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Introduction: the epistemology of
`masculinity'

This book focuses on contemporary constructions of masculinity and mas-
entine identity. It examines the frameworks of knowledge that have shaped
conceptions of manhood in the modern SVest, and it outlines a number of
challenges posed to these conceptions by a recent shift in our theoretical
understanding of the world. The 1990s saw a rapidly growing interest in men
and their lives. as witnessed by a proliferating number of enquiries into men's
cmotions. men's relationships with partners. parents and siblings. men's health
and sexuality. and the 'masculina crisis of identity'. 	 much research has
been generated by academie teminists and gay malo scholars, an increasing
amount of work has also been undertakcn by self-identitied heterosexual
men invol(ed in what is a highly diverse 'inen's movement' and In teaching
and research in universities. A developing arca of 	 studies. has found a
niehe in mane universities in the United Kin gdom. North America. and
Australia. and • masculinity" and its discontents has become a popular topic
of research among postgraduates and established scholars. This work has
given risa to some interesting and provocative analyses, helping to highlight
many issues long in need ofexposition and analysis. 1lowever. questions con-
ccrning the construction of knowledge about men and 'masculinity' have
remained marginal. Relatively few scholars have asked how modem Nl'estern
societies ha(e arrive(' at a conception of what constitutes normal masculino
identity and hchaviour. why certain research questions get raised while others
remain unarticulated, and what assumptions about mole bodies and selves are
emhedded in theorics. In short, iniportant questions of epistemolo gy have
been largely overlooked. This book directs attention tu the epistemology of
'masettlinity - . and discusses the challenges posed to this epistemology by
recent trends in social thought. 1 be g in, in this chamen by outlining my aims,
assumptions. and arguinents, and providing an overvicw of thc individual
chapters.

The recent turn towards deconstruction, postmodernism and poststruc-
turalism in the social sciences and humanities has lcd scholars to reappraise
basic categories of social analysis. NI any people have begun lo rethink
assumptions upon which identities have been constructed. especially the
assumption that there exist natural bodies and essential selves. The conven-
tional modernist conccpts of identity and identity politics have been critiqued
across diverse fields of social thought and this has led tu discussions about
alternative ways of conceiving the personal and the political. and the



relationship between the two. Recent work has highlighted, in particular. the
role of the natural and social sciences in the construction of knowled ge of
human subjects and in the shaping of people's awareness oí themselves as
subjects	 i.e. their subjectivities. Although, in the broader culture, natural
knowledge and social knowledge have appcared as mutually exclusive, it has
become increasingly clear that all knowledge. including biological know-l-
eder. is socially produced and reflects prevailing assumptions about normal
embodiment and subjcctivity. Feininists, for instance. have recently : pointed
out that knowledge about 'sex' and 'sex dilTerences' is shaped by cultural
constructions of gender. A nature/culture dualism has underpinned a range of
expertise over the last 200 years - including biology. biomedicine, sociobiol-
ogy, phrenology, craniology, anthropology. sociology. psychology, psy:chiatry,
and psychoanalysis - servine to construct knowledge of human subjects and
to delineate boundaries hetween normal and pathological bodies and selves.
However, more and more, Western systems of thought have come under
scrutiny, raising profound challenges Ibr research and practico in relation to
questions of identity.

Given its subject mallen one would expeet that 'men's studies' would be a
vihrant field of new ideas on questions of identity. Howcver, theoretically. the
arca has been rather insular and dominated by a fess : perspectivas notably
sex-role theory, gender theory, learning theory. Jungian theory and object-
relations theory - that viere originan> : developed in psychology, psychoanalysis,
sociology, philosophy, and sociobiology, and then often subsequently
reworked by the so-called 'second-wave' feminists. Many texts do not
acknowledge feminist studies at al'. which is perceived as a discourse parallel
to the study of	 (N1eMahon. 1993: 675). Male scholars seem unwilling.
in the main, to engage in the kinds of interdisciplinary and critical enquiry
undertaken by: feminists. Those male writers who claim to be pro-feminist
have engaged with only a fragment of the V ast number ofli,minimus that have
emerged over the last two decades. The field of contemporary feminist
thou g ht has become so diverso it defies easy categorisation. hut can be seen to
encompass various egalitarian and sexual difference strands of thought, span-
ning virtually all disciplinary areas. Feminist history and philosophy of
science, postttiodern feminism. poststructuralist feminism, ecofeminism, and
lesbian feminism have generated numerous and useful insights finto gender,
gender relations, and sexuality that have been largely neglected by: 'men's
studies' scholars. Mate scholars often coinpletely fail to address the power
relations of sexuality, and their writings are seen to often reflect a strong het-
erosexual bias (Edwards. 1990: 1 1 1 ). There has been little analysis of how
heterosexual masculine identity became institutionalised as the ideal. and
the implications of this for non-normative sexual identities (Kinsman. 1993).
Most research takes as given, rather than problematises, the dominant epis-
temology of sexuality and what Sedgwick (1994) refers to as the 'consensus of
knowingness' implied by the helero/homosexual division.

The separatism of 'men's studies' has been interpreted by some feminist
writers as a strategic response to feminism. as a means of preserving

masculine pris ilege (see. for example. Young. 1993: 318). Feminist suspicion
oí 'men's studies' is understandable. • Men's studies' has emereed in a context
very dilfercnt tu that giving rise to 'women's studies' and, a rguably. addresses
a different set of concerns. The eftbrt to make 'women' the object of theory
has been integral to the effort to unmask the seeming 'naturalness' of
women's invisihility. For women. 'becoming an object in theory was the
inevitable result of becorning a subject in history' (Guillaitinin. 1995: 166). As
Mary Evans has recently pointed out. the retention of the label 'women's
studies', rather than the adoption of 'gender studies', a commonly suggested
alternative. 'is a constara. and constantly politicizing, reminder that women
have been. until relatively recently, largely excluded from the academic cur-
riculum hoth as subjects and as agents' (1997: 13). Although it has been
argued that universities have also taught little that was explicitly about men.
the human subject has been simply assumed to be mate. This is reflected in
language svhere the words 'he' and 'mankind' have often been used to denote
a generic human being. Many feminist academics are rightly seeptical
towards any attempt lo dcvelup a new field of studs- which focuses specitically
on men and 'masculinity'. especially when feminists have had to strug.gle to
gain institutional recognition of 'women's studies'. lo a context of limited
resources, feminists have reason tu he anxious about the potential for
resources to be 'siphoned ott by men who are keen to 'get in on the ace, espe-
cially in light of historical experience ss Inch shows that white. heterosexual
men have been more successful in monopolising the means of academic pro-
duction (Johnson. 1997: 16). One of my goals in this book is to draw attention
to what 1 see as some major limitations of contemporary approaches to the
study of men and 'masculine identity', as man ifest in particular in the acad-
emic speciality oí 'inen's Lidies'. and to hclp sh i ft the focus of thi k ing and
research. ln my view, thosc undertaking research un men and masculine iden-
tity have not given enough attention tú questions of epistemology. to the
analysis of power relations. and to interdisciplinary enquiry. Scholars and
activists, 1 believe, need to be more critical in their use of concepts and cat-
egories, and much more attentive tu the implications of their adherence to
particular perspectives.

