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Abstract

This research examines men’s talk around abortsamgucritical discourse analysis. Current
literature indicates a dearth of studies addressiegtopic of men and abortion in various
domains. An understanding of men’s relationship atwortion, however, is crucial to
understanding abortion as a social phenomenon. Sthidy utilises the work of Foucault
around discourse and power, as well as Butler'skwan gender to create a theoretical
framework to approach data. Data were collectatienform of interview groups made up of
men, as well as newspaper articles and on-linenfadiscussions that featured men as the
author. What emerged from theses texts was a ‘krbiscourse’ which posits the nuclear,
heterosexual family as a long term relationshipvieen a mother and father, which forms the
ideal site to raise children. Discourses that supfwe family are a discourse of ‘Equal
Partnership’ which establishes the man and the wamsaeing in a heterosexual relationship
where each partner is seen to have equal poweraatidcourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’
which constructs the foetus as a child in needfafraly. Related to the heterosexual matrix,

the formation of a family unit comes to be condiedcas ‘natural’.

Abortion acts as a disruptor to these discoursgsdiBrupting the formation of the family
unit, abortion negatively affects the individualsalved. A relationship where a formation of
a family unit was disrupted cannot survive. If feenale partner has an abortion without her
partner, it is seen as disrupting the equal pasetbetween the man and the woman. Men in
this case see themselves as ‘powerless’ comparewrmen. From this point a ‘New Man’
discourse emerges, where men position themselMesiag and responsible in the context of
a nuclear, heterosexual family unit. Abortion diru‘Foetal Personhood’ and is constructed
as murder. In the case of rape the ‘Familial Disseucan be invoked either to justify
abortion or resist abortion, based on whether drandéamily unit can be formed. These

discourses reproduce patriarchy.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Context

With South Africa becoming a democracy in 1994, &NC aimed to address issues of
gender inequality and reproductive rights (Patéfgeni, 2008). As a part of this, the Choice
on Termination of Pregnancy Act of 1996 was legexlaThis Act allowed women to safely
and legally terminate a pregnancy and for the datprovide this service. In this Act, a
woman of any age may terminate a pregnancy in itisé tfimester without the need to
consult with her partner or anyone else. After th&siod, a woman may terminate her

pregnancy with the consultation and approval of icegractitioners.

In addition to addressing issues of gender inetyuahd reproductive rights, the legalisation
of abortion resulted in a lower incidence of unsab®rtions (Berer, 2004) and a lower
mortality rate from unsafe abortions (Berer, 2008)aternal morbidity immediately

decreased after the implementation of the Act (&swiBrown, Dickson-Tetteh, Levin &

Rees, 2002).

This is not to say that the passing of the Act basn unproblematic. In addition to
difficulties due to a lack of resources, there besn resistance to free access to abortion due
to negative public opinion around abortion. Whileere were pro-choice groups who
advocated the passing of the Act, polls at the tifnihe passing of the Act showed that the
majority of South Africans were opposed to the lisgéion of abortion (Stark, 2003). There
have been legal challenges to the Act itself antiédfact that the act allows minors to seek a

termination of pregnancy without parental consefttlanga, 2003).

Despite the fact that the Act legalised abortidiegal and unsafe abortions are still
performed, with up to 100 000 being performed egedr (de Nobrega, 2006). Some reasons
for “backstreet” abortion still being common arelaof information or knowledge that
abortion is legal and the social stigma of having tommunity know that one has had an
abortion (Varga, 2002). In addition to this, desylie fact that it is their legal obligation to
provide abortions or alternatively give a referralyses and doctors sometimes refuse to do
so (de Nobrega, 2006).



The Gendered Nature of Abortion

The above discussed barriers to free access tti@nosuch as the stigma around abortion,
illustrate that there is a very social elementhi® practice of abortion. Boyle (1997) concurs
with this and points out that, in addition to beiaghealth issue, abortion also involves
particular social, psychological, legal and poétipractices. These practices occupy spaces
in both private and public spheres of life. This ¢z seen, for example, in the seemingly
individual choice on whether to abort, one’s opnsan abortion on the one hand an on the
other hand, the vast literature on the psychologiffacts of abortion, the legislation around
abortion and the political battles around abortion.example in the form of the pro-life/pro-

choice debate.

There is a gendered dimension to the social pexctsurrounding abortion. For example,
debates around abortion rely on particular dis@sissirrounding motherhood (Boyle, 1997).
Motherhood, or to become a mother, is constructedmaessential aspect of being a woman
(Dubriwny, 2010). This is predicated on the nottbat women have the biological capacity
to reproduce. And because of this, women are amtstl as having “natural feminine
instincts that allow them to happily and selflesslyture their children” (Dubriwny, 2010, p.
287). The process of becoming a mother is seeatasahand women should not intervene in
this process (Braam & Hessini, 2004). Abortionnithe seen as an intrusion upon the natural

process of a woman becoming a mother (Braam & HgsX)04).

That women are constructed as mothers in relabosbbrtion does not mean that men are
excluded from the practice of abortion. The “issfi@bortion typically has been categorized
as a ‘woman’s issue” (Holmes, 2004, p. 103) andriplete accountability for the birth of

children... appears to lie with women, and they &eefocal point of attention in research,

policy and even the marketing of contraceptivestiggain, 2003, p. 46). This is despite the
fact that men have historically often acted as lggpers to women'’s reproductive rights
(Boyle, 1997). According to Varkey, Fonn and Kegia (2000) women have reported in

various studies fear of being stigmatised, disaygdr@and violence as reasons for not
informing partners about their decision to havehartion. They go on to report that 56% of
women were too afraid to inform their partners ledit decision, and 36% of those that did
tell their partners received a negative reactioacdgnising that men play a role around

abortion practice leads to the impetus for thigaesh.



In general, there is a lack of acknowledgement thatattitudes of men are critical to the
reproductive behaviour of women (Hussain, 2003).sddin (2003) thus calls for an
examination of reproductive processes (includingrdn) from a perspective of gender to

understand power relations between males and fenmakewider socio-cultural context.

Unfortunately, research regarding men and abottias not examined power relations that
mediate the practices surrounding abortion, butilstead focussed on a limited number of
issues, such as male response and men’s attitodksdt abortion (see further discussion in
Chapter Four). Thus there is a great need to gposher relations with respect to men and
abortion. In addition, this type of study can ainestending the available literature that deals

with women and abortion, by speaking to men’s ietato abortion.

The Research

In focussing on issues of power relations, thera meed to conceptualise what power is. In
this research, | draw on Foucault’'s (1978; 1982)ykwan discourse and power. Foucault’s
work here focuses on how objects in the social avbdve a history and how power emerges
in multiple ways and from multiple sources to comst those objects in the social world.

Being that Foucault did not directly discuss gendee work of Butler (1990, 1993) is

examined. Butler's work takes up Foucault’s arodistourse and power and applies it to
gender to show the radically constructed natureotfh gender and sex. In this regard, Butler
discusses the heterosexual matrix, which has i@bics for questions around reproduction

and abortion.

Being that this study examines issues of discoarsg power, it situates itself in a post-
structuralist paradigm. Post-structuralism is anteised to refer to loosely affiliated thinkers
who share a close attention to language and atiggjeaf the transcendental subject (Sarup,
1993). The subject instead is considered to betitotesl through language or discourse.
Language in turn is not considered to be a neutedicle for thought, but rather a

constitutive element of thought.



Drawing on this post-structuralist paradigm, reskajuestions are thus:

1) What discourses do males draw on when talking a&looittion?
2) In what ways do these discourses construct the tfabortion?
3) How do these discourses position gendered subjeot$ation to abortion and to each

other?

Data were collected through interview groups cosgmti of men with the focus of the
interviews being on abortion. To achieve this, gnette case as well as an informational
brochure were presented and discussed within thepgr In addition to these interviews,
data were also collected in the form of newspap@las that were written by a male author
and on-line internet forum comments that were magenen around the topic of abortion.
Data were then analysed using Parker's (1990) nde#isoit aligned itself with Foucault's
work around discourse and power and Davies and étarfl990) work on subject

positionings.

Overview of the Chapters

The research question deals broadly with discowssgsunding abortion in the talk of men.
As such, it can be broken into three parts: disssuabortion and men. Thus in the first three

chapters | aim to respectively discuss each oktlexsns in relation to the research question.

In Chapter Two | discuss discourse and how theteslto Foucault’s ideas around power and
knowledge. The discussion here focuses on how dorc&ult power is not a single overt
structure to be overcome. Instead, Foucault seegmas running through our interactions
and delimiting what we can and cannot do. This ikaelated to gender through the work of
Butler, who takes up Foucault's ideas in this rdgdutler presents the ideas of viable
subjectivity and cultural intelligibility which ardhen related to the concept of the
heterosexual matrix. Butler's ideas are then exdntb show how they are relevant to

understanding abortion.

Following this, in Chapter Three, | discuss theiomtof masculinity drawing on the
theoretical framework established by Foucault andld8. To understand masculinity |

extend the theoretical framework to discuss thecepts of patriarchy and phallogocentrism.
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| discuss in particular how phallogocentrism occursmasculinity studies and how this
concept, together with that of patriarchy, ideesfipitfalls to avoid as well as directives to

take when attempting to study masculinity.

In Chapter Four | provide a reading of abortiorrhture relevant to the South African
context. Here | examine the history of abortionSauth Africa. Emerging from this are

notions of ‘foetal personhood’ and an attached hedtood’ which construct the foetus and
the woman, but which also have implications for havortion is constructed. | then discuss

some of the research that has already been conlegarding men and abortion.

At this point, having mapped a theoretical framdwas well as the social terrain of abortion,
| attempt to translate this into a method of inigggton. Thus, Chapter Five serves as a
description of the methodology used in this studging that the concept of discourse is
central to this study, | trace the history of diss® in social theory so as to find a suitable
means of analysis relevant to this study. | thiseuls some methods of discourse analysis
and justify the use of Parker's (1990) method.enthliscuss the ‘mechanics’ of the research,

being sample, data collection and issues of refigxand ethics.

Having established how the study was conductedgdgnt a discussion of the results in two
parts. Chapter Six forms the first of this and fesion a ‘Familial Discourse’ emerging from
these texts, which presents an idealised form ef ribclear, heterosexual family. This
discourse is supported by a discourse of ‘Equaheeship’ between the man and the woman
and a discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’. Each dfetligscourses contributes to the formation
of a family unit. These discourses are then rel&eButler's concept of The Heterosexual

Matrix to show how they are constructed as ‘natural

Following this, Chapter Seven forms the second pérhe discussion of results. Here |
discuss how abortion disrupts the discourses pteden the preceding chapter. Because
abortion disrupts these discourses it is constduatedetrimental to the individuals involved
as well as society. | then relate these discoucstse concept of patriarchy to show how they

serve male interests.



Finally, Chapter Eight concludes this work by presenting a brief overview of the research and
a summary of the main findings. | then provide some implications and suggestions for future

research.



Chapter Two: Theoretical Orientations

Introduction

As the central problematic of this project has doadth power, it is necessary to discuss what
exactly power is. Foucault’'s work on power has baglsed in areas such as race, class,
sexuality and of course gender. While Foucault doet explicitly discuss gender or

gendered power relations, his work has been takeaind connected to gender by a number
of authors (see for example Bartky, 1988; SawitRB1; Deveaux, 1994). In this regard and
for the reason that Foucault does not explicitiscdss gender, Butler's work proves highly
useful in sculpting Foucault’'s ideas toward an us@ading of gendered power relations. In
this chapter then, 1 first discuss Foucault’s ideaspower and then go via Butler so as to

understand gendered power relations.

Foucault On Power

Foucault (1978, 1982) provides the reader not waitiheory or methodology of power, but

rather an analytics of it. Foucault’'s aim is notdefine power, to see it as a thing or as a
reified entity, but instead to describe how it @gtes and the ways in which it can be
analysed. Rather than engaging in a discussionniduaies, classifies or categorises power
and its essential features, his work offers a nuroberopositions on how power operates in
society. And this is how his work becomes valuabks a means to describe how particular
power relations occur in social, political and emic relations, to see how they produce and

delimit subjects and how those subjects are placdte matrices of power.

Following this, a most important aspect of Foucaulork is a shift away from the
conception of power as a sovereign entity. Sovarpigwer or the conception of power as a
sovereign entity is a view that power is a singulasible force held by an individual or a
group of individuals. It is an external force agtinver society and its ability to coerce
individuals is only repressive. In such a view powry be overthrown by the subjects that it
governs. Foucault (1982) rejects this and insteseb power as existing at the nexus of
society. Power does not exist externally over $pei@onomic and political relations, but

rather within them, shaping and informing them. Bowg not a singular entity possessed by



particular individuals, but is rather a series qpices, relations and strategies existing in a
particular society. To imagine a society free frggower relations is an impossible

abstraction.

To further illustrate this shift away from power assovereign entity, a discussion of
Discipline and Punist{published in 1977) is useful. In this work, Foultdraces the history
of the modern penal system and examines how prispesate. In so doing, he discusses
some aspects of how power operates and how sowuepewyer (visible and singular) has

been replaced by the more effective disciplinanygo(invisible, anonymous and multiple).

Discipline and Punistbegins with a startling comparison of a violenbig execution in
1757 with a strictly controlled daily regiment ofpaison in 1837. For Foucault, these two
accounts represent more than just an example sérpfreform”. They must be thought of as
representing a shift from a sovereign to a disagly power. The public spectacle of torture
(and public execution) was a visible means to askerauthority of the singulaovereign
power— the monarch. Participation then was essentmalgp needed to be observed and thus
be made visible by the presence of the viewers.tk@se lower orders, the viewers, who
were arranged in hierarchy below the monarch, & wlaar who controlled the power and

what would happen if that power was violated.

But in visibly asserting its authority, sovereigower also made itself susceptible to dissent.
The act of participation, as viewers, allowed tlosgbility for the overthrow of power. The
executioner could be attacked and it was not uncomfor the condemned to be attacked or
freed by the viewers. Thus with sovereign powewas clear for the lower ordensho had

the power and bwhat meas to overthrow that power.

Because of this, and also due to the fact thatdessus and less detected crimes were not
adequately included in this form of punishment, @ereffective form of power was needed.
With the rise of Humanism, reformers argued for enbumane means of punishment and
advocated an emphasis on the individual human subjgknowingly, the work of the
reformers led to the shift from sovereign powerttie more effectivedisciplinary power
Where power was once singular and visible, it isvremonymous and multiple. Foucault
(1977) uses the example of Jeremy Bentham’s desigihe Panopticon to illustrate this new

form of power.



The Panopticon is made up of two parts, a circolaer building that contains in the centre a
tower. The outer building contains floors of celisach cell being the thickness of the
building allowing a window on the outside and thside, which backlights any figure in that
cell. The effect of this is that the prisoners yoahe in each cell) cannot communicate with
each other or with the guard. Nor can they segtiaed, who could possibly be watching any
one of them from the invisible confines of the towghis then means that prisoners must
become self-regulating. Each is reproducing thelwfat gaze of the guard and is thus a self-
policing agent. In this system of self-surveillapak are visible save for the source of power.
This then for Foucault describes how disciplinapwpr operates in society. Individuals

become self-policing, self-regulating agents thawehinternalised the normalising gaze of
society. The Panopticon thus represents the ideal bf power. People can be controlled
more effectively and fewer people are required igbly operate that control. It controls

minds and bodies; it makes subjects subordinatbowitthe need for a clear sovereign

power.

The discussion of this shift in power from soveretg disciplinary is not so much to assert
the primacy of disciplinary power over sovereigiwpo, but to demonstrate the nuances of
Foucault’'s conception of power, to show how radycdifferent it is to the view that power is
an overt structure that is clearly visible to théjscts it governs. This kind of view of power,
the kind that Foucault radically deviates from,réferred to by Foucault (1978) as the

“juridico-discursive” model of power.

The juridico-discursive model of power sees poweranegative, that it is an overt force
telling individuals not to do something. It alwaygperates as this negative relation,
constraining individuals and creating boundaried mits. In this instance, power is much

like the law, determining how things can be treated understood. Power only prohibits and
represses, and it is known what will happen if ¢hisra display of anything that goes against
the prohibitory law. And since power is an overtisture, it operates from the top down and
is possessed by an individual or group of individuenuch like a king to his subjects or as
the state to its citizens. In this way it is unifgrit works the same at all levels, differing only

perhaps in scale, but nonetheless uniformly.

In this view, power is always negative; it is alwaglling people what they cannot do, as

opposed to what they can do. All it serves to diprevent what it dominates from doing
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anything. This is why Foucault labels this modepofver as “juridico-discursive”, because it

centres on obedience to the law and disciplined attempts to usurp that power of law.

And finally, it is a power whose model is essehtigliridical, centred on nothing
more than the statement of the law and the operatfotaboos. All the modes of
domination, submission, and subjugation are ultyareduced to an effect of
obedience (Foucault, 1978, p. 85).

Foucault (1978) does not deny the existence dfipoidiscursive power. He does, however,
call attention to the fact that juridico-discursigewer does not explain the many ways in
which power works nor can it explain all socialeirgctions and processes that occur. It is for
this reason that Foucault details the charactesisif power. Power is not a ‘thing’ that can
be possessed and thus lost; rather it is exerfisedall points in all directions. Power does
not act externally upon social, political and eaoimorelationships; it is found within these
relations and determines them. Power does not doome the top down in a hierarchal
fashion to which each class is afforded less asd power — it is present at all levels of
society. Though one can decipher the reasoningntesirategies of power, there are no

individual subjects or architects that determinevg@o

What then is the use in seeing power in the way Hoaicault describes? A Foucauldian

analysis of power allows one to analyse power giras that are not merely overt, but those
that are insidious and at times seemingly innocuSush an analysis allows one to examine
power structures as part of a cultural matrix, \ehgower relations are not named as such
and instead are taken for granted practices whiehsaeen as part of a natural order. Here
power runs through the individuals, institutionsl @ocial processes it governs. In this regard,
Foucault's The Birth of the Clinic(1973) examines the development of the medical
profession and the institute of the clinic. In tvi®rk Foucault describes the types of

relationships that form with and through the meldm®afession, such as the doctor to the
patient or the anatomist to the cadaver. It is thatt these are ‘objective’ relations or

‘mindless phenomenologies’, but rather that the&ygoverned by power relations that dictate
what is relevant to particular interactions and hswbjects can interact with one another in

each of those above named situations.

Although here Foucault is referring to disciplinatgchnology, his later work on

governmentality (see Foucault, 1991) describesratimalities in which power manifests.
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What these modalities have in common, howeverheé ghaping of social interactions

through the reproduction of particular power relas.

A Foucauldian analysis thus offers the ability é& social interactions and social relations as
relations of power. For Foucault, objects in theiaowvorld are an effect of power — they are
sources where power emerges. As Foucault (19783)pstates, “power is everywhere, not

because it embraces everything, but because it<toma everywhere”.

Foucault's work has been criticised by numeroufi@st as being overly deterministic and
nihilistic (McLaren, 2002) and as describing a adgarian power from which there is no

escape” (Sawicki, 1991, p. 25). Indeed, Foucal@8(l p. 141) states that power “is already
there, that one is never outside it, that thereraranargins for those who break with the
system to gambol in it”. But he goes on to say thaugh “one can never be outside power
[this] does not mean that one is trapped and conddrto defeat no matter what” (Foucault,
1980, p. 141).

Foucault (1978, p. 95) states that “where thengoiser, there is resistance.” This does not
allude to the liberal concept that power and rasist are in diametric opposition, where one
can overcome the other in order to achieve freeddiacleod & Durrheim, 2002). For
Foucault, ‘resistance’ is another name for ‘powgteller, 1996). Depending from which
perspective one assesses a dialectic power relatinflict, one could equally assign one
group as ‘resisting’ the other (Heller, 1996). Fawit uses the term ‘resistance’ to describe
that some groups have less power than their aduwessaot that they are ‘powerless’ (Heller,
1996). The act of classification then is necessaggause in assigning one group as having
less power than an adversary, this is in effectaeinof resistance, an exercise of power
(Heller, 1996). The act of classification itselhcalways be contested by the resistance or the
exercise of power by another group (Heller, 199®)us for Foucault (1978) ‘power’ is not
only repressive or disciplinary, but can be ‘re=isor contested by other forms of power.

In Foucault's (1972, 1977, 1978) work, power, knedge and discourse are inextricably
linked. Knowledge and power “directly imply one #mer” in that power relations always

have a corresponding field of knowledge, and thabtwkedge assumes certain power
relations and in turn legitimises these relatidhsucault, 1977, p. 26). Knowledge then is a

political act — to gain knowledge about somethim@ iparticular way is an exercise of power.
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Certain types of knowledge construct the socialldyaand each of these constructs brings

with it the potential for social change.

According to Foucault (1978), discourse is whakditkknowledge to power. Foucault (1972,
p. 26) defines discourses as “practices that syteatlly form the objects of which they
speak”. He goes on to say that discourses “aralmmiit objects; they do not identify objects,
they constitute them” (Foucault, 1972, p. 26). ©tgediscussed by Foucault such as
madness, sexuality or discipline or for that ma#tey object in the social world, such as
abortion can only exist meaningfully in the discms that surround them. How we can speak
about an object (through discourse) determines wdumatoe known. What we know about an
object determines how we can speak about that blfemwledge and thus power is an
effect of discourse. This then has implicationgcaBow individual human subjects relate to

the social world, and the ways in which they can ac

Foucault (1972) rejects the notion of the “transkmal subject”, a concept that underlies
much scientific and emancipatory discourse, suchthas of Marxism or Humanism. He
rejects the notion that there is an “essential™tane self” to humans, one that could be
discovered empirically or by means that similarplke a universal self. Instead for Foucault
(1982), individual human subjects are constitutedugh discourse; individual subjects are
enmeshed in various power relations. It is not thate is an undifferentiated subject that is
thrown into different socio-political contexts owearrious historical epochs, but rather that it
is those very contexts, those discursive formatitwas have as their effect the subject — a
subject that differs according to context. Thedrisal emergence of the mad, the criminal or
the perverse individual or for that matter mothéathers or a foetus cast as a child, does not
posit some “essential” characteristic of these \iddials. Rather, their subjectivity is
constituted through discourses that would iderttigm as such and their relations to other

subjects are found in those particular discursorenfitions.

Criticisms of Foucault are offered by writers froamany differing theoretical backgrounds. A
relevant critique oDiscipline and Punishis that it is not historically rigorous enoughatlit

is selective and under sourced (Hook, 2004). A tauawrgument would be that Foucault is
not interested in history for the sake of histdoyt uses it to show how power operates
(Hook, 2004). McNay (1994 cited in Hook, 2004) coents that vast arrays of phenomena

are regarded as undifferentiated by Foucault’s epnof disciplinary power. This then draws
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attention to the claim that Foucault’s ideas mesapplied to specific contexts (Hook, 2004)
and that Foucault’'s earlier ideas on disciplinaoypr should be regarded alongside his later
ideas on power, such as that power is multi-facatetinot only either juridico-discursive or
disciplinary.

The most imminent critiques of Foucault’'s work, eetd by a number of authors, are his
androcentricism (see Soper, 1993) and the normatdgion he assumes (see Ells, 2003). It
has been claimed that as a white male Foucaulindidpay enough attention to power
relations intersecting along categories of racegamler. Furthermore, Foucault critiques the
normative tradition of the Enlightenment, but a¢ tame time he covertly relies on these
values. Various authors have thus called Foucawtbik useless or nihilistic in its disavowal
of normative values which must at the same timsyppose them (see Ells, 2003).

Despite the fact that Foucault seemingly ignorex rand gender in his work, this does not
mean that the ideas therein cannot be appropreatddused to address issues of race and
gender. Rather than being pre-occupied with thk t#cattention to gender in Foucault’s
work, it is better to focus on what the implicasoare for understanding gendered power
relations (Macleod & Durrheim, 2002). This meansaaalysis of gender that does not rely
on the notion that gender is fixed or unitary, neitthat it is a core expressing itself in a
given social context, but rather that tienderedsubject is produced as an effect of a myriad
of power relations. How then are subjects produmledg gendered lines? What are these
multiple forces of power? What type of strategipsactices and interactions can be

identified that power itself has created and dekohialong gendered lines?

An analysis ofgendered power relationsising Foucault’s tools, identifies power as being
exercised, rather than being possessed by mergsasuch emerging through the individuals,
institutes and practices inherent in power relajdhat delimit and place subjects in different
positions. Thus there cannot be a reduction to waman dichotomies whereby men are
necessarily overtly exercising power over docilemen; rather power is shifting and

exercised at points of interaction and practice.

But this is not to deny that certain subjects (pamtl through power) are placed at an
advantage over other subjects. The fact that thezemore male politicians than female,

demonstrates that there are power relations inctefidich enable men to assume these
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positions much more easily than women. Furthermbig,not to deny that there are women
who are placed in situations of violence perpethidig men. A Foucauldian analysis of
gendered power relations recognises these overisfof power, but also pays close attention
to other forms of power. It examines the multigtations of power that produce subjects and

how these govern them.

The Contributions of Butler

Butler (1990; 1993) is an author who has been heaviluenced by Foucault in her work

around gender, feminism and sexuality. Butler take$oucault’s ideas, as well as the ideas
of others, and applies them to gender to descieihdividuals become gendered subjects.
Her work is pivotal in understanding gendered poredations. Butler begins by re-assessing
the notion that sex is biological and that gendetultural. She notes that sex is constructed
by gender and this leads her to further argumemttisna how gender constructs desire and

viable subjectivities

The idea that gender and sex are separate, othéyatan be separated, was a strategy used
by feminists to counter the power imbalances inetgpor the idea that women’s place in the
social arrangement was natural (see Lloyd, 200f)s $trategy challenged the notion that
biology determined a woman'’s internal state, hgchpslogical make-up as well as her place
in society. By drawing attention to the construzatt‘sex’ is fixed and that ‘gender’ is in
constant flux, feminists had a means to critiqueséhpower imbalances in society and
thereby challenge and change them.

In this view, then, sex exists prior to gender ayahder is added upon sex. There is a
biological core that exists and culture is addedrughat core. Butler (1990), however, argues
that if this were so, then any sexed body couldirmgsany gender. A ‘male’ body could
assume a ‘feminine’ gender, if indeed the case Weregender was added upon sex. “Taken
to its logical limit, the sex/gender distinctionggests a radical discontinuity between sexed
bodies and culturally constructed genders” (Butl®90, p. 10). Butler goes on to say that if
gender were truly a cultural matter and sex a piokd one, then there should be no reason
for the existence of only two genders. The facttled matter though is that there is a
relationship of each gender to a particular sexer@lare two genders, as there are two sexes,

and each is attached to a specific sex. One cdahantadequately see gender as constructed
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and not related to sex. It is ‘male’ bodies thacsfically become ‘masculine’ and ‘female’

bodies that specifically become ‘feminine’.

Following this, Butler argues that sex is not ‘pliseursive’, that it is not something that
exists prior to culture or discourse. She postsl#tat to see sex as pre-discursive is part of a
whole apparatus of production of which sex and gerade both its effects. If each gender
fixes itself to a specific sex, then sex itself mbe thought of as part of the same cultural
matrix that produces gender. And because of tkis,is not a mere apolitical surface upon
which culture acts — its discursive existence isl@vce of its political existence. To see sex
as prior to culture or as an apolitical surfacéose way the internal stability and binary

frame for sex is effectively secured” (Butler, 199011).

