theoretical developments and her substantive
contribution to knowledge. Hargreaves’ scholarship has been central to under-
standing, from a socio-historical and socio-cultural perspective, women’s
involvement in sport, leisure and physical education (PE) as well as develop-
ing intersectional analysis of women’s active bodies. Her explorations at the
intersection of cultural studies, physical culture and women’s embodiment
resonate particularly with our own feminist analyses and for this reason we
have centred our review around a number of interrelated themes as opposed
to reviewing her publications in a discrete manner or documenting her work
chronologically. Inevitably our review will be partial as we focus on some key
themes that have been pivotal in Hargreaves’ research and detail the ongoing
significance of her work for contemporary feminist sport, leisure and PE
scholars.

Our review seeks to capture Hargreaves’ conceptualization of how women’s
sporting experiences are understood and imagined within the changing and
complex circumstances of the historical present. In doing so we foreground her
attempts to sidestep any inclination to universalize women’s experiences, high-
lighting the fact that her research is fundamentally for women by linking theory
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to praxis. We do this through our attention, first, to the role of cultural studies
as an approach that enables her critical project to make women visible in sport
histories, spaces and cultures. Second, we explore Hargreaves’ analysis of gen-
der relations as power relations, and finally we offer our examination of how
diverse bodies are theorized and accounted for in her work. Our chapter con-
cludes with reflections on her legacy for contemporary feminist scholarship,
looking to our own critical postfeminist explorations into female sporting bod-
ies to highlight the ongoing significance and impact of her research agenda.

Critical Approaches to Women'’s Sport:
The Structure/Agency Nexus

The development of Hargreaves’ thinking can be traced to the emergence of
the critical sociology of sport in the Marxist tradition, alongside the growth of
cultural studies (Hargreaves, 1982). These streams of thought influenced her
early approach to understanding sport as a social construction necessitating
examination in relation to the economic, political and social conditions of the
time, as well as her interest in sport as a cultural practice shaping the everyday
lived experiences of participants. Hargreaves has been committed to under-
standing women’s experiences within sports as well as the broader social con-
text whereby sports constitute one aspect within the materiality of women’s
everyday lives. For instance, schooling has been addressed by Hargreaves to
explore how the organization, teaching and management of classrooms con-
solidate gender divisions that inform students” perceptions of physical educa-
tion and sport abilities (within and outside the school context) according to
gender (Hargreaves, 1994). At the same time, it is suggested that PE offers a
site to challenge gender norms and create an alternative ‘movement experi-
ence for both sexes” (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 151). Her focus on the everyday has
enabled exploration and scrutiny of ‘patterns as well as differences” in order to
enhance insights into ‘the realities of the dualism between agency and struc-
ture’ (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 12). Both theoretically and empirically Hargreaves’
methods encourage us to refrain from locating individuals as passive recipi-
ents of ideology while also not underestimating ‘the ways in which cultural
patterns and economic, political and ideological order specific to the totality
of social relations affect the participation of women in sports’ (Hargreaves,
1994, p. 12). Put simply, Hargreaves’ work treads a careful line that does not
overemphasize human subjectivity nor is it overly deterministic in its analysis
of specific social structures and historical circumstances. Engagement with
socio-historical context and how women negotiate their subjectivities in ways
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that are temporal and radically contextualized allows for nuanced readings of
women’s embodied experiences of sport. In turn, Hargreaves recognizes the
need for advanced theoretical perspectives in order to contend with the com-
plex relationship between choice, agency, power and subjectivity.

Our starting point within this review is to highlight and discuss the cultural
inflection in Hargreaves’ work. It is this theoretical grounding and her strategy
for women’s advocacy and praxis that has enabled her to carve out a unique
contribution that, although formulated in the Marxist tradition, refrains from
producing accounts of individuals who ‘are unavoidably trapped by the struc-
tural conditions of capitalist sports’ (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 17). Instead
Hargreaves is clear that sports feminism must account for autonomy from the
economy and the intersections between class, gender, sexuality, race, disability
(a far from exhaustive list) that shape women’s experiences of sport in different
and complex ways. The critical intellectual sensibility that Hargreaves develops
focuses on how social forces are contested and where subjectivities are negoti-
ated and meaning is created and embodied. This is a form of ‘Marxism without
guarantees (Hall, 1996) in which Hargreaves does the work of extrapolating
the socio-historical context, contending with the interrelations and assemblage
of social forces and remaining cognisant that ‘identities, practices, and effects
generally, constitute the very context within which they are practices, identities or
effects’ (Slack, 1996, p. 125, emphasis in original).

The importance of this for feminist sports studies is the recognition that
women’s ability to carve out sporting spaces is constrained, shaped by and
simultaneously shaping broader cultural forces that (re)establish normative
expressions of femininity. Hargreaves” argument that gender relations in the
home profoundly impact women’s attitudes toward sport offers an example of
this perspective. An unequal domestic division of labour in heterosexual part-
nerships sees women servicing men’s leisure interests at the expense of their
own, with working-class women less likely to have supports for leisure such as
money and time. The tradition and culture of sports also mitigate against
women’s participation, even if they have the social and financial capital to do
s0, as ‘women often feel intimidated by the fierce masculinization of public
sports venues (Hargreaves, 1994).

Hargreaves’ work, then, although not postmodern, is anti-reductionist in
its interrogation of the axes of power that are complexly articulated in and
through sport and she refrains from the disempowering ‘possibility of reduc-
ing culture to class or to a mode of production’ (Slack, 1996, p. 121).
Hargreaves (2004, p. 199) teases out the ‘realities of injustice and discrimination
in sport, the lived social experiences of oppressed groups’ in a way that is not
over-determined by the economic, but articulates the complex interplay of



46 J. Francombe-Webb and K. Toffoletti

the historical, social, political #nd economic. Class, therefore, can only be read
as being inextricably bound by the embodied and inscribed hierarchical mean-
ings around gender and ‘other factors such as age, disability, ethnicity, marital
status, occupation and sexual orientation’ that ‘affect women’s involvement in
sports and point to the ways in which women’s sports derive meaning from
the totality of social relations’ (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 40). For us, this speaks to
a philosophy that is not economically deterministic; that is, it does not assert
‘a necessary correspondence between various elements of society and the over-
bearing economic real’, nor is it shaped by the romanticism of cultural human-
ism, which asserts ‘a necessary non-correspondence between various elements of
society, thus providing the human agent and cultural practices with a roman-
ticized level of autonomy’ (Hall, 1985, cited in Andrews, 2002, p. 112,
emphasis in original). Hargreaves avoids partial, one-sided explanations,
instead providing a critical account of the ‘relation between individual body
processes and social processes’ (Hargreaves & Vertinsky, 2007, p. 2). For
instance, her discussions of women’s experiences of homophobia in sport take
account of the ideological and symbolic significance placed on championing
heterosexual femininity so that athletes ‘who do not display on their bodies
the usual insignia of conventional femininity, face insinuations and defemini-
zation’ (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 170). This stigmatization has material effects for
both lesbian and heterosexual athletes, with the former often compelled to
hide their sexuality and the latter emphasizing conventional femininity to
avoid being ridiculed as lesbian (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 171). This dynamic
between the personal and the social body pushes us to think about the com-
plex relations between the enactment of agency and the limitations and pos-
sibilities of this for women in sports contexts—be that lived experiences of
sport or the governance and institutionalization of sporting forms. Employing
this approach requires a combination of socio-cultural and historical analysis
with first-person accounts and we see these inextricable links being forged
throughout Hargreaves” work, notably as she emphasizes gender relations as
power relations that are maintained, negotiated and transformed over time.

Power and Feminist Theory: Exploring Gender
Relations as Power Relations

In theorizing the links between power, social arrangements and individual
actions, the intellectual traditions outlined above provide the scaffolding
through which Hargreaves explored the social production of gender inequal-
ity in sport, culminating in the germinal publication Sporting Females: Critical
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Issues in the History and Sociology of Women’s Sport (1994). With its emphasis
on ‘both the lived experiences of women in sports and the structural forces
influencing participation’ (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 2), Sporting Females locates
the absence of gender in sport theory and articulates the value of feminist
perspectives to redressing the marginalization of women’s experiences and
viewpoints, both in the sporting domain and in critical writing about sport.

One of the most significant contributions to feminist sport scholarship
emerging from Sporting Females is Hargreaves' (1994, p. 1) use of ‘gender as a
fundamental category for analysis’, coupled with an expansive understanding of
women’s sports that encompasses a diversity of women, their bodily practices,
and relationship to sport, leisure and physical activity settings. Understanding
the operations of gender in sport, for Hargreaves, requires an understanding of
the historical and social construction of modern sports as a domain for the
expression and articulation of masculine superiority; an association commonly
upheld by biologically determinist ideas of sexual difference. Unlike critiques of
biological determinism offered by sociologists of sport and leisure up to this
point, which tended to either universalize (hence disregard) the specificities of
women’s sporting experience or to detail male-led inquires into women’s sport
participation, Hargreaves reorients the focus away from women’s “difference” or
“Otherness” towards exploring gendered relations of power.

By calling for a more thorough analysis of gender relations in sport sociol-
ogy, Hargreaves’ thinking prompts us to look beyond functionalist accounts
of sport and gender whereby sport socializes individuals to dominant gender
norms within a given social context. Instead, her focus on the interrelation-
ships of gender and power offers a framework through which to investigate
‘changes, ambivalences and conflicts over gender divisions ... and the signifi-
cance and shifting nature of gender relations’ (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 3). This
approach generates new conceptual possibilities to explore the differences
between women and the varied circumstances and competing interests that
problematize the notion that “women in sport” are a homogeneous group
with similar needs and experiences.

To make sense of the complexities and conflicts that arise when examining
women’s participation in physical activity at the micro-level of everyday
actions, Hargreaves advocates for ways of thinking about gender that are
attentive to the dynamic and contestable nature of gender as an organizing
category, while remaining cognisant of wider structures of social control.
Hargreaves’ (1994, p. 3) approach was novel at the time in its claim that,
contrary to contemporaneous feminist explanations, ‘sports do not produce a
straightforward system of domination of men over women’. Her work makes
important interventions in seeking out moments of resistance, subversion and
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contestation of gender inequality in sport by women historically. Hargreaves
offers, therefore, a nuanced exploration of male-dominated culture that high-
lights the heterogeneity of women’s experiences and the ways in which sports
can be pleasurable and empowering experiences for girls and women.

This was a departure from the focus of feminist interventions in the sociol-
ogy of sport derived mainly from second-wave feminist equality agendas con-
cerned with exposing discrimination against women and creating equal
opportunity pathways for female sports participation, as typified by work
emanating from North America during the 1970s, in which women’s margin-
alization remained largely under-theorized (Hargreaves, 1994). In the UK
and elsewhere, a more culturally inflected approach to women’s leisure pro-
vided a theoretically oriented lens through which to understand women’s rela-
tionship to sport as shaped by the intersections of class and patriarchy
(Hargreaves, 1994). Pursuing these insights, Hargreaves draws attention to
the relational dimensions of gender, arguing that existing feminist theories for
explaining women’s subordinate status in sport and leisure activities fail to
adequately consider multiple relations of power, not only between women
and men, but between different groups of women and different groups of
men. Nor can a focus primarily on women’s oppression under patriarchy suf-
ficiently account for other systems of power in society that shape the forma-
tion of varied social identities, experiences and circumstances (Hargreaves,
1994). Hargreaves makes this point when documenting the physical educa-
tion of working-class girls as a form of social regulation during the nineteenth
century in the UK. She notes the complicity of middle-class women in main-
taining ruling-class privilege through training working-class girls in bodily
self-control via exercise (Hargreaves, 1994). As this analysis exemplifies, in her
early work Hargreaves articulated the relationship between class and gender,
with subsequent writings placing greater focus on the intersections of gender
and vectors of difference such as ethnicity, sexuality and ability. It is to
Hargreaves writing on difference and diversity that we now turn.

Body, Identity and Diversity

Central to Hargreaves' analysis of gender relations of power in sport is the
body. Bodies and questions of embodiment feature throughout Hargreaves’
oeuvre, forming the basis of her interrogations into the material-cultural
dimensions of sports participation and consumption. By attending to the
embodied aspects of sport—how one knows and experiences their social iden-
tity as contained and defined by their bodily experiences through time and
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space—Hargreaves’ writings compel feminists of movement cultures to pay
attention to sporting women'’s lived experiences of having and being a body for
what it can tell us about the formation of personal and collective identity and
the operations of difference and exclusion (Hargreaves, 2000). A key insight
that Hargreaves brings to feminist studies of physical activity is that embodi-
ment is not neutral, but can work to sustain social inequality through the
inscription of values on different bodies.

One such instance of Hargreaves’ (2000) embodied approach can be found
in her analysis of the sporting experiences of women with disabilities.
Investigating the feelings that disabled women have towards their bodies
offers a means to explore how perceptions of their sporting capacities are
formed and the impact such attitudes have on sports participation. Hargreaves
makes clear that an exclusive focus on social and economic barriers to disabled
women’s participation in sport and physical activity cannot sufficiently
account for the personal experience of being a disabled woman and what it
feels like to inhabit a body that may be in pain or unable to walk, see or hear
(Hargreaves, 2000). Accounting for the subjective reality of experiencing dis-
ability, all the while attentive to a wider social context that views disabled
bodies as incomplete or inadequate, can lead to a better understanding of why
disabled women may or may not choose to participate in sport, or pursue
certain sports or sport models (such as disability sports) over others (like
mainstream activities). Disabled women’s experiences of physical activity are
recast in ways that reorient debates over access and opportunity to ask why
certain bodies are perceived as normative and desirable and sow such assump-
tions impact on disabled women’s relationship to, and understanding of, their
own sporting bodies as experienced in and through wider culture. What is
made apparent in Hargreaves writing on disabled women’s embodied rela-
tionship to sport is the ‘link between the personal and the cultural, between
the physical body and the social body’ (Hargreaves, 2000, p. 196), which
allows for a consideration of the wide-ranging encounters disabled women
may have with sport and the generative emotions physical activity may evoke.
Challenging the assumption that disabled women are universally excluded
from and discriminated against in sport settings, Hargreaves respondents
convey a strong sense of enjoying their bodies and feeling physically powerful
and free through sporting pursuits that offer a ‘release from the taboo of dis-
ability’ (Hargreaves, 2000, p. 198). By steering our thinking towards the body
asasite for the generation of affects (i.e., pleasure, freedom, disgust, alienation),
Hargreaves advocates for alternative conceptualizations of sports participation
in terms of points of affinity between able-bodied and disabled women as a
means of enacting solidarities between diverse groups of women who are
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differently affected by social circumstance and vectors of difference. As she
puts it ‘in this perspective, competitive individualism is replaced by a shared
culture of caring and ethical lifestyle’ (Hargreaves, 2000, p. 4).