The essentialism of 'masculinity'

One of my startittg premisos is that 'masculinity' has been essentialised and
that this has provided a major impediment tu theoretical and political work.
In order tu properly explain %sitio 1 mean by this. I should lirst clarify my own
use of the terco 'essentialism' since it ligures prominently throughout this
book. Essentialisin has a long and illustrious career within ‘Vestern thought.
althou gh its rneanine is often left undetined in academic discussions. As
Stanley and %Vise note, there is no 'essence . to essentialism: it is an invention
of social scientists and philosophers (1993: 209). However, it is increasingly
used in a rhetorical sense, to dismiss positions with which one does not agree.
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which has often load to polarisation in debate tFuss. 1989: xi). In his recent
overview of the uses of essentialism in the social sciences. Andrew Sayer
observes that reference to 'essentialism . in the social scientific literature is
nearly always derogatory: indeed it is widely seen as a terne of abuse which
often silences argument. being tainted by association with racism and sexism
( 1997: 453). He notes that there are many essentialisms and many critiques of
essentialism, arising in different contexts and relating to ditTerent issues.
However,

(ilf there is anything common to all the critiques of essentialism in social science. it
is a coneern to counter characterisations of people. practices. institutions and other
social phenomena as ha% ing lixed identities which deterministicall n produce ti xed.
uniform outcomes. Whether they are talking about cultural identity. economic
behaviour or gender and sexuality. anti-essentialists ha%c argued that people are not
creatures of determinism. whether natural or cultural. but are social!y constructed
and constructing. (Sayer. 1997: 454)

According to Sayer. the take-up of anti-essentialism as an emancipatory strat-
egy represents a 'remarkahle shift in radical academia' from the 1970s when
radicals used to attack pluralists for not recognising structures or essence
hehind superficial appearances. There are now relatively few theorists who
aetively defend any kind of essentialism in its own right. although some crit-
ics recognise the necessity of oceztsionally employing essentialist descriptions
for strategic purposes (Sayer. 1997: 454-5).

The concept ofcssentialism has been of central concern to feminists. prin-
cipally in connection with discussions about the hinary categories of
sex/gender. women/men. male/female and feminine/masculine. and it is they
who have offered some of the most detailed exposés of the term. In Fuss's
poststructuralist feminist account. 'essentialism is classically defined as a beber
in trae essence — that which is most irreducible. unchanging, and therefore con-
stitutive of a given person or thing' (Fuss. 1989: 2). As she explains, the idea
that men and women are identilied as such on the basis of 'transhistorical,
eternal. inmutable essences' has been rejected by poststructuralist feminists on
the basis that it 'naturalises' Miman nature. Poststructuralists dismiss the
attempt to find an absolute grounding for knowledge and instead embrace the
notion of 'fráctttred identities'. insisting upon the need to recognise ditrerences
among women and men (Bacchi. 1990). Although poststructuralist theory is
widely seen to have inaugurated an anti-essentialist movement within fenti-
nism, the foundations for the deconstruction of essentialist eateeories can he
seen to have been laid by 'second-wave' feminists.

'Second-wave' feminists can he seen to have critiqued essentialism in so far
as they questioned the assumption that social differences between men and
women are rooted in biological or natural differences (i.e. biology-as-destiny).
although they may not have used the term 'essentialism' in their own writings.
In their efforts to contest thc naturalisation of sexual difference, they appro-
priated the concept of gender from the social sciences. However, in the
process, they carric(' over essentialist assumptions loto their own tvork
through the sex/gender distinction: that is. 'sex . was seen to correspond with
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'sature'. and 'tender' with 'culture' (see Chapter 2). Poststructuralist and
postmodern feminists have subsequently problematised that which was left
implicitly unproblematised by the 'second-wave' feminists. namely the natural
or the bioloeical. However, their critique is not limited to explanations of nat-
ural or bioloeical 'essences'. They also focus on psychological characteristics
such as nurturance, empathy. support, non-competitiveness, and the like. and
'activities and procedures (which may or may not he dictated by biology)
observable in social practices intuitiveness. emotional responses. concern
and commitment to helping others. etc.' (Grosz. 1995: 47). As Grosz explains.
essentialism is seen to entail the belief that those characteristics define(' as
women's 'essences' are shared in common by all women at all times and
underlie all apparent variations dii'ferentiating women from each other. It is
seen to imply a limit on the variations and possibilities for chance and thus of
social reorganisation. and for this reason has been of central concern to most
contemporary feminisms (1995: 47-8).

Following Grosz (1995). essentialism may be dist inguished from bioloeism,
naturalism, and universalism all oí which are centred on the question of the
sature of women and men. and also figure at various points in my discussion.
Biologism is a form of essentialism perhaps the most widely recognised form.
in which women's and men's 'essences' are delined in terms of biological capac-
ities. As Grosz explains. biologism tends to involve reductionism in that social
and cultural factors are seen to be the e11'ects of biological factors. In feminist
anal) sis, it is commonly seen as t ying women to the functions of reproduction
and nurturance, although women's possibilities are also seen as limite('
through the use of evidente froto neurology, endoerinoloey, and neurophysi-
ology. 13iologisin is clearly evident in recent accounts of sex dilrerences in the
brain. 1 lowever, it is !liso apparent in explanations of sexual behaviour, such as
male heterosexual hehaviour and 'homosexual orientation' (see Chapter 3).
Naturalism is a fon)) of essentialism in which a tixed nature is postulated for
nomen and men: for example, women are seen as being 'nal tirally . caring. and
men as 'naturally" aggressive (see Chapters 3 and 4).	 this 'nature' is
usual!). given by biology. it may be asserted on theological or ontological
grounds. Thus, women's and men's natures may be seen to be God-given attrib-
utes that are not explicable in biological terms. Or, following Sartrean
existentialism or Freudian psychoanalysis. it might be asserted that there exist
some ontological invariants that distincuish the two sexes: liar example , .111e
claim that the huelan subject is somehow free or that the suhject's social posi-
t ion is a function of his or her genital morphology' (Grosz. 1995: 48).

