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Chapter 3

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the framework that guides the analysis and interpretation 
of the data collected in this research. It builds a theoretical and conceptual 
model elucidating conceptions of gender, gender relations, masculinity and 
intersectional feminism by asking: How is the notion of masculinity theorised in 
intersectional feminist theory? Section 3.2 introduces intersectional feminism, 
while Section 3.3 deepens the theoretical exploration of intersectionality as 
a critical analytical lens. Section 3.4 discusses the theoretical foundations 
of gender relations, and Section 3.5 analyses the social structure of gender 
and its operational implications. Section 3.6 conceptualises masculinities and 
explores pluralist and relational notions of masculinity. Section 3.7 examines 
the intersection between intersectional feminism and masculinity, while 
Section 3.8 presents CFA, and Section 3.9 presents the DPSIR framework 
as complementary tools for analysing the framing and systemic dimensions 
of early marriage and masculinity in both policy and practice. Section 3.10 
offers key conclusions, and Section 3.11 presents the integrated conceptual 
framework that underpins the empirical and policy analysis in this dissertation.

My overarching epistemological position is informed by intersectional 
feminism, which seeks to capture the multiple intersecting factors that shape 
the relationship between masculinities and early marriage in policy and 
practice. To this end, I integrate intersectionality, gender relations theory, 
masculinity theory, CFA, and the DPSIR framework.

3.2 The notions of intersectional feminism

Ideologically, feminist theory and activism in the West evolved in “waves” 
that addressed different facets of women’s subordination originating in the 
18th century (Krolokke & Sorensen, 2012). The first two waves focused on 
women’s rights and gender equality, treating gender as a singular analytical 
category (Belingheri et al., 2021). However, the third wave and, more 
recently, the emergence of intersectional feminism, led to shifts in theory 
and activism (Karaian & Mitchell, 2004; Snyder, 2008). The third wave of the 
late 20th century critiqued the essentialism, universalism and categorical 
thinking associated with the first two waves (Dean, 2009; Mack-Canty, 
2004). It embraced the diversity and multiplicity of women’s experiences 
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and identities, recognising that women’s struggles are not homogenous and 
cannot be addressed through a one-size-fits-all approach. Within this wave, 
intersectional feminism further emphasises the interconnected systems 
of oppression that affect women differently based on various intersecting 
factors such as race, class, sexuality, disability, and others (Evans, 2015;  
Snyder, 2008).

Intersectional feminism draws on the activism and writings of Black feminists, 
who advocate for a more inclusive and nuanced understanding of oppression. 
Sojourner Truth, Ida B. Wells, Audre Lorde, Angela Davis, and Kimberlé 
Crenshaw have helped shape intersectional feminist thought and praxis 
(Ramirez & Stovall, 2022). Sojourner Truth, an African American abolitionist 
and women’s rights activist in the 19th century, is an early proponent of 
recognising the interconnected nature of oppression. In her renowned speech 
“Ain’t I a Woman?” delivered in 1851, Truth addressed gender inequality and 
the intersections of race and class in her own experiences. She argued that 
her identity as both a woman and a Black person was integral to her struggle 
for rights and recognition (Smiet, 2020). However, it was Kimberlé Crenshaw 
who famously coined the concept of intersectionality in 1989. 

Intersectional feminism, as a theory and political practice, aims to challenge 
and transform oppressive structures and cultures that affect women and 
other marginalised identity groups. By recognising the intersecting identities 
and experiences of individuals, intersectional feminism seeks to create more 
inclusive and equitable spaces where all people can thrive regardless of their 
social location.

3.3 Conceptualising intersectionality

Intersectionality provides valuable analytical tools for examining the 
variations within social categories (Bilge, 2009). It highlights that women 
and men are not monolithic groups but individuals with intersecting social 
identities, including caste, class, gender, age, geography, religion, sexuality, 
and disability, among other things. These identities intersect and interact, 
influencing women’s opportunities and challenges in diverse ways within 
various social contexts. For instance, a woman’s experience of discrimination 
may be compounded by factors such as her race or socioeconomic status. 
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From an intersectional perspective, individual narratives must be examined within 
the context of overlapping power relations such as race, gender, and class, rather 
than isolating these dimensions into “discrete or pure strands” (Brah & Phoenix, 
2004, p. 76). Critically, intersectional feminist scholars argue that traditional 
theories, laws, policies, and research often employ simplistic, one-dimensional 
frameworks that fail to capture the complexities of multiple intersecting identities. 
The oversight exacerbates the marginalisation of individuals in intersecting 
marginalised positions (Crenshaw, 1989; McCall, 2005). 

Intersectionality entails examining intersecting power structures and 
understanding how individuals are situated within social structures 
(Christensen & Jensen, 2012; Phoenix & Pattynama, 2006). An intersectional 
lens enables feminists to uncover the nuanced ways in which power and 
privilege operate and to promote more inclusive and equitable approaches to 
social change. 

3.3.1 Origins and dimensions of intersectionality
Crenshaw’s concept of “intersectionality” (1989, 1991) refers to how Black 
women in the US experience overlapping forms of oppression due to their 
intersecting identities of race and gender. She demonstrated how this 
intersection impacted black women’s access to opportunities within the 
American labour market and how they may experience multiple subordinations 
that create additional dimensions of disempowerment (Crenshaw, 1991). 

Crenshaw delineates intersectionality as structural, political, and 
representational. Structural intersectionality refers to how different forms of 
oppression and violence may manifest differently for marginalised individuals 
based on their intersecting identities. Black women may experience a unique 
form of domestic violence shaped by racism and sexism, often overlooked 
by legal and social systems. Political intersectionality explores how laws 
and policies may have varying impacts on different groups based on their 
intersecting identities. For instance, anti-discrimination laws and feminist 
movements may fail to address the specific needs and experiences of 
women of colour who face multiple forms of discrimination. Representational 
intersectionality examines how cultural images and stereotypes shape 
the perception and treatment of marginalised groups. For instance, media 
portrayals are often used to depict women of colour in limited roles, ignoring 
their agency and diversity. These intersections will be further explored in 
lived experiences in Chapter 8.
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3.3.2 Approaches to understanding intersectionality
Intersectionality can be group-centred, process-centred, and system-centred 
(Choo & Ferree, 2010). Group-centred approaches emphasise the importance 
of incorporating the perspectives of marginalised groups. Process-centred 
approaches recognise power as relational, understanding how variables 
interact at different intersections to multiply oppressions. System-centred 
approaches highlight how intersectionality shapes entire social systems 
and influences structures of inequality. I adopt a combined group-
centred, process-centred, and system-centred approach to operationalise 
intersectionality, each contributing a distinct analytical lens. In addition, 
although intersectionality emphasises the interdependence of identity 
categories, this dissertation seeks to analytically disentangle caste, class, 
gender, age, and spatial inequality in order to highlight their distinct and 
overlapping roles in shaping early marriage practices.