This idea is developed in Butler's (1993) later kvoSexual difference does not follow

directly from the material differences of sex, hesm sexual differences are already framed
and regulated through a cultural matrix or certdiscursive practices. Sex then, is
‘normative’ and a ‘regulatory ideal’; it is “partf @ regulatory practice that produces the
bodies it governs... [which has the effect of its powo] produce, demarcate, circulate,
differentiate the bodies it controls” (Butler, 1993 1). These regulatory practices then
materialise “sex” over time and through a process oepetition of norms that give the

appearance that this was always a given. Matsrithlgn is an effect of power, in its ability

to demarcate and produce bodies in particular w@gsnder again is not something added
upon the neutral surface of the body, but instésdmaterialisation of the body must be

understood as being produced through regulatomnsor

It is not that Butler is denying that only certéiodies perform certain functions, for example
that, barring technology, only female bodies care djirth. Rather, reading Butler leads one
to ask when and how does the fact that only fendagyive birth enter the cultural matrix in
specific ways. At what point does the fact of bighad to females being cast as ‘mothers’ or
‘patients’ in familial or medical discourses resipesly? This is what Butler means when she
says that bodies are materialised through regylatomms. The body that gives birth is not at
its essence a ‘mother’ or a ‘patient’, but the bgayns subjectivity in this manner through
certain regulatory norms and discursive practiéd¥gh regard to abortion, a female that
terminates a pregnancy may be cast as a ‘patiantyearer of rights’ enacting her free

choice, or as a woman who has to face the traunabation through rejecting motherhood.
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A woman who terminates a pregnancy is not in egsany one of these things, rather she
has entered a particular cultural matrix aroundcWhiliscursive practices and regulatory
mechanisms already exist and are enacted by iestitaf health, law and the family

respectively.

Butler is not, by showing that sex is an effectgehder, attempting to reconceptualise sex
and gender and their relationship. Instead she dstraies how they function in a particular
context or grid of cultural intelligibility (Lloyd2007). A ‘grid of cultural intelligibility’ for
Butler “refers to the production of a normative nfilgwvork that conditions who can be
recognised as a legitimate subject” (Lloyd, 20073). Who is a subject? Whzan bea
subject? This for Butler is tied to the idea ofedble life, one that is considered valuable
(Lloyd, 2007). There are thus consequences foretlndso deviate from the norm, for those
who do not assume a ‘legitimate’ subjectivity. st possible that those subjectivities are

‘unthinkable’, but also they may be punishable.

The grid of cultural intelligibility of gender foButler (1990) centres on ‘the heterosexual
matrix’. In this, gender only makes sense througtetosexual desire and it follows as such
that: 1) men and women are distinct; 2) the roleneh is to desire women and vice versa; 3)
desire follows from gender, which follows from se&o ‘male’ and ‘masculinity’ mean a
desire for women, and ‘female’ and ‘femininity’ &sire for men. Both gender and desire
follow from sex. Desire here is made to be hetetoakand brings with it the oppositions of
masculine/feminine which in turn are thought todx@ressions of male/female. These then
are particular identities; ‘masculine’ is tied tmale’ which is in diametric opposition to
‘feminine’ and ‘female’, for which it must expredgsire. In this way certain ‘identities’ are
rendered either deviant or unthinkable — ones dowahot follow the path dictated by the
heterosexual matrix of sex/gender/desire. If onesdaot follow this, it is considered as a
“development failure” or “logical impossibility” (&tler, 1990, p. 23). ‘Intelligible genders’
are those which follow the framework set out by tieterosexual matrix. Those are

intelligible subjectivities

Butler's work has been taken up most ardently bgequheorists, especially due to the fact
that she identifies compulsory heterosexuality &sature of intelligible subjectivity. While
my study does not deal directly with this aspecs@fuality, Butler's work has relevance to

my study when reproduction is related to her cohoéfhe heterosexual matrix.
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It is a biological fact that reproduction (barrimgchnology) requires sexual intercourse
between men and women. This fact, however, ertergrid of cultural intelligibility through
the heterosexual matrix. As Butler has concepted]isvithin the heterosexual matrix, men
and women are distinct and their roles are to desite another. Both gender and desire
follow from sex, which is cast as being pre-dissugsDesire results in intercourse, which
(sometimes) results in reproduction. One can thacetreproduction directly back to sex cast
as being pre-discursive. There are two distincesgwhich follows that there are two distinct
genders. The role of these two distinct genden® idesire one another. Desire results in
intercourse. Intercourse results in reproductiont iBis not that reproduction is merely the
final optional stage in the heterosexual matrixs present from the very beginning and at all
points. Reproduction in humansquiresthe existence or rather presence of two sexed. Tha
there are two genders, that they desire one andtiarthey have intercourse is predicated on

the existence of two sexes for the function of oeprction.

It may seem quite strange to discuss in such detadt appears to be obvious: that the
existence of two sexes among humans is requiredrdproduction. As stated, reading
Butler's work leads one to question at what staggia what ways the fact that only female
bodies can become pregnant enters the culturaixn@&tmilarly, in what ways is the fact that
reproduction in humans requires two sexes cast?oRegtion is cast as a ‘fact of nature’
through the heterosexual matrix. The heterosexuarixncasts the function of the two
genders to desire one another, thus resultingnmpatsory heterosexuality. In the same way,
it sees the existence of two sexes as a functioremioduction, thus rendering regulatory
mechanisms around reproduction ‘natural’. Examplesuch regulatory mechanisms are the
clinics and hospitals which cast a woman as aépétito the familial discourses which cast

her as a ‘mother’.

Following this, if a woman reproduces, she is eastmother’ and this is seen as natural and
pre-discursive. Debates on abortion often rely aartigular discourses surrounding
motherhood (Boyle, 1997). Because motherhood isadufal’ progression from sex and
reproduction, it is central to a woman’s identitgdafunctioning. Abortion itself then
becomes a dangerous act, possibly even antithétiGalwoman’s being. Braam and Hessini
(2004) echo this argument in noting that theresmr@etal pressures to becoming a mother
and the process of becoming a mother is seen asahand women should not intervene on

this process. Thus abortion is seen as an intrugpon the natural process of a woman
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becoming a mother. This, in turn, can be read emsifestation of the heterosexual matrix.
The regulatory mechanisms that cast sex as prefdise do so for reproduction, too. This
allows those regulatory mechanisms to be vieweal @&t of the natural order or as part of a
natural process. Abortion thus represents an iloimugoon this natural process.

This argument relates to the global conditionshafraon. In Chapter Four, I link this to the
local conditions of abortion in South Africa and@mapters Six and Seven | link this to the

data analysis.

Returning to Butler’s initial arguments, sex is moe-discursive since it is constructed by
gender. It is not the expression on an inner egsenaore, but both sex and gender are
produced by certain discursive practices and régylamechanisms. Gender for Butler
(1990) is not then a noun, the inner core or egsdmat a verb, a discursive practice. It is a
sequence of events, acts and practices that anby/megulated and discursively produced and
that congeal over time to give the appearance mdtaral essence. Since these events, acts
and practices are discursively produced, ButleBQ19. 33) follows Nietzsche’s dictum that
“there is no ‘being’ behind doing, effecting, bedog) ‘the doer is merely a fiction added to
the deed — the deed is everything.” The doingattie of gender, those that are thought to be
the expressions of an inner gender are in factrtteemeaningof gender in that they are the
expressions of the social regulation and produatiogendered subjectivities.

These acts that constitute gender (the doing) apmated over time in an extremely
controlled manner so as to give the impressionaura being. In other words gender is “a set
of repeated acts within a highly rigid regulatorgrhe” (Butler, 1990, p. 33). In this sense
gender is performative, in that these acts, gestame signifiers produce what is the gendered
subject. And this is where Butler introduces th&éaroof performativity which is very close

to Foucault’'s conception cfubjectivity As discussed earlier, Foucault does not recognise
subject outside of the discursive formations and/gys that constitute that subject. In the
same sense that the mad, the perverse and theatiane the effects of discourse, or formed
by constitutive discursive formations, gender isduced by the effects of discourse. Butler
takes this view, but also introduces performativibe notion of aepetition of acts to give
the illusion of a transcendental subject. For eXamip women are repeatedly assigned the
task of child rearing over time and through histdhys produces the appearance of a ‘true’

gender, the true essence of womanhood, one thatssegthough it had always existed.
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Salih (2007) points out that when Butler says tfeatder is performative, this is not quite the
same as saying that gender is a npgdormance A performance requires an actor, or a
reified entity that exists before the act of pariorg, whereas performativity is constitutive
of a subject. We must return once again to Butleadier idea that both sex and gender are
constructed in that certain bodies are deemed riiascand others feminine and that each
gender has a specific sex assigned to it. Saliigge the metaphor of clothing in this
instance. While gender is a sequence of repeatsd\ae are not disconnected individuals
who have an objective, rational say in the matiéte may choose the clothes that we weatr,
but we are limited to the kinds of clothes avaikaklt the time that we may put in our

wardrobes.

But if even the clothing we seemingly select is nobtour choosing, how do we resist or
change the constructedness of gender? Butler, @ntifging that gender is an effect of
discourse, encounters the same critique levelldgoatault. Butler's response is much the
same as Foucault’'s: a subject produced by powaoisitself a recanting of the idea of
agency. Since power constitutes the subject, thgsuis the site of agency. Power produces
the conditions of possibility. As discussed, fortlBu repetition over time is what makes
gender seem real, as if it always existed, as @uptis being context specific. So for Butler
(1990, p. 185) then agency “is to be located wittia possibility of a variation of that
repetition”. The discourses that restrict genddreldaviour in particular ways also implicitly
contain ways in which those restrictions can bested. “The injunction to be a given gender
produces necessary failures” (Butler, 1990, p. 1&BY it is these failures that defy the
restrictions that are evidence of ways in whichytban be defied. It is not a subject outside
of culture who examines ways in which to resist, father the taking up of tools that culture
itself provides. Returning to Salih’s (2007) wanlke metaphor, we are restricted to specific
wardrobes, but we still choose what clothing we nweéaw we combine different clothing
and the ways in which we wear that clothing. Irsthiay we are going against common
conventions of how to wear clothing; this is, intRBts terms, producing necessary failures

that defy restrictions.

Benhabib (1995 in Salih, 2007) argues against Bstleotion that the gendered subject is
constituted by the performance of acts. She arthasf the self is made up of acts, how can
one change the acts? And since women have hadgastamggle for autonomy, Benahabib

cautions against thinking of women as merely ctutstil by acts. This first criticism misses
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the point, by collapsing performance and performitgtiinto one concept. As discussed
earlier, this assumes a subject behind acts assedp being constituted by them. It is
performativity and not performance that creates gendered sivijecnd thus allows for
autonomy. On Benhabib’s second critique, Butl&9@) concedes and recognises a value in
identifying the category of ‘women’ for certain galal and legal activism. At the same time
this is with the acknowledgment that there is ndieth subject, there is no transcendental
and all inclusive ‘woman’ that can be identifiedit mather that it is a category that must be
continuously re-evaluated and contested. Critiocglaso voiced concern that Butler pays
too much attention to sex difference, as opposed s&x hierarchy, but as Lloyd (2007)
points out, this relies on the assumption that germglations are merely male-female,
whereas through the concept of the heterosexuatixn&utler shows an ordering that

identifies the constructed nature of sexuality al @s gender in subordinating individuals.

This is all the more reason why Butler’'s work iscemtral to my own project. Reproduction,
and in turn abortion, cannot be reduced merely aerand female gender relations. There is
the aspect of sexuality, and this specifically tedato the heterosexual matrix. As discussed
earlier, sex is cast as being pre-discursive, awdise of this so is reproduction. In a given
cultural matrix, reproductive practices and the@umding regulatory mechanisms are going
to be seen as natural and constituting a speafin.f Abortion thus will have a particular

place in this cultural matrix.

Conclusion

In this chapter | discussed Foucault’s ideas ongvaamd how they relate to knowledge and
discourse. | discussed how Foucault’'s work providasanalytics of power, how power
relations operate and how they delimit and prodsudgjects. This was presented as being
radically different to the juridico-discursive madd#d power, which sees power as a single
repressive entity telling subjects only what theymot do as opposed to what they can do.
Foucault’'s work is useful in identifying how the hiple forces of power relations operate to

shape social relations, subjects and institutibgeverns.

Following this, | then discussed Butler’'s work whiextends Foucault’s ideas on power to an
understanding of gendered power relations. Butlewdsk examines how gender as well as

sex is constructed and how the body materialisesigih these constructions and regulatory
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norms. Central to Butler's work is her conceptlod heterosexual matrix, which casts sex as
pre-discursive and following this there are two dgns emerging from sex which have as
their role to desire each other. This then enalblesntire regulatory mechanism to be seen

as natural.

To this | added that reproduction is a key aspéth® heterosexual matrix. Humans require
two sexes to reproduce, and because sex is cadieiag pre-discursive, so too is

reproduction. The regulatory mechanisms arouncbceprtion, then, come to be regarded as
a natural outcome, from the clinics that cast a moras patient to the family that cast a
woman as a mother. Because reproduction is castnasural process, abortion comes to be

regarded as an intrusion upon this process.

This chapter thus forms a theoretical framework clvhprovides a lens to examine past
research as well as interrogate data relevant tostugly. While in this chapter | have
examined gender, | have not explicitly discussedtwhasculinity is. Thus drawing from the
theoretical lens outlined in this chapter, in tleatrchapter | discuss some relevant aspects of
masculinity and how such a discussion may be eatlisoward an understanding of the

discourses surrounding men’s talk around abortion.
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Chapter 3: Contextualising Masculinity

Introduction

In the previous chapter | discussed Foucault'ssd@apower and how they relate to gender
via Butler. Since my work is broadly associatednwitasculinity and the emerging field of
masculinity studies, it is necessary now to disguasculinity. Kahn (2009) notes that there
is no one clear definition of masculinity and tdafinitions vary contextually. In this chapter
then, by drawing on the previously articulated tietioal framework of Foucault and Butler,
| shall discuss and conceptualise masculinity and h is to be deployed in my own work.
To do this, | discuss the feminist concept of patty, which posits patriarchy as an
organising principle around which power imbalanbesveen men and women are enabled
and following this, | discuss the concept of phgdloentrism which constructs masculinity,

and femininity, in particular ways respectively.

Introducing Patriarchy

An essential concept in understanding masculingy patriarchy, because as | shall
demonstrate, masculinity emerges from patriarchifle (1970) shifted the meaning of
patriarchy from referring to societies where mememMeeads of households and responsible
for the family unit, to referring to societies inhish men have power over women. She
describes patriarchy as being universal, ever-ptgpervasive and invisible to the extent that
it seems ‘natural’. Patriarchy operates throughrecess of socialisation through social
institutions that actively maintain and reinforde such as the family, religion, education,
literature and the state. The effects of patriarateywide-ranging, from covert exploitation,
such as discrepancies in pay between men and wamavertly forceful actions such as
domestic violence and rape. For Millet, this metreg patriarchy is an ever-present power
that inhabits not only the public sphere such agguonent and employment, but also the
private sphere of the family and sexuality. Thereppion of women in the public sphere is
related to oppression in the private sphere. Thext imlave more power than women in the
family is linked to the fact that men have more powhan women in government. Each
instance where women are oppressed serves toniesgtimale power at the expense of
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female subordination. In this way, Millett overgpliticised the term patriarchy and made it

available for feminist discourse.

The use of the term patriarchy by Millett is oftmal importance (Bryson, 1999). It enabled
feminists to see the connections between the sgimimdividual experiences of women to

the large principles of domination in society thghaut history and across different cultures.
By revealing that males have vested interests imtaiaing connected patriarchal practices,
the concept of patriarchy also explained why e\iennhost moderate reforms put forth by the

women’s rights movement were so vehemently oppbgeden.

Patriarchy has been described as “mechanisms,ogle@nd social structures which have
enabled men through much of human history to gathta maintain their domination over
women” (Ramazanoglu, 1989, p. 33). Because thssith a broad definition, problems will
occur and as such, ‘patriarchy’ both occupies arakmosition in feminist thought and
remains its most disputed concept (Ramazanoglf)1®&rt of the appeal of the concept of
patriarchy lies in its simplicity, that it examinasvariety of social processes and exposes an
underlying mechanism in which men benefit to theadivantage of women (Bryson, 1999).
But emerging from this simplistic view of the coptef patriarchy, critics have attacked it as
“producing [a] hopelessly simplistic and distortedw of the world” (Bryson, 1999, p. 311).
According to Bryson (1999, p 316) critiques of tomcept emerge from related points:

that the concept of patriarchy involves ahistoriti@nsnational generalizations which
conceal more than they reveal; that its universalislaims are based on the
experiences of white, middle-class, western wonthkat it rests upon a false,
essentialist dichotomy which treats all men asehemy and all women as passive
victims; and that its focus on the politics of meral life encourages an inward-
looking and apolitical perspective on the world.

And because of this two criticisms arise, firsthatt the concept imposes an “ideological
straitjacket which ignores the experiences of mamgn and women” and that secondly, it
serves as a hindrance to political action by notueately assessing the political situation and
thus the possibilities of change that are availatideyson, 1999, p. 316). So by not
adequately assessing the social situation, theepbraf patriarchy serves to legitimate an
unequal society. The use of the concept of patnais thus seen by many as politically
pernicious and in an extreme version it may eveskntlae true nature of gender domination
(Bryson, 1999).
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According to Bryson (1999, p. 316) these criticismile significant, “reflect misuse and
misunderstanding” of the concept of patriarchyheatthan problems with the concept itself.
She goes on to say that most feminists have a mmuefe nuanced understanding of
patriarchy than what the criticisms of the congapipose. So how then should the concept of
patriarchy be treated? Coupled with Ramazanoglif89) statement that the way patriarchy
is defined and the way in which it is used by gowb feminists will differ according to
theoretical background, it is necessary at thisntpdéd present a conceptualisation of

patriarchy as it is to be deployed in this work

Conceptualising Patriarchy

As discussed in the previous chapter, Foucault'skwlescribes a myriad of power relations
and discursive formations which construct both disjeand subjects and create subject
positions. Here power is not a singular monolitardity that generates an oppressor and
oppressed class, whose existence can necessarilyeity distinguished. It is not enough
just to view patriarchy as operating under thedjgo-discursive model of power, wherein
women can be made equal to men through progressigems. Following this, patriarchy
cannot be seen as a singular entity. The myriggbafer relations operating in society are not
“reducible to one societal system or process” (He&aP92, p. 3). But if, instead, there are
many power relations operating then “there arecéffely lots of patriarchies, dominated by
different types of men, operating simultaneouslertapping, interrelating, contradicting”
(Hearn, 1992, p. 3). This then recognises thatktlaee many subject positions that men can
occupy in relation to women, as well as the posgithat women may occupy in relation to
other women and the positions men may occupy atiogl to other men. And if indeed there

are many patriarchies, they need to be identiftquhdicular locations and at specific times.

One can illustrate this by highlighting a numbersakenarios, more specifically here by
drawing attention to the fact that gender inteisexith categories such as race, class and
sexuality and is affected by global capitalism. Experience of a white, middle class woman
is quite different to the experience of a black lbbsexual woman coming from a lower class,
which is in turn different to the experience of anar girl working in a sweatshop in
Vietnam. Though the system of male domination play®le in subjugating these women,

there are other power relations at work that irtetrsvith gender. Furthermore, all men are
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not always in positions of power over all womennmfale earning income through menial
labour may be subservient to a middle class worBame women also benefit from the
system of male domination and Levy (2005) pointd that Playboy a pornographic

magazine aimed at heterosexual males, is curramlypy a woman.

Those classes named above, however, are not fixeidid categories. They are positions
occupiedat specific times and locatiors/ subjects in relation to other subjects. Exangni
the fact thatPlayboyis currently run by a woman, one can see thataaschdvantage is
granted to the women who run the publication, tglouhe production of certain
representations of women. Those same women howknese who run the publication), may
possibly be disadvantaged in other ways, whichnatealways related to monetary gain or
loss. This returns to Foucault’s notion that dissewor discursive formations have multiple

effects that go beyond the original intention o #peaker.

Why then in a Foucauldian influenced analysis sthoiué term patriarchy be utilised? Bryson
(1999) points out that patriarchy is a powerfultteit is not ‘gender-neutral’ like terms such

as ‘gender relations’ or ‘sexism’. It provides aefmanent reminder that men rather than
women are the dominant and structurally privilegesder group” (Bryson, 1999, p. 312).

“Naming” is an important step in political changed for this reason the term patriarchy
should still be used (Bryson, 1999).

Conceptualising Masculinity

So returning to the question of how to concepteatigsculinity, from a post-structuralist
influenced stance, it is patriarchy that generatasstructions of gender. Patriarchy is the set
of overruling power relations that creates the ge#mnary, and from which constructions of
masculinity and femininity emerge by being definedrelation to one another. In other
words, in order for men to subordinate women, gocibns of masculinity must operate so
as to define masculinity as superior to that whids not — femininity. In accordance with
Butler's work outlined in the previous chapter, swoctions of masculinity are repeated
actions that congeal over time to give the appearah an ahistorical and decontextualised
stable reality. Linked to patriarchy, these repeatetions over time establish masculinity as

dominant over femininity, and frame this as parthaf natural order.
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Morrell (1998) provides further insights on constians of masculinity, following a
similarly discursive route, which aligns with Butkeideas on gender constructions. There is
no one universal masculinity, just as there is ne aniversal subject. Constructions of
masculinity are located at specific times and locet, with specific societies containing
many constructions of masculinity. Not all masciigs exert or have an equal amount of
power and some will be more dominant than othetgh& point one must add to Morrell’s
work, given the above discussion on patriarchy, #fthough some men may be subordinated
by other men and not all men benefit equally fromtriprchy, nonetheless all men in some
way benefit from patriarchy and this is at the exg@of women. Morrell continues, and in
line with Butler, notes that particular men canrm® labelled as possessing a certain
construction of masculinity. Rather, there aread#ht constructions of masculinity (subject
positions) that are available at particular points.

Introducing Phallogocentrism

A concept which is distinct, but that relates ta anterweaves with patriarchy, is that of
phallogocentrisfh  This will further extend the discussion on mdisity and thus efforts to

understand its meaning and functioning. Irigarag98@) uses this concept to refer to a
signifying economy that excludes women or reprege@nts of women altogether. This serves
to assert the authority of the masculine by exolusif the feminine. For Irigaray, the subject

is already and always masculine, because the famisinever present (Butler, 1990).

Butler (1990) points out though that Irigaray seefemale subject (beyond the signifying
economy) that is in need of representation. Tdersie, Butler's view is that the system of
signification is in itself what produces subjediyviSo for Butler, in contradistinction to
Irigaray, it is not that women are representedefg/sbut that phallogocentrism refers to the
exclusion of any type of representation of womenhi signifying economy from the very
beginning. The distinction here from patriarchytisat while both subordinate women,
patriarchy includes representations of women as eansm of subordination, while

phallogocentrism excludes women as a means of duiladion, by rendering them invisible.

& Also used interchangeably by several authors aiqaientrism
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Further insight here can be garnered through thekk wbde Beauvoir. While Irigaray sees
representations of women as absent from the siggifgconomy, de Beauvoir (in Butler,
1990) sees the female sex as marked, while the seales not. This manifests in that (some)
social science studies see gender as a pointfefatice, in which the masculine has already
been privileged or been conflated with a univessddject (Butler, 1990). For de Beauvoir the
feminine is the negative or lack against which thasculine, which is unmarked, defines

itself.

While in Iragaray’s work the feminine is invisibdend in de Beauvoir's work the feminine is
marked, what they share in common is that in tlymiiing economy the masculine is
privileged or conflated with a universal subjedt.thius may be useful when examining
masculinity to consider alongside Iragaray’s wat&,Beauvoir’'s work to better identify the
ways in which the feminine is made to be suboréinéh either case the masculine is

advantaged at the expense of the feminine.

Men exist as the unstated or taken-for-granted nornmany contexts and women are
expected to subscribe to this pre-set norm. Womeagy ocompete “equally” with men in
economic positions or political office, but term®rhain set by people who can never give
birth and who have never been absolved from mamgedtic and caring responsibilities”
(Bryson, 1999, p. 314). In these social contexéh tiphallogocentrism is in play in that the
terms are set by the masculine, the masculineei;mtiim and the feminine by virtue of this

fact is automatically excluded or marked as diffiere

Extending this, men are seen as “the measure ofahitynand that society should be
organized in accordance with their needs” (Bryd®99, p. 314). The very measure of being
a ‘human being’ of ‘humanity’ is defined by malddrests, ‘male’ is the unstated norm to
which ‘female’ must always aspire, but at the saime cannot beOde to Joycontains the
line “All people will become brothers”; thé"®f the 10 Commandments is “Thou shalt not
covert they neighbour's wife”; a newspaper artipl®claims “No healthy person can be
without a woman for three or six weeks” (Wodak, 200rhese statements refer to males, but
are assumed to imply all humanity — that women iactuded in these gendered terms
(Wodak, 2005). “This also pertains to so-calledtreuerms that generally apply to men
such as ‘every’, ‘one’, ‘the doctor’, or ‘the patitan’ ” (Wodak, 2005, p. 519). Miller (2005,
p. 114) argues in theast tensehat:
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Men were once the implicit centre of most politickécourse, social organizations,
and intellectual inquiry - universal subjects afittr whose achievements, failures,
milestones, foibles and bodies were historical @mmlogical markers of human
endeavour and nature.

The necessity of discussing the concept of phatlegism is on one hand to further
understand how masculinity attains dominance (heye excluding women from the

signifying economy), but also so as not to falbithis same trap — that of excluding women
when attempting to understand masculinity. Unfaatetly, (some) masculinity studies fall
into this trap, and a brief discussion of thesedist will provide some methodological

insights pertinent to my own study.

Phallogocentrism in Masculinity Studies

Psychology and other social sciences have typidetigted males or the masculine as the
norm by which women or the feminine are judged, ang difference is seen as deviance to
the norm or as inferiority to the masculine (Bramn®996). This can be read as an effect of
the previously discussed phallogocentrism. Theuerfte of the women’s movement is
credited with the emergence of women'’s studies stndies working from within feminist
research paradigms that aimed at the liberatiomashen (Mama, 1996). These studies also
aimed to tackle the previously mentioned phallogtdem in the social sciences,
highlighting both new issues as well as how sonseids were framed. As a result a
considerable number of critical gender studies fenunist studies exist. Perhaps as a result
of the women’s movement, there came a barrageiwkitly and writing about men during
the 1980s and 1990s in social movements and isdbial sciences (Miller, 2005). One can

now speak of ‘men’s movements’ and ‘men’s studidiller, 2005).

These men’s studies or studies on masculinity aderaken through a number of different
disciplines and theoretical paradigms (sometimegradictory) and cover a wide range of
social phenomena (Alsop, Fitzsimons & Lennon, 200&hat the literature shares in
common is that masculinity, as is gender, is aucaltphenomenon — that it is socially
constructed (Alsop, et al, 2002). These studies tliaw attention to the way in which gender

as a cultural phenomenon disadvantages women|dauireen (Alsop, et al, 2002).
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While feminist studies on women have always siid@male subjects in relation to male
counterparts, so as to target gender discreparttisshas not always been true of studies
describing men (Miller, 2005). It is only logicab tassume that, since femininity and
masculinity are both effects of discourse (in gaitair discourses of gender that would create
a seemingly binary system), that studies on emhen or women would necessitate naming
the other. This, however, does not seem to be dse and many studies on masculinity or
where men are the focus of research neglect to naomaen, as if masculinity were
constructed in isolation in a world devoid of wom&eynon (2002) is an entire book that
treats masculinity as a cultural phenomenon yetecéegto mention women iany of the
studies presented. For example, studies here ofsragperience in the present suggest that
men can act violently or feel emasculated. If irtd#ées is true, to whom are they violent? In
relation to whom do they feel emasculated? The arswo those questions are always in
relation to other men. Men are violent towards egitter. Men feel emasculated in relation

to other men.

