Luke Schut 5483174		5



[bookmark: _Toc502325360][bookmark: _Toc502325884][bookmark: _Toc502497417][bookmark: _Toc503617713][bookmark: _Toc504075105][bookmark: _Toc504075297][bookmark: _Toc504296289][bookmark: _Toc504391804]Summary

This thesis examines sex/gender-segregation in sports. The social arena of sport has a great potential to be inclusive and empowering as sports play a powerful role in every culture. However, sport remains one of the final institutions where biological differences between men and women are naturalized. Throughout history, the sports world has relied on an understanding about sex and gender as central organizing principle. This is based on two essentialist presumptions, namely that sex exists as a binary; and that sports should protect a level playing field/maintain fairness in competition. Therefore, sporting bodies that transcend the traditional male/female classification – such as intersex and transgender/transsexual athletes – do not fit in a essentialist, categorical sports world. As a result, sex-testing policies, to decide on eligibility of athletes to participate in professional sports competition, have been developed and implemented throughout history by international sport organizations and sport-governing bodies. However, these policies only target female athletes.
	This thesis deconstructs the sex/gender-segregated sports world by exposing how the presumptions on which this binary sports system is founded, are unfair, excluding and limiting for athletes that do not conform to norms on sex and gender. These presumptions and resulting sex-testing policies for women are based on a particular appeal to science/biology. However, this research thinks about sex as culturally constructed led by the following research question: What is the implication of a social constructivist perspective on sex and gender on the sex/gender-segregated organization of sports? 
In order to answer this question, a critical historical examination of sex-testing policies is done through analyzing the case studies of two intersex athletes, namely Foekje Dillema and Caster Semenya. Their cases illustrate how only female athletes are inflicted by the policies, but most importantly, how the ‘fair’ sports world collapses when sex is thought of as culturally constructed. This opens up the possibility to think about better ways than separating men and women in competitive sports to keep the sports world both inclusive and fair for every human being that wants to practice sports. 
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Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]Sport is a fundamental part of almost every culture and its considerable influence on society to shape perceptions and opinions should not be taken lightly (Talbot 1). Generally, institutional sexism has shown to be decreasing (Anderson 258), however, the sports world is one of the final places where the naturalization of gender differences between men and women is visible and reproduced (Cooky 260). As starting point for this thesis I take the power of sports, and its meaning for the social and political field it influences, to examine sex/gender-segregation in sports. Sport has a great potential to be an inclusive, empowering area that should be accessible for everyone at any moment. However, sport participation does not come naturally for everybody as “sport has been, and continues to be, a contested terrain wherein real and symbolic boundaries have been drawn to limit access for racial minorities, women, gays and lesbians, and other disadvantaged members of society” (Cooky “Girls not interested”, 260). This should be challenged and/or changed because it makes the potential power of sports now also sport’s weakness. This weakness is based on a belief in a sex/gender-segregated sports world, which on itself is founded on two presumptions:

1. The notion of sex as a binary;
2. The notion of a level playing field.

Firstly, the dominant idea is that there are only two categories possible when naming sex: man/woman. Secondly, sex/gender-segregation in sport is justified by the argument that sport should be a level playing field for competitors. This means that athletes have conferred their athletic superiority through talent and hard work and not through ‘unfair advantages’ that other athletes may not have (Cooky & Dworkin 106). Thus, the level playing field of sports is founded on fairness/fair play, which means all athletes adhere to the same rules on a global scale (Buzuvis 39).
This has led to the idea that individuals with Disorders of Sexual Development (DSD) - whose biological sex cannot be unambiguously determined due to genetic variations – would have an ‘unfair advantage’ in sports compared to ‘normal’ athletes. In dominant culture the conviction is that to ensure a level playing field, these athletes, like intersex[footnoteRef:1] and transgender/transsexual[footnoteRef:2] athletes, should be excluded from competition. Hence, fairness in sport requires a strict separation of the sexes as bodies in between are not accepted. This has resulted in a history of sex-testing policies by international sporting bodies that only disadvantage female athletes. [1:  Intersexuality means an individual is born (visually or non-visually) with variations in sexual anatomy (this could be in chromosomes, gonads, genitals etc.). They did not have a classical sexual development. Therefore, intersex bodies do not conform to dominant definitions for male or female bodies as they have combinations of both male and female sex characteristics (“What is intersex?”). They transcend the classical male/female binary.]  [2:  Transgender people are people that do not specifically feel male or female, but can feel both. This also goes for their sexual preferences. It is also possible that they feel and perform their identity as male at one moment or in a specific situation, and at another moment they feel and perform their identity as female. It is not always necessary for them to undergo sex reassignment surgery. Transsexual people feel as if they are born in the wrong body and therefore feel the need to change their sex/gender identity (medically) (“Transgender of transseksueel”). Although these concepts have different meanings, I will use transgender/transsexual throughout this thesis as I talk about them as a group that medically/scientifically does not fit into one of the categories at the end of the male/female spectrum.] 

Throughout my thesis, I will try to deconstruct these presumptions to show that they are unstable, limiting and marginalizing for individuals whose (sporting) bodies do not conform to existing norms on sex and gender and do not follow the standard of mainstream masculinity/femininity (McArdle 70). Moreover, I want to expose both the misuse and potential use of power of international sport institutions that state “every individual has the right to practice sport” (Olympic Charter qtd. In Talbot 1), but at the same time hold ‘supreme authority’ to decide on eligibility of individual bodies. 
My research aims to make the reader aware that through sex/gender-segregation in sports, the sports world is only becoming more unfair. We should come up with different ways of thinking to make sport more inclusive for a diverse and ever changing society.  



