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Abstract

As one of the main aspects of the so-called “woman question” the issue of women’s suffrage was for a long time an important part of public discourse, it was a contested issue and disagreements and different representations of the topic did not simply follow the line of opponents on one side and proponents on the other, but crossed this line. In the paper some of the possibilities of approaching the discourse on women’s suffrage are explored. It takes the example of the discourse/s on the women’s suffrage within the Czech women’s movements and tries to show how we can trace, analyze and delimit a discourse (or different discourses) as a system (or systems) of representations of an issue. It focuses on such questions as what possible goals we can achieve in the research, what research questions we can have, what sources we can use, what method we can apply, what theoretical background we can base our research on and what potential problems we can face.  
Introduction
For a long time women’s suffrage was both one of the fundamental goals of many women’s emancipation movements and an important part of the public discourse on the level of the society, politics and women’s movements themselves, it was a contested issue with their proponents and opponents who by no means constituted unified groups. Therefore the issue of women’s suffrage is one of the main research topics in women’s and gender history, more concretely in the history of the so called “woman question” or women’s emancipation. In consider the research on women’s suffrage history/histories as important not only for the field of women’s and gender history but also for the field of political science. My interest in the topic partly emerged from what I experienced as a student of so the called “conventional” political science where the gender perspective to the political participation and representation is usually absent. Even if the analysis is supposed to be gender neutral, the fact that it often ignores the interconnection between “public” and “private” sphere, makes its neutrality highly questionable. What is presented as “general”, finally relates first of all to “male”. Particular categories, such as “democratization of men” or “male suffrage”, are often presented as universal ones, as “democracy” or “universal suffrage”, women are considered as “an appendix” to what is supposed to be “general”.

Studying women’s suffrage history we can focus on the agency (on the individual as well as collective level, on the national as well as international level, on the institutionalized as well as non-institutionalized aspects etc.) and/or on the discourse, where the very division between the agency and discourse is rather illustrative and will be problematized bellow. In my dissertation I have chosen to concentrate on the discursive level of it and in this paper I will try to present one of the possible ways how to approach the discourse on women’s suffrage, the way I use in the research for the dissertation. 
Research topic

My dissertation deals with the Czech women’s emancipation movements and their discourse/s on the women’s suffrage. It covers the period from the 90’ of the 19th century,   when the issue had become discussed on the pages of Czech women’s journals, to 1920 when the universal and equal suffrage was officially ratified by the constitution of new first Czechoslovak Republic.
 The aim of my research is to find out how the demand of the women’ suffrage was constructed and framed within the discourse of Czech women’s emancipation movements, and to trace possible different and competing discourses. Two interconnected questions arise with this goal: what do I mean by the discourse and discourses and what method do I use to analyze it? 
Discourse, which has attracted the attention of scholars in humanities and social sciences after the linguistic turn
, is a contested term which has not one fixed meaning. In a more abstract view of Foucault the meaning of the term “discourse” surpasses the linguistic level, here the discourse is understood as a system of rules delimiting the space for the production of the actual utterances, as the meaning-making structure (Beneš 2008: 106). Unlike Foucault, Fairclough remains on the level of language where he suggests two different meanings of the word “discourse”. In the first more abstract sense the discourse means the language and other types of semiotics as elements of social life and in the second more concrete one it stands for particular ways of representing part of the world (Fairclough 2003: 26). In my research I follow Fairclough’s division. On one hand I speak about discourse as “language in use”, and in this case I use the term in singular. All what has been written or said about the women’s suffrage by the representatives of Czech women’s movements can be considered as “discourse” here. On the other hand I use the term “discourse”  also in the meaning of particular representations of an issue (in this case of women’s suffrage), here we can speak about discourses in plural as “modes of delimitation within a larger field of statements” (Ifversen 2002: 5-6) and we can analyze their competing and interconnecting. 
Translating my goal into above-mentioned terms I analyze the discourse (in the sense of language in use) in order to trace possible different discourses (in the sense of particular representations of an issue). How to get from the discourse in the sense of all the texts on the issue to the discourse/s as systems of representation which were constituted across a range of texts? How to recognize, depict and present these potential different discourses?