In Heroines of Sport (Hargreaves, 2000, p. 5) her commitment to under-
standing women’s experiences of sport relative to particular historical circum-
stances, social structures and cultural contexts is brought to bear on questions
of difference among sporting women across the globe in terms of ‘class, culture,
disability, ethnicity, “race”, religion and sexual orientation’. It is here that
Hargreaves’ impact on studies of diversity in feminist sport scholarship can be
seen through her engagement with wider feminist contestations over the cate-
gory of “woman”, and related “identity politics” and “politics of difference”
debates concerning the intersections of gender and cultural difference, the
politics of knowledge production, local-global dynamics, and the enactment
of feminist solidarity. There are parallels to be drawn here between Hargreaves’
approach to theorizing diversity and difference in sport settings and the insights
of transnational and postcolonial feminist thinkers (Toffoletti & Palmer,
2015). Both draw attention to how difference is constructed and conceptual-
ized institutionally and at the level of the subject, how ‘the construction of
some women as outsiders which stems originally from structures of domina-
tion and subordination can result in very personal and poignant experiences’
(Hargreaves, 2000, p. 6). Hargreaves brings these insights into the remit of
sport scholarship and feminist sport praxis, unsettling reductionist tendencies
toward universalizing women’s experiences of physical activity while at the
same time recognizing how ‘marginal’ sporting identities are contingent on
cultural discourses that frame them relationally as ‘Other’ (Hargreaves, 2000).
Her scholarship on gender and diversity in sport is highly resistant to casting
women as “victims”, in keeping with her commitment to cultural studies para-
digms that focus instead on how women actively negotiate their experiences of
discrimination and marginalization (Hargreaves, 2000).

In the case of Muslim sportswomen, for instance, Hargreaves tackles the
representational dimensions of how diverse female bodies are commonly con-
structed through Western eyes. In the case of female Muslim athletes a binary
logic either positions them as ‘objects of oppression’ by forces of patriarchy,
religion and the state, or celebrates them as ‘active subjects’ for whom sport
provides a vehicle to challenge gender subordination (Hargreaves, 2000).
Such ‘false oppositions’, Hargreaves argues, paint Muslim sportswomen as a
homogeneous group, obscuring not only the different circumstances inform-
ing Muslim women’s relationship to sport, but the dynamic and unstable state
of Muslim women’s bodies as ‘in process—'tied as they are to political
struggle—not just at the level of the personal, but linked to state and religious



Sporting Females: Power, Diversity and the Body 51

ideologies which depend for their credibility on discourse about women and
their bodies’ (Hargreaves, 2000, p. 75). Her insights have promoted genera-
tive debate within scholarship on Muslim women’s practices of sport and
physical activity, facilitating critical developments in the study of Muslim
women’s sport, particularly from the voices of Muslim women themselves
(Benn, Pfister, & Jawad, 2011; Toffoletti & Palmer, 2015).

Hargreaves™ critical accounts of female sporting bodies are animated by
subjectivities, socio-historical and cultural relations of power that allow her to
unpack the moments of contestation for women in sport in particular con-
texts and at particular moments in history, and transform these analyses in
such a way as to facilitate change. This is done using a variety of data sources
such as government policy, interviews, observation and readings of popular
culture, allowing her to link theory to praxis and evaluate the impacts of gen-
dered embodiment on the extent to which women can participate/are visible
as physical subjects. By way of closure, we locate Hargreaves legacies relative
to our own work on athletic females’ embodied experiences and the opera-
tions of power that link individual bodily actions to wider social arrangements
in what has been characterized as a postfeminist era. Hargreaves” focus on the
subjective and socio-cultural is important in this work because women are
increasingly, and precariously, positioned as the vanguard of new, individual-
ized subjectivities that require new ways of thinking, new ways of theorizing
and new ways of intervening.

Sports Feminism in an Era of Postfeminism

In a chapter titled ‘Querying Sport Feminism: Personal or Political?” Hargreaves
(2004) urges caution regarding claims for female agency that are not situated
‘within a social and cultural framework’ (Hargreaves, 2004, p. 196, emphasis
in original). Such insights have been fundamental to our own research prac-
tices as we attempt to make sense of profound changes in the social and cul-
tural landscape of sporting, embodied gender relations. The social and cultural
framework informing our research is one within which the feminist push to
break down barriers keeping women out of sport, education and employment
‘has coincided with a broader socioeconomic need for young women to take
up places in the new economy ... and the expansion of consumer capitalism’
(Harris, 2004, p. 7). This presents us with new conceptual challenges and
requires ‘sustainable forms of sport feminism which can tackle the needs of our
times (Hargreaves, 2004, p. 202, emphasis in original). In our times, women’s
bodies are more visible within sports, and beyond, and they are being celebrated
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or chastised for their determination, their drive to succeed and their ability to
seize life chances—women are no longer presented as objects of patriarchy but
are seen as active in the pursuit of their own individualized ‘Do It Yourself’
subjectivities (Heywood, 2007). Hargreaves (2004), of course, warned against
the consolidation of this non-politicized postfeminist discourse. Yet across aca-
demia, policy and popular culture we continue to see the links between theo-
retical (personal) and activist (political) feminism being disentangled such that
we have lost the vocabulary—we have become dispossessed, in Hargreaves’
parlance—to discuss issues of difference, inequality and social justice. According
to Gill (2007), contemporary postfeminist discourses operate as a form of gen-
dered governmentality: a ‘blending of a kind of individualised feminism with
neoliberalism’ (Harris, 2004, p. 185). Within this framework the individual is
made responsible for their own choices, they bear the responsibility for success-
fully crafting their life biography, and they embody a distinctively neo-liberal
subjectivity that strives for self-fulfilment and demonstrates conduct of the self
through self-monitoring, surveillance and investment (Toffoletti, 2016). This,
Hargreaves (2004, p. 199) asserts, does not prioritize praxis and is instead
focused, problematically, on postmodern notions of individualized desire and
pleasure. Hargreaves (2004) cautions that postfeminist projects are at risk of
being apolitical and disconnected from the feminist movement, and this cau-
tioning is understandable, because postfeminism is used variously to signal a
period after feminism, a form of popular cultural address, and/or a new “wave”
of feminist thought.

However, drawing from Heywood and Drake (1997), Hargreaves (2004,
p. 201) argues that sports feminists should attempt to ‘turn the division
between political feminists and postfeminists into a productive liaisor’, thus
locating positive imagery of women in sports, education and employment
alongside wider struggles for social justice. We have drawn on these lessons in
our own work as we explore the utility of postfeminism as a critical sensibility
that can help us understand women’s embodied experiences of sport and
physical culture. Using Hargreaves’ critique of postfeminist discourses as our
starting point we offer an alternative way of understanding postfeminism that
treats it as a critical object of enquiry rather than an analytic perspective. Thus
our research moves beyond definitional accounts of postfeminism (Gill, 2007,
2016) as we attempt to critique the practices and conditions associated with
postfeminism in order to open up new spaces for feminist intervention and
activism in sport.

In wanting to understand better the ways in which we can theorize wom-
en’s sports and physical cultures and intervene to create sustainable and more
equitable futures, we turn to existing feminist research beyond sport as
Hargreaves (2004, p. 196) has encouraged us to do: ‘[f]or sport feminism to



Sporting Females: Power, Diversity and the Body 53

progress, links and collaborations need to be forged with mainstream femi-
nism’. Most notably, we engage with feminist research in the fields of cultural
studies, media studies, education and political sociology to clarify what a ¢riti-
cal postfeminist approach to sport and physical culture entails (Toffolett,
2016) and how it can contribute to sport feminist research. We demonstrate
that a focus on postfeminism can draw critical attention to the changing cul-
tural conditions that shape how women and feminism are represented in sport
(Toffoletti, 2016; Toffoletti & Thorpe, 2017), the modes of address that
inform how sporting femininities are invoked and regulated, and the way that
women embody these subjectivities through the practices and spaces of sport
and physical activity (Toffoletti, 2017). Our postfeminist sensibility sheds
light on how postfeminist discourses of female success are experienced in ways
that are wrought with struggles and contradictions for those that are able to
invest (materially and symbolically) in the self (Francombe, 2014; Francombe-
Webb & Silk, 2015) as well as those “Others” whose experiences are shaped
by ‘broader struggles for social justice’ (Heywood & Drake, 1997, p. 165). In
this regard a critical emphasis on the conditions of postfeminism demon-
strates how the multiple iterations of postfeminist discourses offer up an indi-
vidualized and narrow reading of Westernized femininity that fails to
acknowledge the disparate opportunities available for women and girls in
sport, leisure and PE. This moves us beyond the notion of a ‘postfeminist
body’ (Cole & Hribar, 1995) and ensures that attention remains focused on
the way that ‘so many women lack the resources to play sport, take part in
exercise regimes, or take up lifestyle activities’ (Hargreaves, 2004, p. 202).
Hargreaves’ research tussled with the tensions of sport as a way to oppose
oppressive power relations as well as enmeshing women in ‘normalizing dis-
courses that limit their vision of who and what they can be’ (Chapman, 1997,
p. 221). Similarly, our critical postfeminist research details how young women
enjoy sports and physical activities and derive pleasure from “body work” as
part of their leisure time, but we subject this to critique on the basis of the
power relations that shape the conditions of possibility for women. Taking
Hargreaves' lead, our research interrogates the social realities of these post-
feminist subjectivities in relation to entrenched patterns of class, race, reli-
gious, able-bodied, heteronormative and age-related hierarchies. Far from
abstract and timeless impressions, Hargreaves has taught us that these modes
of address are embodied and historical and there is still much work to do in
order to understand the way that gender is governed and how women’s every-
day encounters with sport are reconstituted through these postfeminist ratio-
nalities. By deploying a critical postfeminist sensibility we continue to expose
the way that gender remains not simply a variable but fundamentally tied to
relations of power. By viewing gender as an organizing principle linked to the
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power to generate knowledge about what bodies, activities and actions are
valued within any society we are indebted to Hargreaves’ scholarship that
advanced understandings of gender and sport beyond systems of male domi-
nation and female oppression and looked at which female bodies are made
visible, whose voices are heard and whose are being suppressed.
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Patricia Vertinsky on Becoming and
Being a Feminist Sport Historian:
A Dialogue with Beccy Watson

Beccy Watson and Patricia Vertinsky

By Way of an Introduction

This dialogue was recorded in the autumn of 2016 and followed an earlier infor-
mal meeting in 2015 and some exchange of ideas over email. I am very grateful
to Patricia for sharing her opinions and for her generosity and openness in out-
lining her own career development as well as highlighting various pertinent and
persistent issues for feminist scholarship across physical education and sport,
and significantly how history informs our feminist analysis of these areas. It is a
real privilege to have had the opportunity to chat about and discuss Patricia’s
academic career, which spans more than 40 years (for selected relevant material
please see publications by Patricia Vertinsky listed in references from 1990
through to 2017). Of course, I have used my prerogative as “editor”, and what
is selected from an audio recording does not capture a// the nuances that a con-
versational interview brings (there are also some things that are best, by mutual
agreement, left out of the transcript). I knew I wanted to talk to Patricia about
ideas and issues relevant to this first theme of the handbook and I was keen for
her to detail the development of her research interests and how she regards her-
self as being a feminist sport historian. Much of the dialogue alludes to the fact
that there is no simple description of feminist sport history or feminist sport
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historians. I found the discussion facilitated and published by Thorpe and Olive
(2012) on feminist sport history useful in framing my questions, in addition to
a number of Patricia’s publications. A selected bibliography is presented at the
end of the chapter, including any texts mentioned in the dialogue.

PV:

BW:

PV:

BW:

PV:

BW:

PV:

...well T've never liked to call myself specifically a sport historian
because I've always thought that was such a narrow concept and I'm
trained more broadly ... I was trained as a revisionist historian and my
dissertation, way back, was about the late nineteenth-century Social
Purity movement, which was all about health and physicality but
wasn't focused upon the profession of physical education or the devel-
opment of sport and exercise studies or kinesiology.

How did you come to it then? Because talking about “on being a femi-
nist historian”, I thought it would be quite nice actually to capture a
litle bit for the readership on “becoming”. So for you, what’s a revi-
sionist historian?

Well a revisionist historian was that moment in the mid-to-late *70s
when formal history was being turned on its head and I was trained by
a group (of North American male historians) who were thinking about
history in a completely different way, so I was trained to think outside
the box and to think differently. However, following that I was hired
into a Faculty of Education where I was very much needed for being a
physical educator.

Right, so did you have a related interest or involvement with physical
education?

I was one of the early students at Birmingham University (UK), the
Physical Education Department which was the only place you could
take a physical education degree at that time.It was a really important
moment and I knew they were desperately struggling to make sure that
this was seen as an academic degree in physical education—so physical
activity and sports had very little to do with our studies. It was science,
physics and a year in the medical school. So I received a combined degree
in history and physical education with a compulsory language compo-
nent. And then I completed a Diploma of Education to become a
teacher and became a teacher in a grammar school for a couple of years.
And were you teaching PE or PE and history?

