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Positive and Negative Freedom – a philosophical introduction

The inspiration for this paper as well as the first half of its title 'Illuminating, Eliminating, Inequality Regimes' arose from two key texts in this area (Acker, 2006 and Connell, 2002) which I discussed with my colleagues of the Gender and Diversity Research Group in a seminar at AUT. Both scholars have an organisational focus and stress the intersections, complexities and interlocking power relationships between gender, class and ethnicity/race in contemporary inequality regimes. Moreover, they highlight the duality of visible/invisible mechanisms and overt/covert practices constituting and reproducing social obstacles to equality.  Whilst the intersectionality (class, gender and race/ethnicity) of hierarchical, power and hegemonic relations reminded me of Nancy Folbre’s structures of constraints, the emphasis on invisible besides visible barriers has some similarities with Isaiah Berlin’s notion of positive and negative freedom.

Therefore, this philosophical contribution is a good starting point to tackle the questions of: How to make inequality visible? And: How to strive for more equality? Berlin’s prominent and widely discussed dichotomy can help us clarify, in what sense particular theories of inequality regimes define liberation from them. In this paper, I want to show in particular how it can illuminate what Nancy Folbre’s feminist economics achieves in explaining inequality regimes and where Pierre Bourdieu’s theory, which concentrates on the invisible can fill the gaps. However, before applying Berlin’s ideas they have to be explained. 
His student Charles Taylor defines positive freedom as having control over one’s own life – to possess some degree of independence of thinking and judgement. According to the concept of positive freedom, we are only truly free if we can in fact decide over our own lives. This explicitly includes freedom from inner fears or limitations such as “false consciousness”. For instance, someone suffering from claustrophobia may not be able to use an elevator. The fear sets a limit to her freedom. Theories following this definition regard freedom in accord with self-realisation, autonomy and emancipation (Taylor, 1979). In other words, it is the inner freedom to do what we really want. 
Negative freedom on the other hand is defined on the basis of open opportunities. To be free depends on what we can do given the number of options that are available to us. Whether we in fact pursue them or not, is not important. The absence of external obstacles for our actions is a sufficient condition for freedom (ibid.). In other words, it is the freedom from external constraints to do what we want. If there is an elevator in the building where we work, we may use it. However, during a fire drill, safety regulations do not allow us to take the elevator. This limit to our options is an example for negative freedom. 
Though Berlin emphasises the importance of both kinds of freedom and stresses the crucial freedom to take decisions and define goals for making human action truly humane and distinguishing it from mere behaviour; he (1969, 1991) defends the absolute primacy of negative freedom against proponents of positive freedom because he sees an inevitable value conflict between the two (1991). Moreover, historically, he argued the misuse of an argument favouring positive freedom over negative freedom and denying the inevitable value conflict between them, as he observed exemplary in the Soviet Union, had much more severe bad consequences than giving priority to negative freedom (Berlin, 1991 and Dworkin, 2001). In other words, he feared striving for true equality would drive out freedom in the negative sense. 
Ronald Dworkin provides a policy example to illustrate this dilemma: “If we accept equality as a value, and we think that equality means that every citizen must have access to decent medical care, then we think that a prosperous community that allows some citizens to die for want of such care does them grave wrong. If we accept liberty as a value, and we think that liberty is violated when rich people are taxed to provide more money for the poor, than we think that such taxes not only inconvenience the rich but wrong them. If we accept both equality and liberty, and think they have those implications, then we must think that a political community violates its responsibilities no matter what it does. It must choose, that is, not whether to wrong some group, but which group to wrong” (2001: 80). So, basic political values clash and even thoughtful people may at times be uncertain of what to do? Nonetheless, based on the Golden Rule, Dworkin regards compromises between fundamental values as possible. Whereas Berlin says: “Liberty, …, is the freedom from the interference of others in doing whatever it is that you might wish to do” (ibid. 84). Dworkin proposes: “… liberty isn’t the freedom to do whatever you might want to do; it’s freedom to do whatever you like so long as you respect the moral rights, properly understood of others” (ibid. 84). Thus, you can spend your money as you like as long as you provide taxes according to your financial abilities if they are needed to provide for universal healthcare (understood as a moral right). At least there are good reasons for you to accept this interference with your freedom. 
Taylor agrees with Dworkin on the chance of compromising or trading off two fundamental cherished goods: “Again, to take a contemporary example, the demands for male-female equality, and the re-ordering of social, sexual and family life, have in some cases deeply upset the process of forming gender identities; some of the old landmarks for these identities have been swept away. This generates conflict, alienation, a lot of suffering. But there is no reason to take this as the last word on the subject; new identity-modes are being explored. We can reconcile the goods here” (2001: 119). In other words, by shifting the boundaries of negative freedom for women, new challenges and opportunities for both men and women in terms of positive freedom may arise. So, Taylor agrees with Connell on a more optimistic view than Acker on the deliberate effort and opportunity of changing inequality regimes by lifting the veil of invisible barriers.   
Though he concedes a fear of totalitarian solutions is warranted, Taylor argues that negative freedom trumping positive notions of liberty does not present a viable solution because, we would forgo the chance to uncover invisible obstacles to equality stressed by Acker (2006) and Connell (2002). According to him, freedom includes the ability to understand important goals correctly and to overcome motivational constraints or at least to neutralise them and to be free from external shackles and obstacles. Freedom is fundamentally based on self-awareness and self-knowledge and not just on available opportunities (Taylor, 1979). 
Following Taylor, I want to argue in this paper that for understanding and legitimising   change in inequality regimes we need theories of both negative and positive freedom and the attempt to integrate them. In the first part, I will describe feminist economist Nancy Folbre’s concept of structures of constraint which in my interpretation is mainly one of explaining the barriers for negative freedom in patriarchy. In the second part, I will discuss Pierre Bourdieu’s work on masculine domination which I interpret as mainly dealing with conditions and problems concerning positive freedom. At the end of each of the two theoretical parts, I provide illustrative examples: for Folbre’s structures of constraints: the private early childhood education and care (ECE) industry in New Zealand and for Bourdieu’s symbolic power: an interpretation of the memoirs of Deirdre McCloskey and the films of Clint Eastwood. 