Universalism. although usually justified in terms of biology. may be con-
ceived in purely social terms: for example, the sexual division of labour or the
prohibition of incest. As Grosz ¿irgues.

unlike essentialism, biologism. or naturalism. in which not only the similarities hut
also the differences between women [and between men] may he accounted for (roce
and class characteristics can also be explained in naturalistic. biologist. or essen-
tialist terms), universalism tends to suggest only thc commonness of ale women [and
men] at all times and in all social contexts. (1995: 48-9)
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Universalist explanations posit a unity among women and among men based
on ahistorical and cross-cultural qualities. Charges of universalism have been
increasingly made against Western academie feminism by women from non-
European cultures and of different 'racial' and socio-economic backgrounds
whosc experiences are at odds with feminist theories. 1 examine these cri-
tiques in more detail in Chapter 2. A similar kind of critique has yet to
emerge in respect to	 studies', but it is olear that the same tendency to
generalise also exists herr.

Essentialism is rife in writings on men and 'masculinity'. That is, it is
assumed that there exists a relatively stable masculine 'essence' that defines
men and distinguishes them from a feminine 'essence . that defines women.
Althou gh the essentialism of 'masculinity . often entails bioloaism. it is also
frequently based on psychology or °cher disposition or practice. This essen-
tialism may be found in both scholarly and 'popular' writines on men. and
recent efforts by theorists to avoid charges of essentialism by positing the exis-
tence of multiple 'masculinities' (i.e. simply pluralisine 'masculinity' 1. 1
believe. does not overcome this basic problein. Bob Connell (1993) is right in
pointing out that *masculinity' has been reilied, and treated in isolation of
particular historical and cultural contexts. As he notes. the arca of
studies' has thus far been dominated by psychological accounts, and there has
been a failure to take account of global history. comparative and historical
perspectives, and power relations. However, in adopting 'masculinities' as a
major analytic category in his own work (see particularly Connell. 1995)
Connell. too. can be accused of reifying that which is in need of critica'
deconstruction. Given that most pro-feminist 'men's studies' scholars
avowedly reject the idea of a universal masculine 'essence' and argue that
there is nothing inevitable about malo perspectives and hehaviours, it seems
ironic that they so frequently reify and essentialise 'masculinity' in their own
work. The reification and essentialism of 'masculinity'. I believe. is an artifact
of the way in which scholars have conceived the objcct of their enquiries. The
tendency has been to use 'masculinity', or 'masculinities', as the basic analytic
category in research and writing. rather than to view this category as a spe-
cific social and historical construction; as a product of power and knowledge.

The conseant and uncritical use of the category 'men' in research ami writ-
ine also reflects a tendency towards universalism. The unstated assumption is
that there exists a universal category of hurtan suhject delinee' by biology
and/or common experience. However, none of the concepts of 'men'.
'women', 'gender', 'sexuality', and so on. has cross-cultural and trans-histor-
ical significance: all are relational terms whosc identities derive from their
inhcrcncc in a system of dilTerences. (On this point. see Parker et al., 1992: 5.)
Researchers have failed to deconstruct the category 'men', and to examine
hoWdifferent constructions of 'men' have emerged historically and become
infiected with racialised. sexualised. and classist meanings. One of the key
argumenta of this book is that essentialism and universalism are instrinsic to
Western thought and that their elimination will require a radical change in
epistemology. Our ways of knowine in the modem West have been limited by

the assumption that the only true knowledge is objective, universal knowl-
edge - i.e. knowledge that is independent of time and place. and of the power
relations between the knower and the known. In Chapter 2. I outline some of
the key assumptions of Western rationality and some recent criticisms that
have been made by postmodern and poststructuralist theorists. and others.
Fentinist philosophers have been at pains to point out that the drive to
develop an impartial. total, view of the world is not only unrealisable hut has
exclusionary and marginalising effects. Western knowledge is seen as based on
a foundation of first principies that involves the ordering of reality into
eitialisms. The dualistic ordering of knowledge always involves the pric ileging
of one sido of the dualism ewer the other: identity over difference. reason over
unreason, being over negation, culture over nature. self over °filen abad over
body, malo over female. and so on. Critics have not found it easy to avoid
dualistic t hink Mg in their own work. however, as is evident in recent scholarly
work on the links between 'nutsculinity . and reason (see Chapter 4).

Essentialism and universalism are perhaps most apparent in 'popular' gen-
res of writing on men. These works have been overlooked by more critica!
scholars as a source of insight into the operations of the epistemology of
'masculinity'. Such works both rcllect and generate cultural knowledge of the
masculine. They offer simple messages to mass audiences. Their vide appeal
would seem to lie. at least in parí. in the fact that they are unencumbered by
what is seen to be 'hilh theory' and the detailed (and often complex ) qualifi-
cations characteristic of more scholarly contributions. They are products of a
relatively new and rapidly expanding publishing industry surrounding the
'crisis in masculinity'. \Vritin gs are dominated by two main styles of narrative.
both uf which have their origins in Christian tradition. namely the confession
and the sermon. (On the use of the confessional style in recen( w ritings on
men and 'masculinity', see my discussion. 'Uncoverinsz the malo emot ions . . in
Chapter 4: 88 . 94.) Each is characterised by strong appeals to 'comino!' sensc'
(i.e. 'what "we - all know') and tends to offer gross generalisations about men
and women, and their relationships. They make liberal use of essentialist and
universalist categories. In deploying thesc categories, many, if not most, are
intplicitly heterosexist. and often racist. It is not always easy to distinguish
[hese works from more scholarly contributions. however. in that both fre-
quently share similar assumptions and theories, although [hese theories are
usually more illIplicit in 'popular' works.