A more complete picture could be gained if womemeansonsidered: In what ways are men
violent towards women? Does emasculation have amythio do with constructs of

femininity? Excluding women from these studies,tloe feminine signifier, seems to be a
throwback to earlier social science research befogewomen’s movement, where women
were not mentioned in studies. In effect, the fen@rsignifier is rendered invisible, in much
the same way as described in Iragaray's concegdtialn of phallogocentrism. By not
referring to women, these studies at best do n@ gnh accurate picture of the social world
and at worst reproduce unequal power relationsdiydrawing attention to them and thus
working in the service of patriarchy.

Macleod (2007) develops this argument and namee tlvays in which masculinities studies
can fall into the phallogocentric trap. The firstthat there is the conflation of “women and
men into a singular, universal model” (Macleod, 200. 7). This is very similar to how
earlier social science studies presented findingEtwsampled men as being representative
of all humanity. As evidence Macleod describes iarrell (1998 in Macleod, 2007) uses
the term ‘youth’ to refer to a particular sociabgp, but as Morrell progresses ‘youth’ really

means ‘young men’.
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The second is the over-concentration on men andcutiagies as signifiers while not
connecting these to women and femininities. Authiensiasculinities studies may argue that
there are studies that deal directly with womerd 8o in turn there should be studies that
deal directly with men. This ignores the fact, hoer that studies on women are not studies
of women in isolation, but women in relation to m&tudying women emerged as a result of
women being historically excluded in research, ezitby being ignored (masculinity as
humanity) or as being represented as ‘other’ afifhisrent to a masculine norm. The danger
here is that studies on men may run the risk adsserting or re-producing this historical

exclusion of women in research.

The third and final point that Macleod (2007) male®ut masculinity studies is that by
referring to men’s subjectivity as being containegithin the boundaries of
masculinity/masculinities, there is the risk ofagserting the masculine/feminine binary. In
masculinity studies there are at times referen@edort of taxonomy of masculinities, such as
hegemonic or compliant masculinity. In this taxoryprmowever, there is no way to escape
masculinity — a man’s subjectivity is always rootedsome hitherto named masculinity. This
thereby re-asserts the existence of a male/femalaryb Similarly, Miller (2005) asks
whether there is ever a chance for the activitiemen not to be thought of as the formation
of a dominant social group over men, or over wofieenhat matter. Macleod goes on to note
that in this taxonomy of masculinities, masculgstiare pitted against one another, vying for
dominance. But in doing so, the fact that masaylirs defined in relation to femininity is

lost.

Following these arguments, there lies the dangehafacterising men in only one particular
way. A large section of masculinity studies rel@s Connell’'s (1995; 2000) work around
hegemonic masculinity. Hegemonic masculinity isdbeninant or ideal form of masculinity,

which subordinates other forms of masculinity. Bhas no one type of hegemonic
masculinity and the dominant form may be usurped annew form of hegemonic

masculinity may be established. And while Connsllinbt herself saying or necessarily
advocating this, some masculinities studies byd$eing narrowly on hegemonic masculinity
and the competition for the dominant form have ftgdi men in a particular way. Men and
various forms of masculinities become typified agrassive, dominant, destructive and

violent. Masculinities and men must always asdeinselves and everyday interactions that
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display values such as sharing and selflessnesgrameed (Miller, 2005). This then does not

accurately capture the social world.

Returning to the exclusion of the female signifremasculine studies, Miller (2005, p. 114)
accuses a large portion of this body of work asdpéiargely a first world discourse about
men’s rights, nurturance, feelings, and confusiamt perhaps this is as a result of a
taxonomy of masculinities whereby some masculisiiee subordinated by the dominance of
others. This type of work can quickly become oppastic, relying on the rhetoric that ‘men
suffer, too’ and that ‘men are also victims’, th®reignoring that men are largely the
benefactors of patriarchy, ignoring unequal powedations, dismissing the claims of the
women’s movement and of much feminist research,ignaring that men are by and large
the perpetrators of gender violence.

Perhaps here it would be a good idea to refer terBy1997) notes on critical whiteness
studies, specifically the “green light problem”.i3helates to allowing phenotypically white
people tokeepresearch focused on themselves and similarly @d&m that they suffer in a
hierarchically raced world, relating feelings swshquilt, for example. The point of critical
whiteness studies, however, is to examine thisalely and how it maintains power over the
subjects that it governs, “The point of seeingrdm@ng of whites is to dislodge them/us from
the position of power... by undercutting the authowiith which they/we speak and act in
and on the world” (Dyer, 1997, p.2). Similarly, aghg this to masculinity studies, one
should keep in mind that an examination of masdwlis not to keep the focus on men so as
to re-assert their dominant position in researcht to highlight power imbalances
perpetuated by the system of patriarchy, so aséble a clearer picture of those power

imbalances.

Methodological Directions

The discussion on phallogocentrism and how somecuiiagy studies fall into this trap

extends the theoretical conversation on what mastuls. As stated earlier, the aim of the
women’s movement and feminist research as statex twadraw attention to the power
imbalances regarding gender and the biased metbiontwestigation in the academe. The
focus of men’s studies then should not be to reraghe dominance of the masculine

signifier, and always to remember to relate thigh® feminine. Faithful to Butler's work,
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Connell (1995; 2000) notes that masculinity is ¢atsed through the lens of symbolic
difference, that is that masculinity gains realitgcause it is non-femininity. This is more
than just amere contrastof gender, but that gender gains reality throulgis tontrast.

Methodologically then, my study aims when invediiga masculinity to not forget to relate

this to femininity and the power balances therein.

Conclusion

In this chapter | extended the discussion on wkatigr is from the previous chapter through
an examination of masculinity. To understand tthig, concept of patriarchy was introduced
as described by Millett (1970). | examined critmgs of the concept, as well as why the
concept still retains significance. From this ppibtbecame apparent that patriarchy needed
to be relevantly conceptualised for my particularkvand this was done through Foucault’s
work. The concept of phallogocentrism was thenoohiced and discussed. This proved
relevant in two ways. Firstly, to further understathe ways in which masculinity is
constructed and gains dominance and secondly,ecela&d this, how phallogocentrism
manifests in masculinity studies. This last poirdivided some methodological directives on
how | was to conduct my own study, most pertinemibt to neglect that masculinity is

constructed against femininity, and must be rel&atl
This chapter thus further conceptualised gendgreaally with regard to masculinity and

refined the theoretical lens articulated in thevimes chapter. This will be used in the

following chapter to examine the literature aroaartion.
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Chapter 4: Contextualising Abortion

Introduction

As discussed in Chapter Two, Foucault argues tbg@cts in the social world, such as

madness or sexuality, have a history. In this @raibten, | examine the history of abortion

and how the practice of abortion has been conguahd received. This will necessitate a
discussion of pro-life and pro-choice arguments twedsurrounding rhetoric. Emerging from

this rhetoric are the constructions of foetal pehsmd and motherhood, and these will be
examined through the already articulated lens émted by Foucault and Butler that this

study takes. Finally, being as this study focusesnen, | shall examine past research that
deals directly with men and abortion.

History of Abortion in South Africa

The recorded history, or rather written, historyabbrtion in South Africa begins via colonial

documents (Bradford, 1991). Ethnographic and histstudies show that prior to this,

abortion existed in Africa (Braam & Hessini, 200Buring this time abortion was induced

by herbalists and the herbs “were frequently taistimulated the muscles of the womb”
and these worked because “a woman first poisonestliethen expelled the dying foetus in
violent uterine contractions” (Bradford, 1991, 21). Bradford (1991) points out that while

these methods could prove fatal to both women astui$es, they were most likely difficult

to access or ineffective. In these cases, women lraag instead abandoned or killed their
infants after birth.

Colonialism would usher in new practices aroundrio and these would include new
types of abortifacients. With colonialism came agrtnotions and ideas such as that ‘life
begins at conception’, the reproductive functionm@imen, and Western ideas on marriage,
sexual relationships, pregnancy and the family &Bra& Hessini, 2004). Bradford (1991)
describes how missionaries as well as officialsewslnocked by practices of abortion in
South Africa. They saw this as means for women ub the link between sex and
reproduction and thus fornicate freely and not hawefollow social regulations or

conventions.

33



Bradford, however, goes on to say that women inTitamskei, for example, despite having
some access to abortion, suffered through patarcbntrols over their sexuality and
reproduction. Abortion in this time was wrong iratht related to a woman or a woman'’s
sexuality as property or as a commodity (Bradfdr@91). Men might force women to get
abortions against their will because they did nanito be sued by the husbands of these
women, who viewed wives as property. Similarlya i€hief’'s wife became pregnant through
adultery, she was expected to get an abortion. thdvoritself devalued a woman as a
commodity: a woman who had an abortion was no Ioagergin and thus her family would
receive less compensation when she was marriedalStatus was attached to having many
children as they could continue the family aftegitlparents died and they provided wealth,
labour and care for the elderly (Braam & Hessiip4). A husband thus might batter or
divorce a woman who had several abortions (Bradfb®d1).

But it was not only black women who required almrtservices; white women required
them, too. Bradford (1991) points out that durihg hineteenth century subordinate groups
distributed abortifacients to the dominant groupgh people got these products from poor
people, agrarian societies from hunter-gathereeny from women and black people from
white people. Not only was it cheaper to procureabartion from a lower social class, but
the medical elite was controlled by white men wi bt take seriously enough women’s
issues as well as actively policed and punished evoseeking out abortions. In this way,

Khoisan abortifacients spread to white settlerwesas to black people in the Transkei.

Eventually during the 1870s abortifacients thatngéi popularity in America and Britain
found their ways into the colonies for those whauldoafford them (Bradford, 1991).
Although not sanctioned by the medical professtbe, profession nonetheless had to admit
that these products were indeed effective. Womea eduld not afford these new products
or could not consult herbalists began experimentiitg dangerous substances that resulted
in inducing abortion, damage to the body or eveatldeAnd if these methods did not work to

induce abortion, suicide was the final solution.

In the late part of the f0century, a number of interesting developments wedu Surgical
abortions by the medical profession became safehwhboupled with regulation, pushed out
people from the non-medical profession offeringréibos (Bradford, 1991). Under common

law abortion was allowed if it was thought that #vdstence of the foetus threatened the
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mother, and individual doctors essentially mads thecision. There were, however, some
social barriers that stopped doctors from perfogmaiortions (Bradford, 1991). Doctors
would perform abortion due to hazy rhetoric surgiong saving a woman'’s life or due to
socio-economic circumstances, while many otherk datk on the idea that they were
preserving life by not performing an abortion. Dyithis time, nurses and midwives
working independently began to provide abortiofisgs woman could not find a doctor to
perform this task (Bradford, 1991). These abortiese not necessarily safe as these women

did not have access to anaesthetics or other nimxulisa

But these nurses and midwives usually only providbdrtions for white women — black
women were increasingly marginalised in this arBeadford, 1991). This lead to black
women experimenting with dangerous substancesdoce abortion, and to getting nurses
and other hospital workers to steal certain meminaand selling them at great costs.
Bradford (1991) states that these methods weresemyt effective and increasingly unsafe.
She goes on to say that black women were losingsacto older methods of abortion and
were forced to try methods that had been abandoyedhite people.

British Influence

It may be useful at this stage to discuss Britam&ory of contraceptives and abortion, as
Cope (1993) argues that South Africa’s relationshigh contraception and abortion has
strong ties to Britain due to colonisation. Thawasin around legal abortion reform in Britain

was only possible once contraception became sp@alll legally acceptable and this would
in turn become a factor in influencing South Afiscaeed to adopt a legal policy to abortion
(Cope, 1993).

Although contraceptives were practiced by the neiddiass in late 19 century Britain,

knowledge was difficult to come by and people wigseéminated such knowledge were at
risk (Cope, 1993). For example, in 1877 CharlesiBwagh and Annie Besant who published
Charles Knowlton’sThe Fruits of Philosophyvent on trial as did Edward Truelove the
following year for publishing informative tracts ¢ime subject of birth control. In both cases,
the defending parties were acquitted. The fact e went on trial, however, demonstrates

that legal authorities were trying to admonish thego disseminated information around
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contraceptives. But despite these efforts by aittbsy public knowledge on the matter of

contraceptives was increased.

Medical professionals were equally as indignanthaslegal authorities (Cope, 1993). They
offered no help on the subject and condemned amepten. This came in the form of
relating negative side effects to the use of caeption such as physical and mental
ailments. There were some exceptions to this, batods who advocated contraception or
spoke out in support of it, were ostracised by &t of the medical community (Cope,
1993).

Despite negative attitudes toward contraceptioopleestill tried to distribute birth control
literature especially in light of poverty and suiifgy (Cope, 1993). These practices steadily
grew and on the I7of March 1921 the first birth control clinic inehBritish Empire was
established by Marie Stopes. This was a free clivliecch aimed to incorporate itself into
other health services. By 1929 public support eather clinics being opened outside of
London. Many women’s groups formed and this led &®26 resolution which was passed in
the House of Lords calling upon the governmenetaave all obstacles to the introduction of
birth control services into existing maternal amdd welfare clinics. In 1930, government
revised policy which would allow birth control adeito be given to women who attended a
maternal and child welfare centre or were expebttarding mothers or were attending a
gynaecological clinic for medical treatment. At ghiime, the Anglican Church, which
previously followed the Roman Catholic Church amtims matter, agreed to birth control as
long as it was in line with Christian principlesofie, 1993). This finally led to the National
Birth Control Council being founded in August ohtltyear.

Although no longer a colony at this time, but felilag the lead of Britain, The Family
Planning Association of South Africa was formedl®31 (Cope, 1993). This was despite
facing opposition from the public, the church ahd medical profession. Cope adds that the
success of the British movement definitely influethcSouth Africa’s own movement. By
1938, the government wanted to ensure South Aftiaa on par with the advances in the
Western world and in this regard The Family Plagrmssociation of South Africa was given
a 1000 pound yearly grant as well as clinical apues which were imported to South

Africa.
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It was at this point that British reformers coulolwnattempt abortion reform and in 1936 the
Abortion Law Reform Association was formed in Londdn some ways, the outbreak of
World War Il stunted reform efforts. Social factorsowever, arising from the war

contributed to the notion that reform was necessarpost-war Europe there was a rise of
illegal abortions; abortion during this time wasloaled by authorities in certain

circumstances due to fear of botched abortionsethvas a population boom during this post-
war period of economic pressure, necessitatingifeitontrol; and women were made aware
of their value due to the war and hence wantedeasing rights, which also included the
right to abortion. By the 1970s many European Cuoemtstarted allowing abortion on

request, or at least under certain social circunecss (Cope, 1993). South Africa could now

not ignore what was clearly a global trend (Co@93).

With the advent of Apartheid in 1948, however, agpon to abortion had increased which
was racially tinted (McCulloch, 1996 in Naicker,0&). At this time, backstreet abortions
(abortions performed by non-medically trained dastavere rife. The National government,
however, was concerned about a decreasing bighimavhite populations and an increasing
birth rate in black populations, and this was eflato the ease with which white women
could obtain abortions. Religious groups generailthis time were against abortion, and the
Dutch Reformed Church saw it as a threat to SodtltaAremaining in white minority rule
(Guttmacher, Kapadia, Te Water Naude & de Pinh&819Government strategies to combat
the perceived birth rate problems were to provédeitcentives to white women to give birth,
while promoting birth control among black and cate populations. Family planning thus,
was very much linked to the racist policies of Amartheid government (Guttmacher, et. al.,
1998).

In addition to the government’s racist policiesareting abortion, Cope (1993) describes a
general contempt towards women, issues of womeadth and women’s rights. This is
evidenced by the fact that in 1966 and 1969 thevéisity Women’s Association’s and the
National Council of Women’s respective requests rigsformation of therapeutic abortion
were ignored. Despite government’s ideological fp@sion race and gender, it could not,

however, ignore the medical profession.

Doctors sought clarification with regard to the ldwur years had passed in Britain since the

1967 British and The Royal College of Gynaecol&jistport on abortion in which it was
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stated that legal abortion was no more dangeraas fibllowing through with a pregnancy.

Furthermore, there were fewer children up for agopand The Emergency Bed Service in
London reported a decline in emergencies that tessufrom abortions. These issues,
highlighted by the medical profession, led to twaurts, in 1971, stating that there was a

need for clarification of the law around abortion.

The Abortion and Sterilisation Act of 1975

In 1975, as a result of these global trends as agehational pressures, a commission made
up entirely of white males, provided the guidelif@swhat would become The Abortion and
Sterilisation Act of 1975 (McCulloch, 1996 in Naerk 2003). It was clear that the committee
was trying to reduce the abortion rate and confieatale reproductive rights (Bradford,
1991). As the then Minister of Health stated, worda&hnot have to be on a committee that
concerned them because “if one wanted to aboligitatapunishment today, surely one

would not appoint a bunch of murderers to go ihtorhatter” (in Bradford, 1991, p. 137).

Under this Act, the process required to get antabokas extensive. The woman’s doctor,
along with two other doctors needed to recommerdatiortion. Of the other two doctors,

one had to be practising for at least four years rgither could perform the procedure. In
some instances, permission had to be also granteal fsychiatrist or a magistrate. The
abortion had to take place in a state hospital amediculous records had to be kept.
Circumstances under which a woman could obtain laortian were: if the pregnancy

endangered her physical health; there was a riggeghanent mental damage; the woman
was mentally disabled in some way; if the pregnamayg the result of rape or incest or if the
child would be born with mental or physical disdlgk. If the pregnancy was the result of

rape, this had to be proved.

There were, however, groups who wanted more prsiy@sbortion legislation such as the
Abortion Reform Action Group and parts of the matlicommunity itself (Guttmacher, et.
al., 1998). As a result, parliament made the atttolbe more progressive and seemingly
granting more rights to women. This was done hbynlisthe circumstances a woman could
seek an abortion in the Act and that doctors periog abortions would not face being
prosecuted (Guttmacher, et. al., 1998). The praeetlu obtain an abortion, however, as

discussed, made it more difficult to obtain an &ibarthan before.
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It is difficult to get a complete picture of abomi during this time, since there were no
adequate means to monitor abortion outside of siapeoved medical centres (Guttmacher,
et. al., 1998). Regarding legal abortions, only 48R&applicants were granted permission to
to have abortions (Dickson, Jewkes, Brown, LevieeR& Mavuya, 2003). This resulted in a
yearly figure of 1000 legal abortions and an est@tanumber of illegal abortions ranging
from between 120 000 to 250 000 (Guttmacher, ef.1898). The number of women
reporting to hospitals with septic and incompleb®réions increased, as well as maternal
morbidity and mortality due to septic abortions.ehould also note that data recorded at
this time are problematic in that the data do mmiude women who did not report to
hospitals following complications from incompleteoations (Guttmacher, et. al., 1998). It is
estimated that 34% of incomplete abortions were rdwilt of illegal abortions (Cooper,
Morroni, Orner, Moodley, Harries, Cullingworth & fman, 2004).

The Choice on Termination of Pregnancy Act of 1996

With South Africa becoming a democracy, the govesntis aim was to address issues of
gender and reproductive rights (Patel & Myeni, 20@8 well as to decrease morbidity and
mortality related to illegal abortions (Dickson, at., 2003). This would manifest itself in a
call to replace the 1975 Abortion and Sterilisatidet, which in turn would lead to the
Choice on Termination of Pregnancy Act (CTOP) oP@9The South African Select
Committee on Abortion and Sterilisation (which cened to review the Abortion and
Sterilisation Act of 1975) asserted that therewarequal power relations between males and
females, and that females do not always have doower abortion (Erasmus, 1998). This
Committee’s recommendations would lead to the Ghoit Termination of Pregnancy Act of
1996.

This Act legalised abortion in South Africa and mgatovisions for women to terminate a
pregnancy until up to 12 weeks of gestation, amdethfter in consultation with a doctor due
to extenuating circumstances such as risk to thenems health, foetal abnormality,
pregnancy due to rape or incest, or pregnancytneguh severe social and economic strain
on the woman. After 20 weeks of gestation, a teatmm may only take place if the woman’s
life is in danger or if the foetus is severely roathed. The state must provide pre- and post-
procedure counselling which is non-mandatory and-aicective. Spousal consent is not

required for a woman to have an abortion. Minorsndbhave to gain parental consent, but
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health service providers should, during counsellergourage a minor to consult with one or
both of her parents or guardians, or any othergoethat she chooses. A termination of
pregnancy must be recorded by the person who peefibrthe procedure and must remain

confidential.

The passing of the Act was accompanied by “pastojigebate] between antiabortion and
prochoice advocates” (Guttmacher, 1998, p. 192)thattime, large scale demonstrations
were undertaken by prolife groups, as well as bynenous prochoice groups who voiced
support for the bill. Polls at the time showed thia@ majority of South Africans were
opposed to the legalisation of abortion (Stark,30@s discussed thus far, issues of family
planning and abortion were influenced by colonralias well as the racial policies of the
Apartheid government. This manifests itself in sdifeek people seeing abortion as a means
of population control or seeing it as going agathsir religious beliefs, be they Muslim or
Christian (Guttmacher, 1998). On the other hanthesblack people are in favour of abortion
on demand and of contraception. This could be seehe voting on the passing of the
Choice on Termination of Pregnancy Act, in whickerthwas disagreement amongst ANC
members (Guttmacher, 1998). The party, howeverdvais a block and not according to
individual members’ belief systems and members waliceto either support the Act or not

attend the vote.

The effects of this Act are fewer medical complimas for women having to have unsafe
abortions. Maternal morbidity immediately decreasftdr the Act (Jewkes, Brown, Dickson-
Tetteh, Levin & Rees, 2002). Having safe and legabrtion reduces complications that
would arise from unsafe abortion. This mirrors inggional trends which similarly reflect
that legalised abortion results in a lower incidernd unsafe abortions as well as a lower
mortality rate from unsafe abortions (Berer, 200)ere is also economic relief for women,
who could pay as much as R1000 for a terminatigor@fnancy prior to the act (Presentation
on Abortion to Parliamentary Select Committee oralHg. This is in addition to earning
potential that would be lost or loss of school tiamel possible expulsion for young women in
school as a result of being hospitalised due toptications arising from unsafe abortion. In
addition to the economic stressors of an unsafetiabp carrying an unwanted pregnancy to
term carries with it associated costs of bringipgachild.
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This is not to say that attempts to implement tioé fave been unproblematic. By 2000 only
32% of the 292 facilities designated to performmieations were functioning (Dickson,
Jewkes, Brown, Levin, Rees & Mavuya, 2003). In Milenga, the Northern Cape and the
Northern Province there were no functioning faiefit there were also substantial districts of
South Africa where facilities were not availablecls as the Drakensburg (Dickson et al,
2003).

Despite the fact that it is their legal obligatitsm provide abortions or alternatively give a
referral, nurses and doctors sometimes refuse wodde Nobrega, 2006). Nurses make the
process of obtaining an abortion and the procednonecessarily traumatic. This, however, is

not only due to personal conviction but also duertder staffing (de Nobrega, 2006).

It should be noted that no government programmeumdsrtaken to inform people about the
new Act and as of 2000 55% of women surveyed int&auby the National Department of
Health were not aware of the Act (de Nobrega, 2008)ile the CTOP Act has resulted in a
decrease in the number of women reporting to halspitiue to incomplete abortions
(Moodley & Akinsooto, 2003), illegal and unsafe dimns are still performed, with up to

100 000 being performed each year (de Nobrega,)2@@me reasons for the fact that
backstreet abortion is still common are lack obinfation or knowledge that abortion is
legal and the social stigma of having the commukitpw that one has had an abortion
(Varga, 2002).

At this stage it may be intuitive to discuss opind@nd reactions to abortion since the passing
of the Act. It is not useful here to speak of pfe-and pro-choice positions, since this is an
unrealistic dichotomy. Rather, one should speathefsituations in which people think that
abortion is acceptable and | shall return to thierdy. At the moment, however, much
research is tempered by this dichotomy and museperted on in this way. Smith, Sdanki
and Kimmie (1999 in Althaus, 2000) report that 4&¥othe South African population
considered abortion morally wrong. Smith, Solankdl &immie (1999 in Patel and Myeni,
2008) report in a national survey that 54% of blpekple compared to 19% of white people
in the sample are morally against abortion. Patel ®yeni (2008) report that, in their
sample of university women, rape is the situatiowhich most people agree abortion should

be allowed, and that this is aligned to a geneeald in other research and sample groups.
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Healthcare provider reactions to the legalisatibralwortion have also, in many instances,
been negative and Harrison, Montgomery, Lurie anlkidéon (2000) found that healthcare

workers regarded rape as an excuse used by wongEt &m abortion. Harrison (et al., 2000)
also go on to say that as of 1996 less than 8%uodes believe in abortion on demand.
Walker (1997) found that rejection of abortion hyrses was due to role identification as
mothers, nurses and wives. This does not necessagin that nurses will always turn away
women who seek an abortion. A study on social wsiddents found that they would still

recommend a termination of pregnancy, despite th&ir moral belief system, because of a

professional commitment to their clients (Varkegnk & Ketlhapile, 2000).

While there may have been legal changes with regaabortion, these do not necessarily
result in changes in constructions of abortion {8uf1997 in Mojapelo-Batka and
Schoeman, 2003). Stigma remains an issue thatssasva barrier to free access to abortion,
and women gaining social support in cases of atartWomen have reported, in various
studies, fear of being stigmatised, disapproval aisdence as reasons for not informing
partners or family about their decision to haveasortion (Varkey et al., 2000). Another
study reported that 56% of women were too afraithtorm their partners of their decision,

and 36% of those that did tell their partners nee@tia negative reaction (Varkey et al, 2000).

It should be noted that programmes have beentmitiay government and non-governmental
organisations to enable better access to aboréinsnices (Cooper, Morroni, Orner, Moodley,
Harries, Cullingworth & Hoffman, 2004). These amorkshops to encourage tolerance
among service provides to abortion; initiatives dgvernment to help women terminate a
pregnancy in places where access is blocked byhheakkers; broadening the CTOP Act so
as to allow health facilities with a 24 hour matgriservice to offer first trimester abortions

and to allow trained nurses to provide first triteesbortions.

Pro-Life and Pro-Choice Positions

Previously in research, as well as in public disseuindividuals have been categorised as
either being pro-life or pro-choice with regardabortion. The current view emerging from
research is that this oversimplifies a complexa$atieas that people hold (Patel & Myeni,
2008). Whether or not people believe that aborisoright will depend on the situation in

which a potential abortion takes place. These ateomly restricted to what have been
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thought of as ‘hard’ reasons such as rape, inaa$thaalth concerns versus ‘soft’ reasons
such as finance, having too many children and ilmitcareer options, but also include
“issues of its availability, moral and religiousnsiderations, legality, cultural differences on
the value of fertility, method of abortion, stage pvegnancy, health workers’ values and
attitudes, the AIDS pandemic, women’s autonomygd]dathers’ role in decision making”
(Patel & Myeni, 2008, p. 737).

Returning to the pro-life/pro-choice dichotomy itseliscussing the social meanings and
discourses surrounding pro-life and pro-choice tpwss yields insight into the current social

context. It is not necessary to go into too muctail@bout the arguments themselves and
how they are articulated, since these are well knawd rigorously debated in the public

domain. Simply put, the pro-choice argument favoagsess to abortion, while a pro-life

argument is against access to abortion. Lim TarD4pG@dds that pro-choice advocates
emphasise a woman’s right to choose what happensetoown body, while pro-life

advocates emphasise the life of the foetus andhbaict of abortion is thus anti-life.

That the act of abortion is seen as anti-life em&rgom constructions of the foetus as an
‘unborn child’ or as a ‘baby’ (Lim Tan, 2004). e foetus is constructed as such, this will
have implications for how a woman and a given comitijiare going to view and receive the

practice of abortion. Framing abortion as murdey mesult in a woman who terminates a
pregnancy experiencing feelings of loss, guilt,iatyxand shame (Adler, David, Major, Roth,

Russo & Wyatt, 1990). These feelings, however, oaiwe said to occur from the abortion

procedure existing outside of a cultural systenxpedences or reactions to abortion rely on
particular constructions of the foetus as a peesahthe woman as mother.