3.3.3 Critique of intersectional feminism and intersectionality
While Crenshaw’s intersectionality approach has gained widespread recognition 
and application across various disciplines, it has weaknesses. First, there is no 
clear method within intersectional feminism to operationalise concepts (Bilge, 
2009; McCall, 2005), leading to inconsistencies in how intersectionality is 
applied and interpreted in research and activism. Second, its focus on black 
women in the US potentially overshadowed the experiences of other groups, 
limiting its applicability to diverse contexts and categories, and hindering its 
ability to resonate with a broader audience. Third, intersectionality focuses on 
individual agency, overlooking the role of powerful and entrenched structures 
of racism and oppression (Collins, 2015) faced by marginalised groups. Fourth, 
many studies informed by intersectionality tend to adopt a subjective analysis, 
focusing solely on a single disadvantaged social group within a specific social 
context or ideological framework (Bilge, 2009; McCall, 2005), overlooking the 
complex interplay of social relations and power dynamics that shape individuals’ 
experiences at the intersections of multiple identities.

In my research, I will address the limitations of intersectionality by refining my 
methodologies, broadening their scope of analysis, and better accounting for 
the structural forces that perpetuate inequality and marginalisation of Mushar 
and other marginalised groups in Terai/Madheshi society.
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Table 6: Analytical Contributions of Intersectional Feminism and 
Intersectionality to the Study

Analytical Inference Explanation
Intersectionality Exposes 
Overlapping Systems of 
Oppression

Intersectionality shows how categories like caste, class, 
gender, age, and geography intersect to produce unique 
experiences of marginalisation, particularly among Mushar 
and other Terai Madheshi communities.

Intersectional Feminism 
Recognises Diversity Within 
Marginalised Groups

Rather than treating gender as a singular or uniform 
category, intersectional feminism encourages examining 
differences within groups, illuminating how power 
operates differently based on identity intersections.

Intersectionality Demands 
Context-Specific and Inclusive 
Policy Analysis

By emphasising intersecting structures of inequality, 
intersectionality enables a more nuanced and inclusive 
analysis of early marriage practices in Nepal’s socio-
political context.

Intersectionality Enhances 
Gender Relational Analysis in 
Masculinity Studies

It complements masculinity theory by showing how 
masculinities are shaped by multiple social locations, 
not just by gender but also by caste, class, age, and 
geography.

Critiques Prompt Reflexive and 
Methodologically Grounded 
Research

Acknowledging critiques of intersectionality, the study 
adopts a reflexive and structurally aware methodological 
approach, ensuring broader representation beyond 
singular categories like race or gender.

Intersectionality Guides 
Feminist Policy Critique and 
Transformation

Intersectionality equips the research with a framework to 
critique gender-blind, single-axis policies and advocate for 
more responsive and equitable frameworks grounded in 
lived experiences.

Source: Created by the Author 

3.4 Theorising gender 

Gender is a multifaceted and contested concept that has been theorised from 
various perspectives. Gender encompasses experiences and expressions that 
vary significantly across different contexts and cultures. Rather than being 
a binary concept, gender is increasingly acknowledged as a spectrum that 
includes diverse identities and expressions. Social, cultural, and individual 
factors shape gender identities and practices (Risman, 2009). Three major 
theoretical frameworks on gender exist: sex role theory, categorical theory, 
and relational theory, each offering unique insights (Connell, 2002). Sex role 
theory views gender as a set of socially constructed roles learned through 
socialisation, prescribing appropriate behaviour and attitudes for men and 
women; individuals are expected to conform to socio-culturally defined gender 
norms transmitted through the socialisation process. Gender differences and 
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similarities are explained in terms of the different expectations and norms 
imposed by society on each sex (Connell, 2002; West & Zimmerman, 1987). 

Categorical theory conceptualises gender as a binary and stable category 
based on biological sex that determines one’s identity, personality, and 
behaviour. It assumes innate and universal differences between men and 
women, reflected in their psychological and social characteristics (Lorber, 
1994). It often perpetuates essentialist and binary views of gender, overlooking 
its complexities and the influence of power relations (Butler, 1990).

Relational theory emerged as a response to the limitations of traditional 
sex roles and categorical theories of gender and offers a more nuanced 
understanding of gender as a dynamic and complex system of social relations 
(West & Zimmerman, 1987). It defines gender in terms of: (a) the interactions 
and relationships among individuals within social structures (Risman, 2004), 
(b) a dynamic system of social relations, closely connected to societal 
expectations about reproduction, caregiving, and related roles (Connell, 
1987), (c) fluid and contingent, rather than fixed or predetermined, and subject 
to change over time and across different social contexts (Connell, 2002), (d) 
not only individual identity or behaviour but embeddedness within broader 
social contexts, institutions, and power dynamics (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004); 
and (e) shaped by historical, cultural, and institutional factors that influence 
the unequal distribution of resources and intersect with other social divisions 
such as caste, ethnicity, class, age, religion, geography, and sexual orientation 
to produce overlapping identities and inequalities (Connell, 2002; Coulthard 
et al., 2019; Kabeer, 2008; Risman, 2004). Gender is thus socially constructed 
and maintained through ongoing interactions and negotiations within society 
(Connell, 2002; West & Zimmerman, 1987) and challenges essentialist and 
binary views (Collins, 2015; Crenshaw, 1991).

Gender relational theory emphasises that the interactions between system and 
structure shape how people experience and perform gender within their social 
contexts and that individuals occupy multiple social positions simultaneously, 
and their experiences of gender are shaped by the intersections of these 
various identities (Crenshaw, 1991). By focusing on the relational nature of 
gender, I examine how gender is constructed, negotiated, and contested 
within social institutions and everyday interactions (Connell, 2002; Risman, 
2004; West & Zimmerman, 1987) to facilitate a deeper understanding of the 
underlying interplay of power, culture, and social structure. Furthermore, I 
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use relational theory to provide a valuable framework for addressing gender-
based inequalities and promoting social change.

3.5 Social structure of gender

Gender is a fundamental social structure that shapes the distribution 
of resources, power, emotions, and symbolic meanings across different 
gender identities (Connell, 2002), calling for exploring the interconnections 
between gender, labour, and emotional relationships within this structure. 
Connell’s (1987; 2002; 2005) framework for analysing gendered relationships 
encompasses: production relations, power relations, cathexis, and symbolism 
(see Figure 1). The following section delves into these four dimensions of 
gender structures.