Perhaps the most well-known strand of the 'popular' xvritings is of the so-
called mythopoetic variety. of whom the most notorious contributor is Robert
Bly, of 'ron John lame (see Bly. 1990). The authors of the mythopoetic works
look to a mythical past to lind the models for contemporary 'manhood' - for
example. the warrior fi g ure. Drawing heavily on Jun gian psychology. they
argue that men must reclaim their cultural heritage which has been destroyed
by modem society. Men are seen to suftcr profound grief at the loss of 'mas-
culinity', which needs to be restored to its rightful and ritualistic place
(Young. 1993: 324). In Blazina's (1997) view, durine a period of 'masculine
crisis'. 'ntyths can become tools for cultural and personal transformation by

fui-
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giving men alternative ways ofconceptuallzing "what is masculine — . He sue-
gests that men emulate generatise my ths such as Odysseus. the Greck hero
who symbolises the emotion of reunion between father and son. and the
Green Man, a prehistorical figure who symbolises peaceful coexistence and
respect for nature. in order to 'guide diem toward a deeper understanding of
self and object relations' (1997: 292). The mythopoetic 'men's movement'. and
Robert Bly's work in particular, has been criticised extensively by feminists
and a number of male scholars. Criticisms have included the charges of sep-
aratism. 'masculinist nationalism', contempt for the 'odie'', authoritarianism,
and the reinforcement of invidious distinctions between 	 and men
(see. for example, Caputi and MacKentie. 1992; N'oung: 1993).

There are other kinds of 'popular writings which also enjoy widespread
. commercial success and are equally essentialist. Writings roughly divide
between those of the 'men's rights movement' and those of the 'pro-feminist
men's movement'. The former seek to expose 'the myth of male power'
(Farrell. 1994). and to reclaim and protect masculine power and privile2e, and
can be seen to represent a reactionary response to feminisms. Writers tend to
employ essentialist and naturalist arguments to justify normative hierarchies
of gender, while actively ignoring the specificity of the history of relations
between women and men. often pitting all women a;_zainst all men at all times
and depicting feminism as strategies	 get men' (Frank, 1993: 337-8). 'Pro-
feminist' writings, on the other hand. generally seek to identify the absences
and needs in men's lives and posit 'action plans' (for example. Biddulph,
1995: Stoltenberg. 1989). As mentioned earlier. the terco 'pro-feminist' is
deceptive in that it ot.ten conceals ignorance of the complexities of feminist
positions and a reluctance to engage critically with feminist theories.
Proponents rarely fully articulate the privileged position of white, heterosex-
ual, middle-class men, or their implicit support for those positions (Frank,
1993: 339). Like the mythopoetic and 'men's rights' advocates, 'pro-feminist'
advocates tend to cast men as 'victims of society', effectively side-steppine
awkward questions about the power relations of gender and sexuality.

Towards a critique of the epistemology- of inasculinity

Problems such as these, which are common to some extent tú both scholarly
and 'popular' writings on men. underline the need for a thorough critique of
the epistemology of 'masculinity". Such a critique should aim to show how
the frameworks of knowledge about the masculine have historically evolved
and how they structure what is known. and what can be known, about men
and their experiences. Such an analysis has been sadly lacking in 'men's st lid-
ies', even in the more critical works which have been attentive to historical
and socio-cultural contexts. As Frank (1993) has commented, in so far as
'men's studies' fails to critically examine 'man-made explanations' of the
world. it offers no profound oppositional discourse. Although gender has
become an object of enquiry, this is conceived as yet another variable to he
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added to 'the already long list of variables to be measured'. w hile business
confirmes as usual (Frank. 1993: 336).

Even with the awareness of the social construction of gender within patriarchal
relations. there. is still either the lacé of recognition - or the purposeful avoidance -
of anv analysis of the historicity and the social construction of the actual theories
and the methods themselves that produce knowledge. The power of these historical
and social products (the theoretical stancc and methodoloeical procedures) pro-
duced within the patriarchal gaze used to gain an understanding of people's lives
and the resulting consequences. are taken for granted. and thus temporalized and
depoliticized. In-so-far as these disciplinary practices produce women. and some
men. as subordinate. their methods of observa tion and inquiry and the resulting
production of theory do little to reorganize the objectified 'ways of knowine..
(Frank. 1993: 336 7)

To be sure. there is an emerging body of scholarship examining changine
definitions of masculinity, showing how conceptions of mztsculinity are
enmeshed in the history of institutions and oí economic structures. These his-
tories are hit.dily provocative and provide one source for my arguments: for
example. work showing how particular constructions of masculine behav-
iour and masculine emhodiment have been effected through disciplines of the
militar (see Chapter 3). liowever• few histories focus e.cphcitlr and SySIC111-
aliallly on the frameworks of knowledge within which 'masculinity" and male
subjects have been constructed. That is, there has been little effort to examine
the 'assumptions about the nature of the subject (and hence about honran
nature) and about the rclationship between the subject and the "thine -
known' ( Flax. 1981: 1007: emphasis in original).

Mole bodies as objects atril sises of power

A critica' analysis of the epistemology of 'inasculinits". 1 bebes e. should
induje an account of how male bodies have been objects and cites of power,
and how this zdTects the suhjectivities of different men. it needs to be asked
why some male bodies are invested with more visibility and more power than
others. and how natural knowledge is deployed in the construction of differ-
ence. Undcr the inll uence of Michel Folien ul t. many svriters have cha Ilengecl
the naturalistic vicw of the body which has a l'hect structure and immutable
desires and hehaviours. For example. the idea of a normal masculine hetero-
sexual desire is questioned by recent Foucauldian-inspired social
constructionism (see Katz. 1995). (See Chapter 2.) Rather than seeing bodies
as biologically given, or pre-discursive, boches have come to be seen as fztbri-
cated through discourse, as an effect of power/knowledge (sec. for example.
liuden 1993). As yet, there has been rclatively little detalle(' ;t'Uy sis of how
ditTerent male bodies have been constructed in discourse, ami how dilTer-
ences between men and women, and within 111CII, have come to be seen as
natural differences. Appeals to natural differences have long been used to
rationalise the 'inferiorisation' of homosexuzds, as well as other sexual minori-
ties, women, and people of colour.
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Racism. sexism, and heterosexism operare through the imputation of neg-
ative characteristics to the bodies and corporeal existence of ditrerent peoples.
This is perhaps most evident in the construction of 'rae& which has been
dependent on the efforts of dominant nations and peoples to classify humans
on the bztsis of corporeal characteristics such as skin colour (Shilline. 1993:
59). However, sexism and hetcrosexism, too, have relied un the classification
of physical bodies into types: for example. there have been numerous attempts
to classify and differentiate male and female bodies, and sexual types (see
Kaplan and Rogcrs. 1990). There has recently been a resurgence of interest in
biological. particularly genetic, explanations of human ditlerences. for exam-
ple between men and Ivomen, between ditTerent racial groups. and between
'homosexuals' and 'heterosexuals . (see Garber. 1995: 268-83; Nelkin and
Lindee, 1995). Such theories have appeared with renewed vigour during a
period in which there has been a conservativa reaction against virtually all
minority groups and against the gains made by feminists, gay and lesbian
people. and peoples of non-European descent. They have been strategically
employed to draw boundaries between Selfand Daten to justify rights, and to
deny rights. The tindings of eenetie research can he used by those who believe
that education will make no difference to the social status of indigenous peo-
pies: by those who would seek to change homosexual behaviour through
medica] intervention; and by those who are opposed to equality in general
(Nelkin and Lindee. 1995: 399). It needs to he asked why there has been a
renewed interest in genetic explanations of human differences tu popular cul-
ture and science. and how such work is used to argue for discriminatory
policies and practices.