Folbre’s Structures of Constraints
Nancy Folbre defines structures of constraints as “… sets of asset distributions, rules, norms, and preferences that empower given social groups. These structures locate certain boundaries of choice, but do not assign individuals to a single position based on ownership of productive assets. People occupy multiple, often contradictory positions, because they belong to multiple groups” (1994: 51). The sophisticated complexity, however, does not end up in complete chaos. To the contrary, starting from a foundation on negative freedom: “constraints define the realm of choice” (ibid.: 54). On the basis of shared interests and common straightjackets Folbre’s theory explains how group identities and political coalitions are formed. Defined as available time and money, political rules or cultural norms; constraints limit the actions of some kind of people (women compared to men for instance) more than others. These similar circumstances shape collective identities (positive freedom) and common interests and become virulent in power struggles to push boundaries of inequality regimes (negative freedom) (ibid.: 57). 
Folbre uses the term structures to highlight the stability and inertia of such socially constructed identity (ibid.: 58). She distinguishes six underlying empirical characteristics of structures of constraints based on: gender, age, sexual preference, nation, race and class (ibid.: 59). This is clearly in accord with Acker’s and Connell’s notions of intersectionality. These social characteristics can be experienced as unfair by those identified by them thus, limiting positive and negative freedom. Structures of constraints can occur in multiple combinations: “A group might be strong in rules, not so strong in assets, weak in norms” (ibid.: 65). Think of the structures of constraints faced by a sixty year old Tongan lesbian cleaner at AUT compared to those faced by the university’s vice chancellor (at the moment as far as I know a male, heterosexual, middle-aged Pakeha). 
Conflicts and political action given the portfolio of structures of constraints can be quite complex: “All the individuals concerned make decisions shaped by divided loyalties as well as competing interests. They are forced to think about how much they care about the welfare of their nation, their race, their class, their gender, their age group, as well as general principles of justice and fair play. Their perceptions of the circumstances affect their estimates of individual gain” (ibid.: 69). Though positive freedom in the sense of the ability to think about justice and fairness enters the picture (note that Folbre uses the word perception in the last quote), structures of constraint are mainly about limiting factors in the sense of negative freedom: “Sets of assets, rules, norms, and preferences that enforce membership in given groups define the context of both market exchange and state planning. They set the stage for contest among competing distributional coalitions” (ibid.: 81). Structures of constraints focus on external boundaries and not so much on internal limitations. Strategic action between distributional coalitions is conceptualised as consciously strategic. 
The contested terrain where these distributional coalitions struggle is the formation, particular shape and reform of the welfare state (ibid.: 124) which Folbre describes and analyses concretely in country comparisons throughout the second half of her book (1994) and in several subsequent articles (England and Folbre, 1999, Folbre and Nelson, 2000, Braunstein and Folbre, 2001, England et al., 2002, Bittman et al., 2003, Folbre, 2004a and Folbre, 2008). The welfare state can be seen as the contestable manifestation of structures of constraints because its specific rules and norms distribute assets (time and money) and assign privileges or fair treatment to particular groups in society or not. She argues for instance: “Public policies that have evolved without much consideration of their consequences for family life impose significant constraints on individual choices” (Bittman and Folbre, 2004: 1).  
According to Folbre’s arguments, caring labour is one of the most significant targets of public policy because it provides for meeting the basic human needs and thus, well-being particularly for children and the elderly, but also for everyone else (Folbre, 2001). She defines caring labour as: “… labor undertaken out of affection or a sense of responsibility for other people, with no expectation of immediate pecuniary reward” (Folbre 2003: 214) and points out: “… an emphasis on rewarding caring has somewhat anti-market implications, simply because the market does not elicit caring” (2003: 224). However, something has to be done to provide enough caring labour to sustain a certain society. “If you do not literally “value” caring labor, its supply may decline. But if you start running out, you cannot buy more at the corner store” (Folbre 2003: 224). “On the other hand, providing positive rewards, such as public remuneration for caring labor, could have the effect of reinforcing the existing sexual division of labor. … But we should also recognize that debates over public policy often hinge underlying values that, in the long run, influence both norms and preferences”. Thus, commercialisation of caring labour might undermine its primary non-monetary motivation and might cement the gendered division of household chores and childcare. Using the family, the market or the government to provide care is not a priori good or bad. Whether a particular mix of providers has predominantly bad or good consequences is down to empirical research (Folbre and Nelson, 2000). 
However, whether childcare for instance is mainly publicly or privately provided has a major impact on the specific gendered structures of constraints in different varieties of capitalism. Since: “Women devote considerably more time than men to nonmarket work, including the care of dependents … the welfare state does not simply regulate or mediate capitalist relations of production; it regulates and mediates family life – the process of reproduction” (Folbre, 2009: 206). Folbre analyses the conflicts and bargaining of individual men and women over the terms of their collaboration as parents and of coalitions of men and women over the establishment of marriage rules within the context of the welfare state with the help of game theory (Folbre, 2004 and 2006). It provides a framework to illustrate how distributional coalitions struggle strategically over structures of constraints. Though Acker (2006) and Connell (2002) both emphasise the importance of power relations in patriarchy the lack such a clear concept of how deliberate change of inequality regimes occurs. 
The extent of how much structures of constraint (as rules and norms in welfare states) reproduce inequality and to what extent they change as a result of the influence of distributional coalitions can best be measured in time budget studies because these empirical instruments take account not only of the distribution of money but also of social regulation and allocation of time and the accompanying change of preferences (Folbre, 2004 Folbre and Yoon, 2007): “Time-use surveys can improve both subjective and objective measures of living standards. Even more importantly, they can help us better understand the relationship between subjective and objective measures” (Folbre, 2009a: 81).
Early Childhood Education and Care in New Zealand

