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Masculinity and Identity

My intention in this chapter is to examine the preoccupation
with identity in current discussions about gender. To be
sure, identity is not only a gender problem; it is also
important for ‘ethnic politics’ and for contemporary accounts
of class consciousness. Indeed, identity has infiltrated into
every kind of popular and academic discourse. To a certain
extent, it has become one of those portmanteau terms which
purport to illuminate individual experience, but which,
instead, end up in a morass of obscurity. Nevertheless, the
fact that identity is a highly contentious and ambiguous
concept does not mean that it has no value for any
consideration of the relationship between subjectivity and
social processes.

In the case of gender identity there are three emphases
which are relevant to the ‘theorization’ of masculinity:

1 the socialization case:
2 masculine crisis theory;
3 the reality construction model.

The Socialization Case

['he socialization case emphasizes the internal reprezentations
f sexual differences associated with the learning of sex
roles. Gender identity is acquired through socialization.
Unfortunately, in the literature. there iz a great deal of
'onfusion in the use of terms like ‘sex role” and ‘gender role’".
“or the purposes of this discussion. I use them as interchange-
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able concepts, although I realize that there are considerable
objections to doing so.

Kessler and McKenna (1978, p. 8) define gender identity
as: ‘an individual's own feeling of whether she or he is a
woman or a man, or a girl or a boy. In essence gender
identity is self-attribution of gender.'In short, gender identity
is the subjective sense that a man or woman has about his or
her masculinity or femininity. It can be conceived of as a
person’s interpretation and acting out of the generally
accepted social definitions of what if is to be a man or
woman. Hence, a man becomes a man because he learns the
required behaviour associated with the male gender role. He
comes to define himself from the perspective of those around
him who treat him as male.

In Western society, gender identity is considered to be
central to a person’s biography. The sexual division of labour
ensures that from the moment of his birth a boy is not only
differentiated from a girl, but that he is also treated
differently. From the cradle to the grave, he is inculcated
with expectations, beliefs and values designed to make him
conform to extant gender divisions. A boy will be expected to
do things that boys do, and not things that girls do — he is
not encouraged to play with girls’ toys, just as he is not
supposed to be timid when playing with other boys. At the
same time, he learns about his sexuality and how it differs
from a girl’s sexuality; he comes to know himself as gendered
in terms of the internalization of these differences. At any
given moment he can locate himself as a ‘male’ with a
biography which is markedly different from that of a female
— he can envisage his past as a boy, he can remember his
first experience of desire, he can look forward to a future in
which he will still be a man. In other words, he regards his
gender, his sexuality, as being a bedrock of his life in the
world. His gender identity is experienced as though it is
certain and unambiguous.

Now this emphasis does assume that society is organized
in such a fashion that the sexual division of labour is natural
or, if not natural, is permanent for all practical purposes. It
also assumes the universality of heterosexuality. It is easy
enough to draw the conclusion that gender identity is to a
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large degree a reflection of broader sexual divisions. I know I
am a man because my parents, my teachers, my friends, my
employers, my wife etc. define and treat me as such. And I
know these things because I have been eqused to the
determining power of socialization processes which give me
this knowledge, and also profoundly influence my belhavlour,
To be sure I may have exaggerated the socialization case,
but there is no doubt that certain versions of role theory
come very close to completely encapsulating gender and
sexuality in social strait-jackets. The problem wlth such a
view is that it does not enable us ever to be anything other
than the roles we have internalized. This means that when |
behave like a man this can be accounted for by my
identification with some master gender script which Ia_\_':-
down the requirements of my role performance — jt 15
assumed that I will conform to these requirements either
because not to do so would have negative consequences (]
might be punished, ridiculed, ostracized etc.) or because I
imitate. model and identify with other men (fathers.
teachers, friends etc.). In both instances. the implicatioq 15
that I experience my maleness, my masculinity, as nothmg
more than an ensemble of internalized social relationships.
The socialization case assumes that a man's and a
woman's body respectively provide different foundations on
which the social and cultural world builds its gender svstem.
Biological differences are the starting point for the cnnstrgction
of an edifice of gender differences. Roles are added to biology
to give us gender — and, once this happ{:n;_ men and women
acquire their appropriate gender identities. In a nutshell, the
socialization thesis asserts that human beings acquire
gender as a result of the social definition and construction of
male or female bodies. A man will become a man only when
his genitals are defined as having the attributes that belong
to men. It is as though he can only testifv to his masculinity
because others have said this is how he has to be.
Underpinning the socialization case are a number of
associated arguments and assumptions. First, there 1s the
assumption that gender and gender identity are acquired in
early childhood. Right from the beginning of a person’s e
there is a systematic attempt on the part of parents and
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other child-minders to reproduce the existing gender divisions
of society. A boy not only has to learn to behave like a boy,
he also has to feel like a boy. So, according to the literature,
the foundations of gender identity are laid down at a time
when the child is flexible and impressionable. In starker
versions of this position, the child is literally forced to
acquire the appropriate gender because he or she has no
defence against the superior power of parents.

Secondly, the socialization thesis assumes that there is a
clearly demarcated sexual division of labour which shapes
male and female roles. To acquire a firm sense of gender
identity presupposes the ability to distinguish oneself from a
complementary, but opposing, identity. If men are breadwin-
ners or hunters, and women are mothers and food gatherers,
then it is logical to suppose that these differences will be
reflected in the way in which men and women define
themselves.

Thirdly, it does not allow for deviance, that is, it treats
anomalies as if they were irrelevant, or as being due to some
biological defect or psychological problem.

Obviously, the socialization thesis is beset by all sorts of
difficulty. Is deviance nothing more than an instance of
malfunction, a quirk in the operation of the sexual division
of labour? Moreover, this image of complete social absorption
suggests a society in which there i1s a perfect fit between the
individual and role demands, and this, to say the least, is a
dream of social theory, not reality. Where do we find a
society where men and women conform to this master
stereotype? True, in the nineteenth century it was fashionable
for Western anthropologists and colonialists to report back to
their European audience on the peculiar sexual behaviour of
‘colonized people, but behind this behaviour they always
discovered the ‘inevitability’ of the sexual division of labour.
In the hands of a supposedly more sophisticated social
science, the sexual division of labour was described in terms
of the inexorable pressure of role expectations and demands.
Such a thoroughgoing social determinism makes it impossible
to envisage how, for example, we can ever conceive of
opposition and resistance to gender ascription and attribution?