[bookmark: _Toc504391807]Research question & Methodology
My research question was inspired by Kuhn’s thoughts that knowledge is always constructed in the minds of others, and that you already need assumptions to create science (236). The current sex/gender-segregated organization of sports and resulting sex-testing policies for women are based on a particular appeal to science/biology. However, I want to see what would happen to a sex/gender-segregated sports world when sex is thought of as a cultural construct, as something that gets meaning from society. Therefore, my research question is: What is the implication of a social constructivist perspective on sex and gender on the sex/gender-segregated organization of sports?
To answer this question I have structured my thesis as follows:
· In my theoretical framework I will set out the social constructivist perspective on sex/gender and convince my readers that this perspective has the potential to deconstruct both presumptions on which sex/gender-segregation in sports is based. 
· I will unfold this potential in two case studies about intersex athletes. Their cases expose how the sports world polices sex boundaries by relying on traditional understandings of hegemonic masculinity and essentialism. Through the case studies I will analyze how the sex/gender-segregated world collapses when sex is thought of as culturally constructed and how sex/gender-deviant bodies can open up the potential for a more inclusive sports world. Therefore I will chronologically discuss the most important developments in sex-testing in the cases of track athletes Foekje Dillema and Caster Semenya. Both cases outline different contexts through which the intersex athletic body came up as important topic of conversation again, in media and academic literature. Dillema and Semenya illustrate how my research problem exists in the world and is approached in practical sense. 
· In my conclusion, I want to concretize what social constructivist thinking can do for a sports world that is so inherently founded on two essentialist presumptions. 
Through a literature review, I will highlight multiple perspectives and theories from different disciplines in order to give a critical answer to my research question. Social and cultural studies, queer theory, feminist theory on sports, sociology of sport and history (of science) all have different approaches to sex/gender-segregation in sports. As my research topic is highly controversial, putting these approaches next to each other is necessary to convince the reader about my final argument. To make a more coherent argument, I will also use media discourse in the form of (online) newspaper articles and a documentary to analyze how the athletes in question were spoken of and how their situation was handled both officially and publicly. 
This choice of method will give better insight into how the dominant ideology, that women and men differ from each other naturally and categorically, was naturalized in the sports field and to see how this has given form (and is still forming) current ideas and views about sex-testing and sex/gender-segregation in sports.
Although these cases specifically discuss the treatment and policies surrounding intersex athletes, and intersex identities are different from transgender/transsexual identities, the case studies cover the struggles that both intersex and transgender/transsexual athletes face. Both groups consist of individuals whose gender identity and physical sex are not in concordance with each other. Therefore, both groups challenge the presumptions on which the sex-segregated sports world is founded as they do not fit within a categorical, essentialist sporting world.



[bookmark: _Toc504391808]Theoretical framework
Social constructivism emphasizes that everything that exists in the world and occurs in society depends on culture and context. People construct their knowledge through interaction with others. Thus, social reality is constituted through “language, gesture, and all manner of symbolic social sign” (Butler “Performative acts”, 519). The social reality of the sports field consists of practices that humans create and does not exist in nature (Milner & Braddock II 60). Therefore, the sex/gender-segregated sports world is socially constructed, thereby pre-determining who can play sports in what way. This is based on a deep and long historical reliance on “sex and gender as a central organizing principle” (Buzuvis 3). 
Sex and gender are generally seen as two separate categories by feminist scholars. The physical and anatomical traits that are regarded male or female are then ascribed to ‘sex’. ‘Gender’ refers to behavioral and bodily expressions that are signified as appropriate masculine/feminine and is therefore seen as natural consequence of sex (Fausto-Sterling 3; Jordan-Young 5). Sex and gender are here two concepts working in relation to each other as we often decide on someone’s biology on the basis of what is perceived through the outward signs of someone’s gender (i.e. how someone dresses/behaves) (Jordan-Young 6). Consequently, individuals are divided in sex categories: socially constructed groups on the basis of gendered appearance (Milner & Braddock II 9). 
However, with a radical standpoint in social constructivist theory, I want to argue that sex and gender cannot be seen as two separate concepts. To begin, I do this with the arguments of Anne Fausto-Sterling and Judith Butler in mind. They go beyond the traditional understanding of sex, by saying that sex and gender are both socially constructed categories and therefore have the same status. After that, the arguments of Rebecca Jordan-Young expose the implications of this social constructivist perspective on sex and gender on the sex/gender-segregated organization of sports. 
[bookmark: _Toc504391809]The social constructivist perspective on sex and gender
Anne Fausto-Sterling, professor emerita in biology and gender development, critiques and dismantles notions of sex-based difference by arguing that it is not possible to give clear-cut answers about sexual difference as “a body’s sex is too complex” (4). According to Fausto-Sterling, the sex binary is a social decision: “The more we look for a simple physical basis for ‘sex’, the more it becomes clear that ‘sex’ is not a pure physical category” (Fausto-Sterling 4). We can only define our sex on the basis of how we think and what we believe about gender. The decision about defining the criteria on which sex is determined as well as choosing to determine one’s sex at all, are all social decisions (Fausto-Sterling 5). Therefore, Fausto-Sterling argues that biological difference – sex – is not a naturally occurring phenomenon but environmentally and socially produced (66). 
This is not to deny that men and women differ biologically, both genetically and in bodily features. Biology and biological sex differences play a crucial role in understanding how sex/gender-segregation came about through biological means. This can answer the question what social constructivism means for a sports world that is founded on biological differences between men and women. In her book Sexing the body, Fausto-Sterling exposes how the body has come to be seen as something naturally existing. However, it is not so easy to define someone’s biological sex as there exist many biological variations on a continuum of possibly body types (Fausto-Sterling 76). Normally, a man is defined as having XY (chromosomes) and a penis[footnoteRef:3]. Normally, a woman is defined as having XX with a clitoris and a vagina (Fausto-Sterling 48).[footnoteRef:4] Mixed-children have both or a combination of both, due to a non-classical sexual development. They constitute 1.7 % of all births, a figure that can be interpreted as relatively many. However, this should be seen as “an order-of-magnitude estimate rather than a precise account” (Fausto-Sterling 51). [3:  The penis is part of a larger complex system including two testes that descend into scrotal sacs. The penis produces sperm (when a man is sexually matured) and other fluids. He transports this through a tubing system within the penis(Fausto-Sterling 49).]  [4:  The clitoris, vagina and the urethra in the women’s genitals form into a uterus with oviducts. In a sexually mature woman, these oviducts transport egg cells from the ovaries (Fausto-Sterling 49).