Seeing abortion as an act of murder will also hawglications in terms of the
implementation of abortion services and how a wonvAn has had an abortion is received
by the community. This is, for example, manifestedtaff at clinics in South Africa being
unwilling to provide abortions (Varkey et al., 20008r making the procedure unnecessarily
difficult and traumatising (de Nobrega, 2006) ormenm being afraid to be identified after
having abortion due to fear of stigma and perseaufiom their communities (de Nobrega,
2006).
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As mentioned, the pro-choice side of the debatehasipes a woman'’s right to choose what
happens to her body as well as her having contredl ceproductive rights. Right to abortion
is thus linked to a woman’s autonomy, having egjiggits and ensuring her health and well-
being (de Nobrega, 2006). The benefits of healthwaall-being are seen to come from the
right to abortion in combating things such as baeles abortion and maternal morbidity. But,
as de Nobrega (2006) points out, this is highlybprmatic in that not all women have equal
access to abortion. There is lack of informatiogarding access to abortion, family and
social pressures may prevent access to abortionhe@alth care workers may be unwilling to
provide abortions. The point being made is thakssdo abortion cannot straightforwardly
be thought of as a step toward greater genderigguaé Nobrega (2006) goes on to say that
in addition to the fact that abortion does not 13saely solve gendered power imbalances, it
can actually exacerbate power imbalances betweenameé women, such as women being
forced by men into getting abortions against thalts. Furthermore, to frame abortion as
central to gender equality elevates the class afdge over race and class, that also
disadvantage women. Having access to abortion doegnsure that a woman will not be
oppressed through things such as poverty and sgxuwald to assert this is to misunderstand

the true nature of these phenomena and the poheatrsdnstitute them.

De Nobrega (2006) continues that calling abortiochaice’ is also somewhat misleading in
that it re-directs responsibility to the woman segkabortion. The events leading up to an
unplanned pregnancy are the result of particulavgpaelations such as male control over
contraceptive use, poverty, lack of education, cgersex and gendered power imbalances.
The choice to abort is not an act by autonomousvithgal, but one that is made at a
particular point in a process of social relatioRarthermore, what of the woman who does
not want to abort, but does not want to raise &atither? What choice is available to her?
The re-direction of responsibility occurs in thaemare not taking responsibility for
unplanned pregnancies and government is not prayisirategies to combat unequal power
relations or providing alternatives to abortioneTesponsibility of an unplanned pregnancy,
one that is potentially born out of unequal powelations, is placed on the woman and
masquerades somewhat as a free ‘choice’. It is ptssible for men to draw on this
discursive field of choice to force women into @odion and thus abandon responsibility.
This is not to say, however, that free access tot@n has not empowered some women, but
that for other women, there may be pressure toitate a pregnancy against their own

desires.
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Foetal Personhood and Motherhood

Thus far | have mentioned that a foetus can betagried as an ‘unborn child’ and that this
influences a pro-life position, whether a womanades to terminate a pregnancy and how a
community receives a woman who has terminated gnarecy. For this reason, it may be
useful to examine the implications the conceptfoétal personhood’ has, specifically for

women who may, as a result of falling pregnantgdmestructed as ‘mothers’.

Foetal personhood is the construction of the foatua person or as a human already present
in utero. As previously discussed, framing a foetuthis way may result in seeing abortion
as ‘murder’ and lead to a woman who has had a t&ton to experiencing feelings of
anxiety, guilt or loss. But this is only because tdonstruction of foetal personhood implies
that a foetus as ‘child’ requires a woman as ‘moihiéhus, as soon as a woman conceives,
she is constructed as mother, with all the cultamabnings and responsibilities implied by
motherhood being invoked. Mothering becomes notelationship to another, but an

embodied state.

Debates around abortion, then, will rely on patdcuiscourses surrounding motherhood
(Boyle, 1997). Motherhood, or to become a mothecanstructed as an essential aspect of
being a woman (Dubriwny, 2010). This is predicated the fact that women have the
biological capacity to reproduce. And because @, ttvomen are constructed as having
“natural feminine instincts that allow them to hdapm@mnd selflessly nurture their children”
(Dubriwny, 2010, p. 287). Mothering, or being a het thus comes with specific qualities,
which are considered inherent and natural in alinen. Kahu and Morgan (2007) further
describe the biological constructions surroundirggharhood. The woman carries the foetus
and thus is considered to have a strong bond &nd,this is influenced by hormones and a
maternal instinct. Because of this bond, as wethase instinctual drives, she is considered
to be the natural and preferred care-giver. Impartant to note here that it is not children (or
the fact of reproduction) that oppresses women, tadlher the constructions around

motherhood and mothering that do so (Burman, 2008).

To seek an abortion is simultaneously to make terstent about motherhood: a
woman may already be a mother and not wish to neakarther investment in
motherhood; women who seek abortions and who arennthers are either rejecting
motherhood on this occasion or rejecting it permégé€Boyle, 1997, p. 28).
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It may be the case that by rejecting motherhoothi§ motherhood is constructed as being
central to a woman'’s identity and functioning, thabrtion may be seen as dangerous and
even antithetical to her being and resulting irridetntal psychological and physiological
effects.

In situations, however, where the negative effe€tabortion are emphasised, there is never
an examination of the detrimental effects of chiliband motherhood, such as the health
risks of following through with a pregnancy, negatipsychological states around giving
birth following an unwanted pregnancy or the negagffects of being an unwanted child
(Boyle, 1997). If abortion is represented in a tiegaway, as being detrimental both to
individual women and to society, this is in partimaned by the silence on the negative
effects of motherhood (Boyle, 1997) and in this waflects patriarchal power relations
whereby women are ineffably tied to motherhood. hMobood and bearing children grants
women status, but there are also societal presgur@gomen to become mothers (Braam &
Hessini, 2004). The process of becoming a mothseén as natural and women should not
intervene in this process (Braam & Hessini, 20@ortion, then, is seen as an intrusion

upon the natural process of a woman becoming aen@@raam & Hessini, 2004).

“Societal constructions of womanhood play a centodd in shaping individual women’s
sense of self and consequently their ability torese personal power in relation to their
sexual and reproductive health” (Braam & Hessimd0£ p. 47). Coupled with the
construction of foetal personhood, linking womerdentity to motherhood ensures that

social regulation of abortion occurs in ways that@ot as overt as making abortion illegal.

The dual constructions of foetal personhood and shaoman’s personhood is ineffably
constructed as being tied to motherhood emergeliatés around abortion. Pro-life rhetoric
utilises such terms as ‘life’, ‘babies’ and ‘fare#i, which is contrasted with the terms
surrounding abortion such as ‘death’, ‘blood’ amdértility’ (Braam & Hessini, 2004). Not
only does this rhetoric situate women only as nrsthieut this masks the fact that globally
illegal abortions contribute significantly to theaths of women, who are now put in danger
because foetal personhood elevates the rightsediottus above those of women (Braam &
Hessini, 2004).
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The construction of foetal personhood has implacegi not only in terms of positioning
pregnant women as inevitably mothers. Through modechnology, the foetus as person
renders the woman contradictorily present as mathdrinvisible. Solinger (2005) notes that
a sonogram allows one to look at the foetus, butm®woman on the operating table — you
cannot see both. The foetus now constructed a®mpessendowed with rights and takes
precedent over the woman. It is, as Bordo (2008dlinger, 2005) calls it, a ‘super subject’.
As a result women’s reproductive rights becomelyasirtailed and eliminate the woman
from representation through this discourse of fiopgsonhood. In this sense the woman is
subordinated by the subject in her womb, which bex deserving of more medical

attention and rescue than her.

Post-Abortion Syndrome

Research resting on the aforementioned constriéict®otherhood and foetal personhood has
contributed to the so-called ‘post-abortion syndeofPAS). This is defined as a type of

Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder that occurs in o fof the delayed onset of a broad range
of adverse reactions following an abortion (Specth&a Rue, 1992). These reactions may
include flashbacks, nightmares or guilt among athér should be noted that there is no
support in the scientific literature for this syadre (Lazzarini, 2008). The evidence, actually,
points to the fact that there is no greater riskaferse emotional reactions to terminating an
unwanted pregnancy in the first trimester thandhsrin carrying the pregnancy to term

(Macleod, 2008).

Research that supposedly finds evidence for thiedreyne, however, usually does not
account for a woman’s psychological state beforatain, but merely sees negative effects
as a direct consequence of having an abortion ¢@hriGolden & Rozee, 2008), or for that
matter the effects of carrying an unwanted pregydocterm. Women may have adverse
reactions after an abortion because factors suategative societal constructs of abortion,
lack of social support, a pre-existing dispositimward feelings such as depression and
anxiety or an emotional attachment to the pregndseg Adler, David, Major, Roth, Russo
& Wyatt, 1990; Edwards, 1997; Steinberg & Russd@&WMacleod, 2008). Macleod (2008)
regards PAS as reductionist in that it puts thelems on the abortion itself while ignoring
the above factors as well as the factors that naptribute to a woman’s decision to

terminate a pregnancy, such as economic difficsjltiear of stigmatisation, lack of support
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during and after pregnancy, lack of support fronaltie care workers and other general

stressors.

The designation of PAS as a diagnostic categorybeaseen as a political move. It functions
to naturalise a woman’s experience within a paldiceonstruction of the foetus, thereby
reifying the position of the foetus as an ‘unbohildd (Hopkins, Reicher & Saleem, 1996).
Any adverse reactions to an abortion are becausdo#tus was/is an ‘unborn child’. As
discussed, debates around abortion have centrédaeamght to life of the foetus or the right
of the woman to have control over her own body,clvheads to a deadlock (Macleod, 2008).
PAS, however, constructs both the woman and theigoas victim. It allows anti-abortion
activists to be seen as caring for the experiendeveelfare of women (Hopkins, Reicher &
Saleem, 1996). Macleod (2008) thus argues thatntlailses it seem as though anti-abortion
activists are really on the woman’s side and furttefies a woman as a perpetrator of

violence for deciding to have an abortion.

Research on Men and Abortion

While it is only possible for a woman to have aoréibn, the act of conception and the roles
men play in actively enforcing societal norms, jathal in nature, are essential to
understanding abortion as a social phenomenondditian to this, men are involved with
abortion regarding the decision to abort, as welinaproviding support for partners (Boyle,
1996).

Unfortunately, research regarding men and aboti@s not examined power relations that
mediate abortion, but has instead focussed on getimmumber of issues. Typically this
research describes a docile male, one that is pesgen relation to a female, who is seen as
having the final and authoritative decision on Villeetor not to abort. As discussed in the
previous chapter, research here sometimes falts tibé same trap as other masculinity
studies, that ‘men suffer too’ or that men can\betims’ of abortion, especially if partners
decide to abort without their consent (see for gdanHolmes, 2004). This trend is not
uncommon in other reproductive and contraceptigeaech. “[Clomplete accountability for
the birth of children... appears to lie with womenddhey are the focal point of attention in

research, policy and even the marketing of conptages” (Hussain, 2003, p. 46). This,
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however, ignores the broad recognition that malikuees are critical to the reproductive

behaviour of females (Hussain, 2003).

Literature that directly addresses abortion witbard to men usually refers to a lack of
research. Furthermore, the majority of this rededras been undertaken in the USA or
Europe, with none of the research being conduct&buth Africa. Of the available research,
areas that are concentrated upon are male opioioabortion (Kero & Lalos, 2004), male
response to abortion (Coleman & Nelson, 1999),dibesion making of young males with
regard to abortion (Holmberg & Wahlberg, 2000), enamotional affect to abortion
(McCreight, 2004), male experience of abortion (Rei& Brindis, 2006), theoretical
understandings of male experience of abortion (lslm2004), abortion attitudes as
determinants of male involvement in abortion (Cadem& Nelson, 1999), and sex

differences in correlates of abortion attitudes@y, 1981).

With regard to the above, Finlay’'s (1981) reseancthe US found, almost thirty years ago,
that male’s ideas around abortion were more simplyctured and less complex than those of
females. Males here generally focus on what isdbeventional’ route to take when faced
with a pregnancy, such as starting a family. Inigald to this, females also take into account
how having a child would fit into their lives as Was issues surrounding the pro-life/pro-

choice debate.

Twenty-three years later, Kero and Lalos (2004)dcmted a study with a sample based on
men in Sweden who had accompanied their partnémgclinic for an abortion. Men here
may see abortion as a responsible act, as welloaslljnwrong. These men reported positive

feelings post-abortion, such as a feeling of mgturi

Coleman and Nelson’s research in the US (1999)ddhat male involvement in abortion
could be predicted by the extent to which aborts@s thought of as a woman’s issue, with
men who thought abortion was a woman’s issue bé&sg likely to be involved in the
abortion decision. Furthermore, men were more Yikel lean toward what the researchers

have defined as a pro-life position if abortion wagught of as a woman'’s issue.

Following this, Holmberg and Wahlberg’s (2000) s#&udpadolescents in Sweden who had

shared the decision to have an abortion with gha&ither. They found that factors that young
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men took into account with regard to the abortienision are possible emotional reactions to
abortion and the impact an abortion may have on rélationship and support around

abortion, such as confidentiality issues and comaoation.

Reich and Brindis (2006) used a sample of men wipasters had had an abortion. This
work discussed how men assign responsibility fer @albbortion. Men see women as either
holding all accountability for the abortion decisior that there must be a partnership with
the man. If the woman made the decision withoutrntfam, the man may feel left out. Men
could also feel left out of the decision, even tiothey contributed to the women’s decision

to abort.

Holmes (2004) presents a case study of an Amenwanwhose partner had gone through an
abortion, a fact that she only revealed to him rsrafter the abortion had taken place, and
how years later this yielded negative feelings saghguilt and anxiety. Holmes goes on to
link this man’s negative feelings after the abortio negative childhood feelings such as
worthlessness. Holmes then provides some suggedbopsychotherapy for men in similar

situations.

Various problems with this research have been ndbeda are collected chiefly through
interviews and surveys with skewed samples (Rei@ri&dis, 2006). Participants are mainly
males in abortion clinic waiting rooms (Reich & Bdis, 2006). Studies thus are
representative of a male engaged in a certain ¢ypelationship. The assumption that the
accompanying male is the sexual partner responfbliie pregnancy is also problematic. In
one study only 22 — 25% of females went to climath the males with whom they became
pregnant (Beenhakker, et al., 2004 in Reich & Bend006). Furthermore, males in research
who have been interviewed as part of a couple bétea made themselves unavailable in the

interview and have even left during interviews (Ratp, 2002).

Pertinent to this research is the criticism thaeegch on men in relation to abortion has made
male subjects the focus of research without retereéo a wider social context. Reich (2007),
for example notes that there are hardly any stutli@sexamine men’s constructions of the
abortion experience. Such research must, of neégetsie the social discursive context into

account.
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The problems regarding research around men andi@bare symptomatic of a wider
problem in research regarding male reproductivestdResearch of this nature usually centre
only on a limited number of issues, such as mentswsedge of contraceptive use (Greene &
Biddlecom, 2000). Research on male contraceptiessphasises failures and drawbacks,
rather than the possibility of overcoming them” @dain, 2003, p. 47). This in turn leads to
the fact that other research on male reproductefeatour favours a problem orientated
approach or a perceived concern (Greene & Biddlec2m00). Such examples would be
condom use with regard to HIV/AIDS, absentee fatheéth regard to single mothers, or high
fertility rates despite family planning (Greene &dBlecom, 2000). A problem orientated
approach is limited in that it ignores how men d¢ar their roles and how these roles are
perceived in relation to women; there is an emghasi how men negatively differ from
women (Greene & Biddlecom, 2000). Thus there islemrcneed to examine the power
relations regarding men and reproductive roles,raack specifically as can be seen from the

discussion above, a clear need for a discursiviysisaf men and abortion.

Conclusion

In this chapter | traced the history of abortiorSiouth Africa, which was tied to reproductive
control in Britain. Abortion practice was ideologily tied to race and gender, but through
democraticisation, abortion law was liberalised aeslilted in the CTOP Act of 1996. This,
however, did not necessarily translate into freeri@dn access for all, as barriers to
implementation, such as under staffing and lackrnaiwledge, were coupled with a general
resistance to abortion by health workers, whiclalpels the fact that most South Africans do

not support abortion.

Support for abortion, however, was revealed todigextually based — that is, whether or not
a person will advocate abortion will be determin@da case by case basis, by factors such as
rape or incest. Rhetoric around pro-life and proioh arguments may rely on the
constructions of foetal personhood and those arguatherhood. These two constructions
result in a woman having fewer rights than her unboetus, and also being constructed as
deviant for having an abortion by disrupting thegass of motherhood. This in turn led to a
discussion on PAS, a political move framed as difegte diagnostic category so as to sulit

the ends of a pro-life agenda.
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Finally, | discussed research relating to men dwaiteon. The research here was shown to be
problematic. It focuses on a limited number of éssuand typically describes a man who is
docile to a female, who has the final decision drether or not to abort, and can at time
present men as victims. Further problems with ésearch are that studies are primarily done
in the USA or Europe, with no studies availablé&outh Africa. Problems with this research
are those around sampling: participants are mairdg in waiting rooms, or men have been

part of research have left during the interview.

Related to this is that since abortion is sociatiypstructed and mediated by patriarchy there
is a dire need for discursive research in this.dre¢éhe following chapters, | examine some
methodological issues and try to address this proland provide an analysis of various texts

to attempt to rectify this imbalance.
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Chapter 5: Methodology

Introduction

The previous chapters formed the basis of a theatediscussion around issues of power,
masculinity and abortion. In this chapter | wiskctarter a means of turning these theoretical
orientations into methodological directives. Sitigis work is heavily invested in Foucault’s
ideas around discourse and power, a discussionha escourse is and how one can do a
discursive analysis is first necessary. From tbiaton, | discuss the ‘mechanics’ of research
being data collection, reflexivity and ethical cmiesations. This will lay the groundwork for

a discussion of the analysis in the proceeding telhap

Discourse: Definitions/Conceptualisations

As stated, since this work is heavily invested auéault’'s work around discourse and power,
a logical starting point would be to define exaatllgat discourse is. Macleod (2002, p. 17),
however, points out that the term “definition givbe impression of definite closure” and a
more appropriate term is “conceptualisation”. Hoacdurse is conceptualised is dependent
on specific theoretical perspectives and thus mstantly contested domain (Macleod,
2002). As a result, conceptualising discoursefiecdlt in comparison to traditional concepts
in psychology, such as ‘personality’ or ‘developmefiParker, 2002). There is strong
disagreement on what discourse actually is andihekould be approached or studied due to
differing theoretical perspectives (Parker, 2002nust be noted that the term discourse used
in this discussion is different to how it is usedpsycholinguistics or traditional linguistics
which focuses on the performative act of languagek leow language is acquired rather than
the content of language itself.

Despite these disagreements, there is some comsarong authors concerning the
conceptualisation of discourse within a more so@ahstructionist approach, viz. that
language is seen as the resource that reproducasisminought of as ‘reality’ (Burman and
Parker, 1993). It is not that language has thetgld ‘deny’ what is real; it is that language
cannot be separated from the reality it is prodyicMacleod (2002) notes that discursive

studies must avoid the false dichotomy of attengptonseparate language and reality. In this
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sense then, language needs to be examined to fiatl particular effects it has on particular
social contexts and how language constitutes pdatiphenomena in those contexts (Terre
Blanche & Durrheim, 1999).

The following are some conceptualisations thasitate the turn to language, as well as the
disagreement among authors of what discourse isctiDrse... is any regulated system of
statements” (Henriques, Hollway, Urwin, Venn & Waillline, 1984, p. 105); “a system of
statements which constructs an object” (Parker0,1p9191); “discernible clusters of terms,
descriptions, common-places and figures of speéeh clustered around metaphors or vivid
images and often using distinct grammatical cortitns and styles”, although these authors
prefer the term interpretative repertoires (Pottéetherell, Gill & Edwards, 1990, p. 215); “a
form of social practice, rather than a purely indiial activity or a reflex of situational
variables” (Fairclough, 1992, p. 3). Given the dépancies around what discourse is and
how it should be approached, it is useful now &xédrthe origins of discursive theory and
how this has manifested in different approacheantdysis. Following this, | shall attempt to
justify the form of analysis that | have used.

Saussure’s Linquistics

Contemporary ideas around discourse emerged frenfigld of linguistics and a key figure

in this regard is Saussure. While traditionallyh&ad been held that language was a mere
vehicle to express thought or an underlying realipflowing a turn to the analysis of
language there arose the theory that languagé asestructs what reality is (Burr, 1995). In
Saussure’s theory, a sign is made up of a signdret the signified (Dant, 1991). The
signifier (word) has no relation to the signifieithg object in the world to which it refers)
(Dant, 1991). In other words, the relationship lesw the signifier and signified is arbitrary
and relates no natural meaning. In support of tBEssure points out the existence of
different languages (Dant, 1991). If language weretural phenomenon, one that expressed
an underlying reality, all terms in any languageulddind their exact equivalent in another.
In English, there is a different term for the megan animal beingpeefand the animal itself,
beingox. In French there is only one term for both the tradathe animal and the animal
itself, boeuf Furthermore, even if the sign itself is the sawieat it signifies is contextual; for
example ‘dog’ could refer to an animal or a persmin “You're such a dog” (Jgrgensen &

Phillips, 2002, p. 10).
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Saussure thus argues that it is a system of digiigjives the signifier meaning. “Language is
a system of interdependent terms in which the valueach term results solely from the
simultaneous presence of the others” (Saussurd, ib9ant, 1991, p. 100). While Saussure
uses the examples bkef ox and bceufwhich may seem arbitrary, there are much deeper
consequences. That the concept Whuntu (a kind of African ethic focusing on the
interconnectedness of people) is not easily tréedlanto other languages (see Ramose,
2003) demonstrates that it is a philosophical cphtieat exists and originated in a particular

cultural context and is not a universal signifier.

Saussure’s identifies two aspects of language b#amgue’ and ‘parole’ (Jgrgensen &
Phillips, 2002). “Langue is the structure of langeathe network of signs that give meaning
to one another, and it is fixed and unchangealdgigensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 10). While
parole is found in language use, it is how sigesumed in specific ways by speakers. Langue
is the system of language, while parole is the @sdghat system. Since it is the underlying
structure of language itself that makes speecrstatdments possible, parole is dependent on
langue. To clarify, the system of signs is not apression of an underlying reality, nor does
that system emerge as a true reflection of thedvdihe system of signs, however, is itself an

expression of the underlying structure of languihge makes speech and statements possible.

Developing from and perhaps as a reaction agaiasssire’s ideas are those of post-
structuralism. While post-structuralism draws fr@aussure the notion that the meaning of
signs is not found in reality, but in the systensigins itself, it disengages with the separation
of langue and parole and thus does not see lanqasatpeing a stable, underlying structure
(Jorgensen & Phillips, 2002). To illustrate thidfetience, Jargensen and Phillips (2002)
provide the metaphor of Saussure’s linguistics dpdike a fishing net and post-structuralism
being like the internet. Following Saussure, a sgylike a knot on a fishing net, determined
by other signs, but fixed in relation to those otbigns. Following post-structuralism, signs
are like links on the internet, connected, difféieed and related to each other. Links,
however, can be removed and new links may surfage thanging the inter-relationship

between signs.

Saussure’s work initiated a great ontological apgstemic shift in the social sciences,
altering the way research was conducted (Jgrge8sdthillips, 2002). The difference

between Saussure’s linguistics and that of postairalism serves as an apt metaphor for
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the greater debate around the nature of the reldtip between language and reality and the

attached ontological and epistemic views.

At this stage, it may be useful to discuss an examsp as to illustrate these differences.
Taking up Sausurre’s ideas, the anthropologist 4S#kauss asserted that just as there is an
underlying structure to language (langue) that rdeitees its usage (parole), there is an
underlying structure that determines human behavibaach, 1970). To this end, Lévi-
Strauss offers up the study of myths in South AcaeWWhile myths may seem arbitrary and
unpredictable, when interrogated there emergessi@rsyin which myths are related to one
another (Leach, 1970), much in the same way thas8ee posits that signs are related to one
another. Lévi-Strauss goes on to say that undertyiese myths are ‘mythemes’ which exist
beyond culture and determine myths (Leach, 197@c¢hmin the same way that langue

determines parole.

Foucault, in contrast, would also turn to langudget oppose the essentialism of Lévi-
Strauss’s work. Foucault (Chomsky & Foucault, 20@6jues that ‘life’ to some extent
functions as a term that designates and delinedtes is acceptable scientific practice, to
mark what the objects of certain scientific studg,aand for scientific disciplines to be
differentiated from one another. Foucault notes thahe 17 and 18 centuries, the term
life was not used in the study of nature, but iadtscientists were concerned with arranging
objects in the natural world (living or non-livingiich as minerals, animals and humans in an
absolute and irrefutable hierarchal fashion. By ¢he of the 18 century developments in
knowledge and technology created a new plethotarais for use in scientific discourse, of
which life was one. The term life here functionex designate and delineate scientific
practice, specifically to differentiate biology fmoother sciences or from disciplines such as
history or theology. For Foucault, life is not aestific term, but rather a term that indicates
epistemic difference. Foucault sees the term ‘hunsnre’ as serving a similar function as
life. The study of human nature, did not enable‘tiecovery’ of the structure of myths, but

rather it signified epistemic difference — it delated one discipline from another.

To clarify, the emergence of biology as a discilor the ‘discovery’ of the structure of
myths is not a manifestation of the underlying cinee of reality on which signs are built,
but rather it is the historicity and interplay afrss that provided terms such as life and

human nature around which knowledge came to bengd More recently, authors such as
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Billig see studies utilising discourse analysisiradicative of an underlying human nature,

while Parker takes an anti-essentialist stancek@Pa2002).

Discourse Theory

As mentioned, there is no one definition or congalation of what discourse actually is,
and as such there is no one approach to disconedgsa that is agreed upon in the social
sciences. Each of these approaches has varyinglyingeassumptions and tackles certain
debates and issues around the nature of discutseey differently. Because of this, and due
to the large number of approaches to discoursey/sisal have placed these approaches into
three broad categories. To discuss each approaahiduaally would be largely ineffective
and space does not warrant such a discussion. firlee broad approaches are firstly,
conversational analysis(see Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974) amdhlysis of
interpretative repertoiregsee Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984; Potter & WetherelR8r, 1995;),
secondly, methods that utiliggsychoanalysigsee Parker, 1997 and 2004; Billig, 1999;
Holloway, 1984), and thirdlgritical discourse analysiésee Parker, 1990; Fairclough, 1989).

| have grouped conversational analysis along viighanalysis of interpretative repertoires as
these seem to describe the social world and hogukege is used in a relatively descriptive
fashion. Conversational analysis examines how geoypkract when talking, for example

when buying a ticket to a film, boarding a bus,akeg to a doctor, how men and women
speak to each other or a conversation betweendgié®oar, 2009). It aims to find the

enduring structures of interaction in talk that ¢enfound across all cultures (Goar, 2009).
Conversational analysis thus is more concerned witiictures of language, such as
grammatical laws and turn taking, rather than taent of interactions (Goar, 2009). It aims

to uncover the ‘how’ of talking in interaction.

Potter and Wetherell (1987, 1995) provide a disomsef ‘interpretative repertoires’ which
they define as the textual and interpretative cqubeple employ to make sense of objects in
the world and to describe those objects. In thigr@grch, language is used to construct
meaning from existing resources. This approach tkeconcerned with how people use
language to interpret objects in the world in speavays or how speakers use linguistic
resources as rhetoric strategies. In this methatieqms are first identified (interpretative

repertoires) and then their effects and consequemeeassessed. Gilbert and Mulkay (1984)
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provide the example of how scientists may draw empiricist’ repertoires to explain their
work as discovering the facts about reality, butyncanversely draw on a ‘contingent’
repertoire which describes a shifting reality whiets are constructed. The former may be
used to justify their own work and the latter mag bised to dismiss the work of other

scientists as being stupid, dogmatic or using igadte procedure.