Put very simply, if we accept the socialization thesis at its
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face value, we would have to give up any idea of subverting
and changing present gender inequalities. A‘nd perhaps
equally important, the thesis does not fit the facts — there
never have been societies constructed in this way. This point
is put nicely by Connell:

Socialization theory, supposing a mechanism of transmission and
a consensual model of what is produced, has been credible to the
extent that social scientists have been willing to ignore both
choice and force in social life. I would argue. with Sartre and
Laing. for seeing them as constitutive. ‘Agencies of socialization’
cannot produce mechanical effects in a growing person. What
they do is invite the child to participate in social practice in
given terms. The invitation may be, and often 1s coerci\'.u -
accompanied by heavy pressure to accept and no mention of an
alternative. (Connell, 19587, p. 1951

In other words, gender acquisition is not smooth, harmonious
and consensual. The conventional view of socialization 1s
that children become social to the extent that they absorb
and internalize ready-made norms of behaviour. Thus we are
bombarded with images of voung boys learning to become
men in terms of a generally accepted norm of masculinity.
Although the literature allows for contradiction in the
traditional male sex role, these contradictions are never
really decisive. What remains central is the belief that there
is a ‘male sex role’ which inevitably ensures the compliance
of most men (Solomon. 1982 pp. 45-761. Although the
traditional view makes allowance for force, it does not
attempt to account for force, except in so far as it may speak
of male aggressiveness as being intrinsic to male power, and
this, to say the least, is tautological. We cannot say that boys
are socialized to be aggressive and assertive, and at the same
time claim that they are intrinsically aggressive.

Connell argues that the entire discussion of socialization
in the social sciences has been:

supported by two occupational blindnesses. the inability of
sociologists to recognise the complexities of the person. and (hu.
unwillingness of psychologists to recognise the dimensions of
social power. Both groups have been willing to settle for a
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consensual model of intergenerational transfer — playing down
conflict and ignoring violence — and for a consensual model of the
psychological structure produced. (Connell, 1937, p. 194)

In the case of the male sex role, this has led to a picture of
masculinity which is both clear-cut and uncompromising. It
is a picture which does not allow for any departure from
male gender scripts, nor does it allow for conflict between so-
called ‘agencies of socialization’. To believe, for example, that
there is a degree of consistency between early primary
socialization, and the secondary socialization of school and
employment, is to argue for a view of social processes which
does violence to reality. Although we might agree that in
certain historical circumstances socialization appears to
work like this (in Nazi Germany for instance), it is also clear
that in these circumstances, we are not merely talking about
socialization. What we are doing is to highlight the way in
which institutions like the state use socialization processes
in order to flatten dissent and ensure compliance. Socialization
mediates force; it is not coterminous with it. The construction
of male gender identity in Nazi Germany, therefore, was not
only a matter for socialization agencies. Rather, it was an
essential component of state policy.

Yet even in such a totalitarian context. the proposition
that all German men were turned into a species  of
aggressive and intolerant sexists and racists is not in
keeping with the evidence. Certainly, German men were
strongly invited ‘to participate in a social practice’ premised
on ‘strength’, ‘nationalism’ and ‘heterosexuality’, but this
does not mean that they all accepted this invitation. nor does
Jt mean that those who appeared to conform to the Nazi
stereotype of masculinity did so without resistance.

The real trouble with the socialization thesis is that it
finds it almost impossible to explain the exceptions to the
rule. It cannot account for change, either at the individual or
the social level. It cannot explain why some men have not
accepted the invitation to participate in heterosexuality, nor
why others may feel uncomfortable even when plaving the
game according to the rules.

RV
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Masculinity and Identity
Masculine Crisis Theory

Masculine crisis theory is foundf.-d_ on the observation that
both men and women deviate from _the master gender
stereotypes of their society. ‘lnds,:ed. this version seems to
suggest that gender identity is tentative and fragile,
especially in the case of men. Pleck (1951 -‘haﬁ analysed and
summarized the literature and research t1_nrlmg:-: related to
male gender identity which have been dominant in the social
sciences since the 1930s. What he calls ‘male sex mleb
identity’ is a concept which focuses on thel crisis of
masculinity prevalent in Western industrial societies. The
presumption is that this crisis was hruu‘_{hlt about by the
erosion of male power in the workplace and in the ht_mu-. ‘In
the past. men supposedly knew who thev were: their roles
were minutely specified. and they also knew who women
were supposed to be. However, all this has L'hal_l_t_fud - t.ht-v
have lost their gender certainty. their sense of place in a
world in which women are challenging tht'['l‘l. at 11_“ levels.
Their response has been to over-compen=ate im: this loss of
power and authority but. the more thev do thls._lhu more
acute is their feeling of insecurity and anxiety. Whether or
not this is only a phenomenon associated with the emergence
of industrial society is not immediately clear. \_\ l_\.ut I~
certain is that over the past few decades the crisis has
apparently increased in severity. . o
Basicallv. the problem is that men tind it difficult
identifv with appropriate male role models I‘I' such models
are absent. or partially absent. men sutfer from an acute
sense of gender confusion. A healthy ;_’l*?‘ltlt-r' Il(llt'l\li'[\\'
requires a proper identification with some Kind of father-

.
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figure.

Sex role identity 1= the extremely fragile outeome of achichlv Ir"_~}.u
(l+-\'n:lnp|m-|ll:|| process, especiilly <o for the male .\n. n'.-:l.--.:::'.:.|1l~
sex role identity adeally devives from his or her relation-hip with
the same-sex parent. A man’s efforts to attam o healthy <ex role
identity in this way are thwarted by such tactors as= paternad
absence, maternal over-protectivencss, the femimnising intluence of
the =chools. and the general blureing of male and female roles that
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is occurring now in society ... the failure of men to achieve
masculine sex role identity is a major problem in our culture, one
obvious expression of which is homosexuality. A man also reveals
his insecurity in his sex role identity by phenomena such as
deliquency, violence, and hostility toward women. If we under-
stand the factors that cause role identity problems in men, then
we can prevent or reduce these problems in the future and perhaps
even provide help now. (Pleck, 1932, pp. 3—4)

In contrast to the socialization thesis, male crisis theory
stresses psychological need as being of paramount importance.
If a man’s needs are not met, then he is likely to be socially
and sexually ineffective. In the last instance, the crisis of
masculinity is a problem of male psychology. A society which
does not encourage the development of strong sex role
identities is a sick society.