Figure 1: Social Structure of Gender
Source: Created by the author
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3.5.1 Power relations
Power is not simply held by individuals or groups but is constantly enacted 
through relationships, and contemporary gender dynamics imply the 
widespread subordination of women by dominant men (Connell 1987, 2002). 
This relational understanding of power is crucial in Connell’s theory, as it 
shows how gender identities are constructed, maintained, and enforced. The 
unequal distribution of power between genders underpins the sexual division 
of labour, which is often reinforced by ideological beliefs, societal practices 
and institutions (Connell, 1987). These power relations are shaped by social 
structures, such as patriarchy; this establishes and maintains hierarchies 
within social organisations and institutions, reinforcing stereotypical gender 
roles for women in both domestic and societal spheres. Patriarchal structures 
and norms systemically objectify and subordinate women, often using force, 
either physical or through control of weapons and military knowledge, 
perpetuating violence against women (Connell, 1987). The perspective on 
power relations is central to Connell’s theory of the social structure of gender. 

3.5.2  Production as labour relations
Connell also defines labour relations as production relations (Figure 1), 
focusing on how labour is organised and distributed across genders, and 
encompasses both paid and unpaid work in domestic and public spheres 
(Connell, 1987, 2002). This labour division entails the allocation of specific 
work and occupations to particular genders, reflecting societal norms and 
values. Today, despite cultural variations, men are allocated the most valued 
work associated with greater economic benefits. Patriarchy also serves 
as the central organising structure in labour relations, typically benefiting 
men more (Connell, 1987), with women assigned to different and unequal 
positions relative to men, in terms of authority, responsibilities, and income. 
This labour division, far from being a relic of primitive societies, persists as 
the primary method of organising labour in present industrialised societies, 
with power and patriarchy governing production relations. This makes women 
without social networks, dependent on the earnings of men, among the most 
vulnerable (Kabeer, 1999).

Men typically hold authority in business, state affairs, families, civil society 
institutions, and public spaces, which further perpetuates the sexual division 
of labour through mechanisms like skill-building and training (Connell, 1987). 
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However, Connell (ibid.) acknowledges that this division is not static but 
dynamic and subject to resistance and transformation from feminist, labour, 
anti-colonial, and environmental movements, which challenge patriarchy 
and advocate alternative visions of work and gender relations. Furthermore, 
the sexual division of labour intersects with factors like class, race, ethnicity, 
sexuality, age, and disability to contribute to diverse and complex experiences 
of work and labour relations among different groups. Therefore, Connell calls 
for a nuanced and inclusive analysis of the sexual division of labour and to 
consider multiple dimensions of social inequality and diversity to address 
gender inequality at multiple intersections. 

3.5.3 Cathexis as emotional relations
Connell (1987) also discussed cathexis, that is, emotional relations within 
the broader context of gender structures. Cathexis provides insight into 
how emotional norms and expressions are constructed within the gender 
order; cathexis, as a social and historical construct, is influenced by norms, 
values, and expectations that vary across different contexts (Connell, 
2005). Emotional attachments and sexual desires are not just personal 
experiences but are also deeply embedded in social structures and cultural 
contexts, shaped by societal norms and expectations. For example, the 
way individuals form romantic relationships, the intensity of their emotional 
bonds, and their sexual desires are influenced by societal gender norms. The 
emotional investment can reinforce or challenge existing gender roles and 
power dynamics; the way society views and regulates emotional and sexual 
relationships affects how individuals experience and express their desires 
(ibid.). 

Thus, Connell’s (2005) concept of cathexis encompasses both 
a)	 emotional regimes, that is, dominant patterns of emotional relations 

dictated by societal institutions and ideologies that shape the boundaries 
of emotional expression and behaviour, and 

b)	 emotional projects, that is, attempts to challenge or transform existing 
emotional norms and hierarchies, driven by individual and collective 
aspirations for recognition, empowerment, and justice. 

This framework for understanding emotional relations emphasises the 
intertwined nature of emotions and gender dynamics and encourages a 
critical examination of how emotions intersect with gender to shape social 
relations and power dynamics.
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3.5.4 Symbolic relations
Symbolic relations, integral to the meaning-making processes in language 
and social interactions, are deeply woven into gender relations. Connell 
(1987) argues that symbols, rituals and institutions perpetuate and challenge 
traditional gender hierarchies; they are cultural tools used to express and 
reinforce gender norms, and symbols are not merely representational but 
actively shape the way individuals understand and perform gender (Connell, 
1987). Symbols include the expectation for men to dress in dull suits and 
women in colourful clothing, signifying broader ideas about masculinity 
and femininity (Le Mat, 2020).  These expectations are not static but are 
renegotiated as societal values evolve. 

Cultural institutions - such as churches, universities, and the media - are 
also not neutral but are often embedded with male power, symbolising 
a broader structure of gender inequality (Connell 2002). These powerful 
institutions grant men higher levels of recognition and visibility, rendering 
their activities more important and newsworthy compared to women’s. For 
instance, male-dominated professions such as politics and business are 
frequently portrayed as more prestigious and vital in public discourse, while 
female-dominated sectors like caregiving or teaching are undervalued, 
both economically and symbolically. Moreover, symbolically high-return 
areas, those perceived as socially or economically valuable, such as higher 
education, political leadership, or positions of authority, are frequently 
seen as male-dominated domains. This alignment between men and power 
perpetuates gendered divisions in societal recognition and resource allocation 
(Connell, 2002), shaping how individuals perceive their opportunities 
and roles within society, and reinforcing male dominance in public life and 
governance.

In Connell’s (2002) theoretical framework, the interaction between four 
structures of gender relations -- production, power, cathexis (emotional and 
sexual relations), and symbolism -- illustrates how gender hierarchies are 
constructed and maintained. These structures do not function independently 
but in dialogue with and shape and reinforce each other. For example, 
gendered power imbalances are not merely about who holds economic or 
political power but are deeply rooted in the symbolic narratives that assign 
value to male-dominated roles and behaviours. Similarly, cathexis, which 
refers to the emotional and sexual dynamics between individuals, interacts 
with symbolism, as traditional gender roles often prescribe how men and 
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women should express their emotions and sexuality. Connell (2002) suggests 
that these symbolic dynamics are critical to comprehending the broader 
social mechanisms that sustain gender inequality. 

Symbols, such as media portrayals of strong male leaders or nurturing female 
caregivers, naturalise and normalise these roles. However, symbols evolve: 
the increasing presence of women in leadership roles and men embracing 
caregiving responsibilities represents a shift in the symbolic order, contesting 
the idea that leadership and authority are inherently masculine traits (Connell, 
2002). Similarly, non-binary and transgender identities further disrupt 
conventional gender symbols by highlighting the fluidity of gender, challenging 
the rigid binary system that has historically underpinned traditional gender 
hierarchies. These changes demonstrate that while symbols are powerful in 

Table 7: Inferences for analysing early marriage from Connell’s gender 
structure theory

Analytical Inference Explanation

Gender as a Social 
Construction

Gender is not biologically determined but socially constructed 
through interaction and meaning-making. Early marriage practices 
are shaped by and reflect localised constructions of masculinity and 
femininity.

