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Editor’s introduction: Masculinitics

Mdpt,rs in_this issue come from two conferences on opposite sides
of the Pacific, In llhruary 1991 u conference on “Unraveling Mascu-
‘——""-'——-—

linities™ was ht.lLl at the University of California, Davis, sponsored by
the unlversnys. Women's Studies Program and the Center tor Com-
parative Research. In June 1991, a conference on "Research on Mascu-
linity and Men in.Gender Relations™ was held at Macquarie University,
Sydney, sponsored by the Australian Sociological Association.

Euch was, in its way, a path-breaking event. Together they marked a
significant moment in discourse, where projects of feminism, gay
theory, sociology, and cultural analysis intersected. The pictures of men
in sexual politics that arise from this intersection have an intellecusal
quality and a political resonance very different from the essentialist dis-
cource of masculinity that has become startlingly popular (in North
America at least) at the same historical moment.

It seemed to a number of people involved in these conferences that
whal was emerging should be shared with a wider audience, and with
one voice they clected me to do the work. It has been an interesting
exercise in synthesizing the unsynthesizable. As Rogolf and Van Leer
note in their "Afterthoughts,” conferences constitute discourses, and
even disciplines. There is an embryo academic discipline of “Men's
Studics”™ now on offer, Few of the authors here would embrace it. Whant
we have in this volume instead, | hope, is a kind of meeting, where a
number of projects illuminate cach other,

This implies that diversity of purpose does not destroy the possibility
of talking to each other and giving mutual aid. The articles here ditler
in original audicnee, purpose, and tone. Some originated as com-
mentary on others (Messner, Stacey, Ropot! and Van Leer), reflecting
the structure of the Davis conferenee, and their “occasional” characier
should be borne in mind. As editor, I have not tried to reduce them s o
common style, let alone a common perspective, | have wanted to show
the readers of Theory and Society not only argument among positions,
but also the varicty of types of intellectual work that can usefully come
into play with each other. T hope this alse makes for livelier reading,

What is at issue here — and why 1 think the collection as a wholce is
worth atiention — is difterent from the questions about heterosexual
"sex roles,” masculine “identiy,” and the travails of the masculine

Theory and Society 22: 39U 394, 9935,
© 1993 Kluwer Acaddemic Publishers, Pringed o the Netherbhand,
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psyche that have dominated the English-language literature on "mascu-
linity” in the recent past. It is, perhaps, too easy for academics to |
dismiss the excesses of the drum-beating “men’s movement” and the
distortions in Bly’s best-selling fron John: the silence about gay men,
the distancing of women, the refusal to address privilege. It is harder,
but essential, to offer substantial alternatives to these ways of thinking.

We have in this collection, not a new synthesis, but a clear indication of .
the emerging set of issues to be addressed. The leading questions here |
concern sexuality and its social meaning, systems of domination and |
the ways they are contested, the construction and deconstruction of |
cultural representations of the masculine, men’s material interests and .
the divisions among men.

What is at stake in these discussions is our vision of the future of sexual
politics in the rich capitalist countries. In the last decade, there has
been a global restoration of patriarchy and capitalism, reflected in the |
flight from feminism of the “men’s movement,” but much wider in
scope. If the project of social justice is to become the core of sexual
politics among heterosexual men, and if there is to be mutual support
between progressive politics across the divisions between gay men and
straight, and between women and men, we need a deeper understand-
ing of a whole range of issues about everyday life, about mass culture,
and about gender and sexual politics on a global scale. I hope the arti-
cles in this issue of Theory and Society will help with that rask.

The people mainly responsible for organizing the two conferences were
Judith Newton and Jack Goldstone (Davis), Linley Walker and Mark
Davis (Macquarie), My thanks to them, and to other fellow-workers
involved; also to the authors of these articles for good humor in the
face of editorial demands, and for their engagement with troubling,
important issues.

Bob Connell
Macquarie University, Sydney

The big picture: Masculinities in recent world history

R. W. CONNELL

University of California, Sama Cruz

This article addresses the gquestion of how we should study men i g
g_E_r clations, and what view ol modern world history an understanding
of masculinity mlt,hl ;,m, us. I start with the reasons why “masculinity”
has recently become a cultural and intellectual problem, and | sugpest u
framework in which the intellectual work can be better done. The his-
toricity of “masculinity” is best shown by cross-cultural evidence on the
differing gender practices of men in diftferent social orders. The core of
the paper is a sketch of the historical evolution of the forms of mascu-
linity now globully dominant. This shows their imbrication with the mi-
litary, social, and economic history of North- Alldn{lc c capitalist states,
angd" especm]ly with lmpcrmhsm This Tistory provides the necessary
basis for an understanding of the major institutionalized forms of mas-
culinity in contemporary “first world™ countries, and the struggles for
hegemony among them. | conclude with a brief look at the dynamics of
marginalized and subordinated masculinities.

Studying “masculinity™
Masculinity as a cultural problem

The fact that conferences about "masculinities™ are being held is signifi-
cant in its own right. Twenty-five yeurs ago no one would have thoughn
of doing so, Both the men-und-masculinity literature that has bubbled
up in the interval' and the debates at conferences and seminars, testify
that in some part of the Western intelligentsia, masculinity has become
pmblemalu. in o way | tl never was before.