] 

Since the 1950s, theorists have developed different perspectives on the decisive factor of the development of sexual behaviors (gender roles, gender identity and sexual orientation) (Fausto-Sterling 45). Some theories say gender dimorphic patterns of rearing help to shape gender identity and, thus, that humans are sexually neutral at birth. Others say hormones, not environment, are the decisive factor (Fausto-Sterling 67). Researchers have concluded that biological differences between bodies (such as in gonads, hormones and chromosomes) are not decisive factors for sex and gender (Fausto-Sterling 46). This questions the fundamental assumption that there are only two sexes and supposedly shows that sexual behavior and resulting gender roles and identities, are not necessarily innate and natural (Fausto-Sterling 46). Nurture then seems to influence the development of sexual behavior and (sexual) orientation as male/female more than nature does (Fausto-Sterling 46). 
Knowledge about sexual development made us understand that all humans are born with the same structures (Fausto-Sterling 76). At the extreme ends of this continuum lay complete maleness and complete femaleness, which are the most frequent, and therefore “has lent credence to the idea that they are not only natural (produced by nature) but normal (they represent both a statistical and a social idea)” (Fausto-Sterling 76). How is thought about sex/gender in culture, also influences how individuals make meaning of their physical bodies (Fausto-Sterling 45). This shapes the way we organize our social system (Fausto-Sterling 45).
The sports field is a great example of this. Biological differences between male and female bodies have structured perceptions on how they should act socially and culturally. In the field of sports these perceptions have become norms that determine who can play sports in what way. The fact that, historically, the sports field has taught men hegemonic masculinity, resulted in a sex/gender-segregated organization of sports. The concept of hegemonic masculinity puts a claim on and legitimizes the use of masculinity to take on dominant social roles over women and other marginalized groups (Schippers 86-87). The sports world relies on gendered assumptions that view men as physically superior to women. Separating men and women in sport competitions was justified by the argument that by nature women’s bodies were not built to compete. If women wanted to compete, the level playing field in women’s sport should be protected (Henne 790). In 1910, Pierre de Coubertin, founder of the IOC, stated: “No matter how toughened a sportswoman may be, her organism is not cut out to sustain certain shocks. Her nerves rule her muscles, nature wanted it that way” (Henne 792). Thus, under the guise of fair play, sex-segregation claimed to constitute a fully-fledged women’s competition, giving women a fair chance on winning medals too (Henne 792). This shows how hegemonic power relations formed the sex/gender-segregated sports world. Moreover, this world was created due to a fear for male and ‘nonfemale’ athletes that would intrude the female sports domain when women’s sports became more important internationally (Schultz 229). Yet, throughout Olympic history there only has been one instance of a man masquerading as women in athletic competition (Schultz 230). So, although trying to uphold clear divisions between categories has shown that a natural sex binary does not exist, “this myth still grips sport, and regulatory doctrines aimed at fair play constitutively preserve the need for sex segregation in sport” (Henne 807). Henne convincingly makes the argument that in this way, fair play seems to have become an excuse or substitute to justify “naturalized, not natural, difference” between athletes (791). 
[bookmark: _Hlk500942676]Judith Butler, American academic and philosopher, also argues for the understanding of sex as a socially constructed category. Relevant for this thesis is her main question how discourse of power – norms around gender and sexuality – are imposed on the body and the mind and to which exclusions this leads (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”, 10). I base my arguments on a resume of Butler’s work by Annemie Halsema in Judith Butler – Gender Turbulentie. According to Halsema, Butler critiques the fact that feminist theory limits the meaning of gender to existing notions about masculinity and femininity, which leads to the reduction of gender to the biological male-female distinction (“Genderturbulentie”, 11). Therefore, Butler tries to fight any division between sex and gender in saying that both sex and gender cannot be understood as natural and essential bodily given, but are ascribed to the body on the basis of already existing norms (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”, 12-13). Like Fausto-Sterling, Butler states that the whole sex/gender division is brought about through gender-thinking. The way we view gender – think and talk about ‘sex’ in a cultural and historical sense – produces the thought of masculine or feminine sexed bodies (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”, 12). Therefore, Butler sees gender as something more than a cultural construction that is separate from a biological sex (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”,  12). She sees both sex and gender as regulatory constructs that can decide how you ‘perform’ in the social world (Butler “Bodies”, 12). They are historically and culturally developed constructions with a normative working, as people get a gender when they take on and repeat norms on masculinity and femininity (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”, 14). The body then, only assumes form through norms around sex. These norms were in culture before the subject was. Butler calls this process of repetition a performative process (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”, 14). Gender then “becomes something that you do, instead of something that you are” (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”, 15, my translation). This shows us that every appearance of an individual’s gender, including male- and female-being, is a performance, and thus, that there is no ‘original’ (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”, 15).
The arguments of Fausto-Sterling and Butler directly intertwine with the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, which states that culture comes before everything, so, even before biology. We know the word biology because culture exists. Language creates, structures and defines perceptions of social reality and therefore language also works performatively (Halsema “Genderturbulentie”, 14; Milner & Braddock II 62). Therefore, truths and knowledge about sex, hormones, sexual behavior, etcetera, are constructed in social and historical contexts (Milner & Braddock II 62).
My argument, based on social constructivist theory set out by Butler and Fausto-Sterling, is that there is not an inherent male/female dichotomy or sex/gender binary that exists in nature (Milner & Braddock II 61). The category of ‘women’, a group that is naturally divided from men, is socially imagined (Milner & Braddock II 63). Hence, the single fact that the phenomena of transgender/transsexual and intersex identities have come up and exist, demonstrates that the sex/gender binary has reached its limits in the current cultural system (Horlacher 2). In the case of sports, this demonstrates that these phenomena are not exceptional cases, but show how instable and unfounded the current sex-segregated system of sports is. This system is organized as if there inherently exist only two sexes in nature. However, the perception of bodies as not completely male or completely female is socially constructed as their biological variance occurs just as naturally as for every other person. Ignorance of this fact causes a limiting and excluding performance of these bodies, as sports can be seen as a performative phenomenon.