Method

Discourse analysis can bee seen as a study of the human meaning-making practices (Wetherell in Beneš 2008: 92) including not only verbal communication but also visual media (film, posters, billboards) and other forms of nonverbal communication (Beneš 2008: 92). Discourse analysis is based on the constructivist premise, that language is not a simple means used to describe or catch the reality but something constructed and constructive itself.  Texts are not used as sources of evidence but as objects of an analysis themselves by discourse analysts. The very name “discourse analysis” is used for variety of methods and theories which have developed in diverse disciplines, according to Gill we can speak about at least 57 varieties of discourse analysis (Gill 2000: 173), some of them more formalist, concentrating on the text, others more contextualist. 
Discourse analysis is not only variety of methods but also of theories. Theoretical assumptions, concrete methods stand on, can help to choose the right variant of discourse analysis for concrete research topic. My approach is rather eclectic but rests primarily on the assumptions of the critical discourse analysis (CDA) as presented in the work of Fairclough. I consider as important the linguistic approach to the discourse and emphasis on the interconnection between language and its context that critical discourse analysis is based on. Fairclough’s approach to the discourse analysis stands on the premise that language is an irreducible part of social life dialectically interconnected with other aspects of social life (Fairclough 2003: 2). He tries to build a bridge between the two extremes: one which sees all social life as discourse and one which focuses only on the linguistic level, on texts. Critical discourse analysis distinguishes between discursive (meaning-making) and non-discursive elements and aspects of social life such as social identities or cultural values (Beneš 2008: 101). This division allows us to analyze the relationship between the discourse and other elements of social life (Fairclough in Beneš 2008: 101). Three interconnected levels of the discourse are defined here: text; discursive practice, which involves processes of text production, distribution and consumption (Fairclough 1992: 78), and social practice – relation between the discourse as a meaning-making structure, ideology and power (see Fairclough 1992: 62-100). 