The predominantly private provision of Early Childhood Education and Care (ECE) in New Zealand can be interpreted as an empirical example for structures of constraints. The following discussion is based on Kesting and Fragher (2009). 
According to Callister, “overwork” is common for the average New Zealander (Callister 2005: 8). However, this phenomenon has a particularly strong gender dimension in New Zealand. It is fathers who on average work long paid hours, while mothers do most of the unpaid care work: “As Johnston (2005) shows, New Zealand has relatively low employment rates for mothers with young children, but when total paid working hours are considered across the whole of society, New Zealand is near the top of the OECD” (Callister 2005: 9). 
New Zealand has a relatively high labour force participation rate (the 6th highest in the OECD) which, consistent with developments in other industrialised countries, is largely due to increased participation by women. However, as highlighted in a recent Treasury paper, New Zealand has a relatively low participation rate amongst women of the key child bearing age (25-34), in 2001 participation for this group was amongst the lowest in the OECD, ahead of only Italy and Japan (Bryant et al. 2004: 16). 
In this general context, Callister identifies what might be called a life cycle squeeze for families with young children in New Zealand
. This life cycle squeeze is characterized by an extreme scarcity of time and/or money in a particular phase of family life: “When the New Zealand sample is restricted to partnered men and women with a child under five, Stevens (2002) demonstrates that total hours of work (paid and unpaid) are higher for parents of young children than for men and women without children” (Callister 2005: 14). 
As Lindert points out, interrupting work by mothers leads to a loss in human capital and consequently lower life-time earnings compared to childless women and men. This is not only because mothers do not work and do not get paid in the period of their life while caring for children, but also because of the discontinuity resulting in “statistical discrimination”. In other words, the perception that there is less need to invest in the careers of young women because childbearing is likely to take them out of the labour force. He presents some indicative evidence that government investment in infant day care noticeably in Finland and Scandinavia seems to erode the aforementioned disadvantages for mothers (2004: 256). This effect is much lower in countries where child care demands are only met in private markets. In general he concludes: “Even though specific numbers still elude us, it makes sense that the more committed welfare states’ career supports for mothers are likely to have a strong payoff in jobs and GDP” (ibid. 257).  
The provision of childcare in New Zealand is undertaken by a wide range of groups, both private and community owned, and attracts considerable State funding. “Indeed, the ECE sector is virtually all privately owned” (NZIER, 2005: 17). In July 2007 there were 4,479 establishments providing childcare to nearly 191,000 children (Ministry of Education, 2007). Nevertheless, childcare can be expensive, according to White (2006), parents in Auckland typically pay fees for different kinds of ECE providers varying between $275 and $475 a week. “The Early Childhood Council Survey of Fees of its members nationwide found that, for a child over two, hourly fees ranged from $2 to $15 per hour, with an average of $5.13 per hour. The average weekly rate for 30 hours of childcare was $144.75 per week and the range from $10 to $255 per week. The average weekly rate for more than 30 hours was $161.58, ranging from $40 to $360” (White 2006: 30). In terms of financial burden, the mean rate per week reported by White equates to 12.75 to 14.24% of average household income as recorded in the 2006 census. Moreover, White points out that expensive does not necessarily mean better. Not-for-profit centres are able to provide high quality care at the low end of the fee spectrum. Childcare centres received relatively substantial state subsidies beginning in March 2005 to cover the costs of employing qualified staff, the net effect was a subsidy of approximately 50% of average cost of providing childcare in 2006 however, according to White, none of them reduced their fees. One might conclude that private ownership in this sector leads to publicly subsidized profits and, hence, can be regarded as an expensive way to ensure quality in ECE. Statements by industry experts confirm this: White quotes Anthony Gilbert of ABC Affiliate Business Consultants as saying: “Childcare is profitable, and there is a big demand for it” (2006: 32). Demand generally outstrips supply, for example, in inner Auckland suburbs the difference is so high that a place for a two-year old has to be secured more than a year in advance (White 2006: 30) and there are long waiting lists (White 2006: 34 and Watkin 2005: 24).  