This argument explains male gender problems in terms of
psychological processes, which have their origin in early or
primary socialization. It is what happens to a boy in infancy
and childhood which determines his sexual and mental
future. His initial interactions with his parents, therefore.
are responsible for his present discontents. The contemporary
family no longer provides a framework in which he can
identify with an appropriate father or male figure due to the
logic of the sexual division of labour. In the past men worked
at home, or in the local community, or they took their sons
hunting, but now they go out to work away from home and
neighbourhood, leaving women with the sole responsibility
for the rearing of children. This is fatal for male gender
identity. What is needed is a family context in which boys
have equal emotional and cognitive access to both parents,
but this is impossible in a world where men are only
marginally concerned with their sons’ socialization. The
assertion that boys have a ‘need’ to identify with their
fathers, and that this need is frustrated in contemporary
society, implies that we can actually describe and identify
this need. But can we? While commonsense accounts of male
gender development presume that those boys who do not
have fathers living with their mothers will mevitably be at a
disadvantage when compared with those boys who have a
normal’ family life, the evidence seems to be much more
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ambiguous and contradictory (Pleck, 1981. pp. 56-3). In-fact,
this evidence indicates that there is not much dlfferenfe
petween those boys with, and those without, fathers. So
when we say that a boy ‘needs’ his fatber we may be echoing
popular opinion and ideology. not reality. | '

The achievement of men who somehow hav_e sugcessfuily
negotiated the pitfalls of inapproprllate gender identifications
can be compared to the runners in an obstgcle race. The
object of this race is to acquire an unambiguous gender
identity. The rules are deceptively 51mple - in order for a boy
to become a man he must not allow himself to be attracted to
other paths to adulthood — he must stick to the pa?h tgken by
other men, especially his father. Before modernization and
industrialization, the path and obstacles to manhood were
well defined and understood, but this is no longer the case.
The old certainties about the male sex role. the fragmentation
of social life and consciousness means that old rules are no
longer of much use because they are colntmuousl'\' rewrlt[er}
and reinterpreted, so that by the time a bov reaches
adulthood, he is not clear in his mind whether or not he has
successfully run a race, or even that a race has beep run.

Todav. if there is a race, then it is no longer a straight run
to the finish. Everybody seems to be under different ‘starters
orders’. Everywhere there are casualties. e\'er‘\‘wherle men
are nursing bruised egos, everywhere the course is littered
with the debris of their unresolved sexual conflictz. However,
even when a man does arrive at the finishing post and
appears to have overcome all obstacles, _there s sull
something suspect about this. We do not believe that there
can be a successful winner of the race becausze we have
accepted, albeit unconsciously, the propositipn that male
gender identity can only be achieved or flcqun'ed when the
psvchological conditions are favourable. .‘fow. all we can see
is the spectacle of countless millions of men experiencing
acute gender anxieties. Something has gone badly wrong in
the male psyche. _

What [ am stressing here is that the dominant orthodoxy
in the discussion of masculinity has been heavily ox'erladen
by psvchology. The entire spectrum of 50pial é“:.ﬂd political
problems facing Western civilization is explained by reference
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to traumas of the male psyche. In previous centuries, the

male psyche, although troubled by outbreaks of irrationality,
was always brought under control by clearly defined rules
and prohibitions. Masculinity was circumscribed by a world
in which gender differences were taken for granted. Now,
everything is in a state of flux and uncertainty. Instead of
the framework which accepted without question the natural-
ness of heterosexuality. everywhere we see the old regime
subverted by other sexualities which make it almost
impossible to speak of male identity with any degree of
confidence at all. By giving such a heavy emphasis to
psychology. the analysis of masculinity moves away from
consideration of the social relations of patriarchy by focusing
on the subjective experience of men who cannot function
properly in the modern world. So men fight wars, engage in
the most ferocious competition, play games, rape and live
their lives pornographically because they no longer know
how to cope with their desires. To be sure, they did all these
things in the past, but this was always in the context of an
identity which they supposedly experienced as possessing an
enduring reality.

Underpinning the research and theoretical arguments of
masculine crisis theory is an amalgam of psychoanalytic,
role learning and cognitive approaches to gender acquisition,
Most of these approaches highlight the extreme vulnerability
of masculine identity, although the psychoanalytic version
has been most influential in providing the essential ingredient
of the thesis, namely that gender identity is the product of a
developmental process which has its roots in early childhood.
Furthermore, they all, to a lesser or greater degree, assume
that gender identity is a necessary dimension of normal
personality growth. A person without a gender identity is, by
this token, not fully human. As we have already noted, men
are more likely than women to be deficient in this respect.
Pleck argues that masculine crisis theory retains its
influence despite the fact that it has been subject to
trenchant criticism. This is due to a number of factors (Pleck.
1981, pp. 156-60).

First is the current preoccupation with fatherhood and the
plethora of both academic and media coverage of the father's
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role in child-rearing. Fatherhood i:? now back in fashionl - E%
child’s mental and physical he_a_lth is now seen to be Cr.uc.l".lllj\
dependent on the father’s participation in nurturing activities.
‘Bovs need their fathers’ has become one of t_he dommant.
themes in psychological discussi(_m of n_*la]e behaviour. A \\'hol?
range of ‘abnormal’ behaviours is attributed to the absence o
the father, including homosexuality and‘ delinquency.
Secondly. in blaming the absence of the_father fo_r the
fragility of male gender ide_ml_t.y. the _emph:«;sm hasusu Qchud
to the mother as the most significant hgul‘tf in a bo_\l' s ps_\.'chlo-
logical development. Both Chodorow (1975 and_Dmnerstt‘-_lt‘l
(1987) have been in the forefront of this change in emphasis.
From different starting points they reverse the orthqdox
Freudian position about the inevitability (given _the right
conditions) of a child identifving with _the parent of the same
sex. For Freud, this process always mvdved a t:‘en‘lenc!nu.-'
psychic battle in which boys overcame lhcn"Oedlp_:tl fixations
on their mothers by internalizing their father.-a threat of
castration. The successful resolution of the Oedipus co_mplg\'
meant that they became "men’. 'I‘ho.'-ag bovs wh.o did not
manage to identify with their fathers (from Frleud s perspec-
tive) are the reserve army of future neurotics and .»;n;-ml
misfits. Freud's picture of male gender identity was thgt‘ehul‘e
one in which identity was achieved at the cost of giving up
one's mother. Admittedly. this achievement Is always
problematic and often unstable. but given Fhut Freud was
committed to a version of family life in which men always
assumed the dominant role, and which he thought was both
necessary and almost universal. it is not :mrprismg that he
saw father—son relationships as being the ['uunda_llltm stone
on which all civilized life 1s built. The price .Uf civilization 1s
the cost of men giving up their desire for [I](‘l}‘ mnther.'ﬂs. even
though this meant that they would never teel‘ cum:m‘l;‘:hlt»
with themselves. (For Freud there is no such thing a= a [‘L:“.\'
integrated personality in which the different e}er.m-nls nl1 Ihf:
psyvche co-exist in harmony with cach nther.'_ I\m‘vrt'rw;c—'.-,
Iu;'kins_r beneath the surface of the muasculine ego is an
intense irrational emotionality which must be continuously
monitored and repressed. Take away the framework that allows
a son to identify with his father and then anvthing can happen
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Historically, this framework began to collapse with the
supposed divorce between home and work. The encapsulation
of men and women into public and private spheres,
respectively, was the first milestone on the road to the
disintegration of the male psyche. The absence of the father
became the normal condition of family life. The socialization
and disciplining of sons were left to mothers who also acted
on behalf of the absent father. In other words, instead of a
real father-figure, sons identified with the symbolic represen-
tation of the father, a representation interpreted and defined
by the mother. Mothers punished their sonsif they misbehaved:
it was they who were left with the task of turning their sons
into men. Moreover, it was mothers who were expected to
force their sons to reject any kind of identification with
femininity. They were responsible for ensuring the channel-
ling of their sons into the appropriate path defined by the
sexual division of labour.