There is no doubt what cued the discovery of this problem. It was, first,
the advent of Women's Liberation at the end of the 1960s and the

Theory and Sociery 22: 597 623 1943,
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growth of feminist research on gender and “sex roles” since. Second -
as important intellectually though of less reach practically - it was the
advent of Gay Liberation and the developing critique of heterosexuali-
ty of lesbians and gay men,

While much of the key thinking about masculinity continues 10 be done
by radical feminists and gay activists, concern with the issue has spread
much more widely. The nature and politics of masculinity have been
addn.ssed hy the new nght hy hucmst.xual S()Cldll\l\. and by R_y__hu—
the new man” for a danly paper in Sydm_y, and a ]ournalm friend com-
mented that masculinity seemed to be the flavor of the year in jour-
nalism, with stories about men at childbirth, fathering, the “new sen-
sitive man,” men doing housework, and so on,

Something is going on; but what? Writers ol the masculinity literature
of the 1970s pictured change as a break with the old restrictive "male o«

sex role,” and the rapid creation of more equal relations with women. e -& :;)

They were far too optimistic — and missed most of the politics of the —m \ et
ha [
o
reconstructing masculinity in the case of Britain. The leading style of
gay masculinity in English-speaking coungries went from camp to
“clone” in a decade, and gay politics then ran into the wall of the new .. -é-s
right and the HIV epidemic. Commercial popular culture, in the era of ot e

Rambo movies and Masters of the Universe toys, has reasserted mus- 5 .
clebound and destructive masculinity and has made a killing.? '

oo

process. Sega] as aptly called the pace of change among heterosexual
men “slow motion,” and she has shown the political compiexities of

So, to say masculinity has become “problematic” is not necessarily 10
sqy_'_éehder relations are changing for the better. It is, rather, 10 say that

cultural turbulence around themes of masculinity has grown. An areng ::’f oo
has opened up. What direction gender relations move will in part be ‘
determined by the politics that happens in this arena. And this very

much involves the intelligentsia. Intellectuals are bearers of the social

relations of gender and makers of sexual ideology. The way we do our
intellectual work of inquiry, analysis, and reportage has conquuencus'
e‘gmtemolugz and sexual politics are intertwined.*

Masculinity as an intellectual problem

Such awareness is not common in the English-language literature on

SUY

men-and-masculinity. Indeed the implicit definitions of masculinity in
this literature have timited its intellectual and political horizons guite
severely.

Closest to common-sense ideas is the notion of masculinity as a psy- 2
] ul [ essence, an inner core to the individual. This miy be inher-
ited, or it may be quunuI c.uly in fite, In either case it is carried Tor-

1
ward into Luter lile as the essence of o man's being, Pseudo-hiological AL

versions of this concept abound. A more sophisticited version draws o0 g

an psychoanatytic ideas 10 present !‘ll.!\Lulllllly as an identity kaid down ,LJ“ o
n_carly childhood by family constellations. Stoller’s conception ot SIS
“eore,_gender identity” is_probably (he most mﬂuu.mlal T Tas Tad
buud rup in blaming mothers for lr‘mssLxu.lllly, and psydmlubmn.g, the
anthropology of masculinity.’ T

i ‘
The_conception of l'l'l'l\Lu|lllIl Fas i psychetogical essence obliterates | U oo

yuestions .1hqru1_ : ture. and. the. historical, dynamic of buulu /2,,
relations. Al best, the lurm.mnn of masculinity within the family is
relalion

treated as a moment of reproduction of the gender order. At worst, y4n
ghistorical masculine essence, os unchanging as crystal, is set up as o
criterion against which social arrangements wre judged, and generally
found wanting. Exactly this formula is exploited by the Rambo films "

lew

The conception ol a male sex rofe, the staple of American masculinity
literature in the 19705 and carly 1980s, promises better than this. It
places delinitions of masculinity firmly in the realm of the social,
expretuations,” “stereotypes,” or “role models” This allows for Ll].l!'lbL
There may be role strain, conflict within or about the role, shifting role
definitions. 1t also allows for a1 certain diversity. Role theorists can ac-
knowledge that the "black male role™ may be ditferent from the “white
male role”2

But these gains are slight. Sex-rofe theory is drastically inadequate as a Y.
Iramc.work lor umlu sl.uulmi_, !,cnclu The s lllll. u)m.u,p[ dndlyllc |!Iy col-

sion 0! social slmcum. I hwcs no bnp on the dtxlrlhu{mn of pnwcr un
the institutional organization of gender, on the gender slruclurmb of
Qrudutlmn Rul'.. Ihu)ry rests on ~.up;rhcml .m.:!y sis

01 .sqq.mllty. or the Ll’llﬂll()l].ﬂ wmplgxm..s of I,Lndcr in chlyd.ly_llic.
which are revealed by line-textured lield research.®

Fas
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1
A third book of work locates masculmny in discourse or treats it via
#
been transcenae y a much more supple and penetrating account of
the symbolic structures operating within particular genres. One of the
best pieces of recent North American writing about masculinity, Jel-
fords’s The Remasculinization of America, traces the reshaping of the
collective memory of the Vietmam War by novelists and filmmakers.
This is a striking reversal of the slow de-sanitizing of the Second World
War traced by Fussell in Wartime. Theweleit’s much-quoted Male Fan-
tasies similarly locates sources of German tascism in discourses linking
war and sexuallty" These studies are politically sophisticated, even

.__J{jl.g.! a3

Y caenTaerout,

'
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though rarely pursuing leminist themes, have come up with accounts of
local constructions of masculinity very different from the mid-Atantic | !
norm. Notable examples are HUI|L|d 5 account of the “pocetics of nmn-i
hood” centering on sheep-stealing in a Cretan village; Herdts chscus-{

sion of ritualized homosexuality and the flute cult as ~idioms of mas- | 1,

culinity” in 2 Melanesian culture; and_Bolton's curious but evoéative ] ELET
study of the slogans painted on their vehicles by Peruvian truck- | -

drivers.!