Role of Agency and 
Social Structure

Individual actions shape and are shaped by broader social 
structures. This helps explain both compliance with and resistance to 
early marriage norms.

Interaction with Social 
Structures

The interaction with power, labour, emotional, and symbolic 
structures defines one’s position in the gender order and explains 
how masculinity informs early marriage decisions.

Power Relations Hierarchical gender power dynamics position men as dominant and 
women as subordinate, reinforcing early marriage as a site where 
masculinity is performed and enforced.

Labour Relations Men are pressured to be economic providers, reinforcing early 
marriage as proof of readiness, while women are often confined to 
domestic roles.

Emotional Relations Gender norms are embodied through actions and expectations, 
including emotional restraint or control for men, shaping their roles 
in marriage.

Symbolism Cultural symbols and norms reproduce gender roles, with marriage 
being a symbolic affirmation of masculinity and social status.

Intersectionality Gender dynamics intersect with caste, class, gender, age, and 
geography, affecting how masculinity and early marriage are 
experienced in marginalised communities like the Mushar.

Source: Created by the author
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reinforcing existing structures, they are also sites of resistance where new 
forms of gender relations can be imagined and enacted.

Connell’s four gender structure dimensions have informed the thematic 
coding of empirical data gathered for the purposes of this study. Specifically, 
power relations are examined through decision-making authority in marriage; 
production relations are explored through gendered division of labour 
and economic roles; cathexis is identified through emotional attachments 
and motivations (e.g., Mann Milepachi); and symbolism is traced in cultural 
narratives and rituals surrounding marriage and masculinity (see Chapters 8 
and 9).

3.6 Conceptualising masculinities and their 
construction in feminist theory

Masculinity studies, an independent research field, is informed by feminism, 
queer theory, race studies, and various post-structuralisms (Kimmel & 
Messner, 1993). Since 1970, masculinities studies have been grounded in 
feminist theories, and courses on masculinities are often part of gender and 
women studies (Brod, 1987). Gardiner, (2002) emphasises the necessity of 
nuanced feminist analyses of masculinities. The author argues that, among 
other things, it is important to understand how masculinity is constructed and 
maintained within society and how it intersects with other power structures 
and feminist attention to the institutionalisation of power can prevent 
superficial interpretations of gender mobility. Studies on masculinities explore 
parallels, interdependencies, and asymmetries between gender and other 
social power distributions, providing a ground to investigate who has a stake 
in maintaining masculinity as a distinct category and why it is a necessary 
component of society.

The introduction of queer theories in the 1990s expanded the discourse 
on masculinity within feminist circles, leading to a deeper exploration of 
the intersections between gender, power, and identity. Feminist theorists 
have utilised various frameworks, including sex role theory and categorical 
theories, to understand masculinity. Raewyn Connell has been foundational in 
theorising masculinities. Connell (2001, 2005) conceptualises masculinity as 
an ideological and relational framework that governs how men negotiate their 
identities through everyday discursive and social practices (see Section 2.2). 
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She emphasises that gender is not only relational-constructional concerning 
femininities but also hierarchical, wherein multiple forms of masculinity and 
femininity coexist and are differentially valued within a given social order. 
Connell offers two key frameworks for analysing masculinity: (a) the gender-
relational approach, centred on the concept of hegemonic masculinity, which 
legitimises men’s dominance over women and sustains patriarchal power; 
(b) the hierarchy of masculinities, which highlights that not all men benefit 
equally from patriarchy. Masculinities are stratified - hegemonic, complicit, 
subordinated, and marginalised and as noted, are shaped by intersecting 
identity categories such as caste, class, gender, age, and geography. 
Table 8 summarises these four types of masculinities and their defining 
characteristics. 

Connell’s framework also calls attention to the agency of marginalised groups, 
and particularly women, in both reproducing and contesting dominant gender 
norms. While patriarchy is maintained by dominant men, it is often authorised 
through broader social consensus, entailing compliance of both men and 
women. However, shifting identities and the actions of younger generations 
are prompting a re-evaluation of hegemonic ideals and opening space for 
alternative masculinities. 

Table 8: Connell’s Four Types of Masculinities 

Type of 
Masculinity

Definition Characteristics

Hegemonic The culturally dominant ideal of 
masculinity legitimises male power 
and the subordination of women.

Authoritative, assertive, heterosexual, 
economically powerful, emotionally 
restrained.

Complicit Masculinities that do not challenge 
hegemonic norms but still benefit 
from patriarchal dividends.

Non-dominant but conforming; avoid 
challenging gender norms; benefits 
from gender hierarchy.

Marginalised Masculinities are shaped by 
exclusion due to caste, class, gender, 
age, and geography, often lacking 
access to dominant ideals.

Excluded due to structural inequality; 
may adopt or resist dominant traits 
under constraint.

Subordinated Masculinities are directly opposed to 
hegemonic norms, often associated 
with femininity or queerness, and 
subject to stigma or devaluation.

Feminised or queer; experiences 
systemic subordination; often 
pathologised or silenced.

Source: Created by the author 
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Connell’s contributions to feminist-informed masculinity theory have been 
particularly influential. Her work interrogates masculinity from both horizontal 
and vertical axes (i.e., by examining how systems of relations both across 
different groups (horizontal) and within hierarchies (vertical) shape and 
perpetuate certain masculine ideals (Beasley, 2005; Wedgwood, 2009). This 
dual-axis approach allows for a deeper exploration of the complexities of 
masculinity and its intersections with other forms of social identity and power 
dynamics. 

3.6.1 Hegemonic masculinity
Connell’s concept of hegemonic masculinity is central to masculinities and 
gender relations. It was initially developed to analyse gendered hierarchies 
in Australian high schools and labour politics but has since been widely 
elaborated by Connell in Gender and Power (1987) and the seminal 
Masculinities (Connell, 1995) and applied in various contexts (Christensen 
& Jensen, 201). Connell and Messerschmidt (2005) revised and updated 
their theory of masculinity to discuss plurality and hierarchy of masculinities 
and the power relations among them (Lusher & Robbins, 2009) that evolve 
dialectically through dynamic and reciprocal interaction rather than a simple, 
one-way process of socialisation (Connell, 2002). 