Well I was teaching history and physical education. I was the Head of
Department in Physical Education because I came from a university. It
was actually quite embarrassing to the team; there were three other male
and female physical educators who were all from training colleges, but I
had a degree so I was automatically launched, you know, “above” far more
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accomplished teachers than I was. It was fun, however, working at a
North of England grammar school. I enjoyed it, but left when I received
a scholarship to go to UCLA in California to do a Master’s degree. It was
an MSc, though again largely focused on history and physical education
with a speciality in sociology. From there, I visited South America where
almost by accident I was offered a job at the Universidad del Valle in Cali,
Colombia. So my first academic job was in South America and what they
wanted me to do was to go into the countryside and develop health and
physical education programmes for rural populations, which was where I
became particularly interested in the politics of health.

So that’s a far cry from being a teacher in a grammar school, so falling
into a job like that...

It was really interesting, but I can remember also that it was like a light
switch in terms of finding myself in a situation where I began to
develop a whole new set of political understandings and promoting
health and physical activity to underserved populations.

Did you see yourself as an activist?

Well I think I learned the importance of being an activist even though
I probably wasn’t at the time ... though I remember that I did quarrel
with the Peace Corps and their standardized approaches to fitness,
which seemed quite inappropriate for these populations ... I was
involved in one or two radical health promotion projects which were
then closed down by the local government because any kind of suc-
cessful health venture tended to raise expectations among the popula-
tion which were often not met...

Okay. And was there a feminist sense to that do you think? Was it
about the women’s health or...

Only in as much as the fact that Columbia was a strictly Catholic
country ruled by the Pope, with a very poor rural population, such
that women were demonstrably disadvantaged in a number of ways
and strongly affected by fatalist views.

And so from there...

From there ... well I came to understand during that time that there
were considerable shifts in thinking about research around poverty
issues and research in health education. I saw how visiting US research-
ers had been conducting experiments in nutrition, for example, where
food could be withheld from control groups. This was a moment when
many of these kinds of studies were being rethought from an ethical
perspective, just as historians were revisioning their approaches to their
own work. Second-wave feminism was burgeoning as well. It was all
very exciting ... from having being schooled in the North of England
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during the conservative post-war years to the radical political changes
occurring in the late 1960s and 1970s.

So to see all these questions and changes ...

It was enormous. I met and moved with my husband to Chicago and
then to British Columbia (Canada) in the early 1970s and that’s where
I did my doctoral work.

Right. And your thesis?

Yes, as | mentioned I studied the Social Purity movement in the late nine-
teenth century—a movement that sought to abolish prostitution and
other sexual activities that were considered immoral and inappropriate.
Including morality?

Yes. I think my first published article was on sexual morality and physical
education and that led me to an interest in the work of Catharine Beecher,
an early physical educator of women. In fact in trying to reflect back on
my work over time, I notice that I keep finding really interesting women
to study, particularly women more broadly involved in physical culture
and dance, and trying to understand what it was that impelled them into
their interest or curiosity or drive about physical activity. This led me to
write my first book on 7he Eternally Wounded Woman (Vertinsky, 1994)
related to women and exercise in the late nineteenth century which seems
to have stood the test of time and is still quite useful.

Maybe this is a good point to, when you say “referring back to some-
thing”, I was thinking we tend to teach in a particular way about
second-wave, third-wave (feminism) and I guess in your area, and we'll
get onto her later, but like Joan W. Scott as a feminist historian, people
become the “canon” and that becomes the thing that takes it forward.
Yet surely from a feminist position, and I guess I'm thinking there of
my own interest about everything being intersectional we tend to the-
oretically and conceptually “move on” because we're all trying to prove
that there’s something new and better but there’s really fundamental
arguments in the things that are embedded.

I think that we use what you might call the “waves” notion as an organiz-
ing device when we are teaching. 'm sometimes astonished when teach-
ing third and fourth year students at their limited historical and
geographical background. Any conception of the nineteenth and twenti-
eth centuries as a wave of wars and gender shifts, for example, is often
missing. Maybe now with Brexit and Donald Trump, and this wave of
dissatisfied white men who feel like they've been left behind, students will
come to view these events more broadly from a historical perspective.

I think that’s intriguing to know whether this will be a distinct phase
currently and what comes out of it.
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And I think we feminists have got to start and better understand this
anger as not just economic...

Or a passing backlash.

It’s very much about social positioning and having a lot to do with the
power of women who are doing so much better, in a number of ways;
in graduate school for example our students comprise 70% women.
It's women who are getting the doctorates, it’s the women who are get-
ting scholarships, it’s the women who are getting into medicine which
is now of course seen as less important because it's becoming female
dominated. We can see how every time a profession or an arena
becomes female dominated it somehow loses its status.

Just going back to Eternally Wounded Women, what are some of its
legacies?

Well when I wrote that book, I was a young theorist and I used
Foucault’s work substantially when not many people were interested in
his theories. It seemed new and a bit daring at the time because many
of my colleagues thought this kind of theorizing was a waste of time.
And I remember there were critiques about the book as being polemi-
cal and certainly over-theorized. And then, in comes the *90s and all of
a sudden Foucault was everywhere. Everybody was using Foucault and
the call began to go out to ‘forget Foucault, we've had enough of it and
we're sick of it’. And then his theories rolled back in again and young
sociologists, are using his work in a wide variety of arenas.

That’s back to I guess that point of who does become canonized in
terms of theory?

So I'learned that fashions go around, that sometimes you're praised for
being a theorist and other times criticized when the theory goes out of
fashion. I learnt to be more adaptable I think.

So when you were involved in writing 7he Eternally Wounded Woman,
had you been influenced by Joan W. Scott (see Scott, 1986) by then or
was that slightly later?

That was later; at the time I didnt think about categorizing my dis-
sertation as a feminist document. It was just a solid revisionist, histori-
cal narrative that would have been done from a feminist perspective.
And then what happened about the thesis, where did that lead you?
Well this again led to my having to adapt to the shifting waves or the
shifting traditions in academia because when I was first hired I was
required to do a lot of teaching and had little time for research.

And what would you have been teaching mostly?

I was teaching physical education really and health promotion.
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And so teaching teachers?

Yeah, and graduate students. I was hired into a physical education,
teacher education department that was filled with a number of people
whod been trained in England as physical educators.

And did you enjoy it? Did you like teaching?

Yes, I did like teaching potential teachers and working with schools.
And do you like teaching physical education?

I quite liked teaching physical education, although I've never been
particularly passionate about studying organized sport. I rode ponies
when [ was a kid and swam and I was always an individualist more
than a team player, but no, I enjoyed it. But I also loved research work
and of course I was one of the few at the time who had a doctorate and
the possibility of a research career. Many of my colleagues were physi-
cal education instructors who were on lower-track levels and did no
research, and yet it was becoming clear in those transition years that if
I was going to get tenure one had to do research. So I remember hav-
ing to struggle to do research almost “secretly” because my female head
thought it was just a waste of time, that I should, you know, spend
more time with my students.

Is that one of the tensions you think that, again, that we need, that we
can see it in the bigger picture of feminism?

Absolutely, and it was a really gendered issue. Here I was writing articles
extolling co-education and equal female sporting opportunities yet
when you went into the high schools you could see that the men had all
the best facilities and equipment—all the advantages—I “itched”
against that.

What was going on in your research?

My earliest research was focused upon what I understood was needed
to develop my academic career and it wasn't historical research that
was going to gain me tenure. Empirical research in Research Quarterly
was expected with statistical analysis along with observational studies
in schools and colleges. I always tried to focus on gender where possi-
ble but...

Did you feel that the history wasn’t central to that?

No it wasn't in that world. I'll give you a useful example. Let me back
up a little bit. I was in the Faculty of Education for only a few years
while the School of Physical Education and Recreation led by Bob
Morford who had been trained by Franklin Henry in Berkeley was
caught up in the transformation of the ’80s from being a profession
into being a discipline. This was the moment when the coaches were
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losing their jobs, and scientists were being hired. Bob came to me and
said “We want you with us’, so I joined the School. ... I was young,
married with two young kids trying to find a work/life balance and
develop a research focus, but there were few support facilities. So I
became involved with a group of feminist academics who pushed to
build day-care facilities, staff them and clean them. There was no
maternity leave at the time, there were none of today’s benefits what-
soever. So I was in this vanguard in the late ’70s and ’80s pushing for
these privileges for women academics at the same time that I was try-
ing to show that I could be a serious researcher...

To be taken seriously, yeah, yeah.

It was an interesting time, for I've always been interested in the rela-
tionship and struggles between the profession of physical education
and the discipline/s of sport and exercise science, and indeed as time
went on I found a wonderful mentor in Roberta Park who herself had
navigated that role very successfully as a Head of Department in
University of California, Berkeley.

So was she involved at the time you entered the School of Physical
Education and Recreation?

No, that came later. I didnt have a mentor in my early faculty years,
there had been no mentors for me until then.

I think I knew the answer to that question. So on the one hand you're
having to create the places in which you can continue to do your own
work and to establish an academic career as well as fulfil the traditional
gendered role of being the person who's responsible for the children
and everything else. Was there any awareness of that or were you just
being “allowed” to do that? So you could put in all that extra effort and
build a nursery and run it, well fine, if you can still come to work. As
PE developed as a discipline was there any support or recognition?
Not really in those early days. In fact, when I was in the Faculty of
Education some of the female faculty were quite cruel and quite open
about the fact that they thought a woman who had children should be
at home.

And in terms of the men?

They were paid more and got more choices in selecting their teaching
and research activities. When one looks back now, I find it quite aston-
ishing how things have changed, because now when we hire bright
young men who are parents they quite expect to have flexibility of
time, parental support and reduced workloads.
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Women have never been able to take that privilege and that goes on,
I think that’s still a massive, recurring issue.

We did hide these problems and were apologetic about having to make
time for late afternoon meetings, which could be desperately problem-
atic. I remember this clearly and I'm so pleased that there’s a change
and that women can demand the kinds of support we didn’t have.
Yes.

So to move back to my research, when I moved to the School where we
had less teaching and more research requirements, our research was
annually “valued” on a points system. The scoring provided eight points
for a refereed article and six points for a book ... so certain kinds of
articles or a book that could have taken five years to write would get less
points in this system. It was clear that one had to work in the scientific
paradigm to get on, and I did for some time in my early career. It was
only when I was tenured that I was really able to turn back to do the
kind of historical work that I really wanted to do—it was then that I
think really I began to do serious sport history work in...

When you wrote Eternally Wounded Woman?

Right, right.

And you took a risk because that wasn’t really science based?

I did take a risk but that of course allowed me to do more history ...
but it also focused me towards the need to generate research funds, to
write successful research grants, work with graduate students and to
also get involved very specifically in organizations and networking
which supported sport historians.

Would you say that funding is, not to over simplify it, harder to come
by so if you say ‘Oh this is a feminist sport history piece of research’ or
do you have to construct it quite differently in order to get it?

Well there are now many different forms of funding but in the ’80s
mostly you went to the main national research councils, for you it’s
Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) is it?

Well, Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) more usually
(as an ideal).

For us it’s the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada and that’s where I have been fortunate to be continuously
funded in my research.

So they were supportive in funding the kind of research that you
wanted to do?

P've always had to learn to use my professional background in the best
way in disciplinary research.

So what did Eternally Wounded Woman establish for you?
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I think that once I got involved in the North American Sport History
organization and the British Sport History organization and other are-
nas, I began to meet people who were doing the same things as me and
I think it was my early days in these sport history organizations that
provided such good support for my own research activities.

Do you think you've got a sense of when you were recognized or
embodied this idea of a feminist historian as opposed to a sport histo-
rian or...?

Yes, absolutely, I mean it was clear that my work was increasingly femi-
nist orientated and it was clear that I was part of the group of feminists
in these organizations—who some of the men often complained about.
I can remember you talking about that when we had the celebratory
event for Jenny Hargreaves held at Leeds Beckett University September
2014, to mark 20 years since Sporting Females first published (see
Hargreaves, 1994). In terms of you saying that male historians some-
times just didnt get it—and I mean in a sense we know that, so I
wasn't going to prolong any particular questions about that but there
you are, then, back in your earlier research having to, you know, prob-
ably everywhere you go in sport history remind people: ‘Hang on a
minute, it’s got another dimension’.

Many times it just seemed to be fashionable to put down feminist
history.

I find it fascinating because I don’t know what the figures in terms of
human resourcing in Canada are like but in the UK the female profes-
soriate is (still) not representative at all in terms of gender balance, the
senior positions that women hold in universities are still management
orientated and people-management orientated.

Our professoriate at the moment in kinesiology is still mostly male, our
tenure hires are a little bit of a different story. This is tempered by the
shifts in the world of sport and exercise science or what we call kinesiol-
ogy because essentially the whole “exercise is medicine” paradigm has
taken over in North America. So my School, for example, is now chaired
by a physiologist and all of our Research Chairs are science oriented and
do little teaching. They have little interest or knowledge in physical edu-
cation ... So I actually like to bring up issues around pedagogy when
possible because I think we have to remember that our eleven hundred
kinesiology students are not all going to be physiotherapists or sport
med doctors, and that many of them may find it very useful to learn
some pedagogical skills, whether they become physical educators or not.
Yeah, my mind was flitting all over the place there because the parallels
are just the same, I mean in the UK, although there’s an embracing of
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supposedly wider notions of physical activity, wellbeing, it’s through a
public health lens and that public health lens has not really embraced
a critical social science perspective, it’s a medicalized programme eval-
uation, it’s ‘get me an evidence base that proves...’