[bookmark: _Toc504391810]Implications on the binary organization of sports
Rebecca Jordan-Young, American socio-medical scientist focusing on sex, gender and sexuality, helps to understand how this social constructivist perspective on sex and gender has implications on current sex-testing policies in elite sports. She argues how they can and should be critiqued as they might reinforce dominant understandings about sex and gender. The policies focus on hyperandrogenic women[footnoteRef:5] as they rely on the assumption that “androgenic hormones are the primary components of biological athletic advantage” (Jordan-Young 3). The policies aim to make competition among women ‘fair’ in determining if hyperandrogenic female athletes gain ‘unfair advantages’ from their condition in competition compared to other female athletes (Jordan-Young 3). However, it can be questioned whether an advantage obtained from a naturally occurring variance - such as in testosterone in hyperandrogenic women - is really different and unfair compared to other rare variations that occur biologically (Jordan-Young 4). Like Fausto-Sterling, Jordan-Young acknowledges the complexity of sex that goes beyond the traditional sex binary. She states that a human’s body can physically variate in many ways as none of the many biological markers that conventionally define masculinity and femininity are present in “all people labeled male or female”, and are therefore not decisive for sex/gender (Jordan-Young 6). This again suggests that if more than two sexes do exist in nature, sex categories are socially and culturally constructed (Fausto-Sterling 31). [5:  Women whose androgen levels are naturally higher than other women (specifically testosterone, which is primarily a male androgen) (Jordan-Young 3).] 

Based on the arguments of Jordan-Young, I want to show that instead of asking how and on basis of which criteria to determine divisions, the real issue is the (application of the) assumption that “any singular marker of sex is adequate to classify people into a two sex system” (Jordan-Young 7). So, instead of asking how to fit ‘exceptions’ into a binary sex system, the whole system itself should be questioned and challenged, as it would not exist without culture. This can be done by breaking the habit of thinking in binary, hierarchical categories and structures which produce exclusion, and by moving beyond policing biologically natural bodies (Jordan-Young 4). As Fausto-Sterling says: “In order to shift the politics of the body, one must change the politics of science itself” (8). Only then can be asked if women and men should compete separately in sports contexts. 

[bookmark: _Toc504391811]History on the power of sports: two case studies
The history regarding development and implementation of sex/gender protocols by the IOC has been commonly considered to be insensitive and unproductive (Talbot 1). The main challenge in working towards gender equity in sports is that existing perceptions about the ways masculinity and femininity are socially accepted, also for a great part define “access, levels of participation, and benefits from sport” (Talbot 1). The cases of Foekje Dillema and Caster Semenya illustrate these challenges and the harmful and limiting ways in which sports can work. 

[bookmark: _Toc502325363][bookmark: _Toc504391812]Gender verification testing
It should be taken into account that the academic and media discourse surrounding this topic reports sex verification as ‘gender verification’. Yet, in sport contexts, sex characteristics are solely examined in a biological meaning (Ballantyne et al. 614). Initially the distinction between sex and gender was made to see how sex can also work socially and culturally; that then was gender. Currently, the term ‘gender verification’ is used to look specifically into sex characteristics, which reduces gender to the biological male-female distinction. Therefore, the discourse around sex-testing uses the meaning of sex and gender in an incorrect and confusing manner, which I will try to nuance. 

[bookmark: _Toc502325364]

[bookmark: _Toc504391813]A posthumous tribute to Foekje Dillema
Foekje Dillema was one of the early cases to gain attention regarding structural sex-testing at the Olympic Games (Talbot 2). Dillema (1926 – 2007) was a Dutch track athlete that gained recognition on the world athletic stage in 1949. Her[footnoteRef:6] athletic capability was outstanding: she was called ‘The new star in the Frisian sport sky’ (Nieuwe Courant “Dillema de nieuwe ster”, my translation). After her first year on the athletic stage she was already seen as rival of Dutch track athlete Fanny Blankers-Koen. In that time, Fanny Blankers-Koen was successfully performing on international level. In 1948, she won four gold medals on the Summer Olympics in London (Ballantyne et al. 614). Dillema on the other hand, was not awarded a prosperous, long career. Only a year after the beginning of her success as a track athlete, the Royal Dutch Athletics Federation (KNAU) suspended Dillema from all sports competition for life, based on the results of a supposed sex-test (Ballantyne et al. 614). Although, this was what was publicly reported. In 2011, minutes of the board meeting of the KNAU revealed that this sex-test never took place as Dillema refused to cooperate (Dohle “Dillema weigerde”). The fact that this was never publicly disclosed is compelling, as it can be interpreted that it was already assumed that Dillema was a man, without seeing any proof of it back in medical reports or whatsoever. She thus was mandated to a sex-test solely on the ground of assumptions about her gendered appearance. [6:  To honor Dillema’s self-identity as woman, I will use female pronouns to refer to Dillema. I will also do this in Semenya’s case.
] 

The minutes were found by several athletics historians researching the case Dillema, among whom was Max Dohle, the biographer of Dillema. Dohle suggested that there could be more to the Dillema case then initially was thought (NUSport “Affaire over sekse”). 
[bookmark: _Toc502325365]