As Kamerman and Waldfogel (2005) point out, the private sector in the United States consists mostly of for-profit providers and fewer not-for-profit providers. This is seen as a problem since, “… the weight of the evidence suggests that these providers do operate differently and that, on average, for-profit providers offer lower quality care …”. Anecdotal evidence seems to suggest that a similar conclusion can be drawn for New Zealand. In January 2008, Mike Bedford told the audience at the Childcare Forum in Wellington that commercial operation (in tendency) leads to just meeting the minimum requirements to cut costs. According to Bedford, an example of the negative impact of commercialisation is the use of safety surface instead of grass in outdoor play areas. This is done to reduce costs not because of health or safety issues. A study comparing for-profit with not-for profit centres in the USA (Helburn 1995) “… finds that structural elements of quality (staff-to-child ratio, group size, staff qualifications and training) varied with profit status and were significantly higher in non-profit than in for-profit centres” (Kamerman and Waldfogel 2005: 203). The study also documents lower staff turnover in not-for-profit compared to for-profit centres although the process quality (e.g. caregiver interactions with children) seems to be equally good in both. 
Moreover, fees are not the only type of costs parents have to bear. As White observes, in the case of Auckland, “Childcare is booming. Across the city, there are myriad ways other people will look after your children, in kindergartens, in home-based care, and in all sorts of daycare centres, otherwise known as crèches, childcare centres, preschools and early education centres” (White 2006: 28). This diversity means that parents need to gather detailed information to evaluate the kind of service they will get for their child (ibid.: 28). In other words, choice among a large variety of providers leads to transaction costs for parents. Reports on the quality of specific providers by the Education Review Office website only partly reduce these information gathering and evaluation costs.  The Helburn (1995) study referred to by Kamerman and Waldfogel also underpins our conclusions from transaction cost arguments in that it confirms the existence of information asymmetry. A problem of inadequate consumer knowledge “… arises because parents simply do not have the information, lack the ability to evaluate quality, or do not understand that differences in quality make a difference in the impact on their children” (ibid. 2005: 203).
Since early child care education is a public good, according to the OECD (2006), private provision leads to undersupply in certain areas and to inflated user costs with potential negative consequences for labour market participation of parents. The latest OECD report on ECE lists a plethora of standards and quality criteria that are nearly impossible for parents to monitor (OECD 2006: 127-129). Hence, transaction costs for parents are quite high and there is good reason for government ownership of childcare facilities.
There are three reasons for this conclusion which Kamerman and Waldfogel (2005) weigh as more or less important. Market failure in ECE is due to problems of limited information (as one would expect from our arguments concerning transaction costs), imperfect capital markets, and the issue of externalities. The authors stress particularly the third one which moves away from the view that parents and their children are the only beneficiaries of ECE. Instead it is particularly the positive externalities of ECE which make a strong case for government investment. A further justification they give is based on equity grounds. The inequity of childcare provision is well documented for New Zealand in the State of the Nation Report from the Salvation Army (Johnson 2008). The availability of ECE places in poor urban suburbs is nearly half the national average suggesting a large and lingering inequality of access for poor…” primarily  Maori and Polynesian children (Johnson 2008: 6).