Following this comes the second broad category isfutlsive approaches that draw on
psychoanalysis. Parker (2004, p. 142) states ‘tfsychoanalysis is founded on the notion
of the unconscious which, for Freud at least, eshibme of those transgressive desires that
cannot be represented in the domain of the symbtiat cannot be allowed except in
distorted and disguised forms, into the realm okluca.” The manifestations of these
unconscious processes as culture can be expréssedh discourse and these discourses are
still accorded a social origin and history. For rexde, a particular neurosis can develop in
the individual as an aversion to a certain ‘raaeug. Not all subjects who reproduce racist
discourses are necessarily neurotic. An analyse, heowever, can identify an internal
psychological process of a particular individualilerlacknowledging that the individual is

embedded in a particular cultural matrix.

Third and finally is critical discourse analysishel overarching focus of these types of
analyses is opowerwith a view to change power relations. The ide he that discourse is
linked to power and to how society is structuredhiolr is reproduced by text and talk.
Fairclough and Wodak (1997 in van Dijk, 2001) nibigt discourse is constitutive of society.
At the same time it should be noted that discoig®®nstrained by society in terms of social
relations (Fairclough, 2000). For example, there particular discourses that emerge in
magazines aimed at women around gender. Theseuds&soboth are shaped by and shape

the women who write the articles and to whom thieles are addressed.

Perhaps because discourse is linked to power, \fan(Z®01, p. 352) remarks that, “Critical
discourse analysts take an explicit position, andstwant to understand, expose, and
ultimately resist social inequality”. To this eridey hold that science is not value-free and is
situated in a particular socio-political contex&fVDijk, 2001). And because of this, analyses
of this type may situate themselves in particulatical traditions, these being Marxism,

Feminism, Post-colonialism, post-structuralism gader theory.
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These critical traditions have their own historidahvelopments prior to the turn to language
(with the exception of queer theory) and servehaoretical orientations which discourse
analysts may draw on to achieve particular aimgyTdre not discrete entities and analysts
may mix and match them. So it is thus possible dseha Marxist Feminism or a Post-
structuralist Post-colonial Feminism, for exampidiich then may, in addition, be aligned
with psychoanalysis or critical discourse analyligs also prudent to acknowledge that more

critical traditions may emerge with the passagenoé.

Situating the Paradigm

Considering these above types of discourse analgsdstheir implications, | shall now
briefly situate this work with regard to the abofellowing that this study rests on the work
of Foucault and Butler, it is situated in a poststuralist paradigm. As previously
articulated, post-structuralism developed fromtrtalism, retaining its focus on language,
but rejecting the premise that there is a stablderlying structure to language. “[W}hile
structuralism posits that the language system eadédscribed in an objective and scientific
manner, post-structuralism suggests that such igéeas are themselves always highly
contextual” (Radford & Radford, 2005, p. 61). Asdalissed earlier, for Foucault objects and
subjects in the social world are constructed thinolagguage, through discourse. Discourses
are not external markers that identify objects andjects. Rather they construct that of

which they speak. They are historically located ametnable to change.

More specifically, this study assumes that the gesdl subject is radically constructed
through discourse and is historically located.his tegard, this study is informed by feminist
work. According to Kiguwa (2004, p. 279) feminisbsk examines the ways in which gender
is used as a means for men to oppress women orpuoaver over women, “and attempts to
change those constructs and relations that are teesginforce women’s subordination to

men.” Feminism is not one united theory, but ddfaccording to the theoretical perspective
that a particular group of feminists may take. T$tisdy takes a post-structuralist feminist
approach, being influenced by Foucault's work avad by Butler, and hence focuses on
how gender is constructed through discourse andih@ahistorically located. As discourse

is linked to power, this study focuses on the midtiways power relations may act to

subordinate women.
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Since this study focuses on power relations betwaen and women around the topic of
abortion, critical discourse analysis is necessasyit focuses on an analysis of power
relations. Given that there are a variety of caitidiscourse analysis methods, | shall use one
of these methods that align broadly with the pastesuralist feminism influenced by

Foucault and Butler.

Parker’'s Method

One of the criticisms of Butler is that her workdsficult to translate into a method for
discourse analysis (Speer, 2005). Her work, howeasenfluenced by Foucault’s and thus
methods that follow a Foucauldian discourse aralpgiiogramme can be aligned with
Butler's work. Parker’'s (1990) method of analysisdully aligns with Foucault’'s work and
heavily invests in Foucault’s work on discourse aoder. Parker provides seven criteria, as
well as three auxiliary criteria, for the identdioon of discourse, and in this way they form a
framework for discourse analysis. In addition testhiParker’s sixth criterion that discourse
contains subject will be augmented by Davies andré4a (1990) theory around subject

positioning.

Parker’s first criterion is a definition of disc@a: Parker's (1990, p. 191) defines discourse
as “a system of statements which constructs arctipyehich draws on Foucault’'s (1972, p.
4) definition that discourses are “practices thettematically form the objects of which we
speak.” Parker sees discourse as a system of ngsaama statements, which can be grouped
together and which make an object in a particuldtucal context coherent. This does not
necessarily mean that the discourses that fornoltfect will be consistent and in this regard
there may be competing discourses that form ancbbyhile Parker’'s definition seems
compatible with Foucault’'s definition, the latterad/s more attention to materiality. A
‘practice’ is something bodies or people physically, and in turn are linked to power
relations. If someone complains of a physical ailtreeich as a headache, another person may
perform certain actions by moving that person intipalar ways or giving him or her certain
things to ingest. The person responding to theaitnecould then be a ‘spiritual healer or a
‘doctor’, the former providing herbs and instrugtibodily prayer positions and the latter
providing pills and taking that person to a hodpifdis demonstrates that the discourses
around ‘ailment’ and who can treat that ailmentéhenaterial consequences. The person who

responded to the ailment gains meaning in beingtiiikd as ‘spiritual healer’ or a ‘doctor’.
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Second, discourses are realised in texts. Buthes¢ does not simply refer to the written
word, but also to any object in a given culturaltimathat may be converted to text or be
given an interpretive gloss. Parker gives the examop a toothpaste box, or the box of a
video game, as objects which could be convertadxiband thus be a place where discourses
are found. When doing the analysis, one should @éeaimow discourses produce a text and
how that text reproduces discourse. One can cantsidéody in this regard. The body exists
outside of discourse, in that, for example, onlstaia types of bodies can give birth. Talk,
however, around and about the body through scieseeayality or religion is something that
has a textual reality and can be treated as téxthduld also be noted that discourse
transforms what bodies can do. The discourses drounather’, ‘child care’ and ‘maternal

healthcare’, for example, influence what particldadies can possibly do.

It should be noted at this point that a varietylisicourses can speak through a given text. In
Parker’s toothpaste box example, he identifies edical discourse’ and a discourse around

child care.

Third, Parker notes that a discourse reflects srown way of speaking. This means that
there are places in a discourse where it can bedfte be commenting on the terms that it
employs and the way in which it employs them. Thaserhetoric utterances such as ‘for
want of a better word’ or ‘don’'t get me wrong’ whicto varying degrees, may
disingenuously deny particular positions or wordvs. The analyst here should examine
how the discourse refers to itself, how its contéohs are referred to and how another
person employing this discourse would speak ofalwemtradictions. Examining terms being
used and how a discourse refers to itself also imewlves a moral and political assessment
by the researcher in reflecting on those termssdunth Africa, such a rhetoric device could
be ‘I don't mean to be racist but... [second parstatement about race]’. The researcher then
would have to examine how that first part of thenitence relates to the second and how this
relates to wider practices around race in SouticAfr

Fourth, discourses are not discrete entities; tiedgte to other discourses. These could be
either competing discourses or discourses thatoelpr support each other. Examples of
competing discourses are those around the foesudisaussed in the previous chapter. Pro-
life rhetoric rests on the discourse of foetal pah®od, while pro-choice rhetoric aims to

counter this by using the term ‘foetus’ insteaduniborn baby’.
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Fifth, a discourse is about objects. Discoursesch#d to certain objects found in the earth,
such as gold or diamonds, give those objects péatieneanings and values to humans. The
discourses here constructing gold and diamondgeradahow those objects enter a symbolic
field and how they have meaning in those culturatrires. In this way the object gains a

particular kind of reality in a particular kind @fay in a certain context. The value we place
on a diamond is not intrinsic to it; it is not assential property; yet the value we place on it

results in particular effects, such as mining déoda diamonds’.

This then leads to Parker’s sixth criterion forogisrse, that discourse contains subjects. Just
as an object of the earth is called a ‘diamond’ snalued by humans in particular ways, a
certain human may be called a ‘doctor’ and be \dhinecertain ways. That person as doctor
enters certain cultural field where talk is deleditin certain kinds of way. A doctor
diagnosing a ‘patient’ enters a relational fieldiethentails power relations and invokes
kinds of knowledge, such as the doctor as expdrerd are thus positions from which to

speak through discourse and the subjects and slijeattthey construct.

Some clarification is necessary at this point. Thigerion of objects does not necessarily
relate only to material objects in the world and thiterion of subjects does not necessarily
relate only to people. Humans may be the objectBsaburse, such as the doctor acting upon
a ‘patient’ to get certain results. And objectsynteke on subject status, such as through the
discourse of foetal personhood, or religious dissesi that see the earth as a living being. |
will expand on Parker’s sixth criterion later byading on Davies and Harré’s (1990) theory

around subject positioning.

Continuing the discussion on Parker's work, Paskegventh criterion is that discourses are
historically produced and located. It may seemhasigh discourses are closed systems of
statements, but they are historically producedaobudertain conditions, and just as easily as
they occurred, they may vanish. The cover of Bigtl&ender Troubldeatures a picture of
her grandfather when he was a boy, wearing whanvtiee present caljirls’ clothing. This
photograph was taken not even 100 years ago, amesséo illustrate the historically

contingent nature of gender.

Those are the sevarecessarycriteria for discourse, and Parker goes on totifleanother

three which he callsauxiliary criteria. The first relates to institutions in thdiscourse
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supports institutions. Medical discourses will soipppnstitutions such hospitals, clinics and
medical schools. These will have different attachederial practices, for example locating

patients in particular places and treating themparticular ways.

Second, discourses are related to power. Discouepesduce power relations, and so should
be discussed with regard to these. How are objsatsiects and institutions produced by
discourse and what do they entail? What positiamghey delimit? What change do they
allow or not allow? Parker (1990) notes that Folicased the term power/knowledge, but
that power and knowledge are not the exact sammg.tthccording to Foucault (1978)

discourse links knowledge to power. It does notwéwer, equate the two, and neither
knowledge nor power is equated with discourse. g§hodiscourses sometimes reproduce
power, to assume that they always do so would tedlde idea that power is everywhere and
thus nowhere (Parker, 1990). If we always iderdifiiscourse as producing power it would
become difficult to identify how resistance chajfes dominant power and in what ways it

does so.

Third, discourses have ideological effects. Pak@teas about discourse and ideology are
very similar to his take on discourse and poweroudh discourses do sometimes have
ideological effects, one should not always seeddisges as entailing ideology. To do so
would result in seeing those that resist poweraasiteg from an equally ideological position
as those who support that dominant power. This ldgeses into a kind of relativism, which is
politically pernicious and which can serve to maintthe status quo. If one tried to determine
which discourses were ideological and which welletgthe ‘truth’, one evaluates ideology
in terms of content or validity of content. One glibrather examine ideology in terms of its

effects and relationships in a particular contexperiod.

To illuminate and augment Parker’s sixth criterittmt discourse contains subjects, | have
drawn on Davies and Harré’s (1990) theory arourgjesti positioning. Davies and Harré’s

work aligns itself with that of post-structuralisim that the subject is constituted through
language, as opposed to being a fixed or statityemior Davies and Harré, the self is

discursively produced and an individual may repoadonultiple and sometimes contradictory
positions or affiliations. Just as there are midtigiscourses that either support or compete
against each other around a particular topic, theeemultiple subject positions that can be

occupied.
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Davies and Harré (1990, p. 46) explain that whesulgiect position is taken up, “a person
inevitably sees the world from the vantage pointhat position and in terms of the particular
images, metaphors, storylines and concepts whiehrade relevant within the particular
discursive practice in which they are positioneBliit this does not mean that positions are
crassly assigned to us by the discourses of oue aimd context. Davies and Harré also
identify the notion of agency. In Salih’s (2007) rdbe metaphor, discussed in an earlier
chapter, we choose what clothing we decide to veear how to wear them based on the
options made available in our wardrobe or wardrol®milarly, there is some agency in

reproducing our subject positions.

Davies and Harré’s work is relevant in my own imttlhere is an interactional aspect to
subject positioning, as well as an investment jividuals in the positionings that they
reproduce. Reproducing a subject position mean$icipating in practices that assign
meanings to terms such ‘man/woman’ or ‘mother/chileb reproduce a particular subject
position means to identify with a particular termdareject another. Thus, according to
Davies and Harré, there is an investment in a stipg@sition. They go on to say that not only
will people position themselves, they will positiothers in relation to themselves. Thus a

man may position himself as ‘father’ and positias regnant partner as ‘mother’.

Research Questions

This research attempts to broadly examine how malasrange of circumstances talk about

abortion. Specific research questions are:

4) What discourses do males draw on when talking ahlooition?
5) In what ways do these discourses construct the tfabortion?
6) How do these discourses position gendered subjeottation to abortion and to each

other?

Sample and Data Collection

This research utilised triangulation in data cdllat, and thus three sources were used.
Triangulation is usually thought of as a process tses different methods to examine a

fixed object (Denzin, 2009). Denzin (2009) howevawjnts out that there also exists data
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triangulation in which data is collected from dif@t sources and the same method is applied
to them. Tobin and Begley (2004, p. 392) add thahgulation is a “means of establishing

completeness in naturalistic inquiry, rather thanfecmation.”

The three sources used in this research were fgraaps, newspaper articles and
transcriptions of internet forums. What these sesirshared in common was that they all

spoke around the topic of abortion, and the spsat@uld be identified as being male.
Focus Groups Interviews

Four focus groups were sampled, two from the gémperalic of East London and two from

Rhodes University. Co-researchers (see later dsemiswere recruited through a method of
snowball sampling, whereby people who had hearditivas conducting this study enquired
if they could participate. | was careful not to disends or people that | had known for some
time. The interviews in East London were conductedhe homes of two of the co-

researchers, and the interviews with Rhodes Stadeate conducted on campus. All co-
researchers were above the age of 18 and belowghef 25. The two groups from East
London were comprised of ‘white’ mafeswhile the student groups were comprised of 2
‘white’ male students and 2 ‘black’ male studemnisthe first group, and 4 ‘black’ male

students in the second. Each interview lasted dxtwi5 and 60 minutes. The interviews

were tape recorded and then transcribed.

Edwards (2003) points out that transcription comeen will differ according to the
theoretical paradigm and aims of the researcheis $tudy focuses on the content of
language, so as to identify discourses, and nohgch the way that language is articulated.
Transcriptions of this type do not focus on paused emphases by speakers, but rather

punctuation is deployed for the sake of structten(ards, 2003).

Vignettes (see Appendix 1) were used to provokeudsion. Since this research aimed to

examine how discourses in the talk of males positiale and female subjects respectively,

® Following a post-structuralist theoretical paraujgrace’ is considered to be a social construditied with
power relations. Though my study does not focusase’, | have identified co-researchers by ‘raceup’, not
so as to reify the concept of ‘race’, but ratherattknowledge that the concept of ‘race’ has nothgexn
dismantled. To ignore that ‘race’ still exists iangerous and contributes to the continuation oédasower
understanding of context can be garnered for thedeneand for future researchers in this area.
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Vignette One is an imagined story of pregnancy wtibe male partner is known. Details in
the vignettes are vague so as to let co-researchemte their own versions of stories. In this
regard, the story did not initially mention abontid he vignette was then extended in that the
female makes the decision to have an abortion withonsulting her partner. This was done
S0 as to examine how males would exercise powsuahn a situation, and specifically in

relation to females.

Following this, a brochure (see Appendix 2) thaswdgveloped specifically for this study
was introduced to the discussion groups. This hrexlexplains the legal and medical facts
of abortion in South Africa, primarily drawing ohe Choice on Termination of Pregnancy
Act of 1996. In addition to abortion, it discussdler forms of contraception as well as some
aspects of pregnancy. It particularly highlightatth woman need not contact her partner or
any male to get an abortion. This was purposefidiye so as to provoke a reaction and thus

become a point of discussion.

Parker (2005) notes that the qualitative researcltgss involves power relations. These
occur in the form of possible competing agendasvéen the researcher and co-researcher,
the researcher’'s own cultural biases, and sociaVextions around what is thought to be
acceptable behaviour in particular social intecati While it is impossible to completely
disassociate yourself from the culture within whigbu are embedded, taking into account
the considerations discussed above is somewhatibfpsshis can be achieved by
challenging the traditional ways that interview® amdertaken and by not affording the
researcher the same type of status over the carcds¥ that is usually granted via more
traditional research paradigms. For this reasorkePa (2005) focus group method became

appropriate.

Parker’s (2005) focus group method is made upxo$tsategies, which are by no means to be
considered prescriptive. These strategies challehgeagenda of the researcher and the
position afforded to the researcher as ‘expertilevitill being able to focus on the research
guestion. In this way, one can “produce somethivag is not limited by the ‘purposes’ that

have been initially determined by the researchpr't(l). It is in this sense that Parker refers
to participants as ‘co-researchers’. The term &searcher’ is the acknowledgement that both

the researcher and the co-researcher contributesearch ‘findings’. This disengages with
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the assumption in more traditional research paraslithat the researcher acts externally to

the ‘participant’ to produce an objective and valiege account.

Parker (2005) describes six strategies in thisrcedavite co-researchers to interview you”
(p. 61) so as to make visible the researcher'sibd assumptions; “invite co-researchers to
interview each other” (p. 61) so as to enable seaechers to be aware of issues they think
are important; “ask co-researchers to focus on thieaccount is for” (p. 61) so as to make
visible the invisible other that the co-researchreesy be addressing; “ask co-researchers to
speak in role” (p. 62) so as to further make vesiwho the co-researchers are addressing and
what roles they are assuming in a situation; andvigke co-researchers” (p. 62) so as to
create disagreement and not produce “an interview is banal and uncontroversial”; and
“focus on the deadlock of perspectives” (p. 63)asoto “make differences of perspectives

between interviewer and interviewee explicit” (8).6

Newspaper Articles

The Sabinet Database, SA Media, collection was tsddcate articles around the topic of
abortion in a five year period (2004 — 2009) as thias close to the time that the interviews
took place (2009). Of the newspapers that thisbdes searches, | selected the English
language newspapers as | am not fluent in any aiffieral South African languages. It must
be noted that in South Africa it is difficult totéemine if a speaker is male or female by their
name. As a result, articles were selected baseithe@surety of male gender of the author.
This meant including articles written by male cohists, and letters to the editor or articles
by journalists which included a term that identifihem as male, such as ‘father’, ‘brother’,
‘husband’, or ‘boyfriend’. Furthermore, any othdodraphical details of speakers such as

‘race’ or age could not be determined.
Of the articles surveyed, the following 66 were rded suitable. The number of articles

appearing in each year and each paper is tabuiered as well as the totals for each year and

for each paper:
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2004 | 2005| 2006 | 2007 | 200 | 2009 | Total
8

The Cape Argus 2 2
The Cape Times 2 1 1 4
The Citizen 2 1 3
City Press 1 2 1 4
The Daily Dispatch 2 3 1 6
The Daily News 2 2
The Diamond Fields 4 2 6
Advertiser
The Express 1 1
The Herald 1 1 2
The Mail & Guardian 1 1 2
Pretoria News 1 1
The Saturday Star 1 1 2
The Sowetan 2 2
The Star 9 1 7 1 1 19
The Sunday Independent 1 2 3
The Sunday Times 2 1 3
The Sunday Tribune 1 1
This Day 3 3
Total 34 0 5 17 7 3 66

Table 1: Publication and Date of Articles

Internet Forums

A ‘forum’ is an on-line community of users. Useravle discussions and post replies to
specific topics. Other names that forums are knbware ‘online message board’, discussion
board’ or ‘discussion groups’. They are mostly teased, but a small number of images do
occur. A ‘user’ registers on an on-line forum watlpseudonym and then can reply to or start
specific topics. Replies to topics are then listedhronological order. Multiple users are thus
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interacting with each other in the same way anlit@f conversation may occur, but now

responses are recorded and archived.

Suler (2004) discusses “the disinhibition effettatt seemingly occurs online. People who are
online express themselves openly and feel unirddbithey reveal secret emotions, fears and
wishes. There are two types of disinhibition: 1nB@ disinhibition which are unusual acts
of kindness and generosity; 2) Toxic disinhibitiatmich is anger, hatred, rude language,
harsh criticism. Suler (2004) claims that becaude anonymity, users assume no
consequences for their actions, and they thus bedess vulnerable to social repurcussions
that occur in ordinary social interactions. An esien of this is invisibility, whereby users
do not have to face disapproving body language asdinowns or angry faces, which would
make the individual uncomfortable. Forums are alsgmmous: there can be minutes, hours or
days between responses. This allows for disinbibiin that the user does not have to
calculate the emotional risk of saying certain gisinvhich would be difficult in face-to-face
interactions. In face-to-face interactions peopéymot be willing to say certain things, such
as overtly racist or sexist remarks. This, howeiemade possible on online forums. Suler

claims that users thus have an “equal” voice.

Suler (2004) seems to be saying that the disirddbself allows for a more ‘true’ or ‘real’
version of the self and that power relations caelbeinated on-line. Using an online forum,
however, is a performance of a particular kinds i type of interaction that is not divorced
from offline activity, but influenced by it. For armple, a group comprising of people from
different racial backgrounds may refer to race edéhtly than they would if the group
comprised of people from a similar racial backgbudue to social mores and a particular
political climate. Individuals in these group coxtte act according to what they see as
socially appropriate, while still reproducing padiar discourses. Similarly, individuals on an
online forum will act in ways that they think arecgally appropriate for that context, but still
reproduce the discourses of the culture from wthely (these individuals) emerge.

The advantages of an analysis of online forum disioms are that one can gain a unique
picture of the social environment, due in parthe tisinhibition effect. One can see how
certain discourses vie for dominance in a way ibaither invisible or at least not always
easily accessible in other contexts, such as fadace interactions. An online forum is a

unique site of conflict and power relations, and &® ‘equally voiced’ as may seem at first
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glance. Most important to bear in mind is that jilst in newspaper articles, the discussions
available through online forums are a reflectionhaf social context from which the speakers

originate.

For this research, th®ail & Guardian forums were used to locate discussions around
abortion. This particular forum was chosen becafisgly, it is aimed at the general South
African public as opposed to catering to a spesaali group. Secondly, th&lail and
Guardian print edition has a strong focus on issues oftigsliand government which is

reflected in its online edition, thus making itiehrsource for discussions around abortion.

The Mail & Guardian forums have discussions in two ways. Articles frthra print edition

are posted to the website and users may commethiesae or users may start topics to which
other users may respond. Topics and interactiore wramined that were directly about
abortion, but also topics that had as a mattetismiudsion included talk around abortion. The
time period for sampling was similar to that used the collection of newspaper articles
discussed earlier, 2004 to 2009. As with the nepsparticles, it was difficult to determine
the gender of the speaker, so once again artices selected based on the surety of the male
gender, such as the speaker identifying themselesugh terms such as ‘father’ or
‘brother’. And once again, other aspects of biobyapf the speaker, such as ‘race’ or age

could not be determined.

Reflexivity

Burman (1991, p. 328) defines reflexivity as a f'sgnscious attention to accounts and
presentation, to context as well as content”. Urttiex discursive frame, the researcher is
seen as having an effect on the collection of dagayell as the interpretation of that data.
Parker (2005) notes in this regard that reflexivatyoften seen as a confession on what the
individual has done. While this may be a good stgnpoint, there is also a need to locate the
researcher in the historical, institutional anddaraic context from which the researcher
originates (Parker, 2005). This also implies ann@ration of the power relations emerging
from being positioned in particular ways throughgh contexts. Macleod (2002, p. 20) adds
that “researcher reflexivity should address therittional, relational and power dynamics of

the research at hand, rather than focussing onnféession of emotional or discursive
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positionings of the individual researcher.” Whilsgcognising discursive positioning is

important, it should not be the main or only fopalnt of the reflexivity process.

In this research important positionings | had ilatien to co-researchers were those of male,
assumed expert and researcher in psychology. ltaksoa pre-dominantly pro-choice stance
toward abortion. While being a male speaking toeotimales may have benefited the
interviews in that co-researchers were willing &y shings that they might not necessarily
say if there were females present, this may haigeimced what was said due to social mores
among men on what is considered appropriate tatkreSearchers also assumed because |
was conducting the research that | was an expeabortion. This is strongly related to being
a researcher in psychology, as this influenceddbmmain of knowledge of which | was
assumed to be an expert. Although in one sense quite obvious that due to having to
conduct this research | was better read on the tipabortion than most men, statements |
made could be construed as a ‘fact’. While it isyathical that | gave full disclosure on my
views on abortion when asked, | did try not to @gsrmy own opinions (as these may have
been construed as ‘fact’) unless co-researcheedaskwhen | invited them to ask about my

views.

Related to the interactions with my co-researchasswell as the research a whole is my
internal belief of pro-choice with regard to abonti My stance, however, was only made
explicit toward the end of the interview so as tinimise the effect of co-researchers
knowing my stance. | describe my position towar@drébn as pro-choice and it may be

useful to make explicit what this means, especialih regard to the discussion around pro-
choice and pro-life positions in the previous clkapt am in complete agreement with South
Africa’s Choice on Termination of Pregnancy Acthink the reasoning behind the creation
of the Act, power imbalances between genders, @nattempt to rectify these imbalances is
necessary. It would only be sensible to assumethtitwould influence my analysis. This

could be construed as a strength of the reseancthat the aim was to examine power
relations between men and women and | could thaw dittention to power imbalances.

While post-structuralist research acknowledgesttierte is no ‘value-free’ social science, its
aim is not necessarily to make ‘value judgementsione correctly, whatever stance | took
on abortion, should not have necessarily affectgdresearch, the aim was to describe

discourses around the topic of abortion, not tduata them.
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Ethical Considerations

Focus Groups

Permission was granted by the Rhodes Ethics Coeenttt allow students at Rhodes to
participate in this study. Co-researchers provitddrmed consent (see Appendix 3). They
were made aware that the research focus was araendand abortion and that they would
meet in a group with other men to discuss abort@mimportance was that | informed them
they did not have to have had a partner who hadbamtion, which made them feel more
comfortable to be in the study and to let othersvkithey were in the study. Since | used
snowball sampling as a means of recruitment, cearebiers were aware that people other
than me would know that they were going to be & giathe study. To ensure anonymity, the
transcriptions of the interviews were numbered ¢5&4) and co-researchers in each group

were assigned numbers within the group (P1 — P4).

In addition to using the Choice on Termination eédghancy Act as a means to stimulate
discussion, this also enabled any misinformatiothenparts of co-researchers to be rectified.
So whatever stance the co-researchers took, theydvie fully informed about the Choice

on Termination of Pregnancy Act, as well as thepduore for terminating a pregnancy.

Newspaper Articles

Newspaper articles are regarded as being in thécpdomain and therefore a variety of
authors see it as ethically unproblematic to sttheym (see for example Terre Blanche &
Durrheim, 1999). The justification here is thatidual authors expect that their work will
be published and receive wide readership. The authaware that these readers form a
diverse audience (some of them researchers) who potgntially support or critique the

author’s writings.