any society in which a traditional division of labour exists, that
1s, in just about all societies, a baby boy inevitably identifies first
with his mother and then has to struggle to attain an
unavoidably elusive ‘masculine’ identity defined negatively by
the society’s rigid denunciation of male participation in female
work and especially of even a partial return by the male to
anything resembling an infant's closeness to the mother. This
being the case, the male invariably comes to devalue typically
female work and attitudes in order to protect himself against
forbidden wishes and at the same time may well come to harbour
a repressed hostility to his mother for denving him even
temporary return to that once safe port of call, a hostility which
he may come to displace on the female sex in general. Since the
male is, of course, a male because he finds himself in possession
of a penis instead of a clitoris, vagina, womb and breasts,
typically male activities will almost invariably come to be
associated with the ‘power’ of the penis. Since in addition the
male may well, at either a conscious or unconsecious level, resent
being thus forced into elusive manhood through the absence of a
womb, he may well come to envy women their reproductive
capacity which, while denigrating at one level, he will at another
level attempt to emulate or even surpass in the performance of
certain of his masculine activities. From this point of view. then,
a sexual division of labour brings with it the seeds of hostility
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and conflict on the part of men towards women and then of
reciprocated hostility and conflict on the part of women towards
men. (Easlea, 1983. pp. 11-12)

I have quoted from Easlea’s text at 1epgth beca_use_i_t s?tem-:-
to me to present the kernel of this thesis, Easlea’s dl:CLl:-.‘.:lDI"l
is based to a large extent on ;he \\'01:1{_ of _Chc‘:dotxjg“.
Chodorow herself owes her theoretical posmo_n to Ifl?uh 13.1:1:
object-relations theory. Althoughl there are \ar'lo‘u-{- sc \‘)ot:
and emphases in this approach. in general they al tenﬁz_ldo
focus on the relationship between the mothel_' and C. ]‘1\ -
especially the bonding of emotion and identity that t;. e;;
place between them in the infant vears. The car 1.na:
question here is how do male children 1.dem1f_\' “1th' and
then break away from, their mothers’ (.hodgru\\- :usgg.c;f:
that from the very beginning mothers engage In a_n’exel a_:l:,e
of confirming sexual differences. A mgt‘her_ has lltel‘all}‘ to
coerce the boy into a masculine_ gender identity. :-\ boy h.a‘: to
give up his mother as an emotlo_na} object —‘he has 1:0 1e§1ect
feminine attributes by becoming sor_nethmg U‘I'._ht‘l F_aljl
feminine, but he can only do this if l_u_s mother is there to
ensure that he does so (Chodorow, 19;?2 . _ o

So a woman to a large extent colludes in her future
oppression. It is she who reprodu.ces the gender sy :.tem.“adnc‘l‘
it is she who is the creator of an insecure 1:‘.‘-{11& gende:
identity. Boys are taught to :sepaml?-‘the'._n:selvea from fel‘:‘l}ille‘
tutelage, they are expected to identify wnt_h an u:J:;_erft fa.__e;
or. more accurately, the abstract quah:wsl E}:‘:‘_‘:.)L'la.ed “:.1t_:
masculinity. In this respect, a mother is the 5}‘m‘,-m')1}:t_.
representative of helemsexuallg_v —_thu gu'ar_c‘r.arz o.f :h?
gender status quo. Moreover. In _Dmnlerstem: view. Lh‘i‘
entire fabric of male—female relationships depcnd; on t €
overpowering influence that women ha\fe in the :'u_mallz'ﬁ:ipr_.
process. Right from the moment a thld 1= born h 13 eng_;_-.e;
in maternal care, but this care is always ambiguous CTHC
contradictory. It is the mother who has to dEsc1pL1ne :he.
child. and it is the mother who is resented because her
children cannot come to terms with her power. In the case o
male children this means that they spend the rest of :.Tzelr
lives trying to escape from the consequences of her awesome
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potency. It is a woman’s power that men resent, not merely
the fact that they have lost their ‘safe harbour’. Mothers both
frustrate and meet their needs — it is this single factor that
determines their future hostility to women. Somehow or
other, they will get their own back, not only on their
mothers, but on their wives, their girlfriends, their female
employees. Having been cast out into the world, they make
an alliance with other men who have equally suffered at the
hands of women. Hence. the subordination of women is
guaranteed by the nature of the child-mother relationship
(Dinnerstein, 1987).

What both Chodorow and Dinnerstein emphasize in
different ways, is that the emergence of masculinity is not
simply dependent on the repression of castration anxiety, on
the resolution of the male Oedipal complex, but on the way
in which male infants experience their mothers. In the final
analysis, men are created by women and until such time as
the present child-rearing practices of our society (and most
societies) are changed, it is likely that the present male-
dominated culture will continue to exist. Men have to be
brought back into child-rearing in order to maximize human
potential. By a roundabout route we come back to the
original proposition, namely that male children need their
fathers to achieve a balanced gender identity. The historic
domination of child-rearing by women has led (so the
argument goes) to an asyvmmetrical dichotomization of
gender. Both sons and daughters internalize the mother as
object, but it is only sons who have to give her up. Their
separation from the mother sets in motion all those
characteristics that we associate with masculinity, character-
istics that Simone De Beauvoir and others see leading to the
‘male transcendental ego’ bestriding history like some out-of-
control leviathan (De Beauvoir 1972). From this perspective,
patriarchy seems to be expressly designed for the purpose of
giving men the power to cope with the powerlessness they
experience when their mothers insist that they become men.