Yeah, I'm very concerned about it and actually have been writing about
it because our scientists completely accept the “exercise is medicine”
model and promote it, partly because that’s where the research money
is. I read an article recently from someone who just won a million dol-
lar grant to look at why doctors dont promote exercise and I thought
that’s really interesting, here’s an article I wrote about this in 1972 that
examined the same phenomenon with the same results. Students and
young scientists don't always look back at similar work that has been
done years before.

And how was that received?

Well I think that in many respects it is our responsibility to speak back
to our young scientists and provide historical and sociological insight
into a number of myths around race and gender; about Kenyan run-
ners, for example, or the female triad, or the instruments they use in
comparing bone density by race or gender.

So you are encouraging them to bust those myths.

I regard it as an education; surely their studies would be so much more
valid if they didnt try to demonstrate that females breathe differently
than males (see Braun, 2014) or that Chinese children have lighter bones.
It throws up so many things.

Yes and that’s why feminist sport history can be quite helpful.

So are women being represented on these research boards now where
medical discourse is dominating; are there female medics within that
and are they just reproducing the dominant discourse of that medical
science?

Yes I think so in some respects. National Institutes of Health (NIH)
likes to have an interdisciplinary perspective on their peer reviews. Of
course we're dangerously now talking about men and women as if they
were two different species and of course we've got thoughtful male
scientists at the same time as young female scientists who think exactly
the same as the men, and are not using a feminist lens.

That’s a question I was coming to, has feminism made any sort of dent
on that?

Not as much as we would wish perhaps. Our young female faculty do
tend sometimes to follow the male lead and expect support to be in
place for them ... And they don’t seem to mind that often it’s the older
feminists who carry the loads and sit on the committees, because the
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system doesn’t find (and pay for) replacements when they take
maternity leaves and so on.

So whether we like it or not, it’s about being accommodated into the
‘system’ as it exists already? I don’t know how much things have
changed. It’s given lots of women many opportunities but I dont know
if that’s feminist. And the basis of your work? Is that a legacy then of
some of your revisionist history? The detail, the questions you ask,
how you would go about asking those questions? And what do you
think that kind of relationship has with say a feminist standpoint? Is
there a feminist canon that you're a part of?

It’s a driving force. I think that’s just the way I've been trained and the
way my career has worked out and I've been so fortunate, you know,
in making my voice heard—I find that I often get a healthy respect
from our scientists when discussing a feminist standpoint ... ‘we'll
listen to her ideas but she’s not much help in the lab?”

In terms of what history contributes, isn’t it fascinating the way in
which the body is central to your work though some suggest a focus on
the body is “new”. Surely there’s a sense in which people could get even
“better” history now because we've got so much access to information,
because we've got so much access to archives so is that being taken on
or is it still a niche?

You/we mentioned Jenny Hargreaves and, she and I have focused on the
body for decades and have continued to ask critical questions. I have
actually been very pleased that there seems to be an effervescence and
emergence of calls for sport historians and a variety of new jobs opening
in the US, the UK and especially in Europe. It’s true I think that a lot of
the current focus is on competitive sport because it’s so important finan-
cially and otherwise, but it is also history departments now that are hiring
sport historians as well as in political science and anthropology, law and
even medical schools who see the history of health and medicine and
physical activity as important to their training of interns.

I think there are links with how sport has been seen, it’s like when
there’s work in cultural studies or women’s studies where they go ‘Oh
wouldn’t it be interesting to look at sport’ and you're thinking “We've
been trying to tell you that, that this is an important...’

Well when David Andrews “invented” physical cultural studies and
invited me in to talk about it, I said “You know, I've been doing this all
mylife’ .. .. along with many of my colleagues focused on the female body.
I didnt know it was invented in 2008! (see Andrews, 2008). I mean
anthropologists have been writing about physical culture for as long as
we remember, so maybe some sociologists are a bit late to that table.
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I did history before going to university and now we do have access to
more information and more accessible and archived information.
I mean in terms of what you can actually tap into.

Yeah, it’s amazing what is now available in the archives.

One of the things I'd noted down is to ask what happened to the idea
of male sports sociologists being pro-feminist.

Well there are some well-known male sociologists who have done a
wonderful job on behalf of feminism, but it’s also partly the compart-
mentalization of issues, like race. Some people, you know, feel they
dare not write about race unless they’re the “right” colour.

But that’s not what feminism ever wanted to achieve.

I know, but it has happened, further compartmentalization.

Yeah, but the same could be said about sexuality, in some ways, I mean
I've spent some time in the work that I've been doing around boys and
girls, looking at masculinity and dance and it’s no wonder that looking
at masculinity entails looking at gender because it’s the main lens to go
to. But then the debates so quickly become about sexuality and gender
and masculinity but they’re not always intersectional, they don’t cap-
ture all the other factors.

That’s quite true.

So back to Joan W. Scott, for you, what’s her legacy?

Well she was an important turning point when in the late *70s and early
’80s feminist historians were beginning to get an occasional open door.
Bonnie Smith has a wonderful book on gender and history (Smith,
1998), which reflects the Joan Scott premise. She said the profession’s
unacknowledged libidinal work—the social ideology that draws us to
value male plenitude, power and self—is but rarely glimpsed in the
mirror of history. Male historians had tended to simply ignore feminist
histories—as if they weren’t doing “real history”. Scott was prepared to
speak up and underscore how gender offered a good way to think about
history and she was eloquent enough to push open doors for those of us
who were working on gender issues. In sociology of sport it was a bit
different, they were mostly Marxists who didnt want to pay much
attention to gender, and lots of our male sociologists are still Marxists.
I came to critical history through Marxism, it was just that I was lucky
enough not to have to stop there and get to feminism as well so in a
sense politically it was very useful.

Well that’s in the Jenny Hargreaves mode, right?

Um, yeah, yeah I guess so. And I was lucky (and privileged) to be
taught by Sheila Scraton and she was my key PhD supervisor (along
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with Margaret Talbot and Sue Clegg). I can remember Scott (Scott,
1986) being influential when I was doing my dissertation for my PhD,
that was the end of the ’90s, the early 2000s.

What did you do your PhD on?

Young mothers’ leisure lifestyles. I had had my first child before going
to college at the end of the 1980s. And then my thesis was about dif-
ference (in the mid-1990s), theorizing difference. It was an interesting
time and I lived in a big, fairly multicultural city and half of my
research participants identified with a South Asian diaspora in the UK
and the leisure and sport PE literature was still very much ‘South Asian
girls can’t do PE and South Asian women don't do sport because of
“tradition” and “culture” and blah, blah, the same generalizations...
That’s really interesting. But of course you still get that view.

In some ways, for me it links to your stuff about challenging the kine-
siologists, by taking something and showing them they can’t ignore
these things.

But they still ignore it far too often I think.

Well I know but I like to think it does at least make something of a
difference, to challenge and disrupt. 1 was interviewing second-
generation women who saw themselves between what they perceived
as being their cultural heritage, if and where they perceived that as
significant, and how they viewed e.g. bringing up their children, what
they wanted for them, what they wanted for themselves (across “work”
and leisure and in some cases, education).

It’s interesting because we've got now this sizeable Chinese population
in British Columbia and Vancouver, in some areas up to 70% Chinese
and I've written quite a bit now about different health paradigms and
their relation to cultural practices. Meanwhile we have scientists mak-
ing claims about the lightness of Chinese children’s bones and their
need for special physical activities. And I want to ask, what does this
kind of crude racial classification mean for policy and practical physi-
cal education? Do we not have to be far more careful about the impli-
cations of these kinds of studies?

It is difficult not to be quite depressed about it because feminists
were pointing these things out. Challenging homogenization and
generalization.

I am depressed about the extent of these kinds of studies in health and
medicine and also the ways in which a lot of the knowledge of past
female physical educators—who certainly would not necessarily have
claimed to be feminists but did wonderful work—has been neglected.
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The replacement of so many female college gymnasiums in the last few
decades by science labs and buildings is one example of that.

I don’t think we fully explore debates about what those women-only
spaces represent. Spatiality is key to a lot of my research interests.
Yeah, well space is fascinating and its relation to architecture tells us a
lot about the construction of knowledge around physical education. In
my book about the War Memorial Gymnasium (Vertinsky & McKay,
2004), which is the home of my Department, I traced the develop-
ment of the discipline of kinesiology between 1950 and 2010 through
its changing spaces. First the bowling alley goes, then the computer
labs move in. As more male scientists were hired they took more and
more of the space for laboratories. The end result was a completely dif-
ferent spatial world that had little to do with active moving bodies ...
the gym is now on deferred maintenance and will probably be soon
deemed non-functional for a kinesiology department and closed.
One of the things in my notes is, regarding your contribution, not just
the kind of history you do but the questions that emerge for you and
the detail of what’s going on, it brings to life what the research is.
Well maybe there’s a whole gender story in itself. Feminist historians chal-
lenge, are challenging, but the scientists don't always like it when women
press gender issues upon them. You know there is wonderful work in the
history of medicine, for example, by men but when women do it, it some-
times brings with it a different view, you know, maybe I'm wrong but....
Sadly I think you're right...

Let’s try and end on a more positive note.

Well there’s a whole other world in the academy as well, I mean there
are lots of disrupters and we do have some fantastic young female and
male faculty who are doing really interesting work around gender and
sport and are deserving of a great deal of help and support by older
feminist sport historians.

Are they bringing new ways of thinking about history?

Yes they are, and they’re bringing new talents, for example, lots of
clever new uses of technology. It’s exhausting trying to keep up with all
the new developments. Some of our young faculty are very technology-
savvy and they use those channels to sort of go off in a number of new
directions, asking innovative questions and seeking out new solutions.
On the other hand, even when the academy is seemingly being trans-
formed, change remains very slow in a number of respects ... I mean
right now the government keeps funding new Research Chairs and
claiming they should be given to female researchers but then as soon as
it gets to the selection committees .... well you know the whole story.
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BW:  Yeah, the panels, the selection is still absolutely...

PV:  Gendered.

BW:  Here and now and looking forward, what are you working on right now?

PV:  Too many things as always!

BW: Yes, it sounds like a lot.

PV:  Butits a lot of fun. I'm just finishing working on what I call Requiem
for the female college gymnasium in North America; I am exploring
American modern dancer Ted Shawn’s development of a famous troupe
of men dancers composed of male athletes in the 1930s (Vertinsky,
2017); I've been examining global flows of knowledge around yoga and
the role of the YMCA physical educators in colonial India; and com-
pleting a review for the National Academy of Kinesiology on the his-
tory of kinesiology.

BW: I had never heard you speak until you came to the event for Sporting
Females in 2014. It’s the way in which you tell a bigger story from the
individuals that you're interested in.

PV:  That’s so perceptive because that’s what I try to do, I become attracted to
the lives of particular people at historical moments and then try to under-
stand the personal and institutional and local and national reasons for
their fascination and interest in physical culture and how it was related to
knowledge and understandings of the active body at the time...

BW: Youre doing that in such an informed and politically infused way.
Your level of detail and understanding what, not just that person’s
experience is about, it’s the ‘so what?’ part. It’s a really important con-
tribution to feminism in our area.

PV:  Perhaps I'm just lucky that at this stage of my career I still have the
opportunities to do it. I keep thinking I would like to write another
monograph related to gender and physical culture and have a number
of ideas to explore, but time will tell.

BW:  Well let’s hope you do. I'll stop the tape there.

PV:  That was such fun.

BW: Thank you so much.
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On the Development of Sport
and Masculinities Research: Feminism
as a Discourse of Inspiration
and Theoretical Legitimation

Richard Pringle

In the past five decades considerable transformation, specifically in Western
post-industrial contexts, has occurred in relation to men’s and women’s lives
and associated understandings of gender and sexuality. On the positive side
there are signs of a decline in homophobia, particularly amongst young edu-
cated adults, indications of greater gender equality associated with a growth in
diverse opportunities for females, and a concomitant growth in a variety of
campaigns such as ‘Men against rape’ and ‘Men against violence towards
women’. Although entrenched inequalities and injustices remain—hence the
need for various campaigns—these positive signs of change owe a prime debt
of gratitude to the actions of feminist activists and researchers.

In this chapter I trace the historical and contemporary influence of feminist
scholarship with respect to understanding how it has broadly shaped the
understandings and study of males, masculinities and gender in the context of
sport. I do this by illustrating how feminist theorizing provided impetus for
recognizing males as gendered beings; for understanding masculinity as a rela-
tional concept and as tied to the workings of power, and for highlighting the
intimate connections between gender, bodies, sexualities and associated gen-
der performances.

Through sketching the links between feminist scholarship and its influence
on research concerned with sporting masculinities I illustrate, in part, the
diverse array of factors that have shaped developments in this research field.
Although feminist scholarship has clearly been influential, the historical
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examination also reveals how the diffuse workings of power and even chance
factors have been of influence. The power struggles within a field, according
to Pierre Bourdieu (1975), are primarily underpinned by the desire of indi-
vidual researchers to maximize academic profit or capital and shape legitimate
ways of knowing. An examination of the history of sporting masculinities,
therefore, allows us to question current practices and potentially challenge
what we know.

Academic histories, particularly in the natural sciences, are usually repre-
sented in a linear or modernist manner with details of how new insights devel-
oped and superseded older ideas to illustrate the “progress” of the field. Karla
Henderson’s integrative review articles concerning the history of gender schol-
arship in leisure studies, as an example, presented a narrative of apparent aca-
demic progress (e.g. Henderson, 1990, 1994; Henderson, Hodges, & Kivel,
2002). Drawing from Mary Tetreaults (1985) ‘feminist phase theory’,
Henderson revealed how the phases in leisure studies have paralleled women’s
studies more broadly. These phases appear to advance in a somewhat linear
fashion: beginning with research focused on male leisure and the invisibility of
females, followed by compensatory scholarship or “add women and stir”, then
dichotomous sex/gender differences, feminist scholarship and finally, critical
gender studies. A critical gender-studies approach, as concerned with relations
of power within and between females and males, is presented as the pinnacle
form within gender-studies scholarship.

