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Simone de Beauvoir wrote that “One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman.” Drawing on the work you have undertaken so far in the module, delineate the meaning of this quotation and how a variety of gender theorists have seen it function.
Feminism has been a fundamental movement within our society for decades without being labelled as such. It is a way of bridging the gap of disparities between men and women, providing a system of equality and justice to create a common ground. The feminist movement is a growing ideology, moving from wave to wave with the evolution of societal structures. The ideological belief of feminism is sometimes seen as a movement which disrupts the social scales on which men and women are valued. There is often the belief that gender equality is a farce to challenge the grounded social construct in which we live. Gender theorists, philosophers and feminists alike have often sought to create their own theories in which to understand and promote feminism. Simone de Beauvoir, an outright feminist states in her book, ‘The Second Sex,’ “One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman.” Her quotation can be interpreted as a nature versus nurture scenario.  The ‘nature’ of a woman, meaning her biology does not or should not define her as what is considered a woman. However, its is her ‘nurture’ that makes her woman; the environment and circumstances of life Beauvoir emphasizes her quote by stating:
No biological, psychical or economical destiny defines the figure that the human female takes on in society; it is civilization as a whole that elaborates this intermediary product between the male and the eunuch that is called feminine. 
(Beauvoir, 2011, p.293)
Her preoccupation throughout the book is to point out the distinct differences between what a woman claims to be and what a woman is perceived to be, as well as the way men are viewed in comparison, with the determining factor being social construction and the social status quo. She prided herself in speaking out against the patriarchal society in which was born into, and we continue to live in. Her theory focused on the idea “that women have been prevented from taking active control of their lives” (Vintges, 1999). Historically, women are seen merely as an extension of the man and sometimes just the background figure or according to Beauvoir, the Other. She states:
… she is nothing other than what man decides; she is thus called ‘the sex’, meaning that the male sees her essentially as a sexed being; for him she is sex, so she is it in the absolute. She determines and differentiates herself in relation to man, and he does not in relation to her; she is the inessential in front of the essential. He is the Subject; he is the Absolute. She is the Other.
(Beauvoir, 2011, p.6)
Furthermore, she addresses that it has always been that way throughout history. It is known that men and women were treated differently during different periods of history.
History has shown that men have always held all the concrete powers; from patriarchy’s earliest times they have deemed it useful to keep woman in a state of dependence; their codes were set up against her; she was thus concretely established as the Other.
(Beauvoir, 2011, p.163)
Beauvoir’s quote “One is not born, but rather becomes a woman” stems from her frustration with society’s notion that women should not have a sense of self; they are merely an object to be utilized in the man’s world for their own purposes. Beauvoir’s entire theory was to create a culture where women had an identity outside of the confines of a man. Her quote is a catalyst for many feminist theories and the feminist movement. It functions as a framework used to formulate the theories of gender theorist and philosopher Judith Butler and Luce Irigaray to create a nuanced perspective on the subject of feminism and gender theory. 
	Judith Butler is an American philosopher and gender theorist, who for many years has crafted their theory of gender and sex under the banner, Gender Performativity. Butler believes that gender is performative with no biological factors to determine an individual’s gender. Butler sees it as merely a social construction:
If gender is the cultural meaning that the sexed body assumes, then the gender cannot be said to follow from a sex in any one way. Taken to its logical limit, the sex/gender distinction suggests a radical discontinuity between sexed bodies and culturally constructed genders. Assuming for the moment stability of binary sex, it does not follow that the construction of “men” will accrue exclusively to the bodies of males or that “women” will interpret only female bodies.
(Butler, 2006, p.9)
Butler describes gender as “unnatural” and “not something one is” but rather “something one does.” According to Salih, Butler believes that: 
Gender is the repeated stylization of the body, a set of repeated acts within a highly rigid regulatory frame that congeal over time to produce the appearance of substance of a natural sort of being. A political genealogy of gender ontologies, if it is successful, will deconstruct the substantive appearance of gender into its constitutive acts and locate and account for those various forces that police the social appearance of gender.
(Salih, 2002, p.62)
This notion that gender is a performance is reaffirmed by Butler, who once again uses Beauvoir’s quote to emphasize their point of view.
When Simone de Beauvoir claims, “one is not born, but, rather, becomes a woman,” she is appropriating and reinterpreting this doctrine of constituting acts from the phenomenological tradition. In this sense, gender is in no way a stable identity or locus of agency from which various acts proceede; rather, it is an identity tenuously constituted in time – an identity instituted through a stylized repetition of acts. Further, gender is instituted through stylization of the body and, hence, must be understood as the mundane way in which bodily gestures, movements and enactments of various kinds constitute the illusion of and abiding gendered self.