The private provision of ECE in New Zealand clearly constitutes a structure of constraints as it leads to an unequal distribution of time and money. It creates high costs for parents in terms of fees and transaction costs and does not permit labour force participation by women to the same degree as in countries with predominantly public provision of this service. Moreover, the private market system disadvantages poor children belonging to ethnic minorities. 

Though bargaining by distributional coalitions to change particular structures of constraint (for instance public policy rules and norms regulating caring labour) signifies underlying perception and is certainly based on the formation of identities and a changing time allocation as a result of the political conflict may indicate a shift in preferences, Folbre’s theory concentrates mainly on explaining how to extend negative freedom. Therefore Davis (2002 and 2003) suggested a combination of Sen’s capability approach (1992, 1995, 2002, 2002a and 2002b) with Folbre’s structures of constraints. I described this approach in detail elsewhere (Kesting and Harris 2009). Such an amalgamation of Folbre’s emphasis on care (2001) with Sen’s liberal ideas about capabilities can lead to a well founded understanding of inequality regimes. Sen’s approach is particularly suited as an umbrella concept because he regards it as a theory integrating notions of positive and negative freedom: “…, I have found it more useful to see “positive freedom” as the person’s ability to do the things in question taking everything into account
 (including external restraints as well as internal limitations). In this interpretation, a violation of negative freedom must also be – unless compensated by some other factor – a violation of positive freedom, but not vice versa” (Sen, 2002: 586).

However, in this article I want to contrast and combine Folbre’s theory with another framework emphasising positive freedom, namely Pierre Bourdieu’s habitus and symbolic power. 
Bourdieu’s masculine domination