Application

We can divide the research process into three main stages (Tonkiss 2004): selecting and approaching data, sorting, coding and analyzing data and presenting the analysis. According to Tonkiss (2004) if there was one rule we can apply to discourse analysis, it would be Durkheim’s first principle: abandon all preconceptions! My initial research question is therefore very large: How was the demand of the women’s suffrage constituted and framed within the discourse of Czech women’s emancipation movements? Can we trace there different and competing discourses?  And if yes, what were their characteristics? My sources are texts: articles in women’s journals
 by the representatives of Czech women’s movements, essays, books, memoires, transcriptions of lectures and speeches, annual reports of the women’s organizations, letters and other ego documents, etc. 
Since discourse analysis is “largely ‘data driven’” (Tonkiss 2004: 250) method, there is no one formalized approach to data that every discourse analyst should follow. As Tonkiss points out “[t]the tactics which you adopt as an analyst come from the data themselves rather than from any textbook method or approach” (Tonkiss 2004: 258). Tonkiss advises to use several tools to approach the data, which I find very useful. First one is using key words and themes: identifying recurrent themes and sifting, comparing and contrasting the different ways in which these themes appear within the data. In my research recurrent themes in the discourse are for example equality, progress, nation, class, freedom, motherhood, civilization, morality, women, men, femininity, masculinity, proletariat, bourgeoisie, government, church, clericalism, Czechs or Germans. Tonkiss advises to ask questions such as what ideas and representations cluster around these themes, what associations are being established or whether particular meanings are being mobilized. I try to look at these themes through an intersectional perspective, to see the relation between particular meanings and the social identity of the speakers and also how categories as gender, class, nation or religion (which presented crucial “social identity categories” in the discourse) were constructed in the discourse and how other themes or concepts were “gendered”, “class-oriented” or “nation-oriented”.
Let us look closer at such concepts as equality, nation, class and progress, at ideas, associations, representations and possible particular meanings connected with them in the discourse. Since the analysis is in progress, what I will present bellow are mostly tentative hypotheses to show the way we can work with the discourse, not my ultimate findings. What was the idea of equality in the discourse? The sources, I have seen till now, show that the concept of equality included both sameness and difference on the level of both roles and inert characteristics of women. We can see that women presented themselves as having the same roles in the society as men (women presented themselves as tax-payers, workers, etc.) but also as having different (but equal) tasks than men (such as the role of mothers ad homemakers). The representatives of the movements presented women as “public and private”, while men were presented as “public”. Women’s inert characteristics were presented as the same as the characteristics of men (we are as clever as men are), but also as different from the characteristics of men (e.g. superior morality or practicality). Particular meanings of the term equality were also established in the discourse. We can trace these meanings through the intersectional perspective. While the representatives of middle class women’s movement associated the term “equality” primarily with gender equality, the representatives of social democratic women’s movement associated it above all with class equality. In some cases it meant only the difference of the emphasis on one particular aspect of the equality and other aspects were not meant to be excluded, in other cases the demand for gender equality and the demand for class equality could be understood in terms of “either” and “or”, the call for one of them could contain (temporal) exclusion of the other one, gender equality and class equality could then present two competing concepts. This aspect of exclusion is related to the fact that in the narrower sense the concept of class equality was not gender-neutral, just as the concept of gender equality was not “class-neutral”. Even if in the broader sense class equality could in the view of working class women mean equality of both women and men from different classes, in the narrower sense the term class equality could mean equality of men from working class and men from middle class and exclude women from both working and middle class. And the concept of gender equality, while in the broad sense referring to equality of all women and all men, could in the narrower sense mean equality of women and men from middle class in the view of representatives of middle class women’s movement.
Even if the suffragists from middle class and working class had the same goal – universal and equal suffrage, the existence of several meanings of such concepts as equality could also mean different presentations of same events as we can see on the discourse on the electoral reform for the Lower house of the Austrian parliament, the reform which had introduced the “universal” and equal male suffrage and at the same time cancelled the rest of previously existing restricted women’s rights. Whereas the representatives of the Czech social democratic women’s movement perceived the fact that women’s suffrage was not included to the reform as secondary and argued, even if cautiously, in favor of the reform, focusing on its “class equality” dimension, the representatives of the suffragists from middle classes criticized the reform, focusing on its “gender inequality dimension”. 
What role did the concept of nation play in the discourse? As for the notion of the Czech nation in the particular setting of the Habsburg monarchy, what ideas, representation and associations were connected to it? Tracing this it is important to look also on the role the concept of “the Other” played in the construction of the notion of the Czech nation. We should look on what/who was presented as “the Other”, it could be Austrian Germans, Austrian government, clericalism, etc. What associations connected with the concept of “the Other” and with the notion of Czech nation can we find in the discourse? It could be e.g. autocratic character or oppression on one side and “inherently democratic character” and progress on the other. How the notion of progressive Czech nation and gender equality were connected?  What was e.g. the role of grand female figures of the Czech mythology such as princess Libuše or women in the Husite movement in the discourse, etc.?  How were the notion of the Czech nation and the notion of “the Other” gendered? What was the presentation of other Slavic nations or “western” nations in the discourse? What hierarchies can we trace in their presentation? These are some of the questions we can ask.
With the concept of class, we can again ask several questions?  What role did the concept of class play in the discourse and how was class constructed? What were the ways class and gender intersected? How the middle class women presented working class in the discourse and how working class women presented middle class? How were these particular presentations gendered? We can e.g. see in the discourse that some suffragists from middle class presented working class as “male”, as it emerges from phrases like “the reform of 1907 gave vote to workers”. How did middle class women present middle class men in the discourse? Were there concrete men representing symbolic figures in the discourse? How did middle class women and working class women present themselves in the discourse? How did working class women present middle class in general? What were the associations connected to it?  How was it gendered, etc.? 
Another term often present in the discourse was progress. Here we can see very clearly that the meaning of it, representations of it and associations connected to it in the discourse differed. The progress could mean many things from the emancipation of women to the extension of male vote by the reform of 1907. We can also ask what on the other hand the visions of the regression were and what/who represented them in the discourse. Again several different representations of the regression can be found here, such as “patriarchic men”, “capitalism”, “clericalism”, etc. It is very interesting to follow the role that categories like nation, class, gender or religion played in the construction of the vision/s of progress. I also search for the metaphors in the discourse
 and look on how the above-mentioned different patterns within the discourse occur not only on the level of semantics but also on the level of grammar (e.g. nouns “us”/”them”). 