Work such as that of Simon LeVay (1994) and Dean I lamer (Hamer and
Copeland, 1994) in the United Sudes, \vhich focuses on the biological bases of
male homosexuality, and of Moir and Jcssel (1991) in the United Kingdom,
which focuses on biological differenees between men and women, has struck
a resonant chord among a broad section of the population. There has also
been some interest in the findings of racial science, particularly research
pointing to genetic differences in the mental abilities between 'blacks' and
'whites' (see Kohn, 1995).

Research on sex differences and homosexuality has been welcomed by
some women and some gay people who believe that it affirms and validates
their difference. However. it is important to recognise that it can be used to
delineate boundaries between that which is considered normal. and hence
superior. and that which is viewed as pathological. and hence inferior, with
deleterious consequences for those so Iabelled. There have been numerous
efforts in the past to intervene into the bodies and lives of women on the
assumption that their bodies are 'llaturally' inferior, and various forms of
'treatrnent . have been meted out to lesbians and gay men on the assumption
that their 'condition' is a result of a failure of some biological function (see.
for example, Birke. 1982: Ehrenreich and English, 1979). It is likely that stud-
ies of biological difference will continue to be used in there ways so long as
science, and biological science in particular, remains a privileged arbiter of the

'tnith. on questions of difference. A critique of the idea of the natural body
and of supporting discourses is necessary. 1 believe. if one is tu counter essen-
tialism and naturalism and the tendency to control or annihilate that which
is deemed to be dilierent.

The research cont ri hutions oí Thomas Laqueur (1990). I.onda Schiebinger
(1989. 1993) and Nellie Oudshoorn (1994) illustrate well the valué of histor-
ical deconstruction in undermining the essentialism and 'naturalisatiod of
the body - especially in relation to its sexed and gendered dimensions. This
corpus of work has been one of the sources of inspiration for this study, and
is referred to at various points in the discussion (see particularly Chapters 2
and 3). Such work unsettles a number of deeply held cultural assumptions of
people in the modern West about the 'nal tiralness . oí the body, emphasising
the particular role played by bioloeical and bio-medical knowledges in the
fabrication of the 'normal'. 'healthy', sexed and gendered body. Sex. the sup-
posed biological bedrock for the social constructions of gender. is shown to be
a social product. I I has been constructed in line with cultural assumptions
about normal gender and sexuality. Work such as this otiers a profound chal-
lenge to the epistemology	 masettlinity . . based as it is upon the premise that
there exist relatively stable bodily 'essences*, decires and behaviours. lt brines
into question taken-for-granted understandings of the normal and the patho-
logical, and the stability of the boundaries that have been erectcd between
normal selves and the abnormal others. Far from having stable. immutable
properties and potentialities, bodies are shows to he highly variable - both
historically and culturally.

In so far as the body has been discussed at all in 'men's studies', most
analyses have been ahistorical and inattentive tu the speci tics of culture and
to the operations of power relations. The body is rarely seen as a product of
power/knowledge. Although social constructionism has inereasinely influ-
enccd analyses of the body. theoretical development has been limited by a
discourse about whether the body is a natural or biolo gical given or a socially
constructed en tity. 1 believe that it is important for scholars lo move beyond
the tercos of this debate if they are to avoid essentialism and dichotomous
thinking in their work. Recently, many scholars have clairned that the body is
'socially constructed'. without specifying exactly what they mean by this.
Social constructionisin is an timbren:, terco encompassing a range of per-
spectives which suggest that the body is somehow shaped, constrained and
oven invented by society. Those who take this approach tend to share the view
that the 'meanines zutributed to the body, and the boundaries %%hiel) exist
between the bodies of different groups of people, are social products'
(Shilling. 1993: 70). However, beyond this basic level of agreement. there
exists a great diversity of social constructionist perspectives on the body.

The naturalism/constructionism dichotomy is useful in undcrlining the dis-
tinctiveness of recent problematisations of the body in the social sciences
and humanities. However, as an ztbstraction, it cannot do justice to the full
range and complexity of contemporary theoretical and political positions in
respcct tu the body. Many writers are guilty of essentialising social



constructionism. osirlooking the fact that this is a generic term encompass-
ing a diverse range of shifting perspcctives and projects. includine but not
limited to discourse analysis. deconstruction, and poststructuralism, which
have been developed in different ways by scholars at different times according
to their own particular theoretical and political purposes. Althoueh all social
constructionists may be seen to share a broadly similar epistemology, in that
they all claim to eschew essentialism and realism, and view knowledge as his-
torically and culturally specific, they are not of one voice (see Burr. 1995).
Some researchers give explicit theoretical attention lo the body as an object
or site of power, and seek to undertake detailed genealogies of supportive dis-
courses. For example. these feminists and gay and lesbian scholars who have
been influenced by Foucault's ideas have examine(' the ways in % • hich women's
bodies and the bodies of 'homosexuals' have been subject to the disciplinary
powers of bio-medicine (for example. Plummer. 1981: Sawicki, 1991; Weeks
1985). However, not alI social constructionists can be considered poststruc-
turalists, and not all articularte a clear theoretical perspectiva on power
relations. Commentators often gloss over considerable differences in per-
spective. usinsz 'social constructionism' as a 'catch-all' descriptive phrase,
sometimes dismissing 'it' on the basic that II' denies biology. For instance, in
his discussion of men's bodies in his book Masculinities. Bob Connell criti-
ciscs 'social constructionist approaches to gender and sexuality' (which he
simplistically, and misleadingly, equates with the 'semiotic approach') for
'disembodyine sex' and for their inattention to 'an irreducible bodily dimen-
sion in experience and practice' (see Connell, 1995: 51). etTectively dismissing
the substantial social constructionist contributions of feminist and gay and
lesbian scholars focusing precisely on these dimensions. Postmodernism and
poststructuralism have ushered in sophisticated, historically informe('
approaches to the study of the body, xvhich recognise both the materiality
of the body and the fact that that materiality is itself a product of
power/knowledee.