[bookmark: _Toc504391814]Competitive discourse
Dillema’s competitors - other track athletes – were the main instigators of the discussion around Dillema’s sex/gender. A documentary of the Dutch television program Andere tijden Sport about Dillema, outlines views of different track athletes who knew Dillema. This documentary was made in co-operation with Max Dohle and broadcasted in 2008, one year after Foekje’s death. The documentary and Dohle’s role in it, should be interpreted as popular discourse as I do not approach the information in it as the only truth about Dillema’s case. However, it highlights important facts and views regarding Dillema’s case.
Teammate Geesje Jorna, former Olympic champion (1948) Xenia Bijlevelt, and former athlete Harry Hofmeester, state in the documentary that the pride of Fanny Blankers-Koen and her fear to be beaten, caused Fanny Blankers-Koen and her husband and trainer Jan Blankers to set the stage for speculations about Dillema ‘being a man’. During and the years after her puberty, Dillema developed more male facial features than the average woman. Blankers-Koen used this observation against Dillema, stating multiple times that ‘she would not compete against a man’. Other athletes shared this view, such as Sylvia Cheeseman: “She was a big tall person with a man’s voice, stubble on her chin, and that is a sure sign that they are a man” (Andere Tijden Sport, 2008, my translation). Nowadays, who is tested is decided on the grounds of physical features, like Dillema’s physical features were used to define her sex. Dillema’s own experienced gender identity as a woman did not matter. Her body was seen as a threat by her competition as it ‘violated’ natural laws. However, public speech and the papers were not threatened by Dillema but rather enthusiastic about the rise of Dillema. De Volkskrant does emphasize Dillema’s body but in a positive manner: “In a finish, full of energy, Foekje brought her strong body with measurable difference across the line as first” (“Dillema sprintte”, my translation). For this reason, when the ’guilt’-question about Dillema’s suspension is raised, fingers are mostly pointed at her competition, specifically Fanny Blankers-Koen and Jan Blankers, which I will elaborate on below.
[bookmark: _Toc502325366][bookmark: _Toc504391815]Ruling from a system of power
How policed Dillema’s case was and in what ways it was implicated by power imbalances, can be brought back to the threat Dillema posed to Blankers-Koen. According to Geesje Jorna, this threat caused Blankers-Koen to avoid any athletic event in which Dillema also participated. The papers noticed this and wrote abundantly about it: “When do we get the duel Fanny-Foekje?” (Nieuwsblad van Friesland “Wanneer krijgen we”, my translation). Newspaper de Waarheid dared to ask: “Does Fanny Blankers-Koen avoid her competitors?” (“Ontwijkt Blankers-Koen”, my translation). In his book Ze zeggen dat ik geen meid ben[footnoteRef:7], Dohle suggests that Jan Blankers, also trainer of Fanny Blankers-Koen, held Blankers-Koen back from competing against Dillema because he was afraid that losing would discourage Blankers-Koen. Harry Hofmeester states that from everything was evident that Fanny and Jan Blankers wanted to eliminate Dillema: “That was so clear, that nobody should doubt it, that was a preconceived goal” (Andere Tijden Sport, 2008, my translation). Hofmeester talks about the fact that in 1950 all athletes from the Dutch National Team had to report themselves for a sex-test (which was one of the first ever) to be eligible for the European Championships in Brussel that year. To end all speculations of men masquerading as women, from 1948, female athletes had to undergo mandatory sex-testing for all international tournaments commissioned by the IAAF until 1992 (Dohle “Wat goed is”). In 1950, sex verification tests were performed visually by gynecologists through physical examination, which was seen as rather crude and humiliating (Ballantyne et al. 614). Xenia Bijleveldt also stated that the sex-test in 1950 was set up only to prove Dillema would not pass the test: “The other ladies were used as alibi, two of whom already had a child” (Andere Tijden Sport, 2008, my translation). She adds to this: “She was a great athlete, but she was a competitor of Fanny. And Fanny was in charge, and Jan Blankers was in charge[footnoteRef:8], so she was kicked out” (Andere Tijden Sport, 2008, my translation). When Dillema refused to co-operate with the sex-test, the KNAU banned Dillema from competitive sport for life. On the one hand can be asked: why did she refuse? If Dillema was certain that she was a woman, this was the ultimate opportunity to prove it. On the other hand, an interpretation of the fact that she refused could be that Dillema just did not want to compete if people did not believe she was a woman; that she would not give in to a humiliating system of power.  [7:  This book does not have page numbers.]  [8:  Jan Blankers was a powerful man in the sports-world, also chef of the sport editorial of De Telegraaf (Dohle “Ze zeggen”).] 


[bookmark: _Toc502325367][bookmark: _Toc504391816](Un)ambigous answers
Dohle suggested that Dillema had an Y-chromosome which resulted in having more male bodily features (Dohle “Wat goed is”). To ascertain this, DNA analysis was conducted on dead skin cells on old clothing of Dillema, by Kaye Ballantyne and Manfred Kayser[footnoteRef:9]. It turned out that Dillema genetically was a mosaic. She had Y-chromosomic DNA which can only originate from a male Y-chromosome. More interestingly and very rare, is that Dillema had more X-chromosomes than Y-chromosomes[footnoteRef:10] (Dohle “Wat goed is”). The X-chromosomes are proven to have the same origin, which means that Dillema’s DNA started with an XY-cel that split up in the ‘wrong’ way (i.e. in a non-classical manner). However, more importantly is what this Y-chromosome has meant for the sexual development of Dillema. Researchers presume that one of both ovaries contained testicle issue and, thus, that Dillema was hyperandrogenic. As a consequence, Dillema’s body produced more testosterone than the average woman, resulting in male facial features such as hair growth and a lower voice (Dohle “Wat goed is”). [9:  Ballantyne and Kayser are forensic molecular biologists at the Erasmus University Medical Center (MC) in Rotterdam (Ballantyne et al. 614).]  [10:  The ratio was 3:1 (XXX:Y) (Köhler “Sporters kennen geen vrouwen meer”).] 