According to Connell (2005) “hegemonic masculinity is the configuration 
of gender practice which embodies the currently accepted answer to the 
problem of the legitimacy of patriarchy, which guarantees (or is taken to 
guarantee) the dominant position of men and the subordination of women” 
(Connell, 2005, p.77). Hegemonic masculinity normatively embodies “the 
currently most honoured way of being a man, it requires all other men to 
position themselves concerning it, and it ideologically legitimates the global 
subordination of women to men” (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005, p. 832). 
Hegemonic masculinity is not merely a personal identity but a socially 
constructed practice that governs the behaviours and attitudes of men within 
a societal context (Connell, 2005); the celebrated and honoured way of being 
a man, setting the standard against which other forms of masculinity are 
measured (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). 

Although there is some correspondence between the cultural ideal and the 
individual, this does not mean that the most powerful bearers of hegemonic 
masculinity are the most influential individuals. Hegemonic masculinity 
represents a normative standard that may not be enacted by most men but 
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is an ideal to which many aspire. Marginalisation is always relative to the 
authorisation of the dominant group’s hegemonic masculinity.

Hegemonic masculinity does not exist in isolation but interacts with other 
forms of masculinity and social identities (Connell, 2005). While hegemonic 
masculinity may be culturally dominant, alternative forms of masculinity, such 
as collective or marginalised masculinities, also exist, resist its authority, and 
offer different ways of being a man that may not align with dominant norms. 
Furthermore, hegemonic masculinity allows for men’s continued dominance 
over women as well as dominating men who fail to enact hegemonic 
masculinity (Connell and Messerschmidt, 2005). The policing of men and 
the suspicion of women are ways to maintain a hegemonic pattern (Connell, 
2005; Lusher & Robins, 2009). 

Connell and Messerschmidt (2005, p. 846) further strengthened the concept 
by distinctly defining masculinities within four main areas:  

The nature of gender hierarchy: Hegemonic masculinity operates within 
a hierarchical gender order, where men’s dominance over women is 
institutionalised and enforced, but subordinated groups, such as women, 
have agency in sustaining or challenging hegemonic masculinity.

The geography of masculinities:  Masculinities exist from local interactions 
within families and communities to regional and global arenas. Hegemonic 
masculinity is constructed and reinforced across these various domains, with 
different forms of masculinity dominant in different contexts.

The process of social embodiment: Hegemonic masculinity is embodied and 
enacted through social practices and interactions; it is a lived experience that 
shapes individuals’ behaviours and attitudes, perpetuating gender inequality 
and subordination.

Distinguishing Between Patriarchy and Hegemonic Masculinity
In this dissertation, I distinguish between patriarchy and masculinity, 
particularly hegemonic masculinity, to ensure conceptual clarity. Patriarchy 
refers to the overarching system of power that structures gender relations 
through the institutional privileging of men and the subordination of women. 
It is a structural and historical arrangement that establishes male dominance 
across political, economic, cultural, and familial domains. In contrast, 
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masculinity, especially in its hegemonic form, concerns the production and 
maintenance of dominant male identities. As such, masculinity operates both 
between genders (men vs. women) and within gender hierarchies (between 
different types of men). While patriarchy makes men superior as a class over 
women, masculinity is the process through which superior men are produced 
and valorised within that system (Srivastava, 2014). Recognising this 
distinction is crucial to analysing how early marriage practices are shaped not 
only by patriarchal norms but also by competing and shifting performances of 
masculinity within caste-marginalised communities in Nepal.

3.6.2 Subordinate and marginalised masculinity
Subordinate and marginalised masculinities are often labelled as 
non-hegemonic masculinity (Lusher & Robins, 2009). Subordinate 
masculinities are deviant relations (e.g. gay men), whereas marginalised 
masculinities are structured around the concepts of race, class and ethnicity 
(Howson, 2008). Marginalised masculinities may exhibit features similar to 
hegemonic masculinity but are socially de-authorised due to their association 
with subordinated racial, ethnic, or class positions (Connell, 2000, pp. 30–31).  

Subordinated masculinity can become “protest masculinity” when it 
challenges the defining hegemonic principles. “[I]f people focus on the 
dominant pattern or the dominant definition of masculinity, they can fail to 
see the alternative patterns that also exist” (Connell, 2005, p. 133). Focusing 
only on hegemonic masculinity ignores that hegemonic and non-hegemonic 
masculinities are non-overlapping, distinct entities that need to be studied 
in feminist-informed studies of masculinities. Incorporating subordinate and 
marginalised masculinities into discussions of gender allows for a more 
nuanced understanding of masculinity and its intersectionality with other 
social identities, and helps move society towards greater inclusivity and 
equity in gender relations.

3.6.3 Complicit masculinity
Complicit masculinity is a “lesser version of the hegemonic ideal” (Howson, 
2008). Complicit masculinity aligns with and supports dominant hegemonic 
masculinity, albeit to a lesser degree; masculinities are not fixed character 
types but rather “configurations of practice” that emerge within specific social 
contexts and relationships (Connell, 1995). It arises as men navigate these 
contexts and strive to embody hegemonic masculinity ideals, thus helping 
maintain gender hierarchies within patriarchal systems. Men who enact 
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complicit masculinity benefit from the existing hierarchy without embodying 
the full dominance associated with hegemonic masculinity. The men who 
enact complicit masculinity may enjoy certain privileges and advantages 
within the patriarchal order without overtly exerting dominance or control 
over others.

Complicit masculinity is a form of ascendancy achieved through cultural 
norms, institutional structures, and persuasive mechanisms that tacitly 
endorse and perpetuate hegemonic norms, even without overt displays 
of power (Connell and Messerschmidt, 2005). Men navigate between 
various masculinities, sometimes compromising between competing 
ideals or adapting their behaviour to fit different social expectations. In 
certain contexts, diverging from regional hegemonic masculinity may be 
a more effective strategy for asserting one’s masculinity, a practice known 
as conflicting masculinity. In any given historical moment, “one form of 
masculinity rather than others is culturally exalted” (Connell, 1995, p. 77). 
Compromise is needed as masculinities that are hegemonic on one level do 
not translate well to other levels; one way of “becoming a man” in specific 
local contexts may demonstrate one’s divergence from regional hegemonic 
masculinity, a practice known as conflicting masculinity.

Complicit masculinity exists where men adopt or endorse some aspects of 
hegemonic masculinity while rejecting or distancing themselves from others. 
For example, some men may participate in male-dominated occupations 
or organisations that reinforce patriarchal power structures, while also 
advocating for gender equality or supporting women’s rights in other spheres. 
Complicit masculinity can be seen as a form of negotiation or compromise 
between the pressures and expectations of hegemonic masculinity and the 
personal values or preferences of individual men. I operationalise masculinity 
as hegemonic, complicit, subordinate, and marginalised in relation to power, 
labour, emotional, and symbolic structures that define what it means to 
be a man in Madheshi Mushar communities. I look for patterns related to 
masculinity in my research.