Rethinking the concept of itlentity.

The anti-ess.entialist trend within contemporary social theory has liad a pro-
found impact on thinking about 'identity'. This is reflected in the
proliferation of academie writings in the 1980s and 1 990s on 'the question  of
identity'. Nluch of this writing has originated in the arcas of feminist theory,
anti-racist and post-colonial theory, and gay/lesbian/queer theory where aca-
demics have debated the possibilities of developing a new or reconceptualised
identity politics. This work challenges some basic premises underlying the
dominant epistemology of 'masculinity'. Scholars have tended to leave Iden-
tity'.unproblematised, uncritically adoptine conceptions originany developed
in the social sciences in the 1950s (Gleason. 1983, cited by Epstein. 1993/94:
28). As Epstein (1993/94) notes, social science conceptions of identity lean
towards either one of two oppositional views, one a psychological reduction-
ism, the other a sociological reductionism. The first view treats identity as a

relatively fixed and stable characteristic of the person. It rellects the notion
that we can know who someone 	 is. The second conception treats iden-
tity as 'acquired'. involving 'the internalisation or conscious adoption of
socially imposed or socially constructed labels or roles' (Epstein. 1993/4:
28-9). Accordine to the 'acquired' definition. identity is not so deeply
inscribe(' in the psyche of the individual. and so there is scope for changing
one's identity. It retlects the belief that the individual can voluntarily 'choose'
to Identify as' a such-and-such (Epstein. 1993/94: 28-9).

Of course, these are ideal-type conceptions, and 'men's studies', like the
social sciences in general. has been characterised by attempts to mediate
between these positions. 1-'or example. psychoanalytic explanations of identity
posit a complex interaction between 'intra-psychic' processes and social
expectations. However, the aboye two basic conceptions have dominated
thinking about 'identity' up to the present, and have influenced the develop-
ment of so-called Identity politics', 	 vhereby one bases one's politics on a
sense of personal identity - as gay, as Jewish, as black. as a mate. a female.
and so on (Fuss. 1989: 97). As Fuss argues, the tendency has been to assumc

that there is a causal relationship between 'identity' and 'politics'. with the
former determining the lattcr. Thus. there is the expectation that the individ-
ual will 'claim' or 'discover' their 'true' identity before they elaborate a
'personal politics'. This is especially evident in both the gay and lesbia!) lit-
era Cure, where there is a familiar tension between a view that Identity is
something which is always present asta has been repressed) and that which
has rever been socially permitted (but remains to be created, or achieved).
This has often led to the reduction of the political to the personal. and the
limitation of political activity to 'self-discovery' and personal transformation
(Fuss, 1989: 99-101). (See Chapter 5.) In feminist psychology. in particular.
the dictum 'the personal is political' has usually meant that the 'political'
personalised. as can he seen in the use of the notions of 'empowerment•.
'revolution from within'. and the focus on 'validating' women's reality
kitzinger. 1996).

The essentialism of identity mirrors the essentialism of the self. seen within
the Enlightenment tradition as 'a stable. reliable. integrative entity that has
access to our inner sudes and outcr reality, at least to a limited (but knowable)
degree' (Flax, 1990: 8). The 'search for identity' and concerns about 'identity
crises' can be seen as contemporary manifestations of the preoccupation NVith

the 'essential' self. These themes are widespread in both scholarly and 'pop-
ular' writings on men and Inasculinity', and are a preoccupation of the
mythopoetic and a number of other strands of the 'men's movement'.
concern with the link between identity and seltbood is reflected in recent
sociological writings, such as in the work of Anthony Giddens who has
explored the dilemmas posed to the question of 'self-identity. ' in a context in
which tradition increasingly loses its hold. Giddens' view is that in the post-
t raditional order of modernity, 'self-identity' becomes a reflexively organised
endeavour in which there is a multiplicity of available options for shaping
one's own identity (Giddens, 1991). According to Giddens, this extends to the



most personal aspects of one's existence. Thus, even one's 'sexual identity.
involves an element of choice and, with the severing of the link between sex-
uality and reproduction, a growing number of possibilities for intimate
relationships has emerged (Giddens, 1992). (See also Chapter 6.)

Some of the harshest critiques of identity as a category of knowledge and
politics have been offered by non-heterosexual people, people of colour, and
peoples from the 'Third World' - those who have been most excluded and
mareinalised by modern categorising and naming practices. Academic femi-
nism has not been immune to criticism in this reeard. Lesbians. women of
colour, and women in the 'Third World . have been among those who have
questioned feminist categories, which are seen often to be underpinned by an
implicit heterosexism (see, for example, Phelan, 1994; Richardson, 1996a).
racism and Eurocentrism (see, for example. James and Busia, 1993; Mohanty
et al.. 1991). (See also Chapter 2.) Black feminists and black male writers have
also pointed to the tendency for writers to essentialise black and ethnic male
identities. This essentialism is seen to affirm white European notions of man-
hood and masculinity. ‘vhile denying the historical and social contexts of
domination within which identities have been forged hooks. 1992; Julien,
1992: NIercer, 1994; Mercer and _tullen, 1988). The trend to 'de-essentialise'
'identity' is an important one in the social sciences and lit:in:mides and, as I
will point out at various points in the chapters that follow, has sienificant
implications for how one views the masculine self.

Increasingly, 'identity' is seen as a discursive construction - one that is
arbitrary and exclusionary, and acts as a normative ideal for regulating sub-
jects. This is not to deny human agency and the possibility for the self to
fashion itself (on this point, see Chapters 5 and 6). However, to view identity'
as fabricated disturbs the widely heló assumption that 'identity' is relatively
stable and is 'made tip . of various fixed components. particularly gender,
sexuality, race, and ethnicity. conceived as relatively independent aspects of
one's being. As Edwards (1990) points out. there has been a tendency to treat
'sex* and 'pender', and 'sexuality' and 'gendered identity' as separate entities,
or aspects of 'identity'. Moreover, 'race' has been either totally neglected or
viewed, like 'sex . , as a natural category. The separation of these categories in
men's stuclies' reflects the aforementioned dualism between nature and cul-
ture that has been parí of Western thinking since the nineteenth century
(Edwards, 1990: 111). One of the legacies of this dualistic thinking is that
'male identity' is seen to be simply a composite of various natural and socially
constructed attributes. Thus, one is a 'homosexual man', a 'black man', a
'white heterosexual man', an `able-bodied young man', and so on. The prob-
lern with this so-called additive model of identity is that no master how
exhaustive the description, there will always be exclusions, and disjunctions
between imposed identity labels and personal experiences. There is literally an
infinite number of ways in which the 'components of identity' can intersect or
combine te 'make up' masculine identity. There is an arbitrariness about any
identity construction. which %vill inevitably entail the silencing or exclusion of
some experiences.