(Butler, 1988, p.519)
Butler is saying that gender is an everyday occurrence, like a task that needs to be repeated daily. Much of Butler’s work in their field is heavily influenced by other theorists. One such theorist is Simone de Beauvoir, whose quote is a preoccupation in their work. “One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman” is a recurring theme in Judith Butler’s literary and academic pieces. Similarly, to Beauvoir, Butler is of the opinion that a woman is not defined by being female. They raise the question of whether gender as a “construction” according to Beauvoir, can then “be reduced to a form of choice?” (Butler, 2006) This suggests that while gender is a social construct, there is a choice to be made by an individual to dictate their gender identity based on their volition and feelings; sex does not or may not play a role in the decision they make. They state:
Beauvoir is clear that one “becomes” a woman but always under a cultural compulsion to become one. And clearly, the compulsion does not come from “sex”. There is nothing in her account that guarantees that the “one” who becomes a woman is necessarily female. If “the body is a situation,” as she claims, there is no recourse to a body that has not always already been interpreted by cultural meanings; hence sex could not qualify as a prediscursive anatomical facticity.
(Butler, 2006, p.11)
Butler cites the work of other scientists and theorists who believe that gender and sex are one and the same. It is later followed by Beauvoir’s influence on gender theorists whose claims of gender and sex are similarly intertwined.
… social scientists refer to gender as a “factor” or a “dimension” of an analysis, it is also applied to embodied persons as “a mark” of biological, linguistic, and/or cultural difference. In these latter cases, gender can be understood as a significant that an (already) sexually differentiated body assumes, but even then that signification exists only in relation to another, opposing signification. Some feminist theorists claim that gender is “a relation,” indeed, a set of relations, and not an individual attribute. Others, following Beauvoir, would argue that only the feminine gender is marked, that the universal person and the masculine gender are conflated, thereby defining women in terms of their sex and extolling men as the bearers of a body-transcendent universal personhood.
(Butler, 2006, p.12-13)
It seems to suggest that men are seen as a whole, for more than just their sex. While women are often limited to their sex and always in relation to. This is an argument that is well constructed by Beauvoir in many of her work and reinforces her theory. In the introduction of her book, ‘The Second Sex’, Beauvoir states:
Every individual concerned with justifying his existence experiences his existence as an indefinite need to transcend himself. But what singularly defines the situation of woman is that being, like all humans, an autonomous freedom, she discovers and chooses herself in a world where men force her to assume herself as Other: an attempt is made to freeze her as an object and doom her to immanence, since her transcendence will forever be transcended by another essential and sovereign consciousness. Woman’s drama lies in this conflict between the fundamental claim of every subject, which always posits itself as essential, and the demands of a situation that constitutes her as inessential.
(Beauvoir, 2011, p.17)
Butler’s theory is crafted with ideologies stemming from Beauvoir’s quote, legitimizing it in the process. They question “women as the subject of feminism” and how they are represented in the law.
Indeed, the question of women as the subject of feminism raises the possibility that there may not be a subject who stands “before” the law, awaiting representation in or by the law. Perhaps the subject, as well as the invocation of a temporal “before,” is constituted by the law as the fictive foundation of its own claim to legitimacy.
(Butler, 2006, p.4)
While Butler has been influenced positively by Beauvoir’s work, they (Butler) point out that there are theorists who do not share the same value of Beauvoir’s quote surrounding the gender/sex conversation. Butler highlights Irigaray who does not support Beauvoir’s outlook of the theory of sex and Other:
Both the subject and the Other are masculine mainstays of a closed phallogocentric signifying economy that achieves its totalizing goal through the exclusion of the feminine altogether.
(Butler, 2006, p.13)

Whereas Beauvoir claims that “women are the negative of men, the lack against which masculine identity differentiates itself” Irigaray opposes this claim and is of the opinion that women are a “paradox,” a “contradiction, within the discourse of identity…” (Butler, 2006, p.13)
	Luce Irigaray is a French philosopher and feminist who centers her theory around phallocentric ideology. Her theory is a stark contrast to Simone de Beauvoir’s, as both are seen by some feminists are author’s as opposing. While Irigaray praises the work of Beauvoir she has equally expressed a marginal amount of criticism towards her work. She believes that Beauvoir’s work has “resistance to psychoanalysis that uniquely theorizes identity as sexual” (Parker and Leeuwen). Her criticism extends to Beauvoir’s quote which many have employed as the basis of their theory and to some extent used as an argument opposing Beauvoir’s own views of femininity and gender identity. Parker and Leeuwen’s work highlight the criticisms made by Irigaray: 
In “You Who Will Never Be Mine,” Irigaray is more pointedly critical of Beauvoir’ There she writes: It’s not as Simone de Beauvoir said: one is not born, but rather becomes, a woman (through culture), but rather: I am born a woman, but I must still become this woman that I am by nature. In Irigaray’s view, what is primary is that for Beauvoir there was something that it was possible for “for female” to become. For Irigaray, in contrast, there is simply nothing there to become.