We can also look for internal inconsistencies within texts; one of the examples could be the use of the term “universal suffrage”. It is one of the taken-for-granted notions, meaning of which differed: the term was used both in the meaning of suffrage for men and women and suffrage only for men by the representatives of the movements, and in many cases in was not clear what the actual meaning of the term was. As Tonkiss points out, the discourse analyst should look not only for what we can find in the discourse, he or she should also focus on the silences (Tonkiss 2004: 258), on what has been excluded from the discourse. As for the Czech discourse on women’s suffrage we can e.g. ask why there is not much attention paid to the Austrian German women’s suffrage movements and Austrian German women in general. When we analyze it from the intersectional perspective and take into consideration the particular setting of Habsburg monarchy, one of the hypotheses can be that the national identity which the representatives of the Czech women’s suffrage movements shared with Czech men was more important for them that gender identity shared with German women.
How do we delimit and define possible different discourses as systems of presentation within the discourse?  One of the possible ways is suggested by Ifversen (2002). He proposes to combine foucauldian approach with the tools of conceptual history. Even if Foucault’s notion of the discourse in not limited to the linguistic level, the three dimensions, that Foucault proposes to delimit and specify the discourse, can be applied also to the linguistic level, these dimensions are conceptual architecture, semantic macro-areas and positions (Ifversen 2002: 6). We can characterize the discourse by the way it combines various concepts and how some concepts are given a central role, semantic marco-areas can be according to Ifversen analyzed as the relation between a key concept and various side concepts. The notion of position concerns the distribution of roles and speaker positions in the discourse and can be find on the level of both semantic and grammar  (Ifversen 2002: 6) (e. g. Czechs and the Other, us/them).
 As Ifversen points it the discourse analysis is mainly interested in fractions, dislocations and collisions of discursive formations on the synchronic level of the analysis, whereas conceptual history is primarily focuses on the temporal stratification of meaning, and the ‘temporal tensions’ (Koselleck in Ifversen) the use of concepts involves (Ifversen 2002: 5). But how can we historicize the discourse? As a meeting point between discourse analysis and conceptual history Ifversen identifies concepts and conceptual architecture. In conceptual history the attention is primarily paid to the role that words and concepts perform in situations of contestation (Ifversen 2002: 7). Koselleck, the founder of the approach of conceptual history, suggested working with combinations of words within semantic fields, which refer to the way that basic concepts, or key concepts, get their meaning from neighbouring concepts, the semantic fields should be delimited by the analysis. Ifversen proposes the semantic field as the analytical counterpart of the conceptual architecture (Ifversen 2002: 8). The conceptual architecture, semantic fields, marco-areas and positions present the main tools to delimit potential diverse or competing discourses within the discourse.
Potential problems 
The first potential problem is the epistemological one. It arises from the basic assumption that we have two interrelated categories – discourse and context and from the premise that texts are not sources of evidence but objects of analysis themselves. As text and context are considered as categories influencing one another, to analyze the discourse we need to have detailed knowledge of the context. This we can acquire only through another texts, this means that a text suddenly changes its fonction; it is no more an object of an analysis but a source of evidence. As Gill (2000: 183) says, one of the basic points made by the discourse analysis is that we cannot speak about description and evaluation as separate activities, every phenomenon can have several meanings and interpretations. The problem is how to decide whether I can take a concrete text, including secondary literature, as a source of evidence about the context of the discourse. The second problem is connected with the fact that in my analysis I work with the discourse as something changeable on one hand and see the “identity categories” such as class identity, gender identity or national identity as something taken for granted, I do not analyze the construction of these identities and their change, but the question is whether we speak about e.g. “working class” or “Czech nation” as something fixed?  
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� Within these period there are some moments that attract more attention than the others, such as the struggle over the electoral reform of 1907 for the lower house of the Austrian parliament, first candidatures of women for the Bohemian provincial Diet in 1908 or the election of the first woman-deputy to the Bohemian provincial Diet (and the first woman elected to the parliamentary body in central Europe in whole) in1912.


� More about women’s and gender history and linguistic turn can be found in Canning 2005, pp. 63-100.


� Such as Women’s Papers, Women’s Revue, Women’s World or Women’s Paper.


� During the deliberations of the electoral reform for the municipality of Prague women used such metaphors as „Mother Prague“ and „daughters of Her“.


� Foucault‘s theory and method is presented mainly on Michel Foucault L’archéologie du savoir, Paris, Gallimard 1969.  