The utility of 'identity' and of 'identity politics' continues to be debated. I
examine these debates at various points in the book. bus particularly in
Chapter 5 where I examine the challenge posed by queer theory to identity.,
and to 'sexual identity' in particular. At this point, it should he emphasised
that contemporary theorists do not necessarily disavow identity, as some
writers have suggestcd. Rather, their aim has been to draw attention to the fic-
itious character of identity. to the dangers of imposing an identity, and to the

necessity to resist attempts to replace identity with something else. especially
with a 'new identity'. They question the imperative to have coherent identi-
ties. and the notion that political identities must be secure in order that ene
can do political work (Fuss, 1989: 105). In introducing these often complex
argtments, I do not aim to propose a clear resolution, but rather to highlight
what I believe are some important challenges to prevailing conceptions of
men, masculinity and masculine identity. and to emphasise the need to
rethink basic categories of analysis and critique. I see this book. then. as
otl'ering a synthesis and assessment of recent trends in social thought as they
impact on contemporary understandings of the masculine and masculine
identity and. hopefully, as serving to stimulate further thinking and research.

outline of the book

In Chapter 2. 1 examine the context shaping contemporary concerns about
'nutsculinity . and 'masculine identity'. The so-called 'crisis of masculinity' can
he understood as an aspect of a broader 'crisis of modernity', involving the
critique of the mode and categories of Western thought. Bebef in objective
knowledge has been undermined, and scholars across the social sciences and
humanities have begun to interrogate all categories and concepts, including
'the body . , 'the self', 'society'. 'reason'. 'community". and 'history'. The ideas
of writers such as Derrida, Deleuze and Guattari. and Foueitult emerge and
find a receptive audience in this context, inlluencin g established disciplines
and inspiring new critica! enquiries. As I ¿irgue. within the humanities and
social sciences, identity is increasingly seen as a normative ideal that is
assured through the use of categories such as 'gender', 'sexuality'. 'sex' and
race'. rather than as a descriptive aspect of experience. In the chapter, I focus

en challenges posed by a grow	 'gender scepticisin . within feminism and the
recent impact of social constructionism on our understandings of heterosex-
uality and of 'race'. Work generated by poststructuralist and postmodern
feminists, gay and queer scholars, and anti-racist/post-colonial theorists offers
new critica' and historical insights into the bases of masculine privilege and
unsettles some of the key assumptions upon which constructions of the mas-
culine have relied. I conclude this chapter by noting that the vide range el'
responses to the 'crisis of masculinity' is indicative of the extent te which
political positions have polarised in the current sceptical dimite. In so far as
writers retreta into various forms of essentialism. none of the recent responses
preves satisfactory. I contend that if ene is to open up possibilities for
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conceiving new ways of being. it is strate g ically important to critique and
expose the operations of essentialism. In respect to the study of men and
masculinity'. I believe it is important that one appreciates how these categ-

ories have been sustained, historicztlly, through various exclusions.
It is in light of these ohservations and beliefs that 1 develop my perspective

on mide bodies in Chapter 3. As I have mentioned. in so far as the body has
figured at all in 'men's studies'. it is rarely viewed as a product of power/
knowledge. An examination of the ways in which male bodies have heen con-
structed and of the implications of (hese constructions for different subjects.
I would argue. is integral to c he ongoing effort to expose the operations and
implications of essentialism. Stztrting from the premise that the very materi-
ztlity of bodies is an elkct of power, I examine the processes through which
particular male bodies, or bodily qualities. come to mzitter more (han others.
Cleztrly, some mide bodies are more visible. powerful and valued than others
and, since the nineteenth century, the bodies of %vhite. European, middle-
class, heterosexual men have been constructed as the standard for ineasuring
and evaluating al/ bodies. 1 explore the role of science, particularly biological
science, in constructing knowledge of male sexuality and male identity :. The
categories of 'sex'. 'race' and Sexuztlity. : ' have been extensively : employed in the
construction of human differences. These categories have interaeted in vari-
ous and complex ( •ztys in different contexts and at different times. each
helping to constit ute the others. 1listorically, 'rae& has been a major division
of body classifiezttion and evaluation and. in the mid to late eighteenth cen-
tury, when racial theories were beginning to be developed, both women and
non-Europeans were delined as being inferior species within the grezu chain
of being. Theories of 'race' and sex have been used to construct, margina lise
and stigmatise particular male bodies. Various physical inarkers of sex and
race (for example, skin colour. skull capacity. circumcision) have been
employed as the basis for identifying and sti gnizttising male Jews, 'black'
men, and other groups. In this chapter. 1 explore the impact of Darwinism on
the disciplining and shaping °t'Imite bodies from the late nineteenth century.
Darwinism is seen to provide the master metziphor for thinking about cat-
egories of difference, and in particular for thinkin g about mide bodies and
their capalities. and its influence has extended to the training of mide bodies
and male minds, and to theories of natural malle aggressivity and a natural
male sex drive. One of the themes explored in this chapter is the stigniatiszt-
tion of the homosexual body, which cante to be seen in the late nineteenth
century zinc' early twentieth century as an 'inversion' a pathology - and as
thc binary opposite of the supposed normal. heterosexual mate body.
Biological theories of difference continue to hold sway in scientific and pop-
ular discourses, as evidenced hy the recent search for the 'gay gene' and in a
number of studies of sex differcnces. I examine some of this work and its
attendant dangers. The chapter linishes with a plea for greater recognition of
the ways in which the corporeal body is 'inade • and 'remarle' in various con-
texts, and of the implications of this for subjectivity : and for social action.