Although such representations of academic history can be helpful, Henderson
(1994) also revealed that the reality of the research landscape was more com-
plex. Indeed, all “phases” of feminist research are still being undertaken and the
pinnacle form, critical gender studies, was discussed by Tetreault in the mid-
1980s but was referred to as ‘new scholarship’ (Henderson, 1994). This recog-
nition suggests that gender research within leisure studies did not follow a
smooth linear pathway. In contrast, and given that the multiple research
branches overlapped and intersected and continue to branch in different ways,
the development of gender research appears to resonate more closely with Giles
Deleuze and Felix Guattari’s understanding of rhizomatic connections. A rhi-
zomatic understanding of the historical development of a research field recog-
nizes that a field does not have a disconnected or discrete beginning and that it
is always in a process of becoming. In writing this history of sport and
masculinities research I correspondingly draw philosophical insights from
Deleuze and Guattari as I did not aim to present the history in a linear fashion
or to identify the precise origins of the history or to suggest that there is a pin-
nacle research form. In contrast, I simply aimed to reveal some of the complex
intersections that have shaped the development of the field.
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The chapter is structured into two broad sections. I begin by detailing the
complex influence of feminism in shaping the initial study and development
of sporting masculinities. I then provide an overview of how particular theo-
retical lenses have been drawn upon by sport and masculinity scholars and
how feminist theorizing has worked to legitimate the use of these theoretical
ideas. I conclude by suggesting that feminist ideals articulate with a sense of
“moral justice” and that this connection has legitimated the prominence of
feminism in shaping the development of sport and masculinity scholarship.

The Significance of Feminism

In this section I present a particular version of the past in order to emphasize
the importance of feminism in the development of sport and masculinities
studies. I argue that the growth of sport and masculinities research from the
mid-1980s onwards was connected to discourses of feminism that have long
circulated but had particular social influence in the 1970s and 1980s.

The influence of feminism has been of such significance that Michael
Messner and Don Sabo (1990) claimed the study of sporting masculinities
would not likely exist, or at least certainly not in its current form, if it were
not for the formative feminist scholars of the 1970s and 1980s. In other
words, if it was not for feminism, the idea of studying masculinities may not
have eventuated. Although men had been the overwhelming protagonists in
diverse research fields (e.g., economic, politics, histories, sociology), male
researchers had typically not examined the socio-cultural factors that shaped
how males performed masculinities.

Simone de Beauvoir (1949) earlier argued that men would never get the
notion to write ‘a book on the peculiar situation of the human male
(pp- 12-13), as, given their position of social dominance, they had not been
challenged to reflect on how they had been gendered or even to think of
themselves as ‘an individual of a certain sex’ (p. 13). Women, she claimed, had
however been forced to think about gender, power relations and their inferior
social position, as they had long been defined as “Other” in relation to men.
In this respect de Beauvoir felt compelled to ask a fundamental question:
‘what is a woman?’ (p. 11). Her erudite answer rejected an essentialist account
through the assertion that ‘one is not born a woman, but rather becomes a
womarn’. This ongoing social constructionist process, she argued, was ‘defined
and differentiated with reference to man’ in a manner that positioned a
woman as ‘the incidental, the inessential as opposed to the essential” whereas

‘he is the Subject, he is the Absolute—she is the Other’ (de Beauvoir, 1949,
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p. 13). Thus, through privilege and social dominance, de Beauvoir argued
that men did not have to question ‘what is a man?” with respect to the social
construction of gender.'

Nigel Edley and Margaret Wetherell (1995) similarly contended that men
became “gendered” in relation to the circulation of feminist discourses, as it
was feminist scholars who revealed gender as a social construction. Yet Judith
Allen (2002) noted that the feminist scholars of the 1970s tended to link the
term “gender” primarily to females. So at this time men were purportedly still
un-gendered or ‘unmarked, transparent, unscrutinized’ (Allen, 2002, p. 192).
This unexamined position allowed men to appear as if they were “naturally
masculine” and, accordingly, could not help but act in masculine ways. Such
beliefs were used in various contexts—including courts of law—to excuse
male acts of aggression, homophobia and sexism, via the disingenuous and
essentialist discourse that purported “boys will be boys”.

This blind spot indirectly bolstered the troublesome belief that sport was
also a natural domain for males (Messner & Sabo, 1990). Such a belief had
long been used to quell concerns about the inequities and discrimination that
females faced within sporting contexts, while it also prevented recognition
that the sporting world typically celebrated masculine ideals and acted as a
masculinizing institution for the broad benefit of males (e.g. see Hargreaves,
1982; Theberge, 1981; Willis, 1982).

By the early 1980s this oversight was slowly rectified with a growing num-
ber of feminist researchers acknowledging that men were gendered beings,
that males should not be considered as paradigmatically human, and that
pronouns such as “man” and “he” should not be used in reference to humans.
These feminist insights also encouraged greater examination of the relation-
ships between sport and masculinities, and this research eventually challenged
the blithe and uncritical celebration of sport as an innate and quintessential
“male” realm (e.g. Bryson, 1987; Connell, 1987; Messner, 1988; Whitson,
1990). Modern sport was conceptualized by Nancy Theberge (1981), for
example, ‘as a fundamentally sexist institution’ that was ‘male dominated and
masculine in orientation’ (p. 342). Others revealed that sport not only broadly
privileged males over females, but also differentiated and privileged a domi-
nant form of masculinity over marginalized and subjugated forms (e.g. Kidd,
1990; Messner & Sabo, 1990).

Ken Sheard and Eric Dunning’s (1973) earlier work had revealed how sport-
ing cultures could act as breeding grounds for sexism, as they provided a “pre-
serve” in which male dominance and female subordination could be reproduced.
Their arguments had drawn from even earlier research (e.g. Polksy’s, 1967,
analysis of poolrooms as a male sanctuary) and from public speeches from the
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nineteenth century, which indicated that the idea that sport was masculinizing,
and of broad benefit for males over females, had circulated for decades. Indeed,
numerous historical researchers have drawn on nineteenth-century documents
to illustrate that it has been widely believed that male participation in sport
benefitted the male players by inculcating a sense of manly character (e.g.
Chandler, 1996; Dunning & Sheard, 1979; Morford & Mclntosh, 1993). Yet
this interpretation of historical evidence still required a feminist framework in
order for the researchers to draw such critical conclusions.

My primary aim in this section was not to find the origins of sport and
masculinity research or to pretend that there has been a linear progressive
development within the field of sport and masculinity studies. In contrast,
I have aimed to highlight how the increased public circulation of discourses of
feminism in the 1960s and 1970s articulated with increased sociological
research on sport, masculinity and gender in the 1980s. Feminist activism and
theorizing was, accordingly, influential in shaping the growth of sport and
masculinity research: it provided a framework for understanding and a lan-
guage to articulate concerns about sport and gendered relations of power.

In the following section, I selectively examine different theoretical approaches
that have examined sport, genders and masculinities. I do so to illustrate that
feminist discourses were not only influential in shaping an interest in studying
sport and masculinity but they have also been used to evaluate the quality and
legitimacy of this research.

Theorizing Sport and Masculinities: Feminism
as a Discourse of Theoretical Legitimation

Numerous theories have been drawn upon to understand the connections
between sport, masculinities and gender relations. Some of these theoretical
lenses have now fallen from broad favour within masculinity studies within
the sociology of sport (e.g. psychoanalysis, men’s liberation, sex-role theoriz-
ing, Marxist feminism), others remain popular (e.g. hegemonic masculinity,
poststructural/Foucauldian feminism) and alternative theories are being
adopted (e.g. Deleuzean, affect theorizing, inclusive masculinities). In this
section I develop the argument that feminist ideals have acted as prime litmus
tests with respect to determining the legitimacy and longevity of different
theoretical approaches for examining masculinities and sport. What follows is
a selective overview of different theoretical approaches and a discussion of
their influence in the study of sport and masculinities.
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Psychoanalysis

Raewyn Connell (1995) reported that the first sustained attempt to scientifically
understand men’s emotions and behaviours was made in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century by Sigmund Freud and his co-workers through the
use of psychoanalysis. Freud argued that sexuality and gender were not deter-
mined by nature but were constructed, in a precarious manner, through a
complex and conflict-ridden process in association with formative experiences
of social relations. Freud’s work has been of considerable influence throughout
twentieth-century thinking on issues of gender, sexuality and feminism.
Simone de Beauvoir (1949), for example, was critical of Freud’s ideas but nev-
ertheless took his ideas seriously as she devoted a complete chapter in 7he
Second Sex to a critique of Freud. Other more recent feminist scholars, such as
Raewyn Connell, Judith Butler, Luce Irigaray and Julia Kristeva, have been
more favourably influenced by psychoanalysis. Connell’s (1995) masterwork,
Masculinities, for example, gained deep insight from life-history case studies as
informed by psychoanalysis and associated readings from the Frankfurt School
(Wedgwood, 2009). Judith Butler’s (1990) key notion that gender is performa-
tive was also devised in close relation to Freud’s explanation of melancholia and
mourning and his account of the Oedipus story. Yet psychoanalysis has
remained somewhat marginal within sport and masculinities research. It is all
the more surprising given that two influential scholars (Michael Messner and
Phillip White) drew from psychoanalysis in their formative work.

Michael Messner’s (1990) early research into how young males become com-
mitted to athletic careers was tied closely to “object relations theory” (a branch of
psychoanalysis). Messner argued that an important aspect of the development of
masculine identity is related to male ambivalence towards intimacy but that ‘the
rule-bound competitive, hierarchical world of sport offers boys an attractive
means of establishing an emotionally distant (and thus “safe”) connection with
others’ (p. 439). He concluded that psychoanalysis proved a ‘powerful interpre-
tive framework’ (p. 438) for understanding the attraction that young males have
to sport and how sport subsequently shapes their masculine identities. Phillip
White and Anne Vagi (1990) also drew from object relations theory to speculate
on the development of men’s rugby and some of its peculiar cultural forms, par-
ticularly rugby players’ problematic attitudes towards women and gay men.

Although psychoanalysis has useful ideas for understanding issues of gender
and sexuality, it has never gained prominence within sport and masculinities
studies. I suggest that this was because the burgeoning study of sporting mas-
culinities in the 1980s was influenced by feminist critiques of Freud, which
stemmed from the fact that Freud had brashly argued that femininity was a
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failed form of masculinity. De Beauvoir (1949), for example, critiqued Freud
for his unsubstantiated and provocative suggestion ‘that a woman feels like a
mutilated man’ (p. 53). In other words, critique was directed towards Freud’s
oppositional and dualistic view of gender that positioned masculinity as supe-
rior to femininity.

The prime feminist critiques of the 1970s and 1980s suggested that psycho-
analysis ignored the greater social context of gender relations, particularly the
reality that men dominate in many social institutions and that sexist ideologies
help prop up gender inequalities (Segal, 1990). Lynne Segal (1990) also noted
that many feminists were perplexed that masculinity was pictured as fragile,
insecure and primarily as a defensive reaction to femininity, yet there was no
explanation as to how this seemingly timid notion of masculinity was linked
with male success, power and dominance. By ignoring the bigger picture of
gender relations, concern was raised that object relational theories appear to lay
the blame for sexism and men’s insecurities on the female caregivers who typi-
cally raise children. Which incidentally implied that the simplistic solution to
the problems of sexism was to be found in the sharing of child-raising respon-
sibilities by males and females. I suggest that these stinging feminist critiques
resulted in psychoanalytic theorizing being rejected by emerging sport and
masculinity scholars so that the field branched in different directions.

Men’s Liberation and Sex-Role Theorizing

Concerns that psychoanalysis ignored social and historical processes led many
researchers and social commentators in the 1970s to focus on social theories
that attempted to study the materiality of gendered experiences. Research
attention was correspondingly directed to examining how people were social-
ized into society and considerable early interest focused on “sex-role theory”
(Segal, 1990).

A key figure in the development of sex-role theory was Talcot Parsons. In the
1940-1950s he used a structural functionalist perspective to argue that male
and female sex roles developed because societies allegedly need two types of
social leadership: instrumental and expressive (Carrigan, Connell, & Lee,
1985). Parsons drew from psychoanalysis to offer an explanation of how sex
roles became internalized and, similar to Freud, he viewed masculinity and
femininity as oppositional categories. Yet by the early 1960s, when psychology
and sociology were attempting to be recognized as legitimate forms of science,
social researchers were increasingly critical of Parsons’ use of psychoanalysis, as
such ideas could not be validated via the tenets of positivism (for example, the
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Oedipus complex could never be objectively proven through unbiased obser-
vation) (Edley & Wetherell, 1995).

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, role-theory researchers turned away from
psychoanalysis and towards social learning and cognitive developmental theo-
ries to offer explanations for the internalization of sex roles. More specifically,
researchers drew from social-learning theory, as espoused by Bandura (1977),
to argue that the internalization of sex roles occurred primarily because indi-
viduals were rewarded for performing appropriate sex-associated behaviours.
Under this theoretical framework sex roles could be overtly examined and
measured (e.g. Bem’s, 1974, sex-role inventory) and within the burgeoning
field of the sociology of sport researchers began examining how males and
females were socialized into and via sport, and the associated impact on gen-
dering processes (see Greendorfer, 1978).