Internet Forums

In one way texts published on the internet candsesidered as public domain and thus are a
viable site for research, much in the same wayegspapers (see argument in Porter &

McKee, 2009). Regarded in this way, Kitchin (20@8yjues that these sources allow the
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researcher to be non-intrusive and not to distebfinctioning of the on-line group. But in
order for this to be so, the texts being analysadeho be first justified as being a part of the
public domain. TheMail & Guardian forums are publically accessible and free. Theneo
password required to view the forums. Users postmmments to the forum or to on-line
articles acknowledge that what they post may bé bgaothers, and that others may respond

to their comments.

Conclusion

The central problematic of this work is power ahi$ tvas discussed in Chapter 2 as being,
according to Foucault, linked to discourse. Fos tieiason, | began discussing what discourse
was. This necessitated a discussion of Saussungsidtics, which in turn led to a brief
discussion on the ontological and epistemic difiees of structuralism and post-
structuralism. Outlining the various forms of discee analysis, | discussed that critical
discourse analysis was the most suitable modealf/sia for my research and that this study
could be situated in a post-structuralist paradi@mce | had located the method of analysis
and paradigm of this study, | was able to disches'techanics’ of the research, being data
collection, interview style, reflexivity and ethiceonsiderations. Now that the theoretical
foundations that have been laid out in previous ptdra have been turned into

methodological directives, the following chapteas cliscuss the analysis.
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Chapter 6: Establishing the Family

Introduction

This is the first of two chapters in which | anay®y data. The first chapter deals with how
the family emerges and is established in the textgeyed. This is done through a ‘Familial

Discourse’, a discourse of ‘Equal Partnership’ ardiscourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’. These
discourses support the formation of a heterosexuallear family unit, and strongly align

with and are shaped by Butler's (1990) concepthaf heterosexual matrix. The second
chapter discusses how these discourses becometdisioy abortion. Because, according to
Parker's (1990) sixth criterion discourse contasubjects, | shall also discuss subject

positions in these discourses.

It may be worthwhile at this stage to present aatiroverview of the arguments to be

discussed in this chapter. Diagram 6.1 is presdnt#ds regard:

Diagram 6.1: The Heterosexual Matrix

Familial Discourse
s  Nuclear
s Heterosexual
* Optimal forraising children
* Desirable life course
s Subjectpositions:
=~ male parmer female parmer
o father'mother
Equal Partnership Foetal Personhood
s  Heterosexual s Preonancvimplies a child
«  Malke equa]_ decisions « In irn, a child needsa fﬂﬂllll'_'r'
* Subjectpositions * Subjectpositions
o male parmer female parmer o father'mother child

Please note that all extracts are from interviewsess otherwise noted. R1 refers to the
researcher; G1 — G4 are numbers assigned to thiegfoups; and P1 — P4 are numbers

assigned to co-researchers within each group.
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‘Familial Discourse’

The first discourse | would like to discuss is arthilial Discourse’. This discourse emerges
in these texts as centring on a nuclear family,sstimg of a heterosexual partnership
between a man and woman, who are positioned aerfathd mother. Co-researchers
invoking this ‘Familial Discourse’ describe the fimaition of a family unit as being a desirable

life outcome and the family itself is seen as atino@l place to raise children.

The first part of Vignette 1 relates how X's partn€, has fallen pregnant and participants
are asked about X’s reaction and what possibilXiesnd Y have. The following is a sample

of these responses.

Extract 1

G1P2 Another option which | mentioned earlier iattjiou say | love you. | want to spend
the rest of my life with you. So you don't wantsiee something born out of wedlock.
You can have a quick marriage and then tell yovenqa and then it can be perceived
as a less negative thing. You should inform thempiar The parents can help out since
they know how to do it.

Extract 2

G2P3 1 think if they had a good and steady relatigm it would all be fine. Then they
would know that they would be together and theylddwave a family. Make things
happen. Also if they both have good jobs and arbyfstable.

Extract 3

G3P1 Obviously the right thing to do is to settami and try have the kid. Get enough
money. Ask your family. See what's going on jobewis

These extracts illustrate a general response tmprey that co-researchers had and illustrate
a kind of trajectory that the formation of the fyriakes. In Extract 1, G1P2 indicates the
option of ‘marriage’ which is linked to ‘love’ andpend[ing] the rest of [his] life’ with his
partner. Similarly, in Extract 2 G2P3 states tHaXiand Y have a ‘good and steady
relationship it will all be fine’. In Extract 3, &3 states that ‘Obviously the right thing to do

is to settle down’. Thus when a pregnancy occurs, family begins to form through the
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establishment of a permanent or at least long-teiationship between the man and the
woman. The strength of the relationship is alsoartgnt here as indicated by G2P3’s use of
the term ‘good and steady relationship’ and G1R&ference to the term ‘love’ and the
longer phrase ‘spend the rest of my life with you'.

The establishment of the relationship also entilguiring the resources necessary for the
formation of this family. As indicated in the abosetracts these are centred on getting help
from parents, finding jobs and acquiring money #mese are made in specific reference to
the formation of the family or the raising of aldhiThus in these texts, the family consists of
a good and long-term relationship between the martlze woman who acquire the resources

to raise a child.

Extract 4

G4P2 Yes we do live in unfair society. But it's gab to change that society. To protect the
child from this society so that they can have amaéghance in the world. Things like
rape happen and we should fight to change thateien then a child needs a family.
Someone to protect them and look after them.

In Extract 3 G3P1 states that the ‘right thing tisl to settle down’, but this is not only in
reference to forming a long term relationship arfdraily, it is also in reference to ‘try[ing]
to have the kid’. Similarly in Extract 4, G4P2 sw&that ‘a child needs a family’ and this is
made in reference to an ‘unfair society’ and prowidthe child with an ‘equal chance’. So
the family emerges as an ideal and necessaryosrse a child, one that is beneficial to the
child. But not only is the family beneficial for @hchild, it is also beneficial for the

relationship of the man and woman involved.

Extract 5

R1 So what advice would you give him?

G3P1 Just tell him to do his best to have the chike make a plan. Try to convince her to
do the right thing. The thing is if she's alreadyd®a the decision then they don't have
a good quality relationship. Just tell him that y@an make the relationship work if
you just focus on the child. Get money saved amdwhole thing could turn out a
success. So | would convince the guy to just lilkekst out for as long as possible
and see what happens. Until it's a later stageabartion and the whole process can
strengthen the relationship it can work out for best | guess.
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Extract 6

G4P2 | don't think people won't help if you teleth what happened. It's a case of finding a
way. Maybe their relationship isn't that strong.t Buhey have had sex they are at
that stage where they can work out things togethed. things will work out for the
best. They can get ready to get married even ¥f #ren't married. It will make their
relationship better.

In Extracts 5 and 6, G3P1 and G4P2 say remarkafijas things. Both speakers direct X
and Y to stay in their relationship and form a figminit. The reasons given for this are
according to G3P1 that it will ‘strengthen the telaship’ and ‘it can work out for the best’
and for G4P2 that ‘It will make their relationshiptter’ and that ‘things will work out for the
best’. So as far as life decisions go, formingrailais seen as optimal and will improve the

guality of the relationship between the man andabman.

In either extract, however, the co-researchers @egladge that there is small possibility
that things won't ‘work out for the best’, but this quickly dismissed. In Extract 4 G3P1
states ‘The thing is if she's already made thesitatithen they don't have a good quality
relationship’ but then espouses in much more dbetai beneficial the formation of a family
unit would be. Similarly, in Extract 6 G4P2 stategch the same thing.

Extract 7

G1P2 It depends on the maturity. If two people cdogether have a most intimate act and
create a life. That's positive. That's cool. We'tcactually understand it until we face
it. When you're young, you don't really think abautl'm actually going to be a
father.

Extract 8

It is commonly held view that the majority of siegbarent men are irresponsible fathers. [...]
This may be true of an older generation of merm #vgued in a previous article that it's my
belief that a new generation of South African mea t@king firm steps to be responsible
partners, and in fact want to have children antbtae@g and committed fathers.

(Column, The Saturday Star, 2007)

Extracts 7 and 8 serve to further embellish theatiposof the man in the family unit. These
extracts make reference to the man as ‘fatherExtract 7, G1P2 refers to the creation of
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‘life’ and how this is ‘positive’ and later followshis with the term ‘father’. Extract 8
precedes the term ‘father’ with the phrase ‘lovamgl committed’. So there is status accorded

to the term ‘father’ if this father serves the d@stof the family.

Subject Positions

If the man is positioned as ‘father’, then it ishorogical that the woman should be
positioned as ‘mother’. In these texts, men and @orre positioned differently; as mothers
and fathers, which are not interchangeable terrigey don't signify the same thing. These
positions will become more apparent when the tewtseyed make reference to abortion and
how abortion disrupts these positionings. Thesébeildiscussed in the following chapter. A
final and essential subject position to the famihyt is that of the child. A mother is only a
mother and a father is only a father in relatioratchild. The nuclear family requires the
existence of a child. The position of child will bkscussed later through the discourse of

‘Foetal Personhood'.

The idealised form of the family is presented & ttaclear family, which is heterosexual,
invokes notions of love, and consists of a fatheowupports a mother, who in turn has as
her vocation the raising of children (Thorne, 1982)rthermore, this idealised family is seen
as natural or biologically determined (Hooyman &n$ea, 1995; Moghadam, 2003). The
nuclear family, however, has not always existed had emerged as a matter of history
(Thorne, 1982; Hooyman & Gonyea, 1995; Moghadan®320The idea that the family is
natural or biologically determined has led to rddhrgst and functionalist explanations of the
family (Moghadam, 2003). Talcott Parson’s functistaexplanation of the family, for
example, sees the family as the site where childrersocialised and where the man or head
of the household is provides a protective enviromnfeom the difficulties of the outside
world (Moghadam, 2003). The woman, as wife and mgthrovides nurturance, while the

man, as the head of household and father, prowae®y and maintains obedience.
This view of the family will become important inghollowing chapter. It is now necessary,

however, to discuss discourses that support thmilled Discourse’, these being firstly a
discourse of ‘Equal Partnership’ and secondly adalisse of ‘Foetal Personhood’.
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‘Equal Partnership’

Earlier | discussed how the family is viewed byresearchers as being formed through the
occurrence of a pregnancy and the man and womdmgeanto a life-long or long term
relationship to raise a child. The nature of théetwsexual relationship in forming this

nuclear heterosexual family is demonstrated whikrat@und pregnancy occurs.

Extract 9

G1P2 It depends on the maturity. If two people cdogether have a most intimate act and
create a life. That's positive. That's cool. We'tcactually understand it until we face
it. When you're young you don't really think abaut'm actually going to be a father.

Extract 10

G3P1 | mean you can't deny the guy has a parffiftysfifty.

Extract 11

G3P2 It depends on whether they love each otheobrDo they have a good relationship
and do they want this to happen? Because havihgdis a big decision.

In Extract 9, G1P2 specifically mentions that ‘tyeople’ are required to ‘create a life’ and
similarly in Extract 10, G3P1 states that the ‘dugs a part’ and that ‘it's fifty-fifty’ in
reference to the pregnancy. In Extract 11, G3P2 tise term ‘love’ when referring to the
man and woman, and in Extract 4 G1P2 refers t@athef ‘creat[ing] a life’ as requiring an
‘intimate act’ and that it is ‘positive’ and ‘coolThis indicates that not only are a woman and
man seen as equally responsible for the pregndtythat it is viewed in a positive light. It
is not only pregnancy that is viewed as being dguzdused by the man and woman as
something positive, it is the relationship itself.

While biologically it is true that conception (biaug technological advances) requires both a
man and woman, drawing attention to this fact i$ qoite a justification for an equal
partnership. Nor does it necessarily follow tha #tt of conception resulted from or will
result in an equal partnership. But this is prdgiséhat the discourse of ‘Equal Partnership’

does. It draws attention to the fact that heterogkxtercourse leads to conception and
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concludes that this implies an equal partnershipredver, it not only views a relationship
that results in conception as positive, it view$eterosexuakelationship that results in

conception in a positive light.

Extract 12

G1P4 There's fear. Because it's a life changingimeace for him. For someone who is 23
unless he is married it will shape the rest ofliies He will have to make important
decisions very quickly and unfortunately being 28 aot being married he only has
certain options. From my perspective it means sdpgp what your partner
ultimately wants. But being a partnership you heveiscuss it, but you kind of just
have to respect her.

Extract 13

G2P2 1 think | would want to say to her that | wémtsupport you whatever you do. | don't
know if that's what | would do, but that's what éwid want to do. That's the right
thing to do.

In Extract 12, G1P4 states that one has to ‘[suppdrat your partner ultimately wants’, but
since there is a ‘partnership you have to disctiskiExtract 13, G2P2 states that ‘the right
thing to do’ is to say to his partner ‘I want tgoport you whatever you do’. At this point it
seems that the men in these texts are sayinghbathoice to abort is ultimately up to the
woman, and the man’s role is to support that desisBupport at this point seems to be a

fairly benign act.

Extract 14

G3P4 ltis kind of strange that she would make deaision without him.

R1 Why would you say that it's strange?

G3P4 A relationship is meant to be equal parts. iha about their relationship that isn't
right? What don't we know? | mean the story doewatly tell you that. | mean if
everything was okay would they even think aboutrio?

In Extract 14, G3P4 states that ‘A relationshimisant to be equal parts’. He then goes on to
ask in reference to the abortion decision ‘What &bout their relationship that isn’t right’?
This is because the woman in the relationship enahove extract has decided to have the
abortion without her partner's consent. This highis the aforementioned point that
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pregnancy is considered to be equally caused byntire and the woman, but also that any
decisions regarding the pregnancy should be madbercontext of an equal partnership
between the man and the woman. This extract demadestthat abortion could potentially

disrupt this equal partnership. | shall returnhis in the following chapter.

Extract 15

R1 Y has told X that she has decided to have artiabhoHow do you think he is going
to react?

G2P2 1think I would want to say to her that | wamsupport you whatever you do. | don't
know if that's what | would do, but that's whatdwid want to do. That's the right
thing to do.

G2P1 That's what I did. | supported her. | stilhti@gree with it. But that's what happened.

Extract 16

R1 Y asks X to come with him to the TerminatiorPoégnancy Clinic. Should he go
with her?

G1P1 You should go. You have to support your partdeow her that you love her during
this trying time. It's going to be a traumatic expace and you should go.

R1 What if you don't agree with her decision?

G1P2 1t is ultimately her decision. But it's justharrible thing not to support someone
seeing as it's so traumatic. You were a part ofrdu were also to blame. To just
abandon her now and give up your responsibilitit ggood.

Extracts 15 and 16 make reference to the man gravisupport to the woman once the
decision to abort has been made. In Extract 15,2G&fers to providing support as ‘the right
thing to do’. And in Extract 16, G1P2 refers to titmkan in the partnership as having a
‘responsibility’ to provide support. In this sametract, G1P2 also states that ‘You were a
part of it. You were also to blame’. This then gdeeck to that conception requires two
individuals who are seen to be in an equal partmgrs'he partnership doesn’t end if the
pregnancy is terminated. It becomes the duty ofnth@ to support his partner if this is the
case. In the following chapter | shall demonstrabev the notion of ‘support’ is not as

benevolent as it first seems, and actually sermethar purpose.
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Subject Positionings

For the male in the partnership, he is expectdzkteupporting (Extract 12), respectful of his
partner (Extract 12), loving (Extract 16) and resgble (Extract 16). This is the right thing
to do (Extract 13).

The second discourse that supports the ‘Familiat@irse’ is that of ‘Foetal Personhood’,
which has been somewhat articulated in a previtapter. A family is made up of a man
and a woman who form an equal partnership. Wheregnancy occurs the foetus is framed

as a child so that the man and woman assume tlteopesf father and mother.

‘Foetal Personhood’

As discussed, ‘Foetal Personhood’ is the constrnaif the foetus as an ‘unborn child’ or as
a human already present in utero. It is importhat the foetus is framed in this way, because

if it was not then there would be less impetusliierformation of a family unit.

Extract 7

G1P2 It depends on the maturity. If two people cdogether have a most intimate act and
create a life. That's positive. That's cool. We'tcactually understand it until we face
it. When you're young you don't really think abaut'm actually going to be a father.

Extract 17

G2P2 It depends on whether it was someone | thoughs going to marry. Especially if |
wanted a child or not. | would tell my parents. Timpke a plan to keep the baby. Get
a job that kind of thing. See if | can't get famityolved in trying to support the kid.

In Extracts 7 and 17, when it is announced thas Jregnant there is already an assumption
that this will result in the birth of a child, bthiere is also the assumption that the foetus is
already a child. In Extract 7, G1P2 specificallfers to the creation of a ‘life’, but it is not
the outcome of a pregnancy, which could resulthm birth of a child, it is the pregnancy
itself which signifies ‘life’. In Extract 17 the mms ‘child’, ‘baby’ and ‘kid’ are all used.

82



Extract 18

G2P3 Actually another thing now that | think abtutt depends on how far you are into the
pregnancy. It depends on when you define whenbkfgins. Some people think life
begins at conception. Others think it takes some tiSo if it was early on maybe they
wouldn't care too much if it was an abortion.

G2P1 But you can't take away from that it wouldutesn a child. Whether you say life
begins on the first day or even in nine months tith@ature had its way it would
always result in the birth of a chilfMy emphasis added]

Extract 19

R1 We have been making references to the pregnasing terms such as child or kid.
How do you respond to people who use the term $oetsiead? Maybe specifically
pro-choice advocates.

G4P3 | did medicine for a while. And when you thinkhat line of work you refer to things
as ovum and spermatozoon. Then you call it an emlBut those are just words.
When you see pictures of the thing that smalln¢al. If you have seen pictures of
aborted babies and you come face to face withutngalise just how real it is. Those
are the scientific terms. But they are only guidedi in the end that will become a
child and you can't deny that.

Extracts 18 and 19 expand on the point that thgranecy itself signifies the beginnings of
life. Speakers in these extracts draw on the diseoaf ‘Foetal Personhood’. In Extract 16,
G2P3 and G2P1 argue around when the foetus shaulcbbsidered a ‘life’, with G2P1
rhetorically responding with that ‘If nature had way it would always result in the birth of a
child’. Similarly in Extract 19, G4P3 in referent® medical terms states that ‘those are just

words’ and goes on to say that ‘in the end thatltome a child and you can’t deny that'.

These extracts demonstrate how the discourse eftaF&ersonhood’ defends itself. This is
done by invoking a ‘natural reality’ outside of hamintervention. In either extract when a
co-researcher attempts to establish the legitin@cyFoetal Personhood’ he rhetorically
dismisses anything that would name the foetus whisg other than a child as due to human
intervention, which in turn is positioned as oppgsan externally true reality. In Extract 18
G2P1 is saying that regardless of human attempiaratng when life would begin, nature’s
intent is the birth of a child. In Extract 19 G4B&misses science (which is a human

endeavour) as not accurately capturing the reafitite foetus as child.
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The discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ rests very moo a kind of potentiality, the
potentiality that the cell formed at conceptiom@ng to reach birth, that it will grow up and
be afforded life that as all other humans at bifthis is of course with the disclaimer that
there is no ‘unnatural interference’, as G2P1 daymture had its way it would always result
in the birth of a child’. But an embryo does noways result in birth, and of those births
there are sometimes complications. When | refeotaplications | explicitly mean those that
would occur as a matter of biology. This is impottéo note, precisely because of the fact
that in the texts surveyed there were no mentidiits @xcept where specifically raised by the

researcher.

Extract 20

R1 Not all pregnancies lead to birth though.
G4P3 That's very true. But you still can't be atraxariable. You can't decide to take that
life yourself. You should rather let things playt.ou

In Extract 20, when G4P3 refers to the ‘extra d@ddahe is talking about any non-human
factor that may compromise the pregnancy beingdhbto term. Human beings should not
intervene in any way that may compromise the pregndeing brought to term, as G4P3
states ‘You can't decide to take that life yourselo properly understand this we should
think of a child or an adult. A child or adult mdie as a matter of biology, for example by
contracting a fatal disease, but it is considereong to intervene in that life. Similarly, the

foetus is already considered a person or a hunmahthaus there should be no intervention
upon it that would compromise the pregnancy beingught to term. This links to the

discussion earlier about how the discourse of ‘&loeersonhood’ defends itself by invoking
a ‘natural reality’ outside of human interventigkithough not all pregnancies lead to birth,
for humans to compromise the pregnancy is an ‘exdraéable’ attempting to mettle with a

‘natural reality’.

The discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ in some wagfeds the material realities of
conception and birth, that conception does not ywaecessarily lead to birth. Statements
such as ‘If nature had its way it would always tesuthe birth of a child’ demonstrate that
the process from conception to birth is still vielaes uncomplicated. And as long as this

process is viewed as uncomplicated, any actiortdibaupt that process can be framed as an
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interference of the natural order. But it is onlyntan interventions that are seen as

interferences upon the natural order, not any éx#riable’.

Because the foetus is constructed as being alreadshild, abortion or attempts to
compromise the pregnancy are seen as being akmutder. | will discuss this in more detail
in the following chapter. Right now, | would like tliscuss how the foetus is constructed as

being a separate and unique subject to the pregranan.

Extract 21

The “right” to abortion is predicated on the condtonal right to make decision concerning
reproduction and to control one's body. This isomepus as reproduction has already
occurred with the implantation of the embryo. Tlaby has a separate DNA, and later on
blood. The baby is not a part of the mother's body.

(Letter to the Editor, The Star, 2007)

Extract 22

She ought to know that the unborn baby also hdwsrignd, if it does not, why does the new
born baby suddenly have rights? To say abortion aiswoman's choice is an
oversimplification.

(Letter to the Editor, The Daily Dispatch, 2004)

Extract 21 clearly articulates how the foetus isstoucted as a separate entity to the pregnant
woman, using very scientific terms. Extract 22 asssi that the foetus is already a separate
subject to the pregnant woman that should be aedonghts. To properly understand this,
one should think of a child being murdered by hasept or parents. The parents may have
‘created’ the child, but they have no right to mamrthat child. The child has a separate body
to his parents and should be afforded his own sigiimilarly, through the invocation of the
discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’, the foetus issm®red as being a separate person, with a
separate body to the pregnant woman and worthgiogbafforded its own rights. Infringing
on these rights is thus not viable and in factimging on an autonomous being'’s right to life

or to a body is constructed as ‘murder’.

At this point it is useful to refer back to Solimge(2005) remarks around sonograms. A
sonogram allows one to view the foetus, but notpitegnant woman. You can only see one,

not both. Similarly, in Extract 19 G4P3 states ‘Wh@u see pictures of the thing that small
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it's real. If you have seen pictures of abortediésland you come face to face with it you
realise just how real it is.” The speaker only séesfoetus, not the pregnant woman. And
because the discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ iplay, these images are constructed as
‘babies’ and in turn the foetus now as a subjengists come to trump the pregnant woman'’s
rights as a subject by making her invisible. Inr&gt 22 states ‘To say abortion is a woman’s
choice is an oversimplification’. Thus in turn, @nvan’s right over her own body comes to

be trumped through the discourse of ‘Foetal Persodh

Extract 23

R1 What do you think of that these [laws aroundrtdno] were passed in order to protect
the woman from a difficult or unjust society likethe cases of rape or incest?

G4P2 Yes we do live in unfair society. But it's gab to change that society. To protect the
child from this society so that they can have amaéghance in the world. Things like
rape happen and we should fight to change thateien then a child needs a family.
Someone to protect them and look after them.

In Extract 23, G4P2 alludes to that there is nsoaafor an abortion. When R1 refers to
pregnancy through rape, G4P2 answers that ‘evenalahild needs a family’. The foetus as
child is constructed as needing a family. Thishe point where the discourse of ‘Foetal
Personhood’ links with the ‘Familial Discourse’. W a pregnancy occurs the foetus is
constructed as needing a family, and so the parthat conceived need to form that family.

Subject Positions

The obvious position in this discourse is thatftetus is constructed as child. The foetus as
child resides in the pregnant woman’s body anceensas a separate entity, with a separate
DNA (Extract 21) and as having its own rights (Extr22). In relation to the foetus as child,
the pregnant woman is positioned as mother. Thgnarg woman'’s rights are trumped by
the foetus as child and her duty is to bring thegpancy to term. Furthermore, the foetus is
positioned as needing care, which comes in the fafrthe family. With the child, the family

is made up of a father and mother. The father'y duto take care of the foetus as child as

well as the mother. | shall discuss this in théof@ing chapter.
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The Heterosexual Matrix Revisited

In an earlier chapter | discussed Butler's (199 aept of the heterosexual matrix. | then
extended this to include reproduction. To recapttibriefly, within the heterosexual matrix,
men and women are distinct and their roles areesirel one another. Both gender and desire
follow from sex, which is cast as being pre-dissugsDesire results in intercourse, which
(sometimes) results in reproduction. One can thagetreproduction directly back to sex cast
as being pre-discursive. There are two distincesewhich follows onto that there are two
distinct genders. The role of these two distinctdges is to desire one another. Desire results
in intercourse. Intercourse results in reproducti®ut it is not that reproduction is merely the
final optional stage in the heterosexual matrixs present from the very beginning and at all
points. Reproduction in humansquiresthe existence or rather presence of two sexdseln
heterosexual matrix, that there are two gendes,ttitey desire one another, that they have

intercourse is predicated on that there exist s for the function of reproduction.

Butler's concept of the heterosexual matrix can dbengly related to the discourses
discussed in this chapter. In Extract 10, G3Plestdtmean you can’t deny the guy has a
part. Its fifty-fifty’. The fact that the existencef two sexes is required for reproduction
relates to the discourse of ‘Equal Partnership’reHéhe biological function of two sexes

required to reproduce has been translated intatecylar kind of social relation, where the

man and the woman are viewed as being equal. Téaey &n equal role to play in the act of
reproduction, and thus are viewed as equally resptenwhen a pregnancy is brought to term

to raise the new born child.

This in turn segues into the discourse ‘Familiakdoiurse’. Since two sexes engage in
reproduction in the context of an equal partnerstiipy form a family unit to raise the new
born child. Earlier, | discussed how there are etatipressures for a woman to become a
mother and that becoming a mother is seen as @ahgwcess (Braam & Hessini, 2004).
Because it is only women who can give birth, beegnghother or motherhood is seen as
natural and pre-discursive. Since a woman is a enpth man is a father and both these
positions are seen as natural. The heterosexuaixnsthus strongly tied to the ‘Familial
Discourse’ and the discourse of ‘Equal Partnershipch supports it.
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Another way that ‘Familial Discourse’ relates tcetheterosexual matrix is through the
regulation of sexual intercourse. In the heteroakruatrix reproduction is framed as being
pre-discursive. In the following extracts interceeiis linked to reproduction and the ‘natural’
process of forming a family.

Extract 24

G2P3 Look its obviously going to be tough. At lebstean at least for the first few months
or so. Maybe even after that. Years after thisgluan effect them. Whether they are
still together or not. | suppose if they have dlyegood relationship they can make it
work. But | don't know if it would. | don't know iff would be able to. Because you
would constantly looking at her and thinking abuaiitat happened. She would be a
reminder of what you did. For a while you wouldmént to have sex.

Extract 25

G1P2 If you're mature enough to have sex you'reiaanough to accept the responsibility
to have a child. That's what it's all about. Yowé&do accept the consequences of
your actions.

Extract 26

Abortion is wrong and a woman who falls pregnanthis day and age with the pill and
condom without any sort of assurance of a lastelgtionship are simply just being plain
****ng stupid or at worse a skank.