Chapter 4 examines some critiques of the cultural link hetween

masculinity• and rationality. as articulated in the work ()I' ).arious feminist
scholars and 'pro-feminist' male writers. The prWileging of the 'mirad' over
the 'body' is widely seen to be characteristic of *masculinist • rationality. and
to be implicated in the domination of men over women. of culture over nature
and of Europeans over non-Europeans. In the chapter. 1 examine the arcas of
feminist psychoanalysis. feminist theories of moral development. ecofemi-
nism. and 'pro-feminist' men's writings on mide emotionality. focusin g on the
contributions of a number of key ztuthors. As I explain. the works that are
examined should be seen as more than simply critiques of 'masculinist • ratio-
nality. In ditTerent ways, and to varying degrees, they rellect and contribute to
the maintenance of the very discourse which their authors claim to chal-
lenge. One ()I' the key aims of this chapter is to emphasise the difficulty of
escaping thc dichotomous. hierarchical, and essentialist thinking that is char-
acteristic of Western rationality. Given the dominante of scientitic rationality
in modern culture. it is hardly surprising that scientific institutions. methods
and praetices have been subjected to sustained criticism by feminists and
other criticad scholars. The insights of the feminist crities of science have
informed my- itilmments at man> points in this book. In this particular chap-
ter. however. 1 draw :atenúo') to some ditliculties encountered by feminist
critics in their analyses of • masculinist' rationality. Continuing commitment
to rational science. an implicit heterosexist bias in some influential versions of
some theories (sud) as psychoanalysis). and dualistie and essentialist thinking
are among the problems identified. A number of these problems. and others.
are also evident in the work of 'pro-feminist' mide writers %vilo have critiqued
men's emotionality. 1 conclude the chapter hy emphasising the need for schol-

ars to rema in reflexive in their use of all categories and dualisms and alert to
the challenges involved in developing • situated knowledges' in a context pro-
t ndly shapcd hy the drive to achieve logoeentric knowledge', or the generic
hurtan viewpoint.

In Chapter 5. 1 examine some important chzdlenges posed (o understand-
ings of identity and identity politics by the recen[ developrnent of queer
theory. The emergence of queer theory. I argue. is indicative of growing dis-
enchantment with the modem proclivity to name and categorice. and of
recognition of the dilemmas of basing one's politics upon the assumption of
a fixed identity. The chapter examines the context giving vise to (lucen theory
and the particular problems it addresses. I t asks such questions as: what does
it mean to mobilise ztround men and • masculinity • when the ground upon
which these categories are constructed has heen de-stztbilised? Is it possible to
base an identity on something other than an 'essence'? Should one abandon
the concepts of identity and identity politics? As 1 point out. queer theory
does not constitute an homogeneous body of thought. Although there is
broad agreement among scholars regzirding problems with the essentialism of
identity, there are divergent views on the strategic value of an appeal to essen-
tialist categories. While some scholars emphasise the strategy of
deconstruction. others advocate the deployment of 'strategic essentialism'
in orden to protect basic rights. In the chapter. 1 outline these debates, and



11111.111111110

indicare some problems with translating queer theory into practice, evident.
for instance, with the practice of 	 Despite its problems and unre-
solved dilemmas. queer theory raises some important questions about the
sexual and its relationship to the social. Importantly, it focuses attention on
the production and effeets oí the putative norm. and on processes of mar-
ginality and power relations that tend to be neelected in convencional
analyses ofsexuality. Queer's critique of gay identity politics raises questions
about the meanings of non-sexist and gay atTirmative work as promoted by
many -men's studies' scholars and by sections of the contemporary 'men's
movement • . Queer theorists have exponed the heterosexist p iases oí those dis-
ciplines that have produced knowledge about the masculine, such as
psychoanalysis and sociology, and the implicit heterosexism in theories of
gender. In brief. queer theory's particular approach to the sexual unsettles
some deeply held assumptions about men and identity, and poses significant
challenges for future theoretieal and political work.

In Chapter 6. the concluding chapter, 1 draw together the main themes of
the book and discuss some implications and questions arising from che analy-
sis as a whole. In a postparadigmatic context. characterised by scepticism
towards all categories and concepts and a focus on the politics of representa-
tion, the meanings of the concepts 'men', 'masculinity . ' and 'identity' should
no longer be simply assumed. As I ¿irgue. an  opportunity has been presented
for rethinking the question of identity, and for developing ways of heing that
are less constrained by the sex/gender system. Nlany people, it is clear. are
receptive to rethinking tradicional assumptions about manhood and about
relationships between men of diflerent backerounds and between men and
women. In this chapter. 1 outline some likely directions of change that are
sugeested by developments in those societies where there has been a sub-
stancial redefinition of gender roles. Although it is unlikely that established
ideals of manhood will suddenly vanish. and that changos will he abrupt. uni-
form and without resistance, the conditions of late modem society would
seem to be ripe for the emergence of reconceptualised models of identity.

•

2

From essentialism to scepticism

As a number of writers have recently pointed out. over the last two decades,
'masculini t y' is seen to be in 'crisis' (see. for example. Badinter. 1995:
Horrocks, 1994: Rutherford. 1992). Although there is by no means agreement
about the exact nature of this 'crisis', or indeed about whether this is the most
apt description for the changes afoot (on this point. see ('illen. 1995: 84).
there is a widely felt cense that the contemporary period marks a decisivo
point in tercos of thinking about established cultural understandings of the
masculine and about the possibilities for reshaping mide identities on the
basis of radicany new conceptions of the person. In recent years there has
been a proliferation of discourses on men and 'masetilinity as evidenced by
the rise of new academie specialities of	 studies• and enquiries into
men's lives. And at least some men have shown a preparedness to explore their
o • n lives and relationships. There has been an increasing number of confer-
ences and seminars organised around such themes as men's health, men's
violence, and the sexual abuse of men: men's festivals (including gay men's fes-
tivals): residencial workshops for men; psychotherapy groups and counselling
services for men; and Internet discussion groups on men. Nélany men. and
women, it would seem are confused about 'what makes a man'. and while
some men have hegun the search for a 'Iost identity'. others see new oppor-
tunities for recasting the masculine script.

According to both Badinter and Kinimel, there have been at least two ear-
lier such 'crises in inctsculinity . ' in modem history. such as in France and
England in the stnenteenth and eighteenth centuries. and in Europe and the
United Stades at the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Badinter.
1995: 9-20: Kimmel, 1987: 126-53). As Badinter and Kimmel argue, such
crises. involving a radical questioning or redefinition of the meaning of 'mas-
culinity'. have occurred in countries where there have been great ideological.
economic. or social upheavals precipitating changes in social values. includ-
ing the creation of greater freedoms for women. According to Badinter. the
first crisis involved a questioning by the French précieuses (lunes "relined -
in sentiment and language') and English feminists of the institution of mar-
riage and the demand for dignity, education. the possibility of social
ascension and. in the case of England. the demand for total sexual equality
and the right not to be abandoned when they became pregnant. In both
countries, women demanded not only the equality of desires and riehts, hin
also that men 'be gentler. more feminine'. This led to an inversion of roles
involving the emergence of the new 'ferninised . nian who adopted behaviour


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11