Pulling such accounts together might lead 1o a comparitive sociology
of masculinity capable of challenging many of our culture’s received

~

politically vibrant, in a way the discourse of “sex roles” never has been. 8 oded notions. Some studies have already been put to this use. Thus Lidz and
They attend to issues of power, to nuances and complexities_in_the urﬁuf ’ Lot 5 Lidz use the Melanesian evidence to challenge conventionat psycho-
representation of masculinity, to contradiction_and change. But be- Cam- &°0 anaiyllic accounts of the production of masculinity via oedipat relation-
cause they operate wholly within the world of discourse they ignore , ships."?
their own conditions of existence in the practices of gender and in t the sero 7%
sqcigl structuning of those pracfices. Their politics is inevitably reacuve Ge'aer But the familiar comparative method rests on an assumption of intact,
One can get from such criticism no pro-active idea of how to change separate cultures; and that assumption is not defensible any more.
oppressive gender relations — except perhaps to fly back in time and European imperialism, global capitalism under U.S. hegemony, and
write a better war novel. modern communications have brought all cultures into contact, obliter-

L L.;_-v] alf:d many, and marginalized most. Anthropology as a discipline is in |
The limitations of our current approaches, to masculinity are summed gtwe DRI crisis because of this. The dimension of global history must now be al
up by p by the starting ethnocentnsm of most of the English-language liter- s "7, 7t part of every ethnography. And that is true for ethnographies of mas- |
dture. By this T don't only mean white, middle-class writers’ habit of St 17 culinity as well.
taking white, middle-class experience as constituting reality and mar- T
ginalizing or ignoring men who work with their hands or who come )
from other ethnic groups. That habit exists, of course. Class and race Towards a new framework: 7 A political sociplogy of mep m gender relu-
blindpess is particularly blatant in the therapeutic literature on mas- ﬂs
culinity. It has been under challenge for some time, with little effect.”
Rather, I mean the more startling ethnocentrism by which a discourse To grasp the intellectual and political opportunity that is now open
of “masculinity”is constructed out of the lives of (at most) 5 percent of requires a shift in the strategic conception of research and in our under-
the world’s population of men, in one culture-area, at one moment in standing of the object of knowledge. The object of knowledge is not )
history. Since wild overgeneralization from culturally specific custom is reified “masculinity” (as encapsulated, with its reified partner £- ?'«-5—‘: '
vmually the basis of socnob:g]gby it is not surprising that the literature “femininity,” in the psychological scales measuring M/F and androgy- 3r<° et .
resting on notions of masculinity as a psychological essence should be ny). The object of I\nowlulb-., is, rather, mien's ploces and proclices_igt A, ooy '('
ethnocentric. It seems more remarkable that the sex-role literature, and gender relations. 1t is true that these places may be s_yml)ollg._i!ly L pon- e df" >
the - analysis of ¢ discourse, should bc S0 incurious about ‘other ClVIllZd- structed (the subject of rcpn.smlalmn research); and that these pract- de ; L
‘tions and other perlods of hlstory Ces are organized transactionally and in the life course (the subject of 4 i g
T sex Tole and personality research), Thus the muin mpus of existing ‘cht"'e o
A cure is at hand, in a body of research that has developed quite sepa- Y er e men-and-masculinily studics are included in this conception of the )

A -.-é'

rately from the men-and-masculinity literature. Ethnographers in a = ficld. But these topics can_only be_understood in relation_to a wider

‘; i
s . N
number of culture areas, doubtless sensitized to gender by feminism e we® [E spectrum of iss issues that must now be s_ys,lgmaucally mf_lude i e At
e it UK -
‘_35?,1».« (N ol argument, " Sl S
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i
musculinily as personal practice cannat be isolated from its inggi-
wuonal context. Most human activity is m\mulmnally bound. Three
institutions - the state, the workplace/labor. market, and the "|mlly -

are of p.lrucular importance in the contemporary organization of
gender,

Thus we cannot begin to talk intelligibly about “masculinity and power”

wn;houl .J.ddrcssmg the institutionalized masculinization of state elites,

the gender differentiation of parts of the state apparatus (consider the
military in the Gulf deployment), the history ol state sinuegies for the
control of populations via W.l_)l‘l'l‘g_l_f:{:_l_'é[!‘ili[y._ The sexual division of
labor in production, the masculinized character of the very concept of
“the economic,” the levels of income and asset inequality between men
and women, make it impossible to speak about “masculinity and work”
as if they were somehow separate entities being brought into relation.
Hansot and Tyack have correctly emphasized the importance of
“thinking institutionally” in the case of gender and schooling, and their

point has much wider relevance. It is not 100 strong to say that mascidli- \\ {pn

o - . - . . I . . o
nity is an aspect of institutions, and is produced in institutional life, as
much us it is an aspect of personality or produced in interpersonal

it transactions.'?