Sex-role theorizing, in the 1970s, contributed to an upsurge in publications
of mainstream books pertaining to men and masculinities. A major theme
from this genre of books, such as 7he Liberated Man (Farrell, 1974), or Men
and Masculinity (Pleck & Swayer, 1974), revolved around the contention that
the male sex role was perilous for men, as it conditioned men to be competitive,
aggressive and unemotional (Carrigan et al., 1985). These texts primarily
argued that the rigid sex role for men (once internalized) was responsible for
men’s poor mortality and morbidity rates (Edley & Wetherell, 1995). The male
sex-role literature therefore asserted that men, just like women, need to be
liberated from their oppressive roles. This contention allowed male liberation-
ists to ‘approve of feminism as a worthy parallel endeavour, rather than an
assault on them (men)’ (Carrigan et al., 1985, p. 155; italics in original). Hence,
the sex-role literature led many to believe that the common enemy of men and
women was not biology or gender relations, but the sex roles themselves.

Connell (1987) reported that a strength of the small, but much discussed,
male-liberation movement was that it called for a ‘politics of reform’ to change
sex-role expectations. Pleck (1981), for example, claimed that men’s problems
were due not to some form of insecurity about masculinity, but to the inconsis-
tent, unrealistic and constraining implications of the expectations associated with
the male sex role. This type of reasoning encouraged political actions which, in
conjunction with the more influential voices of liberal feminism, influenced the
development of concern for gender-neutral language, non-sexist school practices,
equal-opportunity policies and “role sharing” in child-raising practices (Connell,
1987). It was in this context that Title IX was introduced in the United States,
via an education amendment act in 1972, as an attempt to remove “sex” bias in
association with federal funding of educational programmes.

Despite some noted benefits associated with sex-role theorizing, from the
mid-1980s onwards this theoretical approach for understanding masculinities
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came under sustained critique (e.g. Carrigan et al., 1985; Connell, 1995;
Hall, 1996; Segal, 1990). Brod (1987) reported that the simplistic notion of
sex roles assumed that there was a universal and definable set of sex norms
into which men and women should respectively fit. This premise ignored the
historical, cross-cultural and contemporary diversity in the way that men and
women lived. Sex-role theory had mistakenly focused on the “standard nor-
mative case”, that is, the white, heterosexual, middle-class male or female
(Connell, 1995). This flawed premise encouraged sex-role theorists to view
behaviour variations from the prescribed norms as deviant or as socialization
faults (Carrigan et al., 1985).

Sex-role theory was also critiqued for masking the workings of power in gen-
der relations. Carrigan et al. (1985) argued, as an example, that we do not speak
of race or class roles: ‘because the exercise of power in these areas of social rela-
tions is more immediately evident to sociologists’ (p. 167). Indeed, feminist and
gay-rights activists and scholars were acutely aware of the fight to initiate social
change, thus, to ignore the workings of power was to ignore a key facet of social
reality. In a blunt conclusion, Carrigan et al. simply concluded that ‘the male sex
role does not exist’ (p. 168). Despite such pertinent critiques, some sport psy-
chologists still draw on sex-role theorizing and the notion that these roles get
internalized to examine gender differences in sport (e.g. Chalabaev, Sarrazin,
Fontayne, Boiché, & Clément-Guillotin, 2013; Harrison & Lynch, 2005).
Notwithstanding the good intentions of these researchers, their uncritical
research still ignores the workings of power with respect to examining gender.

Hegemonic Masculinities

The demise of sex-role theory in the mid-1980s paved the way for the concept
of hegemonic masculinity to become the dominant theoretical framework for
examining the complex relationships between sport and masculinities. By the
early 1980s the Gramscian concept of hegemony was gaining popularity as a
useful framework for examining, in a critical manner, the social influence of
sport (e.g. Hargreaves, 1982; Theberge, 1981; Willis, 1982). Gruneau (1983),
as an example, argued that sport was an important site for the construction
and maintenance of dominant ideologies that acted to serve the interests of
powerful groups. Feminist sport writers, such as Jennifer Hargreaves (1982)
and Nancy Theberge (1981), were also using the concept of hegemony to
explore the ideological impact of sport on gender relations. However, it was
primarily Raewyn Connell who popularized and consolidated the concept of
hegemonic masculinity for studies of sport and masculinities. She defined
hegemonic masculinity, as the ‘most honoured or desired in a particular
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context’ (Connell, 2002, p. 28) and argued that this form of masculinity acts
to guarantee ‘the dominant position of men and the subordination of women’
(Connell, 1995, p. 77). Hegemonic masculinity, as a state or condition of
ideology, frames understandings of how particular ways of performing male-
ness seem natural and normal, yet at the same time act to sustain problematic
relations of dominance within and between males and females.

I suggest that Connell’s theorizing gained legitimacy within the sociology
of sport, in part because its theoretical platform resonated with sport femi-
nists’ concerns about power relations between males and females, critical
scholars’ concerns about class and wealth distribution, and queer theorists’
concerns about heteronormativity. Indeed, Carrigan et al.’s (1985) theoretical
framework for the analysis of gender mapped closely to these three areas of
critical sociological concern, as they proposed that the gender order was
underpinned by the workings of, and the dialectical relationship between (1)
power relations, (2) production relations and (3) cathexis (i.e., social dynam-
ics of sexuality). The central concern of “power relations” related to the ‘over-
all subordination of women and dominance of men—the structure Women’s
Liberation named “patriarchy” (Connell, 1995, p. 74). The prime focus of
“production relations” related to the divisions in labour with particular respect
to how different forms of work become gendered and are subject to inequi-
table salaries and associated wealth gaps, whereas “cathexis” (a Freudian term)
was concerned with the social practices that shaped sexual desire and emo-
tional attachment. Carrigan et al. drew on the history of homosexuality to
highlight how dominant beliefs and associated sexual practices contributed to
the construction of various masculinities and a dynamic social structure.

The formative scholars of masculinity and sport in the late 1980s could
accordingly draw on the concept of hegemonic masculinity in the belief that
the theoretical lens was critically robust and was widely accepted by leading
critical scholars, particularly those who identified as pro-feminist, within the
sociology of sport field. Not surprisingly, numerous researchers drew on this
concept to examine issues associated with sport, masculinity and gender.
David Rowe (1998) provided a succinct summary of the broad conclusions
drawn from these studies, in which he suggested that under this theoretical
lens sport is considered as:

...a crucial site for the reproduction of patriarchal structures and values, a male
dominated secular religion that has celebrated the physically aggressive and
often violent deeds of men. Sport has been an integral element of self sustaining
forms of exclusivist male culture, lubricating a closed system of male bonding

and female denigration. (p. 246)
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The researchers who drew on the concept of hegemonic masculinity
correspondingly tended to frame sport as a breeding ground for sexism and a
dominant but problematic form of masculinity.

Bourdieiuan Theorizing

In contrast to the wide acceptance of the concept of hegemonic masculinity,
Pierre Bourdieu’s theoretical contributions were not initially welcomed by
sociology of sport scholars. This was despite the fact that Bourdieu was more
broadly recognized as one of the leading social theorists of contemporary
times, had a scholarly interest in sport and had even published in the Sociology
of Sport Journal. 1 suggest that Bourdieu was not initially welcomed into the
field, as influential sport scholars believed his theoretical ideas were unsuitable
for the critical interrogation of multiple axes of power within sport settings.
Or more specifically, that Bourdieuian ideas were assumed to be limited for
the critical exploration of issues of sport and gender.

John Goodger (1982), for example, concluded that Bourdieus work pro-
moted ‘a rather unidimensional view of the social composition of sport’ (p. 101),
was under-theorized and needed further refinement. Jennifer Hargreaves (1982)
similarly critiqued Bourdieu by arguing that his ‘theory overall entails a form of
cultural determinism within which the agents of cultural practices, social classes,
and power relations are properties of the system’ (p. 14). In this manner,
Hargreaves did not believe that Bourdieuian theorizing offered scholars the
tools for critically examining gender relations.

It was not until the 1990s that Bourdieuian tools began to gain a greater
sense of critical legitimacy within the sociology of sport field. Suzanne Laberge
(1995) contributed to this increased interest by noting that there appears ‘to
be theoretical and epistemological affinities between Bourdieu’s sociology and
certain feminist perspectives’ (p. 144). Her somewhat tentative recommenda-
tion was that ‘it seems desirable to explore these and other potential links’
(p. 144). Gender scholars have subsequently drawn on Bourdieu to explore
issues associated with sport, physical education and gender (e.g. Brown, 2005;
Gorely, Holroyd, & Kirk, 2003; hunter, 2004; Kay & Laberge, 2004; Light
& Kirk, 2000). The key message in relation to the slow acceptance of
Bourdieuian theorizing was that his ideas were not widely accepted by critical
scholars within the sociology of sport until it was demonstrated that his theo-
retical tools could be used to critically examine issues associated with sport

and gender (see Pringle, 2014).
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Foucault and Femininst Poststructuralism

The growth of Foucauldian scholarship within the sociology of sport was also
initially slow. Gruneau (1991), for example, observed that he was ‘long ...
struck by the comparative absence of Foucauldian analyses in English language
writing on sport’ (p. 180). Indeed, Francophone scholars, such as Jean Harvey
(1983) and Jean-Marie Brohm (1981), had earlier drawn from Foucauldian
ideas. Yet interest in Foucault grew swiftly from the early 1990s. In fact, his
impact has become so significant that Toby Miller, during his keynote address
at the 2010 North American Society for the Sociology of Sport annual confer-
ence rhetorically asked: ‘Is anyone here who is not a paid-up member of the
Foucault fan club?’

The initial interest in Foucault stemmed from his theorizing about the
workings of power and the control of bodies. This focus on body/power rela-
tions aligned with critical sport scholars’ interests. John Hargreaves (1986),
for example, highlighted the interplay between Foucauldian theorizing, sport
and the body by stating that:

...power is literally incorporated or invested in the body, most obviously per-
haps through such practices as gymnastics exercises, muscle-building, ... keep-
fit enthusiasts and sport participants. Such work reproduces the social body: it
exemplifies the materiality of power and culture in the sense that social relations
are the outcome of material operations on the bodies of individuals carried out
with the aid of a vast economy and technology of control. The body is not the
object of consensus—it is the site of socials struggles. (Hargreaves, 1986, p. 13)

Poststructural feminists also recognized the utility of Foucault’s ideas for
exploring issues surrounding gender, the body and power relations (see Diamond
& Quinby, 1988). As such, the sport scholars who first appropriated Foucault—
and who have led in promoting his ideas—have been feminists (Andrews,
1993). Their initiatives, according to David Andrews (2000) have ‘generated
some of the most vibrant and incisive work related to the cultural politics of
gender and sex’ (p. 125). Masculinity scholars, accordingly, adopted Foucault
but only after sport feminists had illustrated the utility of his ideas for studying
gender (e.g. Cole, 1993; Duncan, 1994; Markula, 1995; Theberge, 1991). In a
similar manner, queer theorists such as Eve Sedgwick (1990) and Judith Butler
(1985), paved the way for critical sport scholars to draw from Foucault to criti-
cally examine issues associated with homosexuality, sport and exercise practices

(e.g., see Pronger, 1990).



On the Development of Sport and Masculinities Research: Feminism... 85

Yet such was the dominance of hegemonic masculinity theory that the
adoption of Foucault for examining sport and masculinities, did not gain real
traction until pertinent critiques of Connell’s theory began circulating. These
critiques can be divided into concerns about the ontological underpinnings of
the theory and how the theory had been used. With respect to ontological
critiques, concerns were raised that the concept was disadvantaged by a neo-
Marxist perspective that viewed power as stemming from the ruling class and
acting in a somewhat repressive manner on the ruled (Star, 1999). Concerns
were also raised that this class-based focus reflected an underpinning structur-
alist view of society, which was deemed problematic as it encouraged research-
ers to frame their examinations and conclusions in light of this assumption,
resulting in scripts of ‘inevitable defeat’ (Rowe, 1998, p. 248). With similar
concern, Flood (2002) argued that it was deterministic to assume that the
hegemonic form of masculinity always worked in such a way as to guarantee
male dominance over females.

Concerns about how researchers were employing the concept of hegemonic
masculinity included the issue that the concept was ‘as slippery and difficult
as the idea of masculinity itself’ (Donaldson, 1993, p. 644). For example,
issues were raised about which men could be regarded as exemplars of hege-
monic masculinity. Concerns were also raised that some scholars tended to
focus research attention primarily on men and/or multiple forms of mascu-
linities and correspondingly underemphasized power relations between males
and females. Others were worried that representations of male sporting cul-
tures tended to emphasize negative aspects so that these cultures were repre-
sented as almost inherently problematic.

These broad critiques of hegemonic masculinity in conjunction with pro-
motion of Foucault via sport feminists encouraged some critical sport scholars
to examine masculinities via a Foucauldian lens (e.g. Bridel & Rail, 2007;
Hokowhitu, 2004; Miller, 1998; Pringle, 2005; Rowe, 1998). The turn to
Foucault encouraged an anti-essentialist focus on the workings of discourse
and power relations to understand how gendered bodies/subjectivities were
produced. Foucault’s critical desire, as Sawicki (1991) stated, was ‘to liberate
us from the oppressive effects of prevailing modes of self-understanding inher-
ited through the humanist tradition’ (pp. 26-27). Foucault’s broad research
aim, accordingly, was to allow for possibilities of social change through chal-
lenging entrenched assumptions about humans, in part via a critique of how
subjectivities have been defined, ordered, categorized and differentially val-
ued. Such a perspective resonated with the view of feminists who had long
critiqued essentialism.
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Inclusive Masculinity

In more recent years, Eric Anderson’s (2009, 2014) work on masculinities,
homosexuality and sport, under the guise of what he calls ‘inclusive masculinity
theory’ has gained research attention. The prime premise of this theory rests on
the assumption that homophobia is the dominant policing agent with respect to
the construction of masculinities. In homophobic cultures, Anderson claimed
that males routinely had to prove that they were heterosexual and they primarily
did so by rejecting expressions of femininity and by performing hypermasculine
acts (e.g., appearing tough, aggressive, uncaring, unemotional, competitive and
homophobic). In recent years, however, Anderson has drawn on various forms of
evidence to assert that “homohysteria” has markedly declined in sporting cultures
to the extent that orthodox masculinities are no longer dominant. Without
homophobia, he asserted, ‘there is nothing to enforce a hegemonic form of mas-
culinity so that multiple and varied masculinities can flourish without hierarchy’
(Hargreaves & Anderson, 2014, p. 13). In this bold manner, Anderson argued
that the concept of hegemonic masculinity is no longer an appropriate tool for
analyzing contemporary masculinities, as a dominant form of masculinity has
ceased to exist. Anderson has further speculated that as the negative impact of
homophobia continues to decline, men will be able to ‘engage in more forms of
physical and emotional intimacy with each other’ (p. 224) and he crudely sus-
pected that eventually ‘men will even be able to get fucked by other men while
maintaining their public persona of heterosexuality’ (p. 223).