To further our understanding of the internal mechanisms limiting positive freedom in inequality regimes it is enlightening to turn to Bourdieu’s work on masculine domination (Bourdieu 1994, 1997 and 2001) which allows us to understand the subconscious foundation of the puzzling – despite all liberating efforts and recent progress – persistent unequal balance of power and privileges between men and women. His approach is helpful in examining what reproduces inequality regimes (Acker, 2006) and gender relations (Connell, 2002). With very few exceptions
 among human societies on earth almost everywhere this balance weighs heavily in favour of men. 
According to Bourdieu, enforced by society through socialisation by means of symbolic (mythical) and structural (clement) coercion/violence and social construction, masculine domination is deeply engraved in female and male bodies and performed through small gestures, habits and everyday routines (habitus). Bourdieu describes investment in symbolic capital as producing means to communicate power relationships: “This economy, oriented towards the accumulation of symbolic capital (honour)
 transforms various raw materials – above all, women, but more generally any object that can be exchanged with formality – into gifts (and not products), that is, communicative signs that are, inseparably, instruments of domination” (2001: 44). Masculine domination works to the advantage of men – for instance in their statistically privileged access to the public realm and economic and cultural capital (Bourdieu 1994: 222). In an interview conducted by two feminist scholars (Bourdieu 1994), Bourdieu remarks that while masculine domination is a particular interesting though, nonetheless only a special case among other forms of domination (ethnical, linguistic, class etc.) which are of equal importance. So, he agrees with Acker’s and Connell’s notion of intersectionlality and with Folbre’s multiple characteristics forming the basis for structures of constraints. Moreover, though he stresses that gender is like the keys and crosses in music (ibid. 222). He warns feminists to treat gender as the main variable (ibid. 224). A warning – which is certainly taken to heart by Folbre whilst writing about structures of constraints. 
The term masculine (instead of the shorter male for instance) is carefully and purposefully chosen by Bourdieu because it has bodily and behavioural connotations:  “Existing only relationally, each of the two genders is the product of the labour of diacritical
 construction, both theoretical and practical, which is necessary in order to produce it as a body socially differentiated from the opposite gender (in all the culturally pertinent respects), i.e. as a male, and therefore non-female, habitus or as a female and therefore non-male habitus. The formative process, Bildung, in the full sense, which brings about this social construction of the body only very partially takes the form of explicit and express pedagogic action. It is to a large extent the automatic, agentless effect of a physical and social order entirely organized in accordance with the androcentric principle (which explains the extreme strength of its hold)” (2001: 23-24).  Enforced by society through socialisation by means of symbolic (mythical) and structural (clement) coercion/violence and social construction, masculine domination is deeply engraved in female and male bodies and performed through small gestures, habits and everyday routines (habitus) as well as with the help of gendered and gendering cultural artefacts (clothing, cosmetics, hair style etc.): “Symbolic power cannot be exercised without the contribution of those who undergo it and who only undergo it because they construct it as such. But instead of stopping at this statement (as constructivism in its idealist, ethnomethodological or other forms does) one has also to take note of and explain the social construction of the cognitive structures which organize acts of construction of the world and its powers. It then becomes clear that, far from being the conscious, free, deliberate act of an isolated ‘subject’, this practical construction is itself the effect of a power, durably embedded in the bodies of the dominated in the form of schemes of perception and dispositions (to admire, respect, love, etc.) which sensitize them to certain symbolic manifestations of power” (ibid. 40). Accordingly, Bourdieu defines symbolic violence as: “… a gentle violence, imperceptible and invisible even to its victims, exerted for the most part through the purely symbolic channels of communication and cognition (more precisely, misrecognition), recognition or even feeling” (ibid. 1-2). Bourdieu’s theory of inequality regimes – the habitus and symbolic power – is clearly about the formation of our minds and focussed on explaining the limits of positive freedom. 
Bourdieu found those social constructions during his anthropological and sociological studies in Algeria. His outside perspective to Kabyle society allowed him to become aware of those gendered and gendering patterns more easily than at home in France. He mapped those in synoptic diagrams of pertinent oppositions (Bourdieu 2001: 10). However, a close reading and interpretation of Virginia Woolf’s literary and essayistic work by him shows similar forces at work in Western societies (Bourdieu 1997 and 2001).  