(Parker and Leeuwen, 2017, p.5)

She does not believe that there is or should be a differentiation between men and women, male or female as gender identity. Irigaray’s theory is a complete inverse of the theory in which Beauvoir presents as a feminist. While they are both integral in the feminist undertaking, they both present contrasting outlook in which other feminists can base their ideas. Their positions on what constitutes a woman and gender identity. Although Beauvoir sees women as more than the sexed female, Irigaray 
…demonstrates that the female body is nothing at all: It is in fact unrepresentable within a masculine signifying economy that produces only that which fails to be “the male body.”
(Parker and Leeuwen, 2017, p.7)
Parker and Leeuwen further emphasizes that “Beauvoir articulates the feminine-as-that-which-is-marked” while “Irigaray articulates the feminine that-which-is-unmarked.” These claims are also highlighted by Judith Butler in their book, ‘Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity’ They state:
For Irigaray, the female sex is not a “lack” or an “Other” that immanently and negatively defines the subject in masculinity. On the contrary, the female sex eludes the very requirements of representation, for she is neither “Other” nor the “lack,” those categories remaining relative to the Sartrian subject, immanent to the phallogocentric scheme. Hence, for Irigaray, the feminine could never be the mark of a subject, as Beauvoir would suggest.
(Butler, 2006, pp.14-15)
Irigaray does not perceive Beauvoir’s quote in the same light as other gender theorists and feminists. She does not believe that there is any distinction between a “marker” and “unmarked.” Butler furthers the discourse of how Beauvoir and Irigaray sees gender and sex by affirming:
Beauvoir contends that the female body is marked within masculinist discourse, whereby the masculine body, in its conflation with the universal, remains unmarked. Irigaray clearly suggests that both marker and marked are maintained within a masculinist mode of signification in which the female body is “marked off,” as it were, from the domains of signifiable.
 (Butler, 2006, p.17)
As stated previously, “One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman,” introduces the nature versus nurture discussion. Beauvoir’s quote opens this discourse because it begs the question of whether “woman” the gender is intertwined with “female” the sex. While Beauvoir may have envisioned her quote as such a discussion, Irigaray wishes for feminists not to think along those lines. In an essay written ‘Ambiguity and Difference’ Sara Heinämaa in Parker and Leeuwen states:
For Irigaray, the crucial task of feminist thinkers is not to study women’s life in terms of the traditional theories of nature and nurture but to disturb [déranger] the functioning of such dualities, to destroy their seeming coherence, and thus to establish a new beginning for human culture.
(Parker and Leeuwen, 2017, p.2)

Irigaray and Beauvoir have different understandings as it applies to gender and sex, but neither party have disregarded the work that they have both done in the field of feminism. Instead, there are points in which their work compliments each other. Heinämaa in Parker and Leeuwen discusses these complimentary points:
…the most intimate points of contact between Beauvoir’s existentialism and Irigaray’s philosophy of difference are to be found in their respective analysis of embodiment and its conditions, Both operate with the phenomenological concepts of the lived body distinct from the material thing and the natural organism; both resort the phenomenological theory of the human person as a expressive bodily unity; and both work systemically to articulate the specific form of erotic intentionality that diverts from all forms of theoretical and practical-communal intentionality. 
(Parker and Leeuwen, 2017, p.3)
Simone de Beauvoir has been an influential figure in the feminist movement. She has produced countless literary and academic pieces which highlight feminism. Most notably in her collection is, ‘The Second Sex’. It was written as a way to vent her frustration about the way women are viewed in society; in what she describes as the “Other.” In producing this work, she has coined the quote, “One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman.” Her quote has been replicated and reused as a form of underscoring gender-based theories or in some cases as a means of igniting discussions on the topic of gender and sex. While Simone has used her quote as a foundation for her own theory, Judith Butler has done the same in some ways to highlight her own theory of feminism and gender identity as well as gender equality. In the case of Butler, they use the quote several times throughout her scholastic work as a means of questioning the construction of gender and sex, as well as a form of creating a dialogue among other feminists and theorists alike. On the contrary, Luce Irigaray uses the quote by deconstructing it and giving a different interpretation. She does not see it in the same light as Beauvoir or Butler. Instead, she challenges the theory of Beauvoir with her own; not the gendered woman and sexed female as two separate entities but rather, as one entity.  Although the quote does not hold the same significance to each individual, much can be said in the way that their theories are interconnected. Other feminists have used Beauvoir’s quote as an inspiration for their contribution to the feminist movement. There are others like Irigaray who do not see gender in the same way as Beauvoir. The quote is therefore, left for the interpretation of each person.
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