Anderson’s research focus is overtly on men and their relationships with
other men. In this respect, he acknowledged that he has not specifically stud-
ied relations of power between males and females and he has ‘not investigated
enough’ whether ‘athletes remain highly sexist or not’ (Anderson, 2014,
p. 221). Thus he has tended to ignore Jim McKay, Michael Messner and Don
Sabo’s (2000) warning that ‘it is increasingly apparent that even when we are
studying single-gender ... contexts, the analysis needs to take into account the
larger contexts of unequal relations of power that exist between and among
women and men’ (p. 5). Moreover, he appears somewhat critical of gender
scholars who focus their work on the understanding that masculinities and
femininities are constructed primarily in relation to each other, as this
approach, according to Anderson (2014) ‘fails to see gender as fluctuating in
response to homohysteria’ (p. 221).

The prime strength of Anderson’s work is its documentation of changing
attitudes towards homosexuality and the impact that this has on how men
interact with each other. This research is of importance and deserves ongoing
attention. Yet as a theory of masculinities I suggest its prime shortcoming is
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that it simplistically overestimates the significance of homosexuality—while
neglecting other factors of importance that shape men’s lives. The second
wave of feminism, as a prime example, has had major impact with respect to
challenging men to think about their positions and performances within fam-
ilies, the workforce, and in sport and leisure contexts. More broadly, under-
standings of masculinities are shaped in association with relationships not just
between men but also between males and females. Indeed, boys are still told
to “man up”, “be tough”, “act manly” or “don’t be a sissy”. These invocations
are primarily telling boys to not “act like girls”, in other words masculinities
are still primarily defined in relation to femininities. Although, as Anderson
noted, there is much overlap between male and female performances, it is
often seemingly small differences that are magnified in the construction of
masculinities and femininities.

Given that feminist ideals have been influential in determining the legiti-
macy of different theoretical approaches to examining masculinities within
the sociology of sport, I contend that inclusive masculinity theory will need
further refinement before it is likely to gain greater acceptance amongst sport
sociologists.

Some Last Words

In this chapter I have argued that feminist theorizing has been influential in the
formative development of sport and masculinities studies and subsequently in
determining the legitimacy of various masculinity theories. Although I link
feminist scholarship from the 1970s and 1980s with the growth of sport and
masculinity studies in the 1980s, I did not suggest that this scholarship could be
regarded as the discrete point of origin of sport and masculinity studies. In con-
trast, | indicated that de Beauvoir and Freud had long been interested in issues
of gender and sexuality, that public discourses circulated in the nineteenth cen-
tury suggesting that sport was valued for its alleged masculinizing properties
and that some “scientists” from the 1920s and 1930s, such as William Ogburn
(1937), were even concerned about gender scholars who appeared to be extreme
social constructionists. In this respect, I caution readers against thinking that
the development of sport and masculinity studies has followed a smooth linear
pathway and/or will ever reach a pinnacle form.

I have nevertheless deliberately structured this chapter in such a way as to
emphasize the broader importance of discourses of feminism within the “cha-
otic” research development of sporting masculinities. I suggested, as examples,
that psychoanalytic approaches to examining sporting masculinities gained
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poor reception due, in part, to feminist critiques of Freudian ideas. Moreover,
I suggested that this (ongoing) poor reception is somewhat ironic given that
Connell (1995), Butler (1990) and Messner (1990) have found some of
Freud’s ideas useful to think with. I further suggested that the growth of sex-
role theorizing was linked to an attempt to recognize sociology as a mature
science, hence the rejection of Parson’s linking to psychoanalytic theorizing
and the adoption of social-learning theory—a theory that had more scientific
or positivist rigour. Yet the downfall of this theory was also linked to feminist
critiques concerning its lack of focus on power relations, which was also a
prime reason why Bourdieu’s theorizing was mainly ignored until the 1990s.
On the other hand, apparent synergies between feminist theorizing and
Connell’s theory of hegemonic masculinity and Foucauldian ideas have
encouraged degrees of support for these theoretical ways of thinking.

Although my broad argument can be critiqued—given I have grouped
diverse and, at times, competing strands of feminist theorizing as if they were
a single body of ideas—I have maintained this facade as I believe that the
broader force of the various discourses of feminism link to the simple but
powerful message that it is unfair to discriminate against people on the basis
of a body’s sexual organs. In other words, I am suggesting that the power of
feminism is that its prime tenets are difficult to argue against without appear-
ing unfair or immoral or ignorant. Hence, I conclude that feminist ideals
articulate with a sense of “moral justice” and it is this powerful articulation
that has justified the prominence of feminism in shaping the development of
sport and masculinity scholarship. I support this articulation, as critical
research should be about social justice.

Note

1. Early bio-psychological studies had, however, examined factors such as the cor-
relations between masculine temperament and secondary sex characteristics
(e.g. Gilkinson, 1937). And some male sociologists in the 1930s were discuss-
ing how culture shaped masculinity and femininity. William Ogburn (1937),
as an example, noted that ‘traits which are considered masculine in our culture
are found to be feminine in other cultures and vice versa’ (p. 168). Ogburn
even had concern that some ‘cultural enthusiasts are forgetting the biological
limits to cultural influence’ (p. 168) thus suggesting that there were some
‘extreme social constructionists’ prior to 1937. Sigmund Freud was one of
these extreme social constructionist. Through his use of psychoanalysis he
argued againt the importance of evolution and biology for understanding male
subjectivities but encouraged a focus on early experiences of social relationships.
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Freud therefore argued that sexuality and gender were not determined by
nature but were constructed, in a precarious manner, through a complex and
conflict-ridden process. These were particularly radical ideas at the beginning
of the twentieth century.
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Gender and the Body
in Leisure and Tourism

Stephen Wearing, Jennie Small, and Carmel Foley

Introduction

The history of leisure and gendered relations is as long as the history of
humankind itself. However, it was not until the 1970s that increasing political
and academic interest in leisure and gender relations emerged in Western dis-
course with the intersection of the advent of leisure as a field of academic study
and a second wave of feminism. This trend is also reflected in tourism studies
(see Kinnaird & Hall, 1994; Swain & Momsen, 2002). However, tourism’s later
emergence as a field of academic study and its industry focus on business profit-
ability as opposed to a social interest in the people of tourism meant that it was
not until the 1990s that a feminist interest in gender relations was distinctly
apparent. There was now growing recognition that ‘tourism processes are gen-
dered in their construction, presentation and consumption, ... the form of this
gendering is configured in different and diverse ways which are both temporally
and spatially specific’ (Kinnaird, Kothari, & Hall, 1994, p. 2) and that processes
which are socially constructed ‘inevitably embody power, inequality and con-
trol’ (Kinnaird et al., 1994, p. 8).

In this chapter we provide an overview of feminist research and theory in
the broad field of leisure in which we position tourism. We begin with early
feminist theoretical reactions to the predominantly male leisure theorists of
the 1970s and the ways in which critical theorists of the 1980s advanced our
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understanding of class and gender divisions in leisure. From this largely macro
approach we move to a micro-social approach with a discussion of interactionist
and poststructural theory, an approach that examines the subjective experiences
of individual women, recognizes agency and acknowledges the possibility of
resistance. We examine ways in which our understanding of gender relations in
leisure and tourism has been enriched by contextualizing these relations in the
spaces in which they occur and by considering the gendered body in that space.
We also pay tribute to postcolonial theory that assigns subjectivity and a valid
view of colonization to the “Other”, a view which has the potential to destabi-
lize and transform dominant knowledges.

A Developing Feminist Critique of Leisure

With the development of feminist leisure theory from the 1970s onwards there
was a recognition that if society is gendered, so too are the lifestyles that we lead
which include leisure and tourism experiences. With this acknowledgement
came the rejection of the assumption of the universality of male leisure experi-
ence and a critique of functionalist approaches to leisure studies that emphasize
harmony and stability, reinforce the status quo, and obscure gender power
differentials, conflicts of interest and inequalities in access to leisure resources.
A feminist approach inspired the examination of mechanisms to move beyond
masculine accepted norms. Similar critiques were made of tourism literature
which remained stranded in a functionalist perspective for about a decade lon-
ger than leisure. In an examination of tourism literature, Norris and Wall (1994,
p. 58) concluded:

...where differences in participation between women and men are identified,
they tend to be noted rather than explained. Such research is seldom undertaken
from a feminist perspective and indirectly may promote the status quo in that it
usually ignores the different constraints and opportunities to which women and
men are exposed.

Most commonly, tourism scholars had treated gender (or sex) as a demo-
graphic variable, an independent variable at the end of a questionnaire, ‘ordi-
nal and timeless categories’ (Richter, 1995, p. 71), as opposed to gender as a
cultural construct. Johnston (2000) concluded that tourism scholarship had
been ‘built on Western hierarchical dualisms and tends to produce hege-
monic, disembodied and masculinist knowledge’ (p. 181).
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Since the 1970s, reactions to hegemonic masculinist knowledge of leisure
have traversed a spectrum. The structurally based gender and class inequalities
in access to leisure have been the focus of critical (including Marxist and socialist)
feminists (see, for example, Deem, 1986; Green, Hebron, & Woodward, 1990;
McRobbie, 1978; Wimbush & Talbot, 1988). They brought to light the struc-
tures of power in patriarchal capitalism that impose inequalities and constraints
upon women’s experiences of leisure and tourism as producers and consumers,
and exposed the ideologies and cultural hegemony that safeguard the broad
acceptance of these gender disparities. A more micro-social approach to gender
relations examining the subjective experiences of individual women has been
taken by feminist interactionists who, rather than viewing power as top down
and necessarily oppressive, have called for an approach which accounts for agency
and the possibility of resistance and which recognizes the opportunities offered
by the use of leisure to break out of oppressive relationships of power. The pos-
sibility of resistance and feminist redefinitions of female subjectivity (Wearing,
1998) is a key concern of poststructural leisure feminists who have drawn on the
work of Foucault (1980, 1983) in their study of gender relations. The productive
as well as the repressive aspects of power relations have been examined (see Foley,
Holzman, & Wearing, 2007; McRobbie & Nava, 1984), whereby leisure and
tourism are regarded as sites where gendered relations can be both reinforced
and resisted.

Within the context of leisure and tourism, feminists have gone on to
explore poststructuralist ideas of multiple, gendered subjectivities and access
to alternative gender discourses which allow for the re-writing of masculine
and feminine scripts (Wearing, 1998; see also Berdychevsky, Gibson, & Poria,
2014; Bryce & Rutter, 2005; Gibson & Jordan, 1998; Pavlidis & Fullagar,
2013; Wilson & Little, 2005). These studies continue to recognize the struc-
tural constraints on women’s leisure identified by Marxist-based and other
critical-theory feminists, but also recognize women’s agency, autonomy and
ability to enact purposeful choices, to challenge the power structures inherent
in hegemonic masculinity. They document the transgression of boundaries
where the culturally gendered enclaves of leisure and tourism have offered
sites for struggle and resistance to hegemonic masculinity (see Berdychevsky,
Gibson, & Bell, 2013; Foley, 2005a, 2005b; Noad & James, 2003; Shaw,
2001). While earlier understandings of gender have been somewhat “disem-
bodied”, in more recent times feminist scholars have acknowledged that the
body is ever present in leisure and tourism; all leisure and tourism experiences
are distinctly embodied.
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Gender, Body and Space

Our understanding of gender relations in leisure and tourism has been
enriched by contextualizing these relations in the spaces in which they occur
and by considering the gendered body in that space. As Haldrup (2004) says,
space is not ‘ontologically given’, not something ‘out there’ but ‘produced
through discursive and embodied practices of corporeal movement’ (p. 435).
Spaces are animated and co-produced through the practice of mobility (Cresswell
& Merriman, 2011). Leisure participants are not passive beings gazing on
space; rather they are ‘embodied, differentiated, socially contextualized and
performative’ (Germann Molz, 2010, p. 332). Gender relations cannot be
understood without recognition of the body (and bodies) participating in the
leisure and tourism space. In turn, space cannot be understood without an
appreciation of gender relations. As Low (2006, p. 119) says, ‘gender may be
seen as inscribed, via body practices, in the production of spaces’.

Wearing and Wearing’s (1996) writing on the nineteenth-century flineur has
contributed here to our understanding of the male tourist space and gaze, and
confirmed that the position of the flineur is not readily available to women.
Gibson and Jordan (1998) found: ‘solo women travellers find it very difficult to
wander around unobserved. Their very singleness, as well as their gender, serves
to draw attention to them rather than rendering them free to roam unnoticed’
(p. 17). Critiquing the male bias in the conceptualization of the tourist as fli-
neur and the tourist destination as “image” for the tourist gaze, Wearing and
Wearing (1996) proposed the destination as “chora” or interactive space and the
tourist as “choraster”. Through the tourist’s interactions with the touristic space,
‘the space becomes imbued with meanings constructed by the actor which
become part of the self” (Wearing & Wearing, 1996, p. 230).