Second,j masculinities as cultural forms Q.mnol be abstracted from
sexuall wnlch is an essential dimension of the social creation of gen-
der. Sexuality has beeri leeched out 5ut of much of the literature on mus-
culinity. This perhaps reflects an assumpltion that sexuality is pre-social,
a natural force belonging to the realm of biology. But while sexuality
addresses the body, it is itself social practice and constitutive of the
social world. There is no logical gap between sexuality and organiza-
tional liic. Their close interconnection has been recently documented
in important studies of the workplace by J. Hearn and W. Parkin and by
Pringle. The sexualization_of military life is evident from work on sol-
diers’ language as well as in the more emotionally honest soldiers’ auto-
biographies."”

These arguments are consistent with a_position in social theory that
insists on the h]slorluly of social lite. Practice is 8 __le[le] (it responds
10 a paruculdr conﬁ;,urdnun of events and relutionships) and_tcans-
formative (it operates on a given situation and converts it into a dif-
{erently configured one). One cannot be masculine in g particular way
(which is 10 say, engage in particular practices constructing a given
form of masculinity) without affecting the conditions in_which_that
form of masculinity arose: W]lLlhtl’ to reproduce lhcm mtc.nslfy [h_\‘m
or subvert them.

-
dn™e N A
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Since gender relations produce lurge-scale inequalitics — in most con-
tCmporary culiures, collective advantages for men and disadvantapes
for women — masculinily understood in this way.must be understogy) as
pelitical. t omean_“political” in the simple, conventional sense of the
struggle for scarce resources, the mohilization of power and the pursuit
of tacties on behalf of a p.ullculm interest. Interests are constituted
within y_mlcr relations by the tacts of inequality. They are not homo-

Fevneous, indeed are generally extremely complex, but they are power-
tul determinants of social action,

Different masculinitics arise in relation 1o this structure of interests and
embody ditferent commitments and different tactics or strategies. |
have suggested elsewhere that hegemonic masculinity in patriarchy can
be understood as embodying o suceessful sirutegy for the subording-
tion of women,'* 1 would now add 1o that formula that when (he histori-

al conditions for a strategy's suceess hive altered, the hegemonic form
of masculinity is vulnerable to displacement by other forms.

To construct such an anidysis requires a standpoint, and 1 take the most
defensible one 1o be the commitment o human equality. The stang-
point of equality is not an end- -point but s starting-point for social anal-
st Th-Feftion 1o mascolmily it defines the enterprise as one of

“studying up,” @ matter of studying the holders of power in gender relu-

et tions with a view 10 informing strategies for dismantling patriarchy.

(nw.,n the llllLrWL..lVInb of structures of inequality, it shoutd also yield

ificant information on stralegic questions itbout C‘lpll.lhsm race
rglalmm, Imperialism, and b]nhal pnerl_y'Thls Is no néw observition,
but it bears repeating. “In one of the most literate and penetrating of
essays on the gquestion ol Latin American "machismo,” the Peruvian
writer Adolph argued that unchallenged male supremacy “is one of the
major obstacles 10 any real progress in this part of the world.” ' That is
true of English-speaking parts of the world 1o0.

Masculinities in history

Multiple culiteres, mudiiple masculinities
A RS

Ethnographies and histories of gender have now become rich enough
to give us a clear view ol some culture arcas at least. An important
negative conclusion can be driwn immedialely. The models ol mas-
culmlly familiar in Luro/American discourse lmply du nol “work Iur

Iy L

e e BRI
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]
the realities of gender in other cultures, so tar as. these cultures can be
reconstructed before colonial or commercml domlnguon by th the Euro/

Kmencan world Let me sketch, very briefly, two such cases.

In neo-Confucian China from the Song to the Qing dynastics (roughly,
the thousand years before this century), the vast majority of the popula-
tion were peasants working family farms, with administration in the
hands of a tax-supported scholar-official class. The heavily patriarchal
gender relations in the dominant class were regulated by an increas-
ingly formal body of rules, an authoritarian development of Confucian
moral and social philosophy. Peasant families were more egalitarian
and less regulated, but the Confucian code remained hegemonic in the
society as a whole,"”

Promulgated by the state and enforced by state and clan as well as
family patriarchs, the code defined conduct for men not as pursuit of a
unitary ideal of masculinity, but more_centrally in terms of the right or
wrong _performance . of a network of obligations - towards emperor,
par ents, brolhers et¢. To the extent heroic models were constructed in
popular drama and fiction, they are unfamiliar types to a Euro/Ameri-
can sensibility. They include emperors marked not by Napoleonic
agency but by a passive authority and transcendence of struggle; and
scholar-politicians marked by guile, persuasjveness, and magic powers,

The difference from European culture is particularly clear in two issues
important to European constructions of masculinity: soldiering, and
love between men. Neo-Confucian culture deprecated military life, Sol-
diers were regarded more as licensed thugs than as ideals of masculini-
ty. One set of clan rules advised men of the clan not to become soldiers,
remarking that this was “another form of loafing,” i.e., not what any res-
ponsible man would do..Fighting heroes do appear in popular litera-
ture. But, in contrast to Euro/American presumptions, this kind_of
heroism is unconnected with active interest in sex with women. -

On the other hand, early Confucian culture seems to have been far
more positive about erotic relationships between men than European
culture has been. There was a well- defined literary tradition within the
upper class celebrating male-to-male love, with such relationships seen
as exemplary rather than decadent. Over time, however, the neo-Con-
fucian philosophers became more hostile to homosexual relationships.
In the twenuelh century, the tradition affirming them has been com-
pletelyt broken
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In the pre-colonial cultures of Papua New Guinea, with intergroup

warfare widespread and nn 0 state culture, a marked gender division of

labor in production, ritual, and fighting was usuul. Male supremacy was
asserted in most of these cultures, but in a context where women ofien
had direct access to productive resoutces (e.g., they owned gardens).
The major theme in the formation of mascuhmly Wwas not entry into
powerful hierarchical institutions, as in China, but(a ritual and practical
separation from the world of women, a symbolic construction of dif-
ference. 7