Although masculine crisis theory has been subject to
attack, it still retains a large degree of influence on both the
social science and lay imagination. One reason for this is the
importance given to the role of the father in contemporary
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child-rearing practices. The emphasis here is on the need for
fathers to become participatory membex_‘s of the nuclear
family in order to help their sons find suitable role models.
In the case of girls the problem is not so acute because they
still mainly identify with their mothers. Despite the under-
mining of traditional family structures, women on the whole
are more likely than men to achieve a satisfactory gender
identity (so the argument goes). Male children, on thg other
hand, are increasingly faced with the problem of finding an
appropriate model. The remedy suggested by expert anq
everyday opinion is that men should. somehow or othe:
be involved in the nurturing process. Not pnly should they
take their turn in looking after their chlld:_'ep: but thev
should also be prepared to take full re.-sp_on:;Iblllty for the
domestic sphere. What is demanded here is a complete :“ole
reversal which would allow women to go out to work full-
time. while their husbands stay at h_ome and _do a“ the
things associated with mothering. In thls way, it 1s believed.
male children will have the opportunity to hm‘f} emp;uh}'
with and identify with their fathers. Moreover. fathers will
eventually lose their hardness, their assertive mal_e SEGES
because they will be involved in the nittv-gritty of c:hﬂd care
which demands complete emotional commitment. There are
two points to be made in this context. _

First, it is taken for granted that male children do nec—d‘t_f.:
identify with the parent of the same sex. and that if they fail
to do so, they will have both gender and personalty
problems. Secondly, it is also taken for granted that women
are somehow to blame for their own oppression, bec;—llusie tbe}'
have been largely instrumental in defining and reinforcing
the masculinity of their sons. Now this might not be [ht,‘
intention of those theorists like Chodorow and Dinnol'slttl-m
who have been active in deconstructing the patriarchal bias
of orthodox Freudian theory, but this is how they are often
interpreted by some other critics. For example. Grimshaw
writes:

It is not alwavs clear how far Chodorow sees her thesi= about
! o

T - 1 Tt ol I {
psvchological differences between males and females .1.—_(11 pend:rg
on the existence of a particular kind of child-care or fam:ly L=
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or how far she sees it as dependent simply on the fact that
women have been mainly responsible for the care of infants. I do
not think that Chodorow really intends to put forward a thesis
about the psychic development of males and females in all
historical periods, and she criticises Freud for example, for
failing to recognise the historical specificity of the constellation
of family relationships that he saw as underlying the Oedipus
complex. On the other hand, there are points at which it is not
difficult to read Chodorow as arguing that it is simply women’s
responsibility for child-care which is the crucial factor in the
different psychic development of males and females. (Grimshaw,
1986, pp. 57-8)

The problem is, that in claiming that it is a woman’s
control of child care which is the determining factor in the
development of male and female gender identity, there is a
temptation to go much further and say that this control is
the cause of all our present discontents. Thus Easlea (1981,
1983) sees the present slide into nuclear madness as being a
measure of the instability of male gender identity which not
only resents women and sees them as objects, but also
attempts to dominate nature itself. On the face of it,
therefore, it seems to me that child-rearing is elevated into a
master psychological and social process, which assumes the
same kind of status as the mode of production does in
Marxism. In other words, when mothers force their male
children out into the world, they not only unleash a terrible
potentiality for mass destruction, but they also reproduce the
structure of domination. All domination is derived from this
basic relationship.

Now to say this, is somehow to go back to a reductionist

,version of human behaviour. If the basic human relationship
is that between a mother and child, and if that relationship
determines all others, then domination and oppression are
inevitable facts of life. Historical specificity is dismissed as
being irrelevant because of the prior assumption that
children ‘need’ their mothers, and mothers ‘need’ their
children. This is to assume that these relationships have
always been like this, and will always remain so. Yet, the
entire thrust of most feminist and social constructionist
critiques of patriarchy and masculinism takes issue with
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essentialistic and reductionist accounts qf gende; and so'::lal‘
processes. While both Chodorow a_nd Dmperstem are very
much aware of the historicity of chlld-rearm_g processes, and
are also sensitive to the diversity of family and }(lnshlp
systems, this does not prevent them_ from abstracung the_
mother—child relationship as though it exists independentlx
i d place. .
Of;’trr:lfa?ng 011310 of the difficulties in any discussion about
gender and gender identity is that our terms of reference are
alreadv defined for us. I have already noted that 1110:F
discussions of masculinity are informed and often s_haped b}ﬂ
masculinism, by the prevalent idgolog_\‘_of gender d!.ff_erenclfe.—._
and inequalities. Certainly, the dl;c‘ussmn of gender_ldenElt}
is not immune from this, espemally the assumption tnat&‘
gender and identity are terms which heu‘e_some kind 0:
reality, some kind of measurability. Bu; wha_t if we a_u-gugd ;u
the contrary. namely that gender 1den§1t)' i3 mﬁmte_x
negotiable, that the specification of mascqlmt_a and fermrjm?
traits was simply an aspect of a continuing process s}
interactive relationships in which both men ar}d _wom_en'
mutually construct, confirm, reject or den_}' their 1der_1t1t}
claims? 'Wh_v should we assume that iclemx_t_\' 13 [_)t'e.determmed
or made in the crucible of family l‘elﬁtll()nshlps? Both the
socialization model and masculine crisis t_heor_v‘ have no
doubts about the history of gend_er 1dentity. They both
assume that this history has a begmmng. a middle and- an
end. What happened in childhood determines who and w hat
- ow.
“e\\rﬁi}fztnseems to be clear is that both versions of gender
identitv acquisition assume that certain _th;ngs_ are done to
children by their parents and other socialization agcncxe._a..
and that once done, nothing can reverse or subvert \\'ha:_ 1=
done. We say, for example, that ‘he’ is sexually aggressive
because of childhood experiences. or we sayv that ‘he joined
the army because everything in his history makes h|~
inevitable. Not only was his father a war he_ro. but his
mother encouraged him to follow in his father’s footsteps.
However, in the case of masculine crisis lhepl'y. we :115'0
assert that a man’s present ps_\‘cho;a-xua_l 1‘nsecur1§)- i=
understandable as a direct result of his ambivalent attitude
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towards women arising from his relationship with his
mother. From this point of view, therefore, the present is
always determined by the past.