Researchers examining the gendered representation, production and con-
sumption of tourism landscapes have highlighted the social construction and
thus cultural and historical specificity of space (Aitchison, MacLeod, & Shaw,
20005 Craik, 1997). Pritchard and Morgan (2000) explained the privileging
of the male gaze in terms of tourism destination promotion. That landscapes
are gendered as masculine adventure, corresponding to the powerful north
and west, and as feminine seduction, associated with the less privileged, pow-
erless and vulnerable south and east, highlighted that the tourism discourse
remains not only gendered but also colonial and racial (Morgan & Pritchard,
1998). Bodies appearing in representations of leisure and tourism spaces are
gendered focusing on the singular image of the ideal body. Analyses of leisure
and tourism media, for example, in-flight magazines (Small, Harris, &
Wilson, 2008) and holiday brochures (Jordan, 1998; Pritchard, 2001), reveal
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that tourism promotional material reinforces this message with a significant
amount of advertising centred on representations of attractive, young, white
women and their objectification as sexual beings. Studies of the social mes-
sages of women’s lifestyle magazines directed at tourists’ bodily preparation
for a holiday (Jordan, 2007; Small, 2017) found there was a uniform beach-
holiday body to which women should aspire: slim, toned, tanned and well-
groomed. The message of the magazines is that one should work to achieve
this body and ‘that without such a body women should not be happy to be
unclothed in the public spaces of tourism’ (Jordan, 2007, p. 16). The image
of the young, tanned, beautiful body, rather than inviting a woman to imag-
ine herself as such, can, through undermining a woman’s confidence, deter
her from participation (Jordan, 1998). In other words, media representations
reinforce normative “ideals” of the gendered body.

Leisure spaces such as attractions have also been subject to a gendered reading
(Aitchison, 1996; Edensor & Kothari, 1994; Richter, 1991, 1994). Aitchison
et al. (2000) have observed that museums, galleries, statues and other attrac-
tions reflect ‘masculinist myth-making’ (p. 134) rather than women’s history or
current activities. As Richter (1994) notes, ‘the impact of tourism continues to
socialise generations to the importance of what men have done while women
are ignored or immortalized on postcards, nutcrackers and T-shirts’ (p. 154).
The masculine tourist gaze is stimulated while women are constructed as
“Other” (Aitchison, 1996).

Bodies are social constructions but they also are physical corporeal entities.
While representations are relevant to an understanding of embodied gender
relations, so too are ‘non-representational’ approaches with an interest ‘in the
subject and in what people themselves make of their lives’ (Crouch, 2000,
p- 63). Obrador Pons (2003) refers to the centrality of the body in our engage-
ment with the world. Women and men “perform” and “do” leisure and tour-
ism. Shilling (2003) notes that the body is ‘a corporeal phenomenon which is
not only affected by social systems, but which forms a basis for and shapes
social relations’ (p. 88). So while the body is ‘a text of culture’, it is also ‘a
practical, direct locus of social control’ (Bordo, 1989, p. 13).

Leisure is of course experienced psychologically as well as physically and
neither experience is privileged over the other. Rather, both are experienced as
an integrative whole, fluid and temporal, ‘constantly in the making’ (Weiss,
cited in Swain, 2004, p. 104). According to Foucault (1980), while social
systems or ‘dominant discourses’ render our bodies ‘docile’ and ‘normalized’
through bodily discipline and social and self-surveillance whereby each
individual exercises surveillance ‘over, and against himself” (Foucault, 1980,
p. 155), we are also capable of resisting these discourses (Foucault, 1980).
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Felski (2006) identifies this as a shift in rhetoric from one of victimization to
one of empowerment. Coffey (2013) argues that this ‘new, more positive
approach to bodies as intensities exerting force, rather than femininity, for
example, being seen as effect of patriarchal culture, moves beyond the binary,
static opposition of feminine/masculine identities’ (p. 13).

Low (20006, p. 120) suggests, ‘spaces are, first, an expression of the possibil-
ity of pluralities; second, they point to the possibility of overlapping and
reciprocal relations; and third, and for this very reason, they are always open
and indefinite with respect to future formations’.

Leisure, the Body, Resistance and Complexity

Leisure and tourism contexts are often conceived as heterotopia (Foucault,
1984), sites of empowerment where one can transgress gendered prescriptions
(see Wearing, 1998). Specific types of leisure may also provide opportunities
for women to learn about their bodies and gain an expanded sense of their
body’s potential (Yarnal, Hutchinson, & Chow, 2000). In all-female “girlfriend
getaways , for example, Berdychevsky et al. (2013) found a way for women of
all ages to create a space for existential authenticity, an opportunity to be one-
self, ‘not having to pay attention to their make-up and clothing as they were
free from the male gaze’ (p. 619). Wilson and Little (2005) and Gibson and
Jordan (op.cit.) have examined the leisure constraints and negotiations of solo
women travellers as they resist the male gaze. In other studies, leisure space,
such as girls’ bedrooms, has allowed gitls to resist the male gaze through the
control of personal/private space (James, 2001). Foley et al. (2007)) explored
ways in which adolescent women used mobile phones in public spaces to
impart a sense of self-confidence, sexuality and autonomy which defied the
male gaze and allowed them to reject traditional images of femininity at a for-
mative stage in the life course. On the other hand, leisure researchers have
found that body image and feelings about appearance can constrain leisure
activities through reduced participation or reduced enjoyment in the activity
(Frederick & Shaw, 1995; James, 2000; Liechty, Freeman, & Zabriskie, 2006).
While on the one hand, Berdychevsky et al. (2014) found the tourist space to
be an arena for self-exploration, resistance and self-transformation in terms of
the counter discourse to social stereotypes associated with women’s sexual
behaviour, it would be misleading to see these spaces as fully open to resistance.
While a holiday was a site for resistance to the dominant discourse of women’s
sexual passiveness and subordination through inversion of sexual roles, the
dominant discourse on appearance persisted: ‘women’s confidence to transgress
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sexual roles in tourism was reliant on their perceptions of their bodies as
abiding by the beauty/femininity standards dictated by these same roles’ (2014,
p. 11). In other words, ‘sexual confidence was contingent upon their self-per-
ception as sexy/feminine/attractive, while their bodies had to be in the best
shape for holidays’ (Berdychevsky et al., 2014, p. 11).

In a study of young women’s experience of their physical appearance on holi-
day, Small (2016) found that there were some spaces in which the normative
body ideal could be resisted. Trekking and camping holidays, for example, pro-
vided a space in which the rules about the normative body ideal are less rigid. In
some cases the resistance was supported by the company of family or close
friends (Small, 2016). Nonetheless, there were many leisure spaces in which
gendered norms were reinforced. Spaces such as the beach or public swimming
pool were found to be sexualized and gendered (see also Jordan & Aitchison,
2008), making resistance particularly difficult. As noted by Richards, “The sur-
veillant gaze may become even more crucial on holiday, as bare flesh is exposed
to the view of strangers on the beach’ (2002, p. 4). Certainly, James (2000)
found that some girls at public swimming pools could resist the perceived male
gaze while others could not. Léw (2000), in her study of the genderization of
spaces, reports that while women might choose to go topless at the beach, thus
potentially resisting the societal prescription, the moral code is that their breasts
do not wobble. “The price paid for the naked bosom in our cultural context is
the body’s immobility’ (Low, 2006, p. 130). Foucault’s ‘normalized’ and ‘docile’,
‘disciplined bodies are evident in many women'’s accounts.

Leisure and Poststructural Feminism

Since it is at the point of visitation through our embodied experiences, that
we construct and consume spaces (Raki¢ & Chambers, 2012, it is possible to
see the body as becoming; a process rather than a project (Coffey, 2013). This
is a hopeful outcome for leisure and tourism. At the same time the idea that
leisure and tourism are discretionary activities means participants have
choices, and in the case of tourism, one might say that its temporary condi-
tion allows for risks to be taken.

Poststructural leisure feminists have extended the project of leisure feminist
theory, opening our eyes to the possibilities of resistance. However, as evident
above, it is important to note that there remain many leisure spaces in which
gendered norms are reinforced and in which it is still dificult for women to
resist or rewrite these norms. It is also important to note that there is a gap in
the poststructuralist literature in respect of the subjective experiences of
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women who do not occupy central positions in Western societies. We need to
look to postcolonial feminist theory to understand the lived experiences of
women—other bodies—the “Other” (Bhabha, 1983) who cannot be fitted
into Eurocentric, Western middle-class white theorization, as formulated by
male theorists and their feminist counterparts.

The concept of “otherness” enables postcolonial theorists to attribute sub-
jectivity and a valid view of colonization to the “Other”, a view which has the
potential to destabilize and transform dominant knowledges concerning
‘degenerate types on the basis of racial origin’ (Bhabha, 1983, p. 23). For
example, McDonald, Abbott and Jenkins (2012) explored perspectives on
physical activity as a lifestyle choice through the voices of women and girls
living in remote indigenous communities in Australia and brought to light
deeply embedded ways of thinking about the body, familial obligations, and
the provision of and access to being active that destabilize the relevance of
Western health policies predicated upon individuals shouldering responsibil-
ity for taking exercise. Studies of Muslim women in Australia have revealed
the systematic constraints that have to be negotiated by these women in the
context of their participation in community sport (Maxwell, Foley, Taylor, &
Burton, 2013; Taylor & Toohey, 2001). In a similar vein, the voices of women
are being used in studies of leisure and disability to disrupt ableism (Apelmo,
2012; Irving & Giles, 2011; Jessup, Bundy, & Cornell, 2013). Van Amsterdam,
Knoppers, and Jongman (2015) employed a feminist postcolonial perspective
to give voice to the alternative discourses of young women with disabilities
who are resisting the implicit assumptions of ableism: that the world should
be tailored to those without disabilities.

Conclusion

In this chapter we have provided an overview of research and theory in the
area of gender relations in the context of leisure and tourism. The chapter has
reviewed a number of the key authors who have contributed to the discussion
and ideas in the development of this area with a particular focus on those
using a feminist analysis. We acknowledge that there are many more who have
contributed in this field which space has prevented us from mentioning,.
Significant contributions to research and theory have been made in both
leisure and tourism. Marxist, socialist and other critical feminists of the 1970s
and 1980s brought to light the structures of power in patriarchal capitalism
that impose inequalities and constraints upon women’s experiences of leisure
and tourism as producers and consumers, and exposed the ideologies and
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cultural hegemony that safeguard the broad acceptance of these gender
disparities. Drawing on the work of Foucault, the interactionist and post-
cultural feminists have focused on the lived experiences of women and men,
accounted for agency and the possibilities for resistance, and recognized the
relative freedoms of leisure and tourism spaces that provide opportunities for
people to break out of oppressive relationships of power. Our understanding of
gender relations in leisure and tourism has been enriched by contextualizing
these relations in the spaces in which they occur and by considering the gen-
dered body in that space. The body is shaped by and shapes social relations, and
is in the process of becoming, affected and affecting (Pavlidis & Fullagar, 2014).
Seeing bodies not as a static but rather as “becoming” with the focus on ‘what a
body can do’ (Coffey, 2013, p. 6) provides possibilities for change. As Coffey
says, if one moves beyond the body ideal to affirm bodily differences and posi-
tive styles of life, the greater the body’s force, ‘the more it can do’ (2013, p. 14).

However, the project for feminist research and theory in the context of lei-
sure and tourism is far from complete. A recent analysis of 20 years of tourism
scholarship (Figueroa-Domecq, Pritchard, Segovia-Pérez, Morgan, & Villacé-
Molinero, 2015, p. 87) concluded that ‘tourism gender research remains mar-
ginal to tourism enquiry, disarticulated from wider feminist and gender-aware
initiatives and lacks the critical mass of research leaders, publications, citations
and multi-institutional networks, which characterise other tourism sub-fields’.
Small, Harris & Wilson (2017) confirmed these findings with a bibliometric
analysis of articles from 2005 to 2014 from five prestigious tourism and hospi-
tality journals. They found that less than 4% of the articles were gender related
and only 1% featured gender from a critical tourism perspective. Further,
reviews of feminist leisure literature have found a decline in the volume of
peer-reviewed articles devoted to this topic area, perhaps in response to a per-
ceived crisis in the socio-political project initiated by the Marxist leisure femi-
nists. Some believe the project has been undermined by the move to
post-structuralism and the inclination to repudiate male control of the struc-
tures of society in favour of a postmodernism obsession with specificity of
context (Aitchison, 2000).

In our view structural constraints on women’s leisure should not be ignored;
they are placed in tension with women’s leisure and tourism opportunities.
However, women should not be portrayed as passive victims of structured
inequalities which favour males. Rather they should be acknowledged as
active thinking beings who can and do transgress boundaries and challenge
aspects of male domination through leisure. The challenge for the future is to
maintain a balance between recognizing the power of structures such as class,
gender, race and ethnicity and institutions such as the media to constrain
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individual leisure experience, and the power of the individual and the group
to see, resist and move beyond these constraints through leisure.

Figueroa-Domecq et al. (2015) propose two scenarios for gender-aware tour-
ism research: stagnation or ignition. Ignition would require the opening up of
new research questions, theories and methods, the expansion of gender research
leaders and networks, the growth in the number of papers and citations as a pro-
portion of the tourism field, expansion of citations outside the tourism field,
recognition of gender as a research leadership issue, the mainstreaming of gender-
aware approaches in all tourism enquiry, the expansion of gender research capac-
ity and leadership in less economically developed countries and the expansion of
collaborations across institutions, disciplines and countries.

Twenty years on, Wearing’s (1996) advice is still pertinent: the project for
feminist leisure theory needs to draw upon a broad range of theories that allow
the development of perspectives that honour difference and ‘open up spaces for
women and men to move beyond rigid gender, class, race, age and ethnic defi-
nitions of the self which are limiting and oppressive, and to envisage spaces
which extend people’s horizons and provide the potential for personal and
political growth’ (p. 188).
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