Lidz and Lidz, reflecting on initiation practices, remark how this distin-
guished the course of boys™ psychosexual development from Earopean
patterns, eliminating the “oedipal” period and eroticizing the “Luency”
period. Herdt's now well-known study of the “Sambia” in the eastern
Righlands, reinforced by other studies of ritualized homosexuality,
shows what from a conventional Euro/American perspective is an
astonishing process: the construction of adult heterosexual masculinity
through homosexual l'(.,]dll()lhrlp\ in adolescence and early .aduhhoud

Schieffelin and Modjeska point to a different cultora) form, the, "bd(.h(,-
Jor_cults” of Papua New Guinea’s southern and western hlz,h'dlltf\
‘Rather than cot.ruvcly initiating young males into the mainstream gen-
der order, these cults provided a kind of organized exception 1o it
They defined an idealized masculinity in relation o spiric woren in
sharp dlsuncuon from marmd men’s life with real women. In lht,\t.,

These comments hardly scrateh the surface for either region, but are
perhaps f:nough to demonstrale the fact of genuinely different institu-
izations of g«,nder in different culture areas. In the Chinese case
we can also ‘Cicarly sec the chinging institutionalization of masculinity
through the history of the culture. Historical change is also implicd by
the fine detail of the Papua New Guinea research (though it is obvious-
ty more difficult to document for cultures without written records). To
spedk of “masculinity” as one and the same entity across {hese dl“l.,t'-
ences in place and time is to descend into absurdity. Even a modest
study of this evidence wipes out sociobiology, any scheme of genelic
determination, or any ontological or poetic account of male ¢ssences,
as credible accounts of masculinity.

Indeed Tam forced to wonder whether “masculinity ™ is in jtself a cul-
ture-bound concept thit makes little sense outside Euro/American

—
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culture. Our conventional meaning tor the word “masculinity” is a qual- informed by the decent rescarch 1 have been able to locate, but is
ity of an individual, a personal attribute that exists in a greater or lesser’ necessarily very tentative.

degree; in the mental realm an analogue of physical traits like hairiness
of chest or butk of biceps. The connection of such a concept with the

growth of individualism and the emerging concept of the setf in early- Early modern Enrope
modern European culture is easy to see. A culture not constructed in ’
such a way might have little use for the concept of masculinity. Four developments in the period 1450—1650 (the "Ion&2 16th century™
in Braudel's uséful plirase) mark decisive changes in Buropeuan life
Nt,verthelt,ss it is Euro/American culture that is dominant in the world from which we can trace the construction of modern gender regimes,
now, and which must be addressed first in any reckoning with our cur-
"rent predicument. lrnpt_:g‘dhsm was a massively important event in gen- The il_ljr_uplmn of medieval Catholi ’sm_hy .thc_ sprq.:ud__ul',‘chuissunuc
der history. Some cultares’ gender regimes have been virtually obliter- culture and hy |h5._ I:ri)_t_g_' i
o ated by imperiatism. (This includes the native gender regimes of the porate-religions idcals of men
place where I am writing: Sydney harbor foreshores had a significant monasticism. On the Q!I_L“ !1.1|1d th wuy wis npcm,al tor i L_mwnq_
Aboriginal population at the time of the white invasion.) All have been em]i—h:i‘:lé on lhe (.{)l'ljllb.ﬂ houschold and on married heterosexuatity s ‘
abraded by it. Surviving cultures have attempied to reconstruct them- ' the ht.g,um)mc form of sexuality. On the other hand, the new emiphiyes U ieieee ‘“"T
. selves in relation to Euro/American world dominance, an explosive on mdnwdu.tluy ul expression and on cach person’s unmediated rela- Jerete e
process that is perhaps the most important dynamic of gender in the ¢ )n'shIE with (u)d ted toward the individualism, and the concept of it . T
contemporary world. Responses vary enormously, from the attempted lmnsu.ndmz, sl wh:dn provided the basis for the modern concept off P“'Ig aeboeiney
s R dismantling of domestic patriarchy in revolutionary China to the inten- maswllmly itself. AT DRl e
> ,\ﬂ;z."'u sification of Islamic patriarchy in response to French colonialism in N AR
o Algeria?" The creation of the lirst overseas empires by the Atlantic seaboard
' '. sulm (Porlu;,al and Spain, then Holland, Lrgland, and 1rance} was a
T i’;a‘n To make this point is not 1o » accept tha[ gender eftects simply follow buuluul enterprise from the start, an outgrowth of the segregated
Py 0 'ﬂji .: s from class™Catges. Stacey ‘convincingly argues that Confucian China g men’s cm.upalm{]s ol soldicring a.nd seil lmdm[_,_. Pl.%:l._!}lllpilhk‘ first group i e
o was a patriarchal class order in which the crisis of the politico-econom- who became defined as o recognizable “masculine” cultueal type. in the Qm ou