(Post on On-line Forum Discussion)

In Extract 24, G2P3 in talking about the traumauarbabortion states that ‘For a while you
wouldn’t want to have sex’. In Extract 25, G1P2tesathat one has to be ‘mature’ to have
sex, and that one has to ‘accept the consequehg@sinactions’. These extracts claim that
intercourse cannot happen without the understandmag it may potentially result in
pregnancy. But it is not only that intercourse k#&ol pregnancy, these extracts invoke the
discourses discussed in this chapter. In ExtraciGMP2 states in reference to sex that one
must ‘accept the responsibility to have a childi. Extract 26, the speaker references
pregnancy in relation to the ‘assurance of a lgstelationship’. So these extracts invoke the
discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ and the discoafs&qual Partnership’ respectively. But
they also invoke the ‘Familial Discourse’. Intercea in these extracts is linked to

reproduction. As discussed, the fact that therewaoesexes for the function of reproduction
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is tied to that a man and woman engage in an graradership for the formation of a family
unit. So if reproduction is tied to the formatiohtlee family unit, and if intercourse is linked

to reproduction, then intercourse is linked toftbrenation of the family unit.

Conclusion

This chapter formed the first of two parts in whittanalysed my data. To this end |
introduced a ‘Familial Discourse’, a discourse Bfjual Partnership’ and a discourse of
‘Foetal Personhood’. | discussed how they emergetthe texts as ‘ideal’ forms. That is to
say, these discourses were invoked as ‘ideals’ fsalers. Ideally, when there is a
pregnancy, an equal partnership forms the basikeoformation of a family unit, which is

where the new born child ideally should be raide¢den related this process of the formation
of the family to Butler’s concept of the heterosaixmatrix, thereby rendering the formation

of the family as a pre-discursive or natural preces

In introducing these discourses, for the most palit] not relate them to abortion. In the next
chapter | shall expand on these discourses by demabing how abortion disrupts them, and
thus disrupts the natural order. | also introdugce toncept of the patriarchal family to

understand these discourses.
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Chapter 7: Abortion as Disruption

Introduction

In the preceding chapter | presented the first pmy analysis which discussed a ‘Familial
Discourse’, a discourse of ‘Equal Partnership’ &amel discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood'. |
then related these discourses to Butler's (199Q)cept of the heterosexual matrix,
establishing these discourses as natural or poexgise. In this chapter | expand upon these
discourses in reference to abortion, to show howvtadn disrupts these discourses. Abortion
is talked about as not only being dangerous foirtliriduals involved, but also to society at
large. As will be demonstrated, these discourségerdo the discourses discussed in the

preceding chapter.
It is first necessary, however, to revisit the aptcof patriarchy. This will enable a deeper
understanding of how these discourses operate amermstrate how they position men and

women in relation to abortion.

Patriarchy and the Family

In an earlier chapter it was discussed that Mil{@@70) shifted the meaning of patriarchy
from referring to societies where men were head$fiafseholds and responsible for the
family unit, to referring to societies in which mémave power over women. She named
patriarchy as being reproduced through socialtutgins, such as the family, which enable
men to have more power than women. The view thatfdimily is a site of unequal power

relations between men and women is still suppdviechore recent authors (see Somerville,
2000). Many authors still view the family as “thenflamental unit of patriarchy” (Hooyman

& Gonyea, 1995, p. 27). In this regard, Gittins929p. 35) notes that the original meaning
of “family, in use until the eighteenth centuryfered to the authority of the paterfamilias
over all others in a household”. Gittins goes osdy that in the modern family the ‘father’

or ‘husband’ is seen as the head, as having povesradl others in the family.

The ‘Familial Discourse’ aligns to how the abovehaws have described the patriarchal

family. This discourse, as well as the supportingcaurses of ‘Equal Partnership’ and
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‘Foetal Personhood’, become disrupted by aborti@mt because they violate the formation
of the family unit, but more specifically, becaubey violate the patriarchal family. In the
proceeding discussion | discuss each of these wlises respectively and link them to the

patriarchal family.

Abortion Disrupting the Family

Extract 1

G3P1 Obviously the right thing to do is to settevth and try have the kid. Get enough
money. Ask your family. See what's going on jobewis

Extract 2

G2P3 1 think if they had a good and steady relatigm it would all be fine. Then they
would know that they would be together and theylddwave a family. Make things
happen. Also if they both have good jobs and arbyfstable.

Extracts 1 and 2 are meant to illustrate what asipusly been discussed in the preceding
chapter. In Extract 1, G3P1 states the ‘obvious ‘aight thing to do’ is to ‘settle down’ and
this is in reference to forming a family unit. Inxtéact 2, G2P3 states that X and Y ‘could
have a family’ in reference to terms such as ‘gand steady relationship’, ‘good jobs’ and
being ‘fairly stable’. Already the talk is arrangatbund the formation of potential family
unit. The following discussion centres on what wilppen if the formation of that potential

family unit is disrupted.

Extract 3

R1 How do you think they would react to all of thiShe events that happened.

G2P3 Just the thing | said | think. Feeling guiljot wanting to have sex. This kind of
thing can affect you years after. Every time yoa sechild. Or the next time you
think | want to have a family or something likettha

Extract 4

G2P2 Well if it was me | would discuss can we haved and maybe abortion would be an
option. If you're young you're not really matureegh to handle this kind of thing. |
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wouldn't want to have an abortion though. If | tigdould probably worry about it for
the rest of my life. And then if | had other kidgdr | would also feel like | had lost
one.

In Extract 3, G2P3 states that after the abortimrd are effects ‘years after’ which will be
felt ‘Every time you see a child’ or anytime onéntts about ‘hav[ing] a family or something
like that'. In Extract 3, G2P2 states that he woidther not have his partner go through an
abortion as he ‘would probably worry about for tiest of [his] life’ and that if he later
decided to have children he ‘would also feel like][had lost one’. These speakers identify
negative feelings such as ‘guilt’ or ‘worry’ andghs in reference to forming or rather failing

to form a family.

Extract 5

G2P3 [Adoption] would be better to do than abortiBat it would suck big time knowing
you have a kid out there. | dunno.

G2P4 Well I don't know if | want to put it up fodaption either because | don't want to
have kids that | don't know.

Extract 5 demonstrates that once a pregnancy isumced there is a strong sense that a
family unit must be formed. So while, accordingG@P3, putting up a child for adoption
‘would be better to than abortion’ it would ‘suclghliime knowing you have a kid out there'.
In the preceding chapter | identified the man ashér’ in the context of the family unit. In
the above extract both G2P3 and G2P4 use the teare” in relation to ‘kid’ or ‘kids’.
Through the ‘Familial Discourse’ they have alreadgumed the position of ‘father’.

Extract 6

G1P2 My girlfriend had an abortion with her pre\sdapyfriend and she went through it by
herself unsupported because the boyfriend concewssd not here. Through this
traumatic experience because she thought thatalid not go through with it now.
And two years later she is fine with it. But as sas she had alcohol or she saw
children she broke down. And | think she experienaebond with her ex that she
couldn't experience with anyone else including riy3dey never lose that bond of
creating something together. But she never sougimselling after and as a result |
can't experience the trauma and pent feelings aiiidtigat manifested in her. There is
only so much | could do. This was deep seated taaum
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In Extract 6, G1P2 states that his girlfriend hadahortion, and as a result of this whenever
she has ‘alcohol’ or sees ‘children’ she ‘[breattejvn’. She also ‘experienced a bond with
her ex that she couldn’t experience with anyone’ ételuding G1P2. The negative feelings
that G1P2’'s girlfriend felt were experienced in agense due to the discourse of ‘Foetal
Personhood’. Whenever G1P2'’s girlfriend sees ohildshe is reminded that she potentially
could have had a child and that she may have haheectthild’. In another sense, G1P2’s
negative feelings are experienced through the ‘kalnidiscourse’. The ‘Familial Discourse’
positions a pregnant woman as a ‘mother’, and lwnigaan abortion G1P2’s girlfriend has
rejected motherhood at this specific instance (Bo¥997). By rejecting motherhood, she has
rejected the position assigned to her through Eaenilial Discourse’. She has rejected the
formation of a family unit. The ‘bond’ that G1P23jglfriend experienced was because of that
potential family that she could have formed withr lex-boyfriend. This ties in to what
speakers have stated in Extracts 3 and 4. Thuatwigl the formation of the family unit

causes individual harm to the man and woman whahaabortion.

Extract 7

G1P1 [After an abortion] The relationship may det@te. Like it's your own emotional
state your own psychological state it may just detate. Although you still love
them unconditionally. You have to for a very sedfleeason. You have to let it go
because it's destructive.

G1P2 That's kind of the self preservation vibe.

Extract 8

G2P3 Look, it's obviously going to be tough. At ded mean at least for the first few
months or so. Maybe even after that. Years aftertthng can affect them. Whether
they are still together or not. | suppose if thayda really good relationship they can
make it work. But | don't know if it would. | dorkhow if | would be able to. Because
you would constantly be looking at her and thinkafgput what happened. She would
be a reminder of what you did. For a while you vdmtl want to have sex.

In Extract 7, G1P1 states that after the aborfidre‘relationship may deteriorate’. In Extract
8, G2P3 states that ‘if they have a really goodti@hship they can make it work. But | don’t
know if it would'. In these extracts a relationshifat attempts to continue after violating the
formation of the family unit experiences difficuland failure. So it is not only that abortion
has a negative effect on the man and the womamdagiduals through feelings such as
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‘guilt’ or ‘worry’, but it also has a negative effeon the relationship between them. A
relationship that violated the formation of the fignanit is unlikely to succeed. This must be
compared to, as discussed in the preceding chaptgra relationship that forms a family

unit is strengthened.

Extract 9

R1 What do you think of that these laws were pagsedder to protect the woman from
a difficult or unjust society like in the casesrape or incest.

G4P2 1 don't think that that's the child's faulesywe do live in unfair society. But its our
job to change that society. To protect the chitdrfrthis society so that they can have
an equal chance in the world. Things like rape kapmnd we should fight to change
that. But even then a child needs a family. Somdongrotect them and look after
them. Abortion isn't the right thing to do. It jusitows an unfair society to continue.
To say look these things happen and we are rathieg o sweep them under the
carpet.

Extract 10

Fornication, prostitution, abortion, homosexuahbityd same sex marriages are scourges that
we live with. This doesn't mean that it's moralyrect to be a prostitute, but to rubber stamp
it as a norm will wreck the moral fibre of the i

(Forum Comment on on-line Mail & Guardian Article)

In Extract 9, G4P2 states that ‘Abortion isn’t thght thing to do. It just allows an unfair
society to continue’. He goes on to say that comdp@abortion is like saying ‘look these
things happen and we are rather going to sweep timel@r the carpet’. Not only is abortion a
social ill in itself, but it allows other socialdlto be perpetuated. This is because it violates
the formation of a family unit, as G4P2 states retteen a child needs a family’. In Extract
10, the speaker names certain social ills, inclydaortion, and states that to accept
prostitution as ‘a norm will wreck the moral fiboé the nation’. This again invokes the
‘Familial Discourse’. Each of the social ills ththe speaker names ‘Fornication, prostitution,
abortion, homosexuality and same sex marriagedataothe formation of the nuclear
heterosexual family unit. They do not entail a Idegn relationship between a man and
woman who go on to reproduce and raise childrems Ihteresting to note that in these
extracts the family is seen as a protective enwiremt to a dangerous society, to which it is

placed in an adversarial position. This seems ¢otdi Talcott Parson’s functionalist
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perspective of the family which sees the familyaasafe haven from an alienating society
(see Moghadam, 2003).

A part of abortion disrupting the ‘Familial Disc@e¥ is that the relationship between the man
and the woman is put under strain. This is alsdue part to the supporting discourse of

‘Equal Partnership’.

Abortion Disrupting the Equal Partnership

As discussed in the previous chapter, the discoafs&qual Partnership’ is tied to the
heterosexual matrix. The fact that the existencewvof sexes is required for reproduction is
translated into that the man and woman are seéorragng an equal partnership in bringing

the pregnancy to term and raising the new borrdchil

Extract 11

R1 What if she makes the decision to abort by lferse

G1P3 Wow. Its a bit of a cop out.

G1P1 Sometimes you may start questioning relatipashs she willing to do this without
consulting someone else? Without her partner witljou? That's quite shocking

In Extract 11, when Y decides to make the decisooabort without including her partner,
G1P3 calls this ‘a cop out’ and G1P1 states ‘Thatige shocking’ in relation to Y making
the decision ‘Without her partner’. In the discaurd ‘Equal Partnership’, a woman does not
have the right to seek an abortion without hernmais mutual consent, because if she does it

disrupts the equal partnership.

So, when a woman enters into a sexual relationshiipa man, through conception she loses
control over her body. This is because if concepti@curs, a woman cannot make the
decision by herself over what to do with her boflye man in the relationship has a say over
her body. The man acts as an agent of patriarckyréat the woman on what to do with her

body. By making the decision to abort by hersdig siolates patriarchy, and as a result she

is seen as the one who violates the relationshipd®sn her and her partner.
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Extract 12

G2P1 This is a bit extreme. | think if someone wattt have an abortion she should tell
someone. | mean her partner should know. You wepargof it. It couldn't happen
without you. But now it’s like you are not equalotY should also tell someone. How
can you go through this alone?

Extract 13

G2P1 If | wanted the child and she aborted it, Uldcsay you killed my child. | couldn't be
with her. | mean you are meant to be an equal paga you have an equal say. But
unfortunately you can't force the woman. So it's aqual. And the weight of the
child is going to be there. | wouldn't want to heairelationship like that.

In Extracts 12 and 13, G2P1 and G2P1 respectivatg But now its like you are not equal’
and ‘So it's not equal’. Here the discourse of ‘Bgfartnership’ has been disrupted and
because men have not been included in the dedisiabort or whether to go through with

the pregnancy they see themselves as not equaitgpiartners, not equal faomen

Because of conception, men see themselves as haniegual say in the pregnancy (which
takes place in the woman’s body) and over the deti® abort. The man thus emerges as an
agent of patriarchy who has control over the praggpathe woman’s body and the foetus as
child. In Extract 13 G2P1 states about the foeyasi ‘killed my child’. The man is already
acting in the role of the patriarchal father —sithis duty to take care of the child, and this
entails having some control over the woman’s badyhe form of having control over the
decision to abort. The woman, by making the denistoabort without her partner’s consent
violates the equal partnership, violates her padng&ights’ as patriarch, and violates
patriarchy itself. Furthermore, by doing this slsemade to be seen as at fault for the
breakdown of the relationship. In Extract 13 G2Rites ‘So it’s not equal... | wouldn’t want
to be in a relationship like that.” There is no smrhowever, that by assuming the position of
patriarch, that the man contributed to the breakdoWwthe relationship. If the woman does
not take into consideration the man positionedaasgrch’s wishes, then she has doomed the

relationship.

96



Extract 14

G2P3 But it also depends on the kind of personishks she more open to listening and
talking? Is she willing to hear you out or is shstjgoing to do what she decides
regardless?

Extract 15

G2P1 Yeah you're saying they can talk about it. Bstnot always like that. If the girl
makes a decision there's really nothing you camlstmut it. If you want to keep the
child she can just sneak off and have an abor@uoriell you straight that she's having
an abortion. You can't stop her.

R1 So is there no sense that you can talk to hautab

G2P1 Obviously you can try talk to her about ity Tonvince her. Tell her that these are the
options and that kind of thing.

In Extracts 14 and 15, speakers state that it ssipte for a man to speak with his partner
about the abortion decision. If, however, a womsimaot ‘open to listening and talking’
(Extract 14) then the man ‘can’t stop her’ (ExtraB). In these texts, the man is positioned as
the rational thinking patriarch offering directiveand the woman can either follow these
directives or ‘do what she decides regardless’ rig€xt14). The man is also positioned as
doing the right thing and acting as the benevagbettiarch. In Extract 15 G2P1 states that if
he wants to ‘keep the child’ the woman in a mordemaent sense can ‘sneak off and have
an abortion’ or more severely than doing this behhre man’s back, she can be open about

her decision and ‘tell you straight’.

It is interesting then that men see themselve®egbpowerless’. Why would a woman have
to ‘sneak off and have an abortion’ or more brageell a man about this decision, if there
was no one for her to answer to? Why is this susigmificant event? If a woman makes the
decision to abort without consulting her partnée goes not render her partner ‘powerless’,
rather she visibly demonstrates that there is sexpectation that her partner already has a
say over her body. By making the decision to akethout consulting her partner, she is

resisting the power her partner has over her body.
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Support and the ‘New Man’ Discourse

In the previous extracts, men discussed that thamyldwot like to be in a relationship where
the woman makes the decision to abort. Anotheoaps that men can choose to stay in the
relationship, despite this, and offer support teirtlpartners. From this point, a ‘new man’

emerges.

Extract 16

G1P2 Essentially it's like looking at someone withv or an STD. You start thinking it's
not your problem. So to a certain degree | thinknroan't understand. They'll never
have to experience that in the same way. But mgesf your relationship things will
change dramatically. | found that she was sexuahibited. When it comes to being
understanding that can put a lot of pressure ormrdalaionship. You can only be so
understanding until you're banging your head agahes wall saying what can | do
what can | do. How can | take this pain away and gan't. In some instances a man
says let me get out | want to get out. She's matkceion and | can't help it.

G1P1 The relationship may deteriorate. Like it'suyawn emotional state your own
psychological state it may just deteriorate. Althlouyou still love them
unconditionally. You have to a very selfless reagon have to let it go because it's
destructive.

G1P2 That's kind of the self preservation vibe.

Extract 17

For these men, contrary to popular mythology, thpartner's abortion is experienced as
psychologically traumatic. | have seen four sucmethe past few months, all in their late
20s or early 30s. Interestingly, they came fordpgronly after a break-up with their partners.
None of them came because of the abortion. As plyepsrogressed it emerged that their
partner had had an abortion some time previousho ®f them had said "whatever makes
you happy, honey" when their partner had suggestedabortion, one had vehemently
opposed it and one had found out only later.

(Column, The Saturday Star, 2007)

In Extract 16, G1P2 seems to be trying to offerpsupto his partner, but realises that
ultimately he cannot. He states that he asked ‘whatl do what can | do’ and ‘How can |
take this pain away’, but ultimately ‘you can’'t’eHjoes on to say that his partner has ‘made
a decision and [he] can't help it’. In response,PGlin reference to his partner and their
relationship states ‘Although you love them uncdindally [...] you have to let it go because
it's destructive’. In Extract 17, the speaker statieat two men had told their partners in

reference to the abortion decision ‘whatever makeshappy, honey’ and that they had gone
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to therapy ‘only after a break-up with their parsieThe underlying story in both of these
extracts is that despite these men’s effort tetnyport their partners, after the pregnancy had

been terminated, the relationship did not survive.

Extract 18

R1 Y asks X to go with her to the termination oégmancy clinic. Do you think that he
should go?

G3P2 Definitely. He has one last chance | thinkdovince her. Because it will be different
being there than actually thinking about it. Sayihgt you want to do something and
then getting there and realising this is actualhatwve're doing.

G3P1 It could spark off something and maybe theyld/avant to keep the child. It could be
painful for the guy but maybe it's his last chamaédave the kid. One of them might
change their mind. It certainly could change wHesytconfront it. Its easy to say let's
go climb a mountain until you're faced with it.

Extract 19

R1 Earlier we spoke about supporting your partri2o. you think in this case it
would be a good idea?

G1P1 You can support her. But only to an extentt Nshe’s doing something that’s
wrong. | mean | can help her through it but I'm going to be a part of it. Especially
if | tried to talk her out of it tell her this israng. But in the end it is her decision.

G1P3 | would hope that | could go. But | don’t kndwwould. | would want to support her
but I don’t know if | could.

In Extract 18, when presented with whether X shaddompany Y to the termination of
pregnancy clinic, G3P2 states that he should dskeéone last chance to convince her and
G3P1 adds ‘it could be painful for the guy but mawys his last chance to have the kid’. In
contrast, in Extract 19, G1P1 states that he waooldgo as it is his partner’s ‘decision’. In
response R1 brings up the notion of support to wkdéP1 replies that a man should support
his partner ‘but only to an extent’. He goes ors&y that this is especially so if he ‘tried to
talk her out of it tell her this is wrong’, but th@dds ‘in the end it is her decision’. In these
extracts, support occurs again, but in the forrmeh trying to convince their partners not to

go through with an abortion, or that abortion i®ng.

In these extracts men are positioned as necessppor givers and for a man to provide
support for his partner is spoken of as ‘the rijivig to do’. This, however, is not as benign

as first appears. In Extracts 16 and 17, despita ateempting to provide support, the
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relationship cannot continue, the act of abortias Hisrupted the relationship. But it is the
nature of the support provided that contributethéodeterioration of the relationship. Support
is only provided if abortion is already constructasl a traumatic event. Put another way,
knowing that the act of abortion will have negato@sequences for the woman, the man
attempts to provide support to her. So each tinppau is given, it is under the premise that
abortion has negative consequences. In this way,atlt of giving support reasserts that
abortion has negative consequences. This is mquiecigxn Extract 18 where speakers state
that they must accompany their partners to the itetion of pregnancy clinic. These
speakers attempt to provide support for their gastin reasserting that abortion is wrong and
getting them to instead form a family unit. If taeare any negative consequences to abortion,
it is because the formation of the family unit lv@en violated, and the function of support is
to reassert this fact. The notion of support mestdbated to the ‘New Man’ discourse.

Extract 20

It is a commonly held view that the majority of gle-parent men are irresponsible fathers.
[...] This may be true of an older generation ohmiése argued in a previous article that it's
my belief that a new generation of South Africamnage taking firm steps to be responsible
partners, and in fact want to have children antbtae@g and committed fathers.

(Column, The Saturday Star, 2007)

In Extract 20, the speaker refers to a ‘new gererabf South African men’ who are
‘responsible partners, and in fact want to havédodm and be loving and committed fathers'.

This relates very strongly to what is referredrnidhie literature as the ‘New Man’.

The ‘New Man’ is constructed as “sensitive, emadibn aware, respectful of women and
egalitarian in outlook” (Gill, 2003, p. 37). Thisléew Man’ is attentive to his partner and to
his children (Singleton & Maher, 2004; Doty, 1993his man emerged as a response to
second wave feminism, which characterised men agienally detached with regard to their
partners and children (Singleton & Maher, 2004;\D193). This in turn prompted recourse
to what are seen as traditional family values (Haoav& Procter, 2003). The reasoning here
is that men will act responsibly and take care atrers and children, barery narrowly in

the context of the nuclear family. In other wortts,be responsible and caring requires the
nuclear family wherein men are positioned as heddse household. According to Chapman
(1988 in Benwell, 2004) constructions of mascujigitich as the ‘new man’ are patriarchal in
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nature, with only a superficial change so as toegihe impression of a positive

transformation in light of feminist critique.

In the above extracts, speakers already positiemian as the head of the family through the
‘Familial Discourse’. In these texts, it is the yuif the man to be attentive towards his
partner’'s needs and to protect her. In what appeabe a highly paternal act, a man must
provide support in trying to convince his partnet to abort, to not violate the formation of

the family unit, for which there could be dire cegaences. Failing this, a man needs to
support his partner’s negative emotional statetdueer having had an abortion. He needs to

reassert to his partner that what she did was wrong

Toerien and Durrheim (2001) note that the ‘new nraties on knowledge over any kind of

physical force or strength. The ‘new man’ has kremgle of women, which enables him to
manage them. In the above extracts, men use kngeletl the negative consequences of
abortion to guide women, as opposed to physicabpmng them from going to clinics.

These men discuss with their partners what canobne,doositioning themselves as external
arbitrators of reason, to a woman who potentiallghtinot have such faculties. Whether by
physical strength or by reason (either of which raem seen as having more of) men direct

women on what to do, limiting their autonomy.

Moreover, by directing women to have children &ese ‘new men’ not merely reproducing
the patriarchal construction that women are indyfdied to the act of childbearing? These
‘new men’ may not use physical force, like the aths of past times, but the outcome is
the same: the formation of a nuclear heterosexamlily where the man is positioned as head
of the household (here through superior knowledgeason) and the woman is positioned as

bearer of children.

Equal Partnership and Men’s Rights

The discourse of ‘Equal Partnership’ reproducesgrahy. This discourse positions men and
women as being equal, thus masking inequality. Wtheninequality is attacked, speakers
may invoke the discourse of ‘Equal Partnershiphtetorically state that men and woman are
already equal. Thus attacks on the status quo are seattaarks on men’s rights, one that

entails women gaining an unfair advantage over rirerthis way, the discourse of ‘Equal
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Partnership’ maintains itself. In this way, the adisrse of ‘Equal Partnership’ maintains

gender inequality and thus reproduces patriarchy.

Extract 11

R1 What if she makes the decision to abort by tf€rse

G1P3 Wow. It's a bit of a cop out.

G1P1 Sometimes you may start questioning relatipashs she willing to do this without
consulting someone else? Without her partner witljou? That's quite shocking.

Extract 21

G2P1 A woman has the control. She gets to decien i a man doesn't want it. She's
going to do it. A man can't force her to do it. Amshould have a say but he doesn't
necessarily have a say. Here it is. | really dagiee with it. But there's nothing you
can do.

Extract 11 demonstrates the discourse of ‘EqualnBeship’. When the possibility that Y
made the decision to abort without consulting XP&hnd G1P3 express disbelief. For G1P1
and G1P3, the assumption is that the man and waiaady have an equal say over the
woman’s body. So when a woman makes the decisicactmver her own body without
consulting a man, G1P1 and G1P3 are shockedcleas then that talk indicates that women
should not have this right. For a woman to haveaxercise this right is in itself shocking.
A woman should not act without the presence ontla@ positioned as patriarch.

In Extract 21, G2P1 states that with regard toatbertion decision ‘A man should have a say
but he doesn’t’ and that ‘A woman has the control’contrast to the speakers in Extract 11
expressing disbelief that a woman can act uporbbdy without a man, for the speaker in
Extract 21 that a woman acts this way is more #&kim cold, hard fact. Because the woman is
positioned as having ‘the control’, the man is posed as having ‘no control’. The man is
thus positioned as being powerless and having giatsi This is further compounded by
statements such as ‘A man can’t force her to dantd ‘there’s nothing you can do’. A
woman acting upon her own body without consultatith a man is thus for this speaker

demonstrative of the ultimate disempowerment of .men
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Extract 22

G3P1 | mean you can't deny the guy has a partifilysfifty. | don't think there are enough
rights. I think generally women are given enougjits.

Extract 23

Legally speaking, unmarried men don't have anytsighgarding their unborn children and
they are completely at the mercy of their partners.
(Column, The Saturday Star, 2007)

Extracts 22 and 23 provide an explicit demonstratbb men’s perception that women have
more rights than men. In Extract 23 the speakdesthat ‘men don’t have rights regarding
their unborn children’. The use of the term ‘unbamidren’ indicates the invocation of the
discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ and the use ofdtra ‘their’ in relation to this indicates a
kind of fatherly possession over offspring. Thatnmeerights are invoked alongside the
discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ indicates howdiseourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ is easily

used in the service of patriarchy.

Rhode (1997 in Digby, 2003) notes that men havigcdify in seeing inequality. Men being

in a position of privilege cannot see inequality. Bhen this privilege is removed, men see
this as an attack on their rights as equals to wonven’s Rights movements arose in
response to feminism (Doty, 1993). In these movdménis assumed that women have
already achieved liberation. Thus efforts by fesnmito change the status quo are seen as

women being unfairly advantaged while men are baifgirly disadvantaged (Digby, 2003).

Abortion Disrupting Foetal Personhood

In the previous chapter | discussed how the dismof ‘Foetal Personhood’ constructs the
foetus as a child, existing within the pregnant vaonbut as a separate entity with its own set
of rights. One obvious way then, that abortion ppken about through the discourse of

‘Foetal Personhood’ is as ‘murder’. Here | dischew this occurs in the texts surveyed.
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Extract 24

"Murder is murder even if it is in the womb"
(Letter to the Editor, The Star, 2007)

Extract 25

G4P1 Yeah but some people would consider it. h&rtchoice. You should still have the
option.