The Reality Constuction Model

The reality construction model is an alternative to this
biographical and developmental view of gender. It argues
that gender has no fixed form, and that gender identity is
what I claim it to be at this particular moment in time.
Although all the indications are that most people do not
question the dichotomous view of sex and gender as given,
this is not to say that such a questioning does not take place.
All that one can say at the present is that [ see myself as a
‘'man’, but this may be simply an interpretation of myself in
a specific context. Usually such an interpretation is considered
to be unproblematic because on inspection I find myself to
have the appropriate sexual organs which are associated
with ‘maleness’. Also, I presumably display secondary sexual
characteristics which are taken to be a sign of my member-
ship of the community called ‘men’. The point about this is.
that in inspecting myself and coming to the conclusion I am
a man, I am not simply replicating automatically what
everybody else has told and taught me about men. I am also
accomplishing or doing ‘maleness’. Every time | see myself
as a man I am doing ‘identity work’. Although, it may appear
that I take my masculinity for granted, in reality I only do so
because I work at it. Every social situation, therefore, is an
occasion for identity work. Of course, it may well be that all
the ‘identity work’ I do will prop up the dichotomous view of
gender, but this is merely another way of saying that gender
is always a construction which has to be renegotiated from
situation to situation.

The idea that gender has to be accomplished, rather than
considering it a finished product, runs counter to both the
socialization thesis and the masculine crisis theory. Most
socialization theories are premised on the assumption that a
person’s life story can be seen in developmental terms.
Hence, gender identity is regarded as being some kind of
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internal snapshot that men or women may have of ther_nsel\'ef
at any point in their histories. What the s_napshot will sho\\.
reflects the particular experiences of the 1pd1v1_dua_L In any
event, the traditional view is that gencller 1cl?nt1ty‘ is alwlays
the result of forces that have entered into its construction.
These forces determine, mould, shape and define the gender
pictures we have of ourselves. They do not allow us much
Jeeway in the way of experimentation and role lie\'er;a]:v

Take as an example the person who knows he is gay. Such
a self-attribution may not be supported by the peop]e he
comes into contact with. His family may not know. his co-
workers may not know, his friends may not know. Sor‘ne‘
people may know, perhaps other people who define themselves
as gay. The point of this is to suggest that a great deal of
work goes into the presentation of an ucceptab!e image of
gender. Although evervbody else (except those in _the knluw\
accepts without question the reality of external manifestations
of straightness, a gay person may have to work hard at
maintaining and presenting himself as such. E\Ioreov‘er. he
may also have to do identity work in the gay community. .I“
be sure, a great deal of the evirl{-nccltm' this perspective
comes from the observation and analysis of tra_p&sexu_a!1t_\‘.
but the conclusions to be drawn are the same. (;ende:" 1= not
static — it is always subject to redefinition and renegotiation

It may be objected that the evidence used for the (‘Ltln‘:
that gender has to be accomplished comes from atypical
instances. What about so-called normal gender 1dcm1t‘\l'.
Surely a heterosexual male does not have to engage 1n
identity work? Kessler and McKenna argue that what
happens in so-called ‘violations’ nf'_ nm‘m:\l gendep behaviour
may illustrate the operation of identity work in general
They write:

Garfinkel's assumption (which we share) 1= that sur:wth;:-:_\‘_: can
be learned about what is taken for granted in the ‘normal’ case
by studying what happens when there arve violations”. Trans=exua.=
take their own gender for granted, but they cannot assume that
others will. Consequently, transsexuals must mumlge‘thm*.‘.sclv-:-_
as male or female so that others will attribute the correct
gender. It iz easier for us to see that transsexuals CE
:wmmplishlt:vnr_ls_-r thanitistosee this processin nontranssexuals
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The transsexuals’ construction of gender is self-conscious. They
make obvious what nontranssexuals do ‘naturally’. Even though
gender accomplishment is self-conscious for transsexuals. they
share with all the other members of the culture the natural
attitude toward gender. The ways that transsexuals talk about
the phenomenon of transsexualism, the language they use, their
attitude about genitals, and the questions thev are unable to
answer, point to their belief that though others might see them
as violating the facts, they, themselves believe that they are not
violating them at all. (Kessler and McKenna, 1978, p. 114/

The implication of this is that even though we take our own
gender identities for granted, even though we naturalize
sexual differences by giving them the status of facts. we are
nevertheless always in the business of putting together our
sense of gender. What is taken for granted can be subverted
and threatened by interruptions and violations which test
our confidence in our perceptions and attributions. If I have
construed myself as a ‘normal’ heterosexual male. and then I
am confronted by a situation in which all my own certainties
appear to be nebulous and insecure, then I may have not
only to make adjustments to my behaviour, but also begin
partially to redefine my gender identity. For example, a man
going into a ‘gay’ bar might think that the experience could
be amusing, but if the ‘regulars’ begin to treat him as a
member of their community he might not only find this
uncomfortable, he may begin to understand that his own
sexual commitments need some justification. Admittedly,
such a justification may not mean that his belief in the
security of his gender identity is in any way compromised,
but it does put him into the position of having to be reflexive
about a reality which previously he thought was inviolate
and immutable. What is being suggested here is that this
immutable reality is an accomplishment which, like all other
human accomplishments, is tentative. Of course. this begs
the question why so many people seem to make the same
attributions about their own and other people’s gender. How
is it that most members of our society accomplish gender in
more or less the same way? Why do the majority of men and
women living in contemporary industrial society (and most
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other kinds of social contexts) operate on a dichotqm_ogs :‘1ew
of gender? Why 1is masculinity opposed to femininity? In
short, why does gender attributl_on appear to have suph long-
reaching consequences, so that its ever_\'c_iay accompllsl}men;
is never seen as an accomplishment, but is taken for granted
as natural and inevitable? _ . ~

These questions have traditlonally_ been answ*ergd in terrrff
of the mechanical interaction of social and blol_oglcal factors
which. together, produce a sense of gender in male anc_i
female bodies. Men and women become_ gendered at tht:
moment they begin to define themselves in terms qf sexual
attributes. Sexual differences are thus written into Lbe
socialization process, so that by the en_d of infancy the cc*:hﬂd
finds it almost impossible to question hig or her gender. So, |
‘know’ that I am a man becalfse I ‘know tho;‘e are othe:"
people (women) who have different bodies. with different
sexual characteristics. _ )