'”’L’\i g IC systt.m was lnherc,nlly dlso a Cnsls of Ihe [dmlly and p g.nder relations. niodern sense, were the uim!msl.:dm\ They were displaced Irom cus-
tomary social relationships, often cxiremely violent, and dilficult for

the imperial authoritics to control. An immediale consequence was a

i *” “":ﬂ, ful as their cld&ndy‘!ldmli;; The hlsmry of how Eumpean/Amcncan clash over the ethics of conquest and @ demand for controls. Las ,;
?er/\'- e culture, economy, and states became so dominant and so dangerous is Casas’s famous denunciation of Spanish arrogities in the Indies s ‘
L inherently a history of gender relations (as wel! as, interwoven with dCCurdln;,ly avery signilicant decument in the history of masculinity. ! i
- class relations and race refations). Since the agents of global domina- Ty
tion  were, ‘and are, predomlnam!y men ~1he historical analysis ol mps- The growth of cities fuctled by commercial capitalism — Antwerp, Lon- K oeam
Luhmly must be a !eadmg theme i in our understandmg ol the contem- Jdon, Amsterdam - ch‘llul @ masy. mll__u,u for everyday Jile 1hat was
porary world order. both more .111()J|110U\, Tand more coherdnilly regulated, than ‘the coun-
Iryx:dc The champed conditions ol everyday life made a more thor- s AR
Having made that large elaim, ! should back it up with a dozen volumes oughgoing individuadism possible. En combimiion with the "1“' ‘lj_l)_t;yh- podrte
of evidence; and they have not yet been written. Serious historical work ir 1:1| revolution™ and the aceumulation of wealth from lr.uh. shwving, .
on themes, of masculinity,is extremely. rare, All [Can offer here is yet aiuTT;T(Iun:u. anu___lm_f_};n_g: on_cal L‘I|Lll|‘lll\r’c ratjonality began_to.lis- e LA
.mulln.r sknlch a historical hypothesis about the course of events that tinpuish mascalinity in_the cntreprencuri ial subculture_of carly_captl-
pruduced Lomﬂmp()mry Lum/Anu,rlc.m mdsculmlnu. This sketch is |=2‘ 1 the same nmwe, ulmmuu.l_l cilics th.imc thc Imh-..u {by the car-

¢ e en PR



We can ¢ define a hegemonic form of masculini
‘ ty predormnant in_the lives of men of the gentry,

. and the Pits, for instance, generally followed family lines, and the state
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i ‘,_&A-GBMI
ly elghleenth century) for_the first sexual subcultures, such as the < wj+m >
~Molly housés” of London, institutionalizing variations on gender /"';’ PP

themes.” The notion that one must have a personal identity as a man or
a women, rather than a location in social relations as a man or a
woman, was hardening.

The onset of large-scale European civil war — the sixteenth-seven- €. er™™?
teenth-century wars of religion, merging into the dynastic wars of the
seventeenth-eighteenth centuries — disrupted established gender orders
profoundly. A measure of this is the fact that revolutionary struggles
saw the first radical assertions of gender equality in European history,
by religious-cum-political sects like the Quakers.?? At the same time,
this warfare consolidated the strong state structure that is a distinctive
feature of Euro/American society and has provided a very large-scale
institutionalization of men’s power. The centrality of warfare in these
developments meant that armies became a crucial part of the develop-
ing state apparatus, and military performance became an unavoidable
issue in the construcnon of masculmltles
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We can speak of a gender order existing by the eighteenth century in
which ‘mas¢iilinity as a cultural form had been produced and in which

. This was the masculini-
the politically domi-
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nant class in most of Europe and North America.

Economically based on land ownership, gentry masculinity did not
emphasize rational calculation. It was not stron _gly individualized, being
tied to Il;igggq_and,lgw_netwonks British politics in the age of Walpole

2D

! structure was organized by patronage. Masculinity was not strongly

regulated, allowing a good deal of negotiation over its terms, to the
point of public gender-switching in the celebrated case of the Chevalier
&’Ecn in the 1770s.

Some regulation was provided by a code of honor, both family and per-
sonal. The gentry was integrated with the state in the sense that they
often were the focal state (justices of the peace in Britain cffectively
controlled rural society), and they statfed the military apparatus. The
gentry provided the officers for armies and navies and often recruited
the rank and file themselves. At the intersection between this direct D
involvement in violence and the ethic of honor was the institution of jj s
the duel. Willingness to face an opponent in a potentiaily lethal one-to-

one combat became a key test of gentry masculinity.>

6LY
Trunsformations of hegemonic Jorms

The history of hegemaonic forms of Huro/American masculinily in the
tast_two_hundred years is the history of the displacement, splitting, and
n.m.:ls.ml_, of pentry masculinity. Beeanse [ have limited space | am very
summary at (his point. I’nImL | revolution, industrialization, and the
guwlh of burcaucratic SLate o) .:pp.u.mm,s suw the displacement of gen-
linity hy_mmc cilealative, rational, and Teputated I'lhl\(.ll|llll*
he hurt_ducr.ll and the huxuiL.unan were produced g ~.nu.|l

llt..\
ly e The economic base of the Tanded gentry declined, and with it lln,
onentation of kinship and honor. Vialence was split off from political
power, in the core countries; Mr Gladstone did not fight ducls, nor lead
armies. Rather, violence became a specialty, As mass armies were insti-
tutionalized so was the officer corps. This became the repository o

much of the gentry code. The Dreylus affair in France was shaped by
this code; the Prussian officer corps was perhaps its most famous
exemplar. But violence was now combined with an emphasis on ratio-
nality: we sce the emergence of military science, Il Las Casas's istony
of the Indies was a key document of carly-modern n masculinity, per haps
the nineteenth century equivalent was Clausewitz's On War — Clause-
witz being one ‘of the reformers of the Prussian army. 1t was burcau-
cratically rationalized violence as a social technigue, just as much as
superiority of weapons, that made Furopean states and European seit-
lers almost invincible in the colonial frontier t,xp.m\mn of the nine-

teenth century,?