G4P2 The way you're saying that. As if it's just&re choice. But you are making the
choice for the child. Would the child say, “Heysitokay if you kill me”. We
mentioned adoption so maybe that's a good thimpnit think anyone would say I'd
rather not live. Kill me now. At least not a chilhen they're that young.

G4P1 Yeah but you can't exactly speak on behabafeone else. You're saying speak for
the child. But how do you know? | mean you haveawe fundamental freedoms and
you are speaking for something you can't know

Extract 26

G3P3 | would also think abortion. You have thaticho

G3P2 There's also a general thing that they'regdabout their life. What do they want to
do with their life. Making a choice. Bring a lifatd the world or making a choice. A
choice to Kkill.

G3P3 But you still have the choice. It’s still gotion.

That abortion is akin to murder is explicitly sthie@ Extract 24, and similarly in Extracts 25
and 26 the term ‘kill' is invoked. The discourse‘Bbetal Personhood’ becomes difficult to
escape for speakers in Extract 25 and 26. In BxX2&cG4P1 mentions abortion as a ‘choice’
and an ‘option’, to which G4P2 replies that thisneking the choice for the child’. While
G4P1 asserts this right to ‘choice’ and later ‘famebntal freedoms’ he cannot escape
speaking about the foetus as a person and stabescgn’t exactly speak on behalf of
someone else’. In Extract 26, G3P3 also invokemtt®n of ‘choice’ which G3P2 calls a
‘choice to kill'. In response, G3P3 states thatreiess one ‘still [has] the choice. It’s still an

option’.

Rhetorically, neither G4P1 nor G3P3 can negate that foetus is already a child.
Rhetorically, it becomes difficult to defend theoade to abort, as ‘choice’ becomes collapsed
with ‘kill". The debate around abortion is ofterafned around the pro-choice/pro-life binary

and this becomes relevant here. In Extract 26dibeussion between G3P2 and G3P3 falls
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back on this binary. Through the discourse of ‘Bb&ersonhood’, however, the debate is
shaped more closely by pro-life rhetoric. The ojeosf ‘life’ is ‘choice’ and ‘kill’, terms
which become collapsed. Advocates of ‘choice’ hoavéhave no term to collapse life against
in a similar rhetoric fashion. That the foetuslready a child and that the opposite of ‘life’ is

‘kill" enables the pro-life position to set the nes and demarcate how the debate proceeds.

In Extract 18 of the previous chapter, G2P1 hatedtdBut you can’'t take away from that it
would result in a child. Whether you say life begon the first day or even in nine months
time. If nature had its way it would always resaolthe birth of a child’. This relates to G4P1
and G3P3’s inability to rhetorically argue agaitist the foetus is already a child and the
discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ very much dematesrits power here. The logic is that
conception leads to childbirth, therefore the tmined at conception, the embryo aiseady

a child. Subjects who wish to argue that concepisonot necessarily life need to grapple
with the question of along what stage in pregnastwuld an embryo or foetus be considered
a child. Such a question is only possible wherediseourse exists that already names the
foetus a child. Questioning when a foetus can ltlecca child already rests on the internal
logic that states a foetus can be called a chibdevien engage with such a question is to have
to fall back on the rhetoric of foetus as childu$hwhen terms such as ‘choice’ or ‘option’
are invoked, they are in relation to taking a ‘lifend the ‘choice’ to abort is the decision to

‘murder’.

There are, however, circumstances under which ialorstill framed as ‘murder’, becomes

‘justified homicide’.

Extract 27

To believe in capital punishment (the killing oktguilty) but be against abortion (the killing

of the innocent) could be justified. But it req@irthe most macabre moral contortion to
believe it is wrong to kill the guilty but right t&ill the innocent. In certain special

circumstances, such as rape, | should allow abortiadmit this is the taking of human life

but we allow homicide in special conditions, suchvear and self defence, and | should
extend these to abortion in very strict conditions.

(Column, The Herald, 2008)
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Extract 28

And Judaism allows abortion in cases where the enath threatened either physically or

mentally for precisely the reason that in thoseesas is a case of self-defence since the
mother is threatened and therefore it is not murtleus rabbinic permission for an abortion

after a rape is easy to obtain since the mothegls being mentally is often threatened by

having such a child- and it is ok at any point bé tpregnancy since the baby is only
considered equal to the mother when it crowns.

(Forum Comment on on-line Mail & Guardian Article)

In Extract 27, the speaker states that in ‘cersgcial circumstances, such as rape, | should
allow abortion’. He goes on to say that this idl dtie taking of human life’ but that ‘we
allow homicide in special conditions’. In this extt the speaker reproduces the discourse of
‘Foetal Personhood’ in constructing the foetus &siman, but here is identifying a scenario
in which terminating the pregnancy becomes ‘justifi In Extract 28, the speaker states that
the ‘mother’ may abort where she is ‘threateneldegiphysically or mentally’ and ‘therefore

it is not murder’. The speaker identifies ‘rape’asinstance where she could be ‘threatened
by having such a child’. This speaker draws on diszourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ in
identifying the foetus as ‘child’, and implicitless abortion as murder by identifying cases

such as rape where abortion is ‘not murder’.

In the preceding chapter I linked the ‘Familial €bsirse’ to the heterosexual matrix, thereby
establishing the formation of the family as a pafrtthe natural order. Rape presents a
disruption to this natural order. Rape does noaiean equal partnership nor will a family

unit be formed as a result of rape. Here the ‘Rairidiscourse’ is used is used to trump the
discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’. This is intergstas ‘Foetal Personhood’ is used to

support the ‘Familial Discourse'’.

What occurs then are two permutations of the ‘Raihiliscourse’. Rape, framed through the
‘Familial Discourse’, is constructed as a violatiminthe natural order and the formation of a
family unit. Thus abortion becomes ‘justifiable rdar’. Speakers, however, can also draw on
the ‘Familial Discourse’ as a means to argue agaibasrtion in the case of rape. This can be

seen in the following extract.
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Extract 29

R1 What do you think of that these laws were pagsedder to protect the woman from
a difficult or unjust society like in the casesrape or incest.

G4P2 1 don't think that that's the child's faulesywe do live in unfair society. But its our
job to change that society. To protect the chitdrfrthis society so that they can have
an equal chance in the world. Things like rape kapmnd we should fight to change
that. But even then a child needs a family. Somdongrotect them and look after
them. Abortion isn't the right thing to do. It justows an unfair society to continue.
To say look these things happen and we are rathieg o sweep them under the
carpet.

In Extract 29, G4P2 states that in reference t@ rapd incest that ‘I don’ think that's the
child’s fault’ and later that ‘even then a childeds a family’. In this extract, G4P2 invokes
both the discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ and Hanilial Discourse’. The speaker in this
extract uses the ‘Familial Discourse’, becauseheffact that a rape occurred, to resist ‘an
unfair society’ and to resist abortion. As G4P2estda child needs a family’ and ‘[abortion]

allows an unfair society to continue’.

What Extracts 27, 28 and 29 share in common iscaurge to the nuclear heterosexual
family. In Extracts 27 and 28 rape is seen as awom of the natural order and thus to form
a family unit is to maintain that violation. In Eatt 29 despite that a rape occurred, a family
unit must be formed so as to resist the violatibrape or of an ‘unfair society’. In all three

of these extracts, the violation and cure to tlodation is rooted in the ‘Familial Discourse’.

In Extract 28, the speaker refers to abortion beiogeptable in the case of rape due to the
woman'’s well being. It may be the case, howeveat #gainst the ‘Familial Discourse’ and
the discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ that the wos®ems to be losing autonomy over her
body. Against the ‘Familial Discourse’ and the digise of ‘Foetal Personhood’ the pregnant
woman is positioned as a reciprocal on which toratge She is accorded no agency of her
own. If conception occurs as a result of rape, dven intentions over what to do with her
body are not necessarily taken into consideratingtead the family or violation of the
formation of the family unit and the foetus as dhi$ referred to. If abortion is seen as
justifiable in the context of rape, it is becau$ehe violation of the formation of the family
unit, and not always because of any concerns ovtiraan or her well being. If abortion is
unacceptable given the circumstance of rape, ltersause the foetus as child needs to be

taken into account or provided with a family. Oragmin, the woman’s concerns or welfare
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are undermined. When abortion is spoken aboutlatioa to rape it is through the ‘Familial
Discourse’ and discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’ctvhact to subordinate the woman in

guestion.

Foetal Personhood and the Voice of Patriarchy

Because the foetus is constructed as a separat@nhionthe pregnant women, it is accorded a
voice, it can speak. But whenever the foetus i®m@sxl a ‘voice’ in these texts, its welfare
supersedes that of the pregnant woman. Whenevakeygedraw on the discourse of ‘Foetal
Personhood’ it is to ensure that the pregnancyesidht to term. In this way the pregnant
woman loses control over her body. The foetus psraon is, as Bordo (2000 in Solinger,

2005) calls it, a super subject whose rights takegxent over the pregnant woman.

Extract 30

The "right” to abortion is predicated on the camngibnal right to make decisions concerning
reproduction and to control one's body. This isomepus as reproduction has already
occurred with the implantation of the embryo. Tlaby has a separate DNA, and later on
blood. The baby is not a part of the mother's body.

(Letter to the Editor, The Star, 2007)

Extract 31

R1 How do you respond to feminists who are sayirag you are not speaking on behalf
of the child but you are speaking for them? Youtatkng them what they can and
can't do with their bodies. They're the ones whaeha go through the pregnancy.

G4P2 The woman has to carry it but it's still asepe entity. The child is residing there
momentarily. It's a separate human being to the amnh am still my parent’s child
but | have a separate life to them.

In Extract 30, the speaker states that in referdncabortion being ‘predicated on the
constitutional right to make decisions concerniggroduction and to control one’s body’ that
‘The baby is not a part of the mother's body'. Ixtfact 31, in reference to R1's statements
around feminists and ‘telling them what they caml @an’t do with their bodies’, G4P2

responds that ‘It's a separate human being to thiman’. But by stating that the foetus is a
separate entity to the pregnant woman, the pregmantan becomes invisible. She cannot
speak. Just as the sonogram allows only foetusegnant woman to be viewed at one time,
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giving the foetus status as a human and accortegaice allows only one voice to be heard

at a time.

Positioning the foetus as child acts to silenceptiegnant woman, as the foetus’s rights come
to supersede her own. Once the foetus is positi@sedhild, the ‘Familial Discourse’ is
invoked which positions the pregnant woman as ‘mothThe discourse of ‘Foetal
Personhood’ not only elides a woman’s control dwar body, it places that body within the
constraints of the family by supporting the ‘FaaliliDiscourse’. Through these two
discourses, the foetus is given a ‘life’ and riglatsd it is given a voice. And when the foetus

speaks, it is the voice of patriarchy.

Conclusion

In this chapter | discussed how abortion disrupés‘Eamilial Discourse’ and the supporting
discourses of ‘Equal Partnership’ and ‘Foetal Panmsod’. A discussion of patriarchy
illuminated an understanding of these discoursg$inking these to the patriarchal family as
a nuclear and heterosexual endeavour. Abortioromsteucted as being detrimental to the
man and woman concerned, precisely because itegthe family. The man is positioned as
patriarch directing the woman on what to do with bedy. If she fails to comply with this,

men perceive themselves as ‘losing rights’ to a wonrvho has ‘too many rights’.

A relationship that has been through an abortiahthos disrupted the formation of a family
unit cannot survive. The man is positioned as fgwn‘'support’ his partner which consists
of him reasserting patriarchal values. A societat tkondones abortion is dangerous.
Abortion, however, may be utilised in cases of rafere the family unit has already been
violated. Almost paradoxically, the ‘Familial Disose’ may be invoked to resist abortion. In
either case, the woman’s own concerns and welf@swperseded by the foetus as child and

the formation of the family unit.

These two chapters present my analysis or readihtjge texts | surveyed. In the concluding

chapter I will present an overview of my work.
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Chapter 8: Conclusion

Brief Overview of the Research Process

The impetus for this research was born out of @o@gnition that men play a critical role in
women'’s reproductive practices and that thereus @nneed for an examination of gendered
power relations in this area (Hussain, 2003). Wéfard to abortion, there is a dearth of

research concerning men in this area.

As the focus was now on power relations, Foucayts78; 1982) work around power
became relevant. Foucault's work here focuses am tlgjects in the social world have a
history and how power emerges in multiple ways &odr multiple sources to construct
those objects in the social world. Foucault’'s wianks discourse to power and shows that the
subject is constructed through discourse. As Fduchd not directly discuss gender, the
work of Butler (1990, 1993) was examined. Butlewsrk takes up Foucault’'s around
discourse and power and applies it to gender tavghe radically constructed nature of both
gender and sex. In this regard, Butler discussesi¢herosexual matrix, which proved useful

to the study of abortion and gendered power ralatio

This enabled an examination of masculinity and hbowould be deployed in this study.
Following the work of Foucault and Butler, mascitlinvas discussed as being constituted
through discourse and imbued with power relatidmghis regard, the concept of patriarchy
became relevant to show how the construct of mastulgained dominance over that of
femininity. The concept of phallogocentrism and hawoccurred in masculinity studies

provided methodological directions on how to applothe data.

Following this, an examination of the current liemre on abortion was possible. This
involved tracing the history of abortion practice $outh Africa, as well as the legislation
regarding abortion. Also discussed were the prastsurrounding foetal personhood and
motherhood, as well as past research on men amticabo

Drawing on this theoretical orientation, this resbaroadly aimed to analyse the discourses
of abortion in the talk of men. It aimed to find atldiscourses emerged surrounding the topic
of abortion, how these discourses constructed mmoend how they positioned men and

110



women. This required a discussion of methodology laow discourse was conceptualised.
For this study, Parker's (1990) method was seleetied then augmented by Davies &

Harré’s (1990) ideas around subject positioning.

Data were then collected from three sources: fggaap interviews, newspaper articles and
on-line forum comments. The focus group interviemese made up of men who discussed
the topic of abortion through the use of a vignattd an informational brochure. Newspaper
articles around abortion by men were collected avive year period (2004 — 2009). On-line
forum comments around abortion made by men werkeatetl. Data were then analysed
using Parker’s (1990) method as it aligned itsethwoucault's work around discourse and

power and Davies and Harré’s (1990) work on sulgesttionings.

The Heterosexual Matrix

In doing the analysis, Butler's (1990) concept lué heterosexual matrix proved to be most
useful to this research, as it was then relatedepovoduction. In the heterosexual matrix,
gender only makes sense through heterosexual dasirat follows as such: 1) men and
women are distinct; 2) the role of men is to desimmen and vice versa; 3) desire follows
from gender, which follows from sex. So ‘male’ dnthsculinity’ mean a desire for women,

and ‘female’ and ‘femininity’ a desire for men. Bogender and desire follow from sex.
Desire here is made to be heterosexual and bringh W the oppositions of

masculine/feminine which in turn are thought tcelipressions of male/female.

Following the heterosexual matrix, one can addatgect of reproduction. There are two
distinct sexes, which follows onto that there ave tistinct genders. The role of these two
distinct genders is to desire one another. Dess@métimes) results in intercourse.
Intercourse results in reproduction. But it is ti@t reproduction is merely the final optional
stage in the heterosexual matrix, it is presentmftbe very beginning and at all points.
Reproduction in humanequiresthe existence or rather presence of two sexeg.tfibie are

two genders, that they desire one another, that hlage intercourse is predicated on that

there exist two sexes for the function of reproatunct

Through the heterosexual matrix, sex and genderear@ered as pre-discursive or natural.

Similarly, when reproduction is linked to the hexual matrix, practices around
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reproduction are rendered as pre-discursive orraatihis has implications in the texts

surveyed and the discourses emerging from them.

In the ‘Familial Discourse’ the idealised form dfet family is presented as the nuclear
heterosexual family. This is made up of a heterogkepartnership between a man and a
woman who are positioned as father and mothergeoéisiely, to a child or children. In the
texts surveyed this is seen as natural or bioldgicketermined. Through the heterosexual
matrix, certain practices around reproduction areered as natural, and this is extended to
include the formation of a heterosexual, nucleamilia The ‘Familial Discourse’ is

supported by a discourse of ‘Equal Partnership’addscourse of ‘Foetal Personhood'.

In the ‘Equal Partnership’ discourse, men and womenpositioned as being equal to one
another and equally responsible for the pregnafbis, again, relates to the heterosexual
matrix. That there exist two sexes, which are neglifor the act of reproduction, is translated
into that men and women are equal to one anotlteegually responsible for the pregnancy.
This discourse strongly supports the ‘Familial Disse’ in establishing an equal

heterosexual partnership as necessary for repriodumtd the formation of a family.

In the ‘Foetal Personhood’ discourse, the unboetu® is positioned as a child and separate
entity to the pregnant woman, who is positionedraher to the child, and the man is
positioned as a father to the child. In this disseuthe foetus is positioned as a child in need
of protection and support, which comes in the fofmfamily. This thus supports the familial

discourse.

Disrupting Patriarchy

Following the discussion of these discourses, ¢tudised how abortion was seen to disrupt
them. This necessitated a discussion on patriaacity how it related to the heterosexual
nuclear family. In this regard, men are positiomeadthe heads of household and as having
power over all others in the family (see Gittin893). The ‘Familial Discourse’ aligned with
this view of the patriarchal family. It and the popting discourses of ‘Equal Partnership’
and ‘Foetal Personhood’, become disrupted by aboréis it disrupts the formation of a

patriarchal family,
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The ‘Familial Discourse’ constructs the formatidnadfamily unit as being favourable to the
individuals involved. If, however, this is violatetthrough abortion, there are negative
psychological affects for the individuals involvatfhereas a relationship in which a family
unit is formed is strengthened, a relationship thatupted the formation of a family unit

cannot survive.

That the relationship is put under strain, or thagnnot survive is also constructed through
the ‘Equal Partnership’ discourse being violatad.this discourse, men and women are
positioned as being equal to one another, andiahasg constructed as disrupting this. When
a woman makes the decision to abort, she is seeiolasing the equal partnership wherein
she should have consulted with her partner. Men gaiceive themselves as ‘losing power’
to a woman who has ‘too many rights’. The discowseEqual Partnership’ acts in the

service of patriarchy by establishing the man asngapower over the woman’s body. If a

woman makes a decision regarding her own bodydisnepts the equal partnership, disrupts

the formation of a family unit and in turn disrujgtriarchy.

From this point, the ‘New Man’ discourse emergebkisTman is constructed as being
emotionally aware and respectful of women, in respdao second wave feminism which saw
men as emotionally detached with regard to thentnpas and children. This new man,
however, represents only a cosmetic change to te tmat second wave feminists were
criticizing, and really supports patriarchy. In ttexts surveyed, the new man acts from the
position of patriarch in the family. Already positied as father, the man must support his
partner through the pregnancy, directing her awamfabortion and toward the formation of
a family unit. If the pregnancy is taken to terrhe tman is positioned as head of the
household in the patriarchal family. If there isabortion, the man must act as supporter to
his partner, because she is constructed as haemfine psychological effects due to having

had an abortion.

Since the foetus is constructed as a child and separate entity to the pregnant woman in
the discourse of ‘Foetal Personhood’, abortion esstructed as murder. The ‘Familial
Discourse’ can be invoked, in this regard, as tetus now constructed as child, is seen as
needing a family. On the other, if no family unégncbe formed, as in the case of rape, the
‘Familial Discourse’ can be drawn upon to justifyogtion. In either situation, it is the foetus

and the family that are taken into consideratiom aot the welfare of the pregnant woman.
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In this way, the discourse of ‘Foetal Personhodlénses the pregnant woman and thus acts

in the service of patriarchy.

Limitations of this Study

The limitations of this study lie in the very thitigat it aims to investigate, that being gender.
Although being a male researcher and interviewiren rgave the opportunity to access a
unique context and set of social relations, whicaynhave not been privy to a female
researcher, likewise this could have also put i the research. When men are talking to
men, they may say different things to when theytalieng to women. So while, being a man
may have yielded one kind of interview, a womareaesher may have yielded a different
kind of interview. Thus it would be interestingdonduct this research with a woman leading

the focus group interviews.

Still regarding gender, the discourses that emergech the texts surveyed should be
‘evaluated’ by women. What | mean by this is tha¢se discourses represent a male’s
perspective and were analysed by a male. How wawl@man ‘evaluate’ these discourses?
How would women react to the analysis? What insightld be yielded had there been
woman co-researchers? Part of this limitation @t tthis study is a master’'s study, and

including women in this way could prove to be diffit or unfeasible.

Implications and Suqggestions for Future Research

The aim of this study was to address the deartreséarch around men and abortion. So
suggestions for future research would be to extbisdstudy. One way to do this would be to
have a more narrow focus on demographics, suchhather or not the sample consisted of

married or unmarried men, or a focus on age.

Read through the heterosexual matrix and patriartdraily, not only do the research
findings become more clear, but so too their ingtlans. Historically, as discussed
previously, South African law as well as public s®ent was positioned against abortion.
This was achieved through ideas around race andlgtogn control, but also through
patriarchal discourses such as that of ‘foetalgérsod’. What is clear from this research is

that despite the CTOP Act of 1996, abortion id sbhstructed as a negative act that brings
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with it harmful consequences to both individualsl anciety as a whole. Linking discourses
around abortion to the heterosexual matrix andptiteéarchal family will have implications
for a greater understanding of abortion, in additio understanding how it is historically
constructed.

Future research can thus focus on three areabefudsearch on the family, on masculinity,
and on heteronormativity. With regard to the famigsearch should be conducted according
to the positions that men and women have in theadion and maintenance of the family
unit, as well as interviews with partners who dat decide to terminate a pregnancy and
instead formed a family. Research on men and maggutudies should examine how men
position themselves within the heterosexual mand how seemingly benign acts such as
support reinforce patriarchal values. Finally, thésearch explains how the heterosexual
matrix views reproduction and the formation of flaenily as natural consequences of its
authority, casting them as being pre-discursivesedech around homosexuality can thus
focus on how society negatively constructs homosaktyu with regard to issues of
reproduction and where homosexuals want to raigéreh, or start a family.
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In conclusion, lol.
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Appendix 1: Vignette for Focus Group Interviews

_X_is a 23 year old man. He has been seeing Higend _Y_ for some time and they are
sexually active. Recently, his girlfriend has thidch that she is pregnant.

1. What do you think _X_is experiencing? What is f¥eling?
2. What kind of conversations do you imagine _X_ ad will have?
3. What are some of the possible things that _X_ @@ d
_Y_hastold _X_that she has decided to have artiab.
4. How do you think _X _reacted to this?
5. _X_has told you about this. What advice would gowe him? Why would you give
this advice?
_Y_asks _X_to accompany her to the TerminatioRrefyjnancy Clinic.
6. Should X accompany _Y_ to the clinic? Why?
7. What do you think _X_’s experience of accompanying to the clinic would be
like?

After the abortion _X_ and _Y_ continue to live etlger.

8. What do you think their relationship would be like?

9. How do you think _X_ and _Y_would react to theamicevents in their lives?
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Appendix 2: Brochure Used During Focus Group Distuss

Termination of Pregnancy

A Termination of Pregnancy or TOP “means the sdjmarand expulsion, by medical or

surgical means, of the contents of the uteruspsEgnant woman”.

Who can have a TOP

In South Africa, TOP is legal as of 1996.

A woman may get a TOP by request if she is less 2zaweeks pregnant. If she is between
13 and 20 weeks pregnant, she can request a Téefical practitioner is of the opinion
that:

a) The woman’s physical or mental health is at risk

b) The foetus will have severe mental or physical almadities

c) The woman is pregnant because of incest and rape

d) The continued pregnancy would significantly affén social or economic
circumstances of the woman

If a woman is more than 20 weeks pregnant, sheanbyget a TOP if two medical
practitioners or a medical practitioner and a mfdvaire of the opinion that the continued

pregnancy:

a) Will endanger the woman'’s life
b) Will result in a severe malformation of the foetas;
c) Will pose a risk of injury to the foetus

A woman does not have to consult her partner co@glse before requesting a TOP except

for medical practitioners when she is over 13 wgwkgnant.

A woman under the age of 18 does not need to consuparents, guardians, family
members or friends before requesting a TOP. A na¢égiactitioner or midwife will however
advise her to consult parents, guardians, familgnbegs or friends. If the woman decides not

to consult anyone, she may still request a TOP.
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If the case is that the woman is:

a) Severely mentally disabled to such an extent thatis completely incapable of
understanding and appreciating the nature or caresegs of a TOP

b) In a state of continuous unconsciousness and thareasonable prospect that she
will regain consciousness in time to request antbttsent to a TOP

a TOP may be performed upon the request of a spusgal guardian. If such persons
cannot be found a TOP may be performed upon thgetdrand request of the curator
personae and with the consent of two medical grawcérs or a medical practitioner and a

midwife.

How will you know if someone has a TOP

A TOP is confidential. Health workers are not aléalto tell anyone if a woman gets a TOP.
A woman does not have to tell anyone that she adsahTOP.

Where can you go to get a TOP

Only certain clinics and hospitals can perform &T® a clinic does not have a TOP service,
they are required by law to refer you to a clinicospital that can. Only qualified health

workers such as a doctor or nurse should perfofi@R.

How does a woman know if she's pregr¥ant

Clinics can perform pregnancy tests for free. Thaeeconfidential. Home pregnancy tests
are available from pharmacies and are 99% accurhese can range in price from R15 to
R90.

Where can you get counsellihg

Places that offer TOP are required to provide celling before and after TOP. A woman
does not have to seek counselling if she doesmit vea If you don’t want to have a TOP,

you may also seek counselling at a clinic.
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How much does a TOP c@st

A TOP is free and paid for by the government. Ifi g to a private clinic you will have to

pay to have a TOP. This may cost around R1600.

How safe is a TOP

Like any medical procedure there is a small rigkrdiaving a TOP. A woman can still get

pregnant after having a TOP. Having a TOP willleatd to infertility.

What are methods of contraceptfon

The following methods of contraception will prevemégnancy, but not stop sexually

transmitted infections, such as HIV/AIDS:

a) Pills which a woman takes once a day

b) Contraceptive injection which a woman gets givearg\2 — 3 months

c) Intrauterine device or IUD which is placed in a wanis uterus by a health worker

d) Emergency contraception pills or the morning gfi#érwhich a woman can take up to
72 hours after sex so as to prevent pregnancy

Both men and women may receive sterilisation wipigvents pregnancy from ever
occurring, but this does not protect against séxti@nsmitted infections. There is still a

small risk that pregnancy may occur.

Male condoms and female condoms protect againsanted pregnancy as well as sexually

transmitted infections.

Important phone numbers

AIDS Helpline 0800-012-322
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Appendix 3: Participant Consent Form

RHODES UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

AGREEMENT

BETWEEN STUDENT RESEARCHER AND RESEARCH PARTICIPANT

agree to participate in the researgjeqt of Jateen Hansjee provisionally titled

“Discourses of Abortion in the Talk of Males”.

| understand that:

The researcher is a student conducting the resaarphrt of the requirements for a

master’s degree at Rhodes University.

2. The researcher is interested in how males talk taddoartion.

Date

Participant Name
Participant Signature

Researcher Signature

My participation will involve focus group discusa®with others around abortion.

I will be asked to answer questions which may teadiscussions of a personal nature but
| can choose not to answer any questions abouttsspemy life which |1 am not willing

to disclose.

| am invited to voice to the researcher any coreétrave about my participation in the
study and to have these addressed to my satigfactio

I commit myself to full participation, but | am #edo withdraw from the study at any
time.

The report on the project may contain informatibowt my personal experiences,
attitudes, and behaviours, but that the reportléitdesigned in such a way that | will not
be able to be identified by the general reader.

My responses in the group will be tape recordedteardscribed.

Withess
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