In the documentary of Andere tijden Sport, the question around the mystery of Foekje Dillema is centralized: ‘was Foekje really a man or a woman?’ This is a very unnuanced question, given the complexity of an individual’s sex. Today we live in a time where complex DNA analyses can be performed, which was not possible back in the 1950s. One would say that as nowadays we know more about sex, biology and the body, it can be acknowledged that sex is very complex. However, the researchers on Dillema’s case try very hard to place Dillema’s body at one of the two extreme ends of the sex/gender spectrum; man or woman. Dillema was an individual with a disturbed, non-classical sexual development and therefore her biological sex cannot be unambiguously defined. But the public still wants an unambiguous answer to the question about Dillema’s biological sex, and thus, if Dillema was done justice by suspending her from competitive sports in 1950. This ‘doing Foekje justice’ was extremely important for her direct environment as illustrated in media discourse, which saw it as ‘restoring her honor’ to revise Dillema’s case and to prove that she was a woman (NRC “Eerherstel atletiekunie”). Indeed, that is the conclusion we have ended up with after DNA-analysis, but does DNA-analysis do the trick? Dillema’s case illustrates how an undue emphasis is being put on modern scientific measures to understand historic injustices. As such, social life is scientifically measured and this fails on individuals that cannot be measured as is seen ‘scientifically fit’. Those individuals should not be subjected to a fixed ‘research method’ that is regarded most appropriate for any case. The research method should adjust to the diversity of human’s physical bodies.

[bookmark: _Toc502325368][bookmark: _Toc504391817]Harmful and limiting sporting world
From Dillema’s case again can be concluded that sex is not as unambiguous and simple as it seems: “A moderate pubertal and postpubertal excess of testosterone in a young woman can give extra muscle development and other signs of hyperandrogenism, but it would be a rude error to even suggest that this would affect her female gender identity” (Ballantyne et al. 615). The fact that Dillema had an Y chromosome did not automatically turn her into a man. Then, to question someone’s sex and gender is detrimental for a person’s dignity in any case. In the case of Dillema, sports and its policies and regulations to protect sports integrity, to minimize any advantages due to sex differences and therefore ensure fair play among competitors, have worked in a way that enforce and repeat dominating ideas surrounding sex and gender. 

[bookmark: _Toc504391818]
Caster Semenya  - Envisioning the transformative potential of sport
Caster Semenya is the most recent example of an athlete that challenges the traditional binary classification system in sports. Semenya is a track athlete whose athletic performances and bodily appearance caused controversy at the 2009 World Championships in Athletics in Berlin. The IAAF questioned Semenya’s eligibility to compete as a woman and submitted her to a sex-test. Semenya was suspected to gain ‘unfair advantage’ from her biological/natural condition (Cooky et al. 39). 

[bookmark: _Toc504391819]Appearance frame
Most likely, both Semenya’s appearance and her athletic improvement in her race times (in her short running career) were the leading cause for the calls to submit Semenya to a sex-test (Cooky et al. 39). Media coverage described Semenya’s appearance as ‘masculine’, ‘muscular’, which raised suspicions about her sex/gender (Cooky et al. 39-40). Besides that, Semenya won the 800m in one minute, 55.45 seconds, which was over one second faster than her personal best on that distance and more than seven seconds faster than her best time in the year leading up to the 2009 World Championships (Schultz 238). But interestingly, Semenya’s winning time “does not even put her in the top ten all-time” (Schultz 237). Her performance was good, but not excellent. This evokes the question on which grounds Semenya really was submitted to the sex test. At the heart of sex testing resides what Schultz calls the ‘question of too’ (237): when is a woman’s appearance too masculine, her voice too deep, her physique too strong? When does an athlete improve too quickly in one’s athletic performance? When is a woman too fast to be a ‘real woman?’ (Schultz 237). Thus, it was not so much Semenya’s sport performance that raised questions about her sex, as it was her gender performance. In dominant discourse these should be in line with each other too. “Hence, an athlete’s gendered appearance determines the grounds upon which officials would mandate the examinations, without evidence of inequitable athletic endowment” (Schultz 238). Semenya was, like Dillema, mandated to a sex-test solely on the grounds of her gendered appearance. 
Furthermore, like in Dillema’s case, competitors have been unsympathetic, ignoring and rivaling towards Semenya. Just after the race at the World Championships, Elisa Cusma, an Italian runner who finished sixth, said she did not think Semenya was a woman: “These kind of people should not run with us. She is a man” (Cusma qtd. in Cooky et al. 39). Mariva Savinova, a Russian runner who finished fifth was convinced that Semenya would not pass the gender-verification test: “Just look at her” (Savinova qtd. in Cooky et al. 39). In this way dominating ideas about sex and gender are reinforced by not accepting athletes that deviate from the white, heterosexual, middle-class athlete (Cooky et al. 41). As already pointed out in Dillema’s case, historically, female athletes “must negotiate mutually exclusive constructions of gender whereby muscularity and strength are linked to masculinity, and beauty and glamour are linked to femininity” (Cooky et al. 41). As long as female athletes do not fit the dominant notions of femininity, they will continue to be marginalized and even discriminated (Cooky et al. 41). 