But this technique risked destroying the society that sustained i, Globil
war led 1o revolutionary ypheavad in 1917-19 23, In much of Europe
the capitalist order was only stabilized, alter hali a gencration of further
struggle, by fascist movements that glorilied irrationality and the unre-
strained violence of the Trontline soldicr. And the dynamics ol luscism
soon enough led 10 a new and even more devastating global war.

The defeat of fascism in e Seeond World War cut off the institutioy-
.lhmllon of a hegemonic misculinity marked hy irrationality and pet-
sonal violence. But it certainly did not end the bureaucratic institution-
The Red Army and US. armed Torees, which
lnumpht,d in 1945, continued to prow in destructive capability. Less
technically advaneed armies renained, in Ching, Pukistan, Indonesia,
Argentina, and Chile, central 1o the politics of their respective states. {
The growth of destructive capability through the application of science
0w

s o it
alization of violenee.

PO development has, however, given a new significance to

lLLhnlLll| expertise.
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This paralleled deveh)pment:, in other paris of the economy, The enor- Lav _ Thehistorical displacement of the gentry by businessmen and bureau-

mous growily oTsEhool and’ umversny systems durmg the twentieth cen- ""’1“ ; o }~7“ crats in core countries was plainly linked to the transformation of pea-

lury, the m llu[}lzlng numbg_g_f_f“profésmon.1]" Occupations with claims ?'15:“"':" e sants into working clusses and Lthe creation of working-cluss hegemonic

to specmllzed expertise, the increasing political significance of tech- ' CatiR masculinities as cultural forms. The separation of houschold {rom

1wlgg L and the melh of informaton mElustnu are aspects of i large- ET A workplace in the factory system, the dominance of the wage torm, and

scale change in culture and production systemaﬂl_hal has seen a further the development of industrial struggle, were conditions for the ¢mer- J“,J'“'

sphi f(iﬁ“gﬁf—': nin¢icenth- “century hegemomc masculmLy ‘ g,cnce of forms of masculinity or, ),dmzed around wage-earning cupacity, TF" :‘-';":u‘: 3t
" fut bkll] and Cl]dul'd.llCL in, leur , domest riarchy, and combative soli- L":_ﬁﬂ'u" e

Maacuiinily panized around dominance was increasingly incompat- e .‘.’f.'.'.!.:!.'.“if?k.ﬁf!bf,}'.t?ﬂ.?.kr" e ( s

ible “with or amzudiamunile__e.xperme or techpical knowl-1" ", v_.;.e\"-f bt P

edge. ‘Management” spht from professlona and some an ysis saw 1 i Th_g sxpulsmn of women from industries such as coalmining, printing, .

power increasingly in the hands of the professionals. Factional divi- ‘»+ d"diél‘éﬁ@{-'-ng was i lmy mumf.nl in |h<, furm:lllm: masculigi- ¢« et T EE

i 3

sions opened in both capitalist ruling classes and communist elites be-
tween those pursuing coercive strategies towards workers (conserva-
tives/hard-liners} and those depending on technological success and

ﬁ;The cralt union movement can Be seen as its institutionalization, dFels
e growing powcr ol organized labor in the Tast decades of the nine- ’
teenth and first decades of the twentieth century was one of the main

economic growth that allow integrative strategies (liberals/reformers). pressures on the masculinity of the dominant class that led (o the splits

The emotional pattern of Reaganite politics in the United States between political alternatives (fascist, liberal, conservative) already

centered on a revival of the first of these inflections of masculinity and mentioned.*’

a rejection of the second. In the 1992 U.S. presidential campaign, both

Bush and Clinton image-makers seemed to be trying to blend the At much the same time the masculinity of the dominant class was

two.28 purged in terms of identity and object choice. As gay historians have

shown, lhc Iate late_nineteenth ceniury was the ume when “the homo-

sexual” 5 con lruc. uJ lo 4 consideribie extent

Subordinated forms !hroubh Ille dt,ploymcm of medical and pum] power. At earlier periods . ._i.f
of history sodomy had been officially seen as an act, the potential for = e ™° v .

So far | have been sketching the hegemonic masculinities of the domi- - s which existed in any man who gave way to libertinage. From the Point -1,. it .
nant class and race in the dominant countries of the world-system. But , | e v of view of hegemonic masculinity, this change meunt that the potentigd o't 4" “ .
this, obviously, is far from being the whole picture. The hegemonic N Xt ¥ for hemoerotic pleasure way expelled from the masculine and located 22 4. dea) ™ -
form of mdscu[lmly is generally not the only form, and 91:1911 is not he v L‘:-_-\:- in i Ilevmmmup (symhnllt.llly assimitated 10 women or 10 beasts). ?c_dg, o Lads
most common form. Hegemony is a question of relations of cultural . There was no mirror-type of “the heterosexual™ rather, heterosexuality 41,0 a0t

became a required connotation of manliness. The contradiction be-

domination, not of head-counts. Ee 2
—_— twen this rapidly-solidifying definition and the actual conditions of