Though masculine domination works to the advantage of men (Bourdieu 1994: 222), it can also be seen as a trap (Bourdieu 1997: 189): “It is what causes men (as opposed to women) to be socially instituted and instructed in such a way that they let themselves be caught up, like children, in all the games that are socially assigned to them, of which the form par excellence is war” (Bourdieu 2001: 75). War, by the way, is not the only competitive game men have to play with deadly consequences. To uphold male pride has its price. Statistically men are in general more prone to risk taking (Byrnes et al. 1999), as well as more likely: to become alcoholics (Wilsnack et al. 2000), to commit suicide (Hawton, 2000), to be victims of violent crimes (Kellerman and Mercy, 1992) and to commit crimes (Steffensmeier and Allen, 1996). I interpret these as negative consequences of the male habitus. Because they are privileged and dominate, men tend to overlook the silliness of their competitive games: “On their side, women have the entirely negative privilege of not being taken in by the games in which privileges are fought for and, for the most part, of not being caught up in them, at least directly, in the first person. They can even see the vanity of them, and so long as they are not vicariously engaged in them, look with amused indulgence on the desperate efforts of the ‘child-man’ to play the man and the childish despair into which his failures cast him” (ibid. 75).

The bird’s eye view of participant observing women as outsiders to the male habitus points to the methodological sophistication needed to analyse mechanisms of habituation and symbolic violence. Because it appears to us as quasi natural, is physically embodied and at least in part subconscious it is hard to detect and interpret.  Bourdieu argues that Virginia Woolf developed a technique especially in her fiction to objectivise those social but from our perception very subjectively and emotionally felt mechanisms: “But, before that, only a very particular use of ethnology can make it possible to carry out the project, suggested by Virginia Woolf, of scientifically objectifying the truly mystical operation of which the division between the sexes as we know it is the product, or, in other words, of treating the objective analysis of a society organized through and through according to the androcentric principle (the Kabyle tradition) as an objective archaeology of our unconscious, in other words as the instrument of a genuine socioanalysis” (Bourdieu 2001: 3). We cannot escape the methodological dilemma that each of our words is already a social construction which uses socially constructed instruments for construction. All we have in terms of means of thinking is already gendered, gender structured (Bourdieu 1994: 220-221). 

It is not surprising that Bourdieu in his attempt to sociologically analyse himself emphasises his role as outsider and that he likens himself in this to Michel Foucault for whom and his work he has great respect (2002: 90). 

To illustrate how these mechanisms of gendering mythology, habituation and symbolic coercion work, it is useful to refer to the experience of transsexual economist Deirdre McCloskey. The autobiographical description of her experience demonstrates how difficult it is to change the gendered habits and therefore indicates some of the obstacles of shifting gendered inequality in terms of economic and symbolic capital. 
McCloskey

The persistence and importance of habitus for our male and female identity is very well described by Deirdre McCloskey in her book on her transgender experience Crossing a Memoir (2000). McCloskey devotes two chapters on passing in her book which reflect on the difficulties and dangers to learn the female habitus (ibid. 155-166). Here is one quote, to illustrate the importance of little gestures to construct a female habitus: “Women stand and sit at angles. Men offer their hands to shake. Women put their hand to their chests when speaking of themselves. Men barge through. Women look frequently at nonspeaking participants in a conversation. Men don’t look at each other when talking. Women carry papers and books clutched to their midriffs, men balanced things on their hips. Women smile at other women when entering their space. Men never smile at male strangers. Women put their hands on their hips with fingers pointing backward. Men use wide gestures. Women frequently fold their hands together in their laps. Men walk from their shoulders, women from their hips. And on and on.” (ibid. 160).
Clint Eastwood’s movies
Moreover, Clint Eastwood’s movies can be regarded as a form of symbolic power, a cultural reproduction of a particular male habitus (Bourdieu 2001). As long as men predominantly see themselves as either fending mainly for themselves or as individuals who try to avoid direct emotional bonds and care for their children and other dependents more indirectly as breadwinners, gender inequality regimes of caring labour will not change. Paula England identified this masculinity of the separate self as the foundation of the standard behavioural model in economics. She calls this the ‘Andocentric Bias in Neoclassical Assumptions” (1993: 41). A cultural symbol for this ideal type often cited in microeconomics textbooks is Robinson Crusoe. However, I argue it may as well be the image of the lonely cowboy, soldier or rugged policeman portrayed by Clint Eastwood in his movies. 