[bookmark: _Toc504391820]Media frame
Also corresponding to Dillema’s case is how was spoken about Semenya and the intensity of the response it evoked, which happened in a stressing and harmful way for the athlete in question. However, even more harmful than the way Semenya’s opponents responded to her case, is the way her defenders framed Semenya’s situation (Nyong’o 96). The president of South African Athletics, Leonard Chuene, told the Los Angeles Times: “You denounce my child as a boy when she’s a girl? If you did that to my child, I’d shoot you” (Nyong’o 95). Moreover, the South African Mail and Guardian wrote: “Semenya’s dignity has been attacked, her profoundest sense of self laid bare with potentially damaging psychological consequences. But when she returns home, she seems assured from family and friends who have never sat in judgement on her nature” (Nyong’o 96). Who says that Semenya is ashamed of her body or is not enjoying who she is? It seems like Semenya’s defenders here are trying harder to account for “her exuberant embodiment” (Nyong’o 96) than Semenya herself is. When Semenya returned to South Africa after the World Championships, she “quickly received a makeover that made her a more appropriate bearer for national femininity” (Figure 1) (Nyong’o 96). It was like they were trying to prove something with the dramatic ‘before and after’ imagery. As if before this, Semenya was a failed copy of “the true, real Caster” (Nyong’o 96), and that now, she represents the dominant idea of an existing, natural original (Nyong’o 96). This is illustrated by the headline ‘Wow, Look at Caster Now’, which takes away the “excessive and disturbing image” (Nyong’o 96) that existed of Semenya before the make-over. It suggests that in this way the perception of Semenya’s gender will somehow be stabilized (Nyong’o 96). However, as Judith Butler puts it in Gender Trouble: the idea of a ‘natural’ gender is an attempt to pretend as if there exists a stable gender referent, but gender is never stable (Halsema 15). A person’s gender performance cannot be normalized. Though, people will never stop trying, illustrated by this ‘feminized’ image of Semenya and by the attempts to [image: age4image1654954896]reach ‘rehabilitation’ for Foekje Dillema, even after her death. 

Figure 1. Caster Semenya on the Cover of YOU Magazine,
10 September 2009, a South African magazine (Nyong’o 97).

These attempts to normalize/stabilize gender performances in a sporting context, emphasize 
[bookmark: _Toc502325375]the social idea that sex or gender-deviant bodies like that of Semenya are a miscreation of nature, that nature intends to produce ‘normal’ bodies. Consequently, intersexuality is approached as a (health) disorder that should be treated medically, regardless of whether this condition provides superior athleticism or increases health risks (Schultz 238). The current policies have been established conform this conviction[footnoteRef:11].  [11:  For both transgender/transsexual and intersex athletes, regulations to medically alter their condition (through surgery and/or hormonal therapy) to be eligible for competition have been established by the IOC and the IAAF (Talbot 2-3). 

] 


[bookmark: _Toc504391821]Powerful institutions: influencing policies
The sex testing methods of the 1950s later gave way to the method of  ‘Barr Body’ testing, which could determine sex chromatin (Talbot 2). It was first used by the IAAF and IOC in 1968 at the Olympic Games in Mexico City (Talbot 2). Only female cells are recognized by the presence of a Barr body. In a XX (chromosomes) cell, only one X-chromosome can remain active. The other X-chromosome is randomly condensed and inactivated, which is called a Barr Body (Bonora & Disteche 1). When through sex-verification one Barr Body could be defined in a woman’s cells, she was eligible to participate in further competition. With this test the athlete suffered less personal harm as the need to solely rely on visual testing was eliminated. However, the test could only determine one component of a person’s sex/gender: the chromosomal makeup of an individual (Cooky & Dworkin 106). The polymerase chain reaction (PCR) replaced the Barr Body test after 1992, which on the basis of DNA could test if an athlete had the male sex determining SRY-gene (Cooky & Dworkin 105). But this test was not without its limitations too: “Using a range of sex-tests including the visual test, the Barr body test, and the PCR test, the IOC could not ascertain beyond a shadow of a doubt who was and was not genetically female” (Cooky & Dworkin 105). In 2000, the IOC abandoned mandatory sex testing, partly because of the challenges regarding scientific accuracy of the tests and due to an increase of objections to sex/gender verification of female athletes (Cooky & Dworkin 106; Ballantyne et al. 614). The IOC replaced mandatory testing with a policy that states when an athlete’s sex/gender is questioned, it should be evaluated by a medical team on a case-by-case basis (Ballantyne et al. 614). The IAAF followed this policy in 2006. 
Sex-testing policies throughout history have been formed on the basis of a singular, but global meaning of sex/gender, which demonstrates the power international sport organizations impose on sporting bodies such as that of Semenya (Cooky et al. 49). At the same time, these organizations also have the power to change sex-testing policies (Cooky et al. 35): “the controversy and the subsequent outcry in South Africa and elsewhere regarding the treatment of Semenya has led to changes in international sport-governing policies on gender-verification testing” (Cooky et al. 49). On May 1, 2011, the IAAF introduced its new policy on sex testing and sporting competition. [footnoteRef:12] The policy states that whether a female athlete can compete is evaluated on a case-by-case basis (Cooky & Dworkin 105). In the case of ‘suspicion’ about an athlete’s sex/gender, the female athlete is eligible to the woman’s competition if her androgen levels are “below the normal male range” (Cooky & Dworkin 106). [footnoteRef:13] If androgen levels fall within this range, she is only eligible to compete if it is proven that she is insensitive for the effects of these androgen levels and therefore does not derive a competitive advantage from it (Cooky & Dworkin 106).[footnoteRef:14] Although this does not change the fact that the decision to sex-test Semenya is still motivated on the basis of the sex/gender binary and that who is tested is still based on suspicion of physical features (Halsema “Classificatie”, 1), the controversial event was also an opening to rethink this binary and to envision “the transformative potential of sport, allowing new avenues for how sport might be restructured and reorganized” (Cooky et al. 33). 
 [12:  Regulations Governing Eligibility of Females with Hyperandrogenism to Compete in Women’s Competition (Cooky & Dworkin 105).]  [13:  This normal male range is defined by the IOC on the basis of testosterone. A female athlete cannot exceed a testosterone level of 10 nmol/l. Normally men have testosterone values between 10-35 nmol/l, where women are way below that with normal values between 0.5-2.5 nmol/l. In most cases, a woman does not exceed 5 nmol/l. This shows there is a kind of border area between 5-10 nmol/l between man/woman (Köhler “Sporters kennen geen vrouwen meer”).]  [14:  Nice to know: in this new policy is also stated that the IAAF is no longer using the terms ‘gender verification’ or ‘gender testing’ (Cooky et al. 49; Cooky & Dworkin 106).] 