On a world scale this is even more obviously true. The patierns of mas-

Lullmty]usl outlined are formexd in relation to the whole complex struc-

ture of g re of gender relations. In_terms of othter masculinities, they exist.in
‘ tension with the hegemomc ‘masculinities of subordinated classes and
; races, with subordinated masculinities in their own class and race

imiliew, and with the patterns of masculinity current in other parts of the
,:world order. To offer even a sketch of this structure, let alone analyze
IH t_l?a'ffnari]lcs is a tall order; again [ shall have to settle for indications.

emotional life among men in military and paramilitary groups reached
crisis level in fascism. 1 fuelled Hiter’s murder of Roehm and his purge
of the Stormtroopers in 1934.%%

On the frontier of settlement, regulition was ineflective, viotence eo-
demic, physical conditions harsh. Industries such as mining offered
spectacular profits on st chancy busis. A very imbalanced sex ratio al-
lowed a homosocial masculinizition of the frontier, Phillips, in an
importani stdy ol the New Zealund case, draws the contrast between

. . . . . - . m
two groups of men and two images of masculinity: the brawling single P ;w‘t
LA [}
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frontiersman and the seltled married pioneer farmer. The distinction is
familiar in the American and Canadian west too. The state, Phillips
argues, was hostile to the social disorder generated by the masculine
work and pub culture of the former group. Accordingly, it encouraged
family settlement and might promote women’s interests. If is notable
that such frontier areas were the earliest where women won the vote,
Nevertheless cults of frontier masculinity (Daniet Boone, the cowboys,
Paul Bunyan, the diggers, the shearers, the Voortrekkers) continued as
a characteristic part of sexual ideology in former colonies of settlement
such as the United States, South Africa, and Australia.**

In colonies where local populations were not displaced but turned i into

aubordmdted ldbor force (much of Latin Amenca india, l:.u.t lndu,s)
the situation was more com&gx M It is a familiar suggesuon that
Lann American “machismo” was a producl of the interplay of cultures
under colonialism. The conquistadors prov:ded both provocation and
model; Spamsh Cathohcn.m provided the ideology of female abnega-
tion; and o oppresslon b!acked othc,r claims of men _to power. Pearlman
shaws that this pattern is also a question of women's agency. Machismo
is rot the ideology governing men’s relations with women in the sub-
sistence-farming Mazatec _people, where gender relations are much
more egalitarian. Qutmigration and commodification are changing this,
but even so, the young Mazatec men whe' are picking up a hyper-mas-
culine style from the wider Mexican culture are forced into code-

switching at home because older women and men will not play along. ™

Nevertheless, it is the Mazatec gender order that is under pressure in
the interaction, not the national Mexican. Internationally it is Euro/
American culture and institutions that supply the content of globul
mass media, design the commodities and the labor process of pro-
duting t them, and regulate the accumulation of resources. This power is
the s _strongest force redehmnb men’s place in gender refations outside

the North Adantic world.

Contemporary politics
The present moment

It this historical outline has some validity, it should give us purchase on
what is happening in the lives of men and women in the “first world™ a

the present time. It It suggests, most obvmus[y, that we should see con-
tempomry ch.mges in md:.uuhmty not as the sottemnb (or hardening) of

613
a unitary “sex role,” but as a field of institutional and interpersona
chiingés through which o multilateral struggle for hegemony in pender
rElIlTTms., ;md ‘ld\"dnldbc in other structures, is pursued.
The distinctive feature of the present moment in gender relations in
first-world countries is the fact of open challenges to men's power, in
the form of feminism, and to institutionalized heterosexuality, in the
form of lesbian and gay men’s movements. We must distinguish be-
tween the presence of these movements from the operating power they
have won, which is often disappointingly small. Whatever the limits to
their gains, and the success of the conservative backlash, the historic
fact that these movements are here on the scene structures the whole
politics of gender and sexuality in new ways.

These challenges are being worked out in a context of technotogical
changg and economic restructuring (c.g., the decline of heavy industry
in old industrial centers), globalization_of. market_gelationships and
commercial mass communicatipn (c.g., the crumbling of Eastern-Euro-
pein ‘command economics), widening wealth inequalities and chronic
tensions in first-world/third-world relations (e.g., the Victnam war, (he
debt crisis, the Gulf War). Each of these _processes h. s its_gender

dimension.
AR gl

Contestation in hegemornic mascufinity

Earlier in the twenticth century o split began to open in the hegemonic
masculinity of the dominant clisses, between a a masculinity organized
around mlc.rpcrsnnul duminance and one urb.mm.d i inund knowledpe
and SXpertist expertise. Under the pru.sun, of Tabor movements and first-wave
feminism, and in the context of the growing scale of mass production,
dominance and expertise ceased to be nuances within the one mascu-
linity and became visibly different strategies for operating and defend-
ing the patriarchal capitalist order. In some settings distinet institutional
bases for these two variants hardened: line management versus profes-
sions, field command versus general staff, promotion based on prac-
tical cxperience versus university training. Political ideologies and
styles — conscrvatism versus liberalism, confrontation versus consensus
politics - also clustered around this division.

Feminism in the 1970s andd 19805 often found itself allied with the
lTicr.ll/proh,sslml.ll side in this contestation, for o variety of reasons.




[

614
i

Notions of equal opportunity and advancement by merit appealed in a
technocratic style of management. Much feminist activity was located
in universities and professions. Liberal feminism (the strongest current
in feminism) as an enlightenment project found itself on the same ter-
rain, and using much the same political language, as progressive liberal-