Nevertheless, according to philosopher Drucilla Cornell these cultural products defining the icon of American masculinity do not construct as simple a model of identification for the separate self as it seems. Cornell’s book on Clint Eastwood’s cultural production provides a careful interpretation of most of his films from a feminist perspective. She concentrates mainly on the movies he directed, but also refers to some in which he performs as an actor. The chapters in her book are organized along film genres (westerns, war and police movies). Cornell argues that Eastwood systematically reworked and critically scrutinized archetypal masculinities in these genres according to four themes: 1) the horrifying impact of trauma on our shared ethical life, 2) the struggle with evil as a possibility for each of us, 3) the powers of moral repair and repentance as well as the dangers implicit in them – dangers both to one’s self and to others one may seek to save, 4) the relationship between masculine narcissism enforced through the terrifying threat of castration and the violence that inevitably inheres in the hubris of an exaggerated sense of control over one’s self (Cornell 2009: 7/8). The latter constitutes what England calls the separate self. 
Cornell shows how Eastwood in his films over and over again returns to the terrible toll that a fantasized omnipotent quasi autonomous masculinity brings with it. Whilst probably not intended by the director, she sees a subtle feminist message in this. The masculinity that Eastwood portrays is broken. His heroes are not invincible but vulnerable and suffer from trauma. Fathers are shown as distant, emotionally separated from their children. Men who struggle to relate with them and suffer from their inability to have a meaningful relationship with their children: “Often there is no “good” solution to the problems, and his characters must learn to live with the inevitable guilt and shame of participating in complex relationships with other human beings” (ibid. 189). In other words, Eastwood stages the habitus of the separate self and masculine domination as a harmful or at least unsatisfactory ideal, fantasy and fiction. Cornell argues convincingly in her book that his critical engagement with very masculine personae allows Eastwood to envision another kind of masculinity. In Tightrope, according to Cornell’s feminist interpretation, the male character Block – a police officer played by Eastwood – falls in love with Thibodeaux, an active feminist. Only through her feminism, Thibodeaux can help Block to free himself from frozen gender stereotypes by giving him the chance to safely play with his own sexuality (ibid. 77). Another example for Cornell’s feminist interpretation can be found in the film A Perfect World where, “… Eastwood depicts sexism in his heroes only to have it answered – effectively – by the talents and the force of will of a strong (often explicitly feminist) woman” (ibid. 97). Eastwood even shot an entire movie, Bridges over Madison Country, from the perspective of a female protagonist. The figure of the distant, problematic and suffering father figure is shown for instance in Absolute Power or Million Dollar Baby.  

Thus, according to Cornell (ibid. 77) Eastwood’s movies can be seen using Bourdieu’s method of interpretation as a powerful symbolic instrument to review masculinity, i.e. as an instrument of a kind of feminism that is as much about freeing men as it is about freeing women. It seems to me that only if we make progress in redefining what it means to be a man (and a woman) shall we hope to be successful in overcoming the more overt signs of gender inequality regimes such as the structures of constraints. Cornell’s book forcefully supports this point of view.  
Conclusion

Starting from presenting Berlin’s dichotomy of positive and negative freedom as a philosophical, meta-theoretical framework of evaluation in accord with Acker’s and Connell’s dualisms of visible/invisible and overt/covert, the paper demonstrated that the merits of Folbre’s structures of constraints predominantly lie in the analysis of inequality regimes limiting negative freedom in modern welfare states. To further explore the barriers to positive freedom the paper put forward Bourdieu’s analysis of masculine domination. His theory can illuminate the subconscious aspects of inequality regimes. The value of both frameworks was exemplified with the help of the ECE industry in New Zealand for Folbre’s approach as well as the cross-gender experience of Deirdre McCloskey and the films of Clint Eastwood for Bourdieu’s. Both, Folbre and Bourdieu present concepts in agreement with Acker’s and Connell’s notion of intersectionality.   
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� The term family life cycle squeeze was coined by Oppenheimer (1975) to describe particular periods when families find it financially difficult to make ends meet. She empirically demonstrated that the squeeze is experienced by working class and middle class families at different points in their life time (considering the age of parents and children) and with different degrees of tightness.   


� The emphasis is in the original.


� The gender relations in the city of Juchitán in Mexico is one of few exceptions (Benholdt-Thompson 2000).


� Mana.


� Diacritical means historical or dynamic as opposed to syncritical meaning static analysis. Both terms originate from linguistics (de Saussure). As my Czech language instructor explained in a linguistic seminar on Jacobson in Heidelberg while his mouth conspicuously watered: “Diacritical is like cutting the salami horizontally from one end to the other while syncritical is like cutting of slices vertically”.