3.6.4 Contestations of Connell’s theorising on masculinity
Connell’s theory of multiple masculinities, however valuable, has its limits: 
(a) it essentialises masculinity and does not sufficiently account for fluidity 
in gender identities (Pringle, 2005), ignoring also non-binary or transgender 
experiences (Francis, 2010); (b) it overlooks the complexities of interaction 
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and negotiation between different forms of masculinity (Demetriou, 2001; 
Wetherell & Edley, 1999); (c) it is not applicable in many real-world contexts, 
given the ambiguity surrounding who represents hegemonic masculinity and 
the tension between its conceptualisation as powerful, dominant, and valued 
(Hopkins & Noble, 2009; Whitehead, 2002);   (d) It would be better to shift the 
focus from masculinity to men to examine the hegemony of men as both a 
social category formed by the gender system and dominant agents of social 
practices (Hearn, 2004). 

To deepen this analysis, it is useful to engage with anthropologically 
grounded, regionally situated perspectives such as those offered by 
Eileen Moyer and Jeroen Lorist. Their work examines how masculinities 
are co-produced through state practices, development discourse, and the 
everyday negotiations of marginalised men in the Global South (Lorist, 2024; 
Lorist et al., 2022). Lorist’s ethnographic research in Kenya, for instance, 
complicates reductive understandings of masculine dominance by showing 
how young men engage with NGO-led interventions that aim to empower 
them, even as they are simultaneously framed as both threats and victims.

Table 9: Analytical contributions of Connell’s masculinity theory for exploring 
early marriage

Inference Explanation for research on early marriage

Masculinity as a Relational 
Construct

Masculinity is shaped through interactions with other 
gender identities, informing how men position themselves 
in family and community dynamics around early marriage.

Multiple Hierarchies of 
Masculinities

The concept of hegemonic, subordinate, complicit, and 
marginalised masculinities enables analysis of diverse 
masculine performances that influence early marriage 
practices.

Hegemonic Masculinity and 
Patriarchy

Helps uncover how dominant masculine ideals justify men’s 
control over marriage decisions and female sexuality.

Complicit and Conflicting 
Masculinities

Highlights the nuanced ways men conform to or challenge 
hegemonic norms in marriage practices without fully 
dominating others.

Marginalised and Subordinate 
Masculinities

Provides tools to explore how caste, class, gender, age, 
economic and marital status produce non-hegemonic 
masculine identities. 

Reinterpreting Masculinity Connell’s theory creates space to examine alternative 
masculinities that challenge harmful gender norms and 
potentially disrupt the cycle of early marriage.

Source: Created by the author
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In response to the criticism, Connell and Messerschmidt (2005) acknowledged 
the need for refining the theory but asserted that the fundamental features of 
the theory, including the recognition of multiple and hierarchical masculinities 
across different contexts, remain valid. 

3.7 Intersectional feminism and masculinities

Intersectionality aids in deconstructing masculinity by exploring how it 
is shaped through various social relations and divisions, including class, 
ethnicity, race, age, ability, and sexual orientation, adding a valuable layer of 
complexity (Bilge, 2009; Hearn, 2009; Hurtado & Sinha, 2008).

Connell’s theory of multiple masculinities resonates with intersectional 
feminism, which emphasises the interconnectedness of various social 
identities, and the social theory of gender underscores the historical and 
dynamic nature of gender relations, highlighting how they are shaped by 
multiple factors (Connell, 2009).

Connell’s (2005) “gender order” refers to the pattern of power relations and 
cultural meanings that organise gender within a given society. This order is 
not fixed or universal but changes over time and varies across regions and 
cultures; intersecting with other social categories, individuals experience 
multiple layers of social identity, and these layers interact to shape their 
experiences within society. Building on this, intersectionality recognises 
complex power relations and social hierarchies; that individuals’ experiences 
are influenced by many factors, not just one aspect of their identity. I use this 
approach in my thesis. Connell critiques eurocentric and androcentric biases 
in mainstream gender theories and advocates for a more inclusive and diverse 
perspective (Bilge, 2009); an approach I also apply. Intersectionality (see 
Section 3.3) and masculinity (see Section 3.6) explore how multiple dimensions 
of identity and power shape people’s experiences and opportunities. This 
can be approached through an intergroup paradigm, which compares and 
contrasts how different groups of men and women experience gender and 
other social identities concerning each other (Connell, 1995).

I apply this in Chapter 8. Another approach is to use an inner construct 
paradigm, which explores how gender and other social identities interact 
and influence each other within individuals or groups (Connell, 2002). In my 
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research, I primarily apply  the intersectional uniqueness paradigm, rooted 
in Crenshaw’s (1991) framework. I apply this paradigm in Chapter 8, where I 
explore how Mushar BYM embody and negotiate masculinity in relation to 
family honour, romantic attachment, caste stigma, and economic hardship.

3.7.1 Relational Masculinities
A central analytical challenge in this study is reconciling the dual positionality 
of BYM as both structurally marginalised and socially dominant. This tension 
is especially pronounced in the context of early marriage, where BYM may be 
subject to economic precarity, caste-based exclusion, and social surveillance, 
yet are also expected to enact patriarchal norms of control, provision, and 
honour.

This dissertation addresses the complexity of this dual positioning by 
drawing on Connell’s theory of gender relations and intersectional feminist 
thought to conceptualise masculinity as a relational, historically situated, and 
structurally embedded practice. Masculinity, in this framework, is not fixed or 
singular but enacted through the everyday navigation of social expectations, 
emotional desires, and material constraints. BYM in caste-marginalised 
communities such as the Mushar are shaped by limited access to resources 
and opportunities, yet they are also socialised into hegemonic ideals that 
confer social status through marriage, control over female kin, and public 
demonstrations of responsibility.

Connell’s (2005) notion of the contradictory character of gender practice is 
particularly useful here: individuals can be subordinated within some social 
structures (e.g., caste, class) while simultaneously exercising dominance in 
others (e.g., gendered family dynamics). Thus, the BYM in this study are not 
passive victims nor wholly autonomous agents, but situated actors negotiating 
the intersecting demands of caste, age, gender, and emotional legitimacy.

This dissertation employs intersectionality not only as a theoretical lens but 
also as a methodological orientation to understand how multiple dimensions 
of identity and inequality interact to shape experiences of early marriage and 
the construction of masculinities.
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3.8 Critical frame analysis (CFA) approach

This research employs the discursive critical frame analysis (CFA) approach 
(Verloo, 2005) to examine the UN Human Rights Frameworks (UNHRFs) 
and Nepalese legal and policy frameworks relating to early marriage and 
masculinity (Verloo, 2005).  Policy frames are influential tools used by various 
actors for diverse political purposes, such as challenging or defending the 
status quo (Roggeband & Verloo, 2007), assigning blame or credit, legitimising 
problem solvers, and forging new political coalitions (Stone, 1989). Rooted in 
the constructivist tradition, frame analysis is effective in discerning underlying 
assumptions and differences in meaning construction (Björnehed & Erikson, 
2018; Dombos et al., 2012).