How this all happens. of course, is the subject of various
theories of child development but, whatever the theor_}'. thg-
end result is always couched in the langunge pf stage
irreversibility’. By this I mean phat gender is conmdered‘ to
be the product of the intersection of_a numbe:‘_ of ;-;pecth;
inputs which, together. force people into the dlcho_ton?oq:
heterosexual world. Gender, from this point of view. 1=
compulsory (with apologies to Adrienne Rich) - there is nﬂr.»
possibility of negotiation. Yet, presumably ‘the’\\.‘hole th:'u.-.t_
of the contemporary analysis of gender Ib‘\' _feml‘ms:t t\heonst:I
has been to argue for a social constructionist view of gender
acquisition and sexuality. This is not to sav t'hat we r_n_u:t
understand ‘construction’ in the sense of a mtmnal dgc::ior*:
to put together some kind of appropriate gender 1§1gql|l}“f0:.
this or that child; rather, it is to point to the poszibility that
the parties to the construction are not simply representatives
of forces over which they have no influence or control: _ ‘

Put differently, when it is claimed that the Itradltlonau
account of gender acquisition and identit_\'_is premlsed_ on Fhe
notion of ‘stage irreversibility’, what is meant 1is that
children are not in a position to resist the imposition of_scqa.
and cultural controls, that they accept their gender ascription
in a totally passive way. This is true of the =ocialization
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thesis, and it is partially true of masculine érigis theory in
that the acquisition of an insecure male gender identity is
attributed to key events in a man’s childhood, which
continue to determine his behaviour. In both cases, it is
taken for granted that a child cannot influence the outcome
of his socialization, that he has not contributed to his own
identity construction.

It is this fatalism is challenged by writers like Kessler and
McKenna. Of course, gender attribution is not a haphazard
process in which there is a labelling ‘free for all. The
attribution process must not be confused with crude versions
of labelling theory in which the naming of people gives them
an identity. This is far too mechanistic — a label is only
experienced as an aspect of self-definition when it is accepted
as such by the object of the labelling attribution. In other
words, when one treats a male child as a boy, when one says
to him that little boys do not cry, or when one indicates to
him that his sexual organs are the sign of his difference from
females, this cannot be a one-way process in which parents
simply turn organic material into a gendered being. The
male child also makes his own attributions, he does his own
identity work — he is also a party to the negotiation and
construction.

In opposition to the accepted orthodoxy in the discussion of
gender identity, this position denies ‘stage irreversibility’.
Gender is an accomplishment — moreover, it has to be
accomplished in every situation. Every encounter between
men and women, between straights and gays, is an occasion
for identity work. Note that it is not being claimed that each
episode evokes a potentially new gender identity — gender
identity is not something which can be discarded at will;
rather, it is seen as a set of reflexive strategies which are
brought into play whenever gender is put on the line. In
everyday life most heterosexuals do not have to do too much
identity work because they tend to function in contexts in
which heterosexuality is taken for granted. It is only when
they are confronted with the unexpected that they have to
put a lot of effort into their gender commitments. Further-
more, even when they do interact with people who have
different and alternative gender identities, they do not
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usually suddenly accept the idea that gendgr is an accoflzlpllshg
ment: they may feel uncomfortable or ho_stlle. but they lo m_)~
immediately change their sexual gllegi_ances, Th_e point is
hat their discomfort is a sign that identity work 1s going on.
Ehat they somehow have to defend their own pOSlthf‘l.. T}} ‘be
sure, such a defence may only serve to conhrm anc‘1 ulefntolc\e_
their original self-attributions,_ but in s0 doing the:\_ a.‘.-;o_n:iaq_
have an intuition of the tentativeness of all gender identities.

Conclusions and Difficulties

In this chapter I have been concerned with the 1?1'?b}e:11 }0__1
gender identity. [ have looked at three empha:,e:l m. t “f
contemporary debate about its relevance to the explanation
Of;;lzb%lll‘isltn:’:tglphasis located the constl‘}lction of male\,g.&:n'der
identity in the inexorable workings' of {hg sg.xfrole .-,I_ynicen_lt.
The prognosis for the future here is pessimistic t?ec'aLi:_e t1[
assumes that socialization operates 1in such_ a ‘wa.l} as to
ensure complete gender and behavioural conformlt_\_ S
The second emphasis derives from z_ill L_‘hose stu(l}es W hl(_'l
see male gender identity as probler‘nat_lc.‘ C oup_le.d .Wl[.h tl}u.h %:
the evidence deriving from those feminist ‘.\'I'I_U:‘I‘:i W h‘o n\ l—‘t
used ‘object-relations’ theory to a_\cu_aurr}t for the dm‘l_n_n;in%} Q.
the mother in identity acquisition. The h}'pothe:,lz-. _ele .1_.~
that until child-rearing practices are no 1011;:91“ the 1e§pg‘n:1:‘
bility of women alone, there w111. be no dl:‘»mantlm._g' n
patl'}tll‘ch\’, Patriarchy is made poss!ble by Fhe near um‘\ elr
sality of mother-dominated nurturing which continuousls
reprbduces the sexual cliv:smnlof labour. o .
The third emphasis questions the }fallcilt) . of gemt'_
identity (and gender) as a real object n‘:t_anal_v:':lss_ It stéll_te;
that génder s a construction, an a_cmmphshment .depe‘*n 1'1}1;
on the attributions of both (T‘hl](fll'(}n and p‘men‘tb_ x%hj
together construct gender by giving it a sense otlz.ea_ilit_\t._ th;
important thing to note here 1s th_at‘ it 1s both pdrt‘1e:, o the
interaction who sustain the belief In _Lhe: natula]qoi: u
gender. However, the difficulty arises, as in the case u‘f_ Tlf?“l:-
sexuals. where there is a discrepancy between self-attribution
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and the attribution of others. Yet even here, the origina]
self-attribution is rooted in the intractability of the dichot.
omous gender system. Trans-sexuals usually define them.
selves as either male or female, not in terms of some third
gender or transitional state. Gender constructions reflect the
current generalized definitions of gender in the society of
which one is a member. In modern Western society, the way
that people accomplish gender is more or less guaranteed by
the naturalization of heterosexuality, by the belief that
biological differences are crucial in all matters relating to
sexual and gender behaviour.