[bookmark: _Toc502325376][bookmark: _Toc504391822]Discussion/Conclusion: challenging the presumptions

[bookmark: _Toc504391823]Sex as a binary
As nature offers us more than only two sexes, a body’s sex is too complex to classify it in either male or female. The bodies of Semenya and Dillema have shown that sex exists on a continuum, however, their cases have also shown that in the end, the policies of international sporting bodies “insist that all athletes must conform to the dictates of the sexual binary” (Schultz 235). Hence, sex/gender verification is a myth. While proclaiming to be more inclusive towards intersex and transgender/transsexual athletes, these athletes are only officially eligible for competition when they have undergone medical intervention. Consequently, the IOC does the opposite of maintaining a level playing field. From a sports world that exists of exceptions, the sex-testing policies filter out those exceptions that do not fit their ideas about physical bodies. Maybe in the IOC’s view, the sex-testing policies are progressive, but still, the method does not serve the cause. The sex-testing policies are more about managing the anxiety of the public, than about enhancing the life and happiness of the intersexed, transsexual/gender person (Doyle 1). There is still no place for neither/nor in sports competition (Schultz 235). In order to meet what the IOC proclaims, that everyone should be able to practice its human right to sport, international sport organizations have to step out of their scientific bubble and break with binary thinking. Sex variation and genetics do not automatically confer athletic prowess and/or advantage, take for example Individuals with Turner Syndrome[footnoteRef:15]. This imperfect correlation between sex and athletic performance leads to the insight that there are better ways than separating men and women to ensure that athletes only compete against those with comparable athletic ability and physical features (Buzuvis 39). However, deciding what is fair and what is not in sports on the basis of one marker, will always be dependent on the creation of an ultimately arbitrary distinction and that is not ethical nor humane.  [15:  Turner Syndrome only occurs by women. Women with Turner Syndrome miss one of their X-chromosomes or one of the X-chromosomes has a different form. This can result in physical inconveniences and disorder such as shortness, thick hands and feet, problems with the heart, kidneys, tyroid and/or the hearing (“Syndroom van Turner”).] 

[bookmark: _Toc504391824]Myth of a level/fair playing field
The IOC’s and IAAF’s aim to protect a level playing field/fairness in sports does not make access to sport participation more equal. Semenya and Dillema immediately were subjected to a sex-test when they ran too fast and appeared too masculine for their competition. The big issue here is that where Semenya and Dillema were ‘suspected’ to have an ‘unfair advantage’ over other female athletes due to their biological condition, there is no controversy about - for example - Marfan’s syndrome athletes who could also have ‘unfair advantage’ in some sports through their tallness and long arms (Buzuvis 39). The sports world claims to police unfair advantages among athletes to ensure fair play and a level playing field. However, this is not “implemented consistently for all physical advantages” (Cooky & Dworkin 107). Non-sex related genetic variances are not criticized for violating the rules of fairness or threatening the level playing field (Buzuvis 39). Sport selects on extremes and the elite athlete distinguishes oneself from recreational athletes precisely because of their biological, physical and genetic predisposition (Cooky & Dworkin 108). So why only challenge sex-related genetic variances? Given the standards of fairness in sports (adherence to the same rules), Dillema’s and Semenya’s genetic ‘advantage’ should be tolerated as it was not due to doping but to natural variances in sex development (Cooky & Dworkin 107). It would be antithetical to sport to say no one can use natural advantages (Buzuvis 39). Therefore, policies of sport-governing bodies and sport organizations should approach all genetic advantages equally in both male and female athletes that may predispose athletes to be athletically superior (Cooky & Dworkin 107, 109). 
	This takes up my next critique: why only disadvantage female athletes? Traditional ideas on sex and gender create certain ideas on what is fair and what is cheating and what not, which in the current sex/gender-segregated organization of sports only inflicts women through sex-testing policies, not men. However, it is known that testosterone values among men can differ strongly too. If women with an exceeding level of testosterone are deemed ‘too masculine to compete’ in women’s sports, why does this not apply to men? Men too could have biological variances that would confer an ‘unfair advantage’ to other men. Instead, “men’s superior performances relative to other men are attributed to ‘natural talent’, hard work, and dedication and are celebrated and embraced” (Cooky & Dworkin 108). This exposes the sports world as sex-discriminated and misogynist, something we should not want to create. 
Concluding, classifications in the sports world can be important to perpetuate the joyful and fair practice of sports, however, their excluding power should be taken into account by not letting them become ‘natural’ (Halsema “Classificatie”, 6). The world is changing and ideas, knowledge and discourse on sex/gender are developing, where there is more space for the existence of exceptional bodies. Therefore, the sports world should be re-conceptualized into a new paradigm, as the current organization of sports cannot yet account for Dillema’s and Semenya’s. This paradigm eliminates constraints of the sex binary as it would not need sex/gender verification; the most appropriate field of competition for each athlete would be determined on another marker than sex/gender (Buzuvis 39). 
The next question in this research would be which marker(s) then to account for in making competition ‘fair’. It should be a marker that approaches every feature of it in every human being equally. Unfortunately,  my research is too small to come up with concrete solutions for an inclusive re-organization of sports. For this, a lot more research has to be done on what really separates physical bodies in athletic prowess. Only then steps can be made in changing policies regarding intersex and transgender/transsexual athletes. You can only have so much influence on a powerful social institution like sports. 
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