CFA integrates insights from social movement theory, gender and political 
theory, and public policy to unravel power dynamics and assumptions 
shaping policy texts (Verloo & Lombardo, 2007). Informed by feminist 

Table 10: Analytical Contributions of Critical Frame Analysis (CFA) to the Study

Analytical Inference Explanation

CFA theorises policy as a 
site of power and meaning-
making

Policies are not neutral instruments but discursive 
constructions. CFA allows this study to interrogate how early 
marriage and gender equality are framed, revealing whose 
interests are privileged or silenced.

CFA exposes the gendered 
logic and silences of policy 
discourse

CFA helps uncover omissions such as masculinity, relational 
gender dynamics, and intersectional exclusions, critical 
for understanding how policy discourses shape and limit 
interventions.

CFA provides a multi-
layered lens for analysing 
problem definitions, 
responsibilities, and 
solutions

The framework allows for a systematic examination of how 
issues are constructed, who is blamed or empowered, 
and whether solutions align with lived realities and power 
structures.

CFA links discourse with 
structure and practice

By connecting discursive patterns to structural inequality and 
local practices, CFA helps bridge textual analysis of policy with 
ethnographic data from Mushar communities.

CFA anchors the study in a 
feminist and constructivist 
epistemology

Rooted in feminist theory, CFA challenges binary, essentialist, 
and androcentric framings of gender, and reinforces the study’s 
commitment to intersectionality and gender-relational analysis.

CFA enables the critical 
analysis of masculinity as a 
policy construct

CFA frames masculinity not as absent or neutral, but as 
politically constructed and strategically neglected in global and 
national frameworks, offering analytical leverage for studying 
policy omissions.

Source: Created by the author
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epistemology, CFA challenges androcentric approaches prevalent in policy 
processes  (Kanenberg, 2013). CFA emphasises moving beyond word 
counting and pre-established codes to understand frame construction and 
its consequences (Van Der Haar & Verloo, 2016). CFA critically analyses 
issue framing and assesses the consistency between problem definition 
and proposed solutions(Verloo, 2007). It enables systematic comparison of 
framing processes across countries and policy domains.

3.9 Drivers, Pressures, State Impact and 
Responses (DPSIR) as an Analytical Tool

To complement the theoretical frameworks of intersectionality, gender 
relations, and masculinities, this research also integrates the DPSIR model as 
an analytical tool. Originally developed in environmental sciences (Smeets & 
Weterings, 1999), the DPSIR framework offers a systematic way to explore 
the causal and relational dimensions of social problems (Gupta et al., 2020). 
Here, it is adapted to trace how masculinities intersect with early marriage 
practices, policies, and lived experiences.

The DPSIR model is applied to examine:
Drivers: that is, broader socio-cultural, economic, and institutional structures 
that shape dominant and subordinate masculine identities and act as systemic 
drivers of both forms of early marriage (arranged and love elopement).
Pressures: immediate social, familial, and personal pressures on BYM to 
adhere to masculine ideals -- pressures that influence early marriage or 
engagement in elopement as a means of proving manhood, honour, or 
fulfilling expectations of economic readiness. It also analyses pressures on 
GYW to marry early or elope.
State: the lived conditions of BYM and GYW in early marriages (love 
elopement and arranged marriage), particularly the emotional, physical, and 
symbolic consequences of gendered expectations, agency, and control.
Impact: the effects of early marriage (both arranged and love elopement early 
marriages) on health, education, livelihoods, social recognition, and power 
dynamics, identifying how these impacts differ by gender and intersecting 
identities.
Responses: international human rights frameworks and national policies using 
Critical Frame Analysis to assess how early marriage is framed, what solutions 
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are proposed, and how BYM, and masculinities are positioned within policy 
and programmatic responses.

These relationships between masculinity and early marriage will be empirically 
examined in Chapter 9, where I apply the DPSIR framework to ethnographic 
data from A village in Terai/Madhesh.

Table 11: Analytical contribution of the DPSIR framework in exploring early 
marriage and masculinities

DPSIR 
Element

Analytical focus Contribution to masculinity and early marriage 
analysis

Drivers Structural-level 
causes (socio-
cultural, economic, 
institutional)

Reveals how dominant and subordinate masculinities 
are shaped by systemic factors (e.g., caste, poverty, 
and patriarchy), framing both arranged and elopement 
early marriages as products of broader gendered 
structures.

Pressures Immediate 
interpersonal and 
social expectations

Illuminates how BYM are pressured to conform to 
masculine ideals (economic readiness, honour, control) 
and how GYW are pressured into early marriage as a 
way to preserve family honour or escape restrictions.

State Lived realities of BYM 
and GYW in early 
marriage

Assesses emotional, physical, and symbolic 
experiences of BYM and GYW within arranged and 
love marriages, including how masculinity is enacted, 
challenged, or reinforced in practice.

Impact Consequences 
on individuals and 
communities

Highlights gender-differentiated impacts on health, 
education, livelihood, and power dynamics. Shows 
how early marriage can reinforce or destabilise 
traditional masculinities.

Responses Policy and 
programmatic framing

Shows how masculinities are addressed or ignored in 
responses, revealing gaps, biases, or opportunities in 
global and national efforts to address early marriage.

Source: Created by the author

Integrating DPSIR Analytical Questions within the Theoretical Framework
A set of guiding analytical questions was developed to operationalise the 
integrated analytical model combining Connell’s theory of gender relations, 
intersectional feminist theory, and the DPSIR framework. Each question 
corresponds to one element of the DPSIR model and is informed by relevant 
theoretical lenses.
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Table 12: DPSIR-Based Analytical Questions and Their Theoretical Foundations

DPSIR 
Element

Analytical Question Theoretical Lens

Driver How do understandings and 
performances of masculinity shape the 
socio-cultural, economic, emotional, and 
symbolic drivers of early marriage?

Connell’s theory of gender 
relations: symbolic and cathexis 
relations

Pressure What immediate pressures push families, 
boys, and girls toward early marriage?

Intersectionality, hegemonic 
masculinity and moral regulation

State In what ways do caste, gender, and 
social relations co-produce the current 
socio-cultural state of masculinity 
and early marriage within the Mushar 
communities?

Gendered social structures, caste, 
and relational masculinity

Impact What are the gendered impacts of early 
marriage on boys and girls?

Gendered power relations: impact 
on male responsibility and female 
vulnerability

Response What have been the responses to early 
marriage, and how do they engage with 
the notion of masculinity?

Critical Frame Analysis, policy 
framing, gender-transformative 
approaches

Source: Created by the author

The above analytical questions are not presented as formal research 
questions but as interpretive lenses grounded in the DPSIR model. They are 
used throughout the methodology and findings chapters to guide thematic 
structuring and analysis.

3.10 Conclusions 

This research integrates five interrelated theoretical and analytical 
frameworks to explore the gendered dimensions of early marriage in the 
Mushar communities in Nepal.
Intersectional feminism helps account for overlapping systems of oppression, 
such as caste, class, gender, and geography, and analyses how intersecting 
identities shape both the risks and experiences of early marriage, especially 
among BYM and GYW at the margins of society.
Connell’s theory of gender structure and relations enables analysis of 
gender through four interlinked dimensions: power, labour, emotional 
(cathexis), and symbolic relations and how these structures shape the 
gendered performance of roles and expectations within early marriage 
arrangements and elopements.
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Masculinity theory, particularly Connell’s typology of hegemonic, complicit, 
subordinate, and marginalised masculinities, enables the analysis of male 
experiences and roles in early marriage, shifting the focus from men as 
monolithic agents of power to diverse and context-dependent masculine 
performances, and helps analyse how BYM internalise, enact, and sometimes 
resist dominant masculine norms under economic and social pressures.
The DPSIR framework offers a systems-level tool to facilitate a process-
oriented analysis of how broader socio-cultural structures (drivers) create 
pressures that influence lived experiences (state), generate unequal outcomes 
(impacts) and shape institutional responses connecting macro-level patterns 
with micro-level realities.
CFA provides a constructivist and discursive tool to examine how early 
marriage and gender are framed (diagnostically, prognostically, and 
motivationally) within global and national policy texts. CFA reveals how 
masculinities are often rendered invisible or positioned outside the core 
focus of intervention strategies. This tool enables a critique of policy silences 
and promotes the identification of intersectionality-informed gender-
transformative possibilities.

Table 13: Synthesis of theoretical and analytical frameworks

Theory/
Framework

Purpose of Theory Key narrative of the 
theory

Implications for the 
thesis

Intersectional 
Feminism

• Aims to locate the 
mutually constitutive 
relations among social 
identities 
• Locate various forms 
of inequality that work 
together to exacerbate 
inequality 
• Address multiple 
oppressions of 
women living at the 
intersection of multiple 
categories

• Take account of 
multiple axes rather 
than a single axis in data 
collection, analysis, and 
interpretation 
• Understand the nature 
of relationships among 
social groups and their 
interplay in creating 
othering

• Consider ethnicity, 
caste, socio-economic 
status, and location 
alongside gender 
• Explore how 
intersecting identities 
influence masculinity 
and early marriage 
• Bridge excluded 
voices into policy 
analysis
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Connell’s Theory 
of Gender 
Structure and 
Relations 

• Provides a systematic 
framework for 
analysing relationships 
between men and 
women in the gender 
order 
• Includes power, 
labour, emotional 
(cathexis), and symbolic 
relations

• Gender is socially 
constructed and enacted 
through interaction with 
social structures 
• Social structure often 
shapes and constrains 
individual agency 
• Power structures 
maintain male 
dominance and female 
subordination 
• Labour, emotional, and 
symbolic dimensions 
reinforce gender roles

• Analyse complex 
gender relations in the 
research site 
• Examine norms 
shaping masculinity and 
early marriage 
• Assess individual 
agency within 
constraining structures

Masculinity 
Theory

• Explains how and why 
men maintain dominant 
roles over women and 
other genders 
• Analyses hierarchies 
among masculinities

• Masculinity is relational 
and hierarchical 
• Includes hegemonic, 
complicit, subordinate, 
and marginalised 
masculinities 
• Masculinity is dynamic 
and context-dependent

• Explore local 
expressions of 
masculinity 
• Interrogate various 
forms and performances 
of masculinity 
• Derive new meanings 
and practices around 
men’s roles and power 
in marriage

DPSIR 
Framework

• To trace the causal 
and relational dynamics 
of early marriage 
• To identify systemic 
drivers, immediate 
pressures, current 
states, impacts, and 
institutional responses

• Drivers: Broad social 
and institutional forces 
• Pressures: Familial and 
personal expectations 
• State: Lived emotional 
and physical realities 
• Impact: Outcomes 
for health, rights, and 
economy 
• Responses: Policy 
and programmatic 
interventions

• Apply a systems-
based lens to assess 
masculinity’s role in 
early marriage 
• Link gendered 
experience to structural 
causes and effects 
• Provide policy-
relevant insights into 
drivers and responses

Critical Frame 
Analysis (CFA)

• To critically examine 
how policies construct 
and frame gender and 
early marriage 
• To reveal underlying 
assumptions, actors, 
and proposed solutions

• Discursive and 
constructivist method 
• Identifies diagnostic, 
prognostic, and 
motivational frames 
• Explores actor 
roles and normative 
underpinnings of policy 
texts

• Analyse UN and 
national frameworks for 
gendered framing of 
early marriage 
• Identify policy silences 
on masculinities 
• Assess the 
transformative potential 
of responses through 
frame alignment

Source: Created by the author



116

Chapter 3

3.11 Conceptual Framework 

This section presents the conceptual framework that guides this research. 

Source: Created by the author
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Conceptual Framework Explanation
This conceptual framework draws on the DPSIR model to guide the analytical 
steps of this research. The analysis begins with structural, socio-cultural, 
and economic drivers, including family honour, social norms, and economic 
precarity, which generate specific pressures, such as emotional tensions 
and fears of dishonour. These pressures shape the state, understood here 
as the discursive and normative space in which gendered conditions are 
produced and sustained. This includes the silencing of women’s voices, 
the normalisation of early marriage for both GYW and BYM and the socially 
constructed expectations imposed upon married GYW and men.

The resulting impacts are manifested in gendered vulnerabilities, the 
emergence of both constrained and alternative forms of masculinity, and the 
reinforcement of unequal power relations. Policy responses, whether legal, 
programmatic, or discursive, are assessed not only in terms of their capacity 
to mitigate these impacts but also in their ability to address root-level drivers, 
transform normative discourses (state), and alleviate social and emotional 
pressures.

This framework is grounded in intersectional feminist theory and Connell’s 
theory of gender relations, recognising that caste, class, age, and gender 
intersect at every stage of the DPSIR cycle. This layered and relational 
approach enables a nuanced analysis of how masculinities are shaped, 
enacted, reinforced, and contested within the broader context of early 
marriage in Nepal.