The social construction of gender and the attribution process are
a part of reality construction. No member is exempt, and this
construction is the grounding for all scientific work on gender,
The natural attitude toward gender and the every day process of
gender attribution are constructions which scientists bring with
them when they enter laboratories to ‘discover’ gender character-
istics. Gender as we have described it, consists of members’
methods for attributing and constructing gender. Our reality is
constructed in such a way that biology is seen as the ultimate
truth. This is, of course, not necessary. In other realities for
example, deities replace biology as the ultimate source of final
truth. What is difficult to see, however, is that biology is no
closer to the truth. in any absolute sense, than a deityv: nor is the
reality which we have been presenting. What is different among
different ways of seeing the world are the possibilities stemming
from basic assumptions about the way the world works. What
must be taken for granted (and what need not be changes
depending on the incorrigible propositions one holds. The
questions that should be asked and how they can be answered
also differ depending on the reality. (Kessler and McKenna,
1978, p. 162)

The observation that different cultural realities have
separate ways of construing gender is not remarkable in
itself. After all, this has been the claim made by social and
cultural anthropologists ever since they started examining
the sexual lives of pre-literate societies. It is the starting
point of most ‘relativist’ dissections of human diversity.
However, what is being claimed here is that scientific
discussion of gender is mostly predicated on the ‘natural
attitude’ of the practitioner. Now, while I find myself having
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ome sympathy for this view, what I think is missing from
soch a perspective is any consideration of the pollt‘lcal
?;plications of gender attribution. Granted H}at our slom_et}i
makes dichotomous sex distinctions on the basis of bio ?g1cad
criteria, and granted that other societies use I'B]lg’IOL‘l:s hanﬁ

other criteria, this does not help us to und?rsta‘nd w h'\ht— ese
distinctions are also critically important for p"itr'lal-‘}i .\idlor
the prevalence of the masculine 1deo!0g§'. .\\-h}‘ S ?u ba
dichotomous construction of _ge'nder dztfergnces ;'1 :.0. 1ﬁe
associated with gender inequality? Is gender inequa ‘l[}“d 20
an accomplishment? In one important sense 1t 1s, b‘ut it is \nqt
a neutral accomplishment; likg all historical constry l.mtmlr.h,‘ {t
is an expression of human interests _and Ilntenn?n‘a ities.
Gender inequality has its being in the hlstonca.l con.:stluctn}})n
of sexual differences. Why thl_s should be s0 cannoi\'he.
answered in terms of the attl‘llbutl()l‘ll process a{qr}c'.. l-}
should most men start from the ‘incorrigible pmpo:n;on t' lat'
their biology gives them greater power thap \\'orrier‘l. Ad\ ery
simple answer to this is that it is in men's ]nt(;.‘l'('_‘b‘t:‘: tur od:o:
Garfinkel’s incorrigible propositions about r"ea]‘lly.and‘ g,.en. e(li
do not in themselves tell us why gender inequality an

1c ; exist. _

palt;;:}:g;: ?t would be appropriate to end ll"u:‘, chuptm&b_\i'
retreating from a too cavalier dismissal qu an em.hn 1':(‘
gender hypothesis. Although I accept the notion _l.h‘“ ggnldcr
is an accomplishment, this does not mean that mcorn‘g_lb‘i.e
propositions’ do not have a deadly effect on human behav l_lILI‘.
The construction of male gender identity 1s enmeshed in 1
network of emotional and politicul'1)1'()(:9.-'."_?.-«'. As such._u is
experienced as real. It is lh_is experience of its sub‘smn‘u;l.{lt;\
that gives various alternative accounts of gendered Hl..)']c..z
tivity their power, especially those x_\'hu:n attempt to Ldt.L‘
the real or imaginary potency of desire. It is in this respect
that the next chapter deals with the problem of m;:le
sexuality, not simply as an accomplishment and a cunsl:'ucu-ij,
but as lived experience. Whet_her or not psychounnl} lf.i
explanations of the origin of desire are rooted n the nutu:.a
attitude is, of course, a relevant question. but it may Ibe that
we cannot deconstruct masculinity without examining tne
kind of evidence deriving from psychoanalytic sources. It
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-— -could well be that male sexuality (and sexuality in genera])

is nothing more than a construction, but if this is the case
then it is a construction that has real consequences
Although we may deplore the essentialistic tendencies ip
psychoanalytic theorizing, this does not mean that we cap
dismiss psychoanalysis as being irrelevant in any discussion
of gender and sexuality.

Accordingly, to assent to the notion that masculinity is an
accomplishment is to ignore the peculiar way in which this
accomplishment often saturates male existence with feelings
of anxiety and rage. The attribution process cannot explain
the ‘depth’ of a man’s desires and feelings. It cannot, in other
words, tell us why it is that so many men feel themselves to
be the playthings of hidden forces which somehow make
them do things in the name of uncontrollable desire. Why
have men come to believe in the waywardness of their
sexuality? How is it that men ‘objectify’ women? I would
want to argue that the answers to these questions are not
simply to be found in the fact that gender is a construction or
an accomplishment, but also in the manner in which this
accomplishment is ‘embodied’” in men.

Reference was made earlier to Connell's point about the
way in which both psychologists and sociologists are ‘blinded’
by their own professional commitments in their discussion of
socialization. Sociologists operate with a very bland and
uncomplicated view of gender acquisition, while psychologists
find it almost impossible to come to grips with ‘social power’.
The notion that a man's gender identity is learned without
trauma is just as misconceived as seeing his aggressiveness
in terms of overwhelming ‘drives’. The sociological view of
gender acquisition can be described as being too complacent,
too conflict-free. It assumes that individuals go through life
without ever facing difficulties and traumas. It assumes that,
in the final analysis, evervbody will find his or her niche in
society. It assumes that men and women acquire gender in
more or less the same way that other roles are acquired. We
learn our gender identity in the same way that we learn to
play the piano or swim. In other words, it denies intentionality
to the person. So when I talk about the social being
‘embodied” in men, what [ am stressing is the political
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construction of male gender _ic_lentity. Thus. sociulizatio_n 1s
pot simply about the acquisition of roles. but rather it is
about the exercise of power by one group over another group.

Initially, it is parents who exercisg power over children.
especially over gender behaviour. Socmll;:-.tmn can bg seen.
therefore, as the process whereby _chlldren acquire an
ideology which naturalizes gen(ig:', l_t is also the process in
which the ‘body’ becomes objectified m‘dl,-'c-)ursg. a discourse
which takes for granted the 'l'eality'_of se.\'ugl dlff‘erence and
inequality, and which assigns a particulm; kind of potency to
the male body, and denies potency to the female bodyv. This is
the theme of the next chapter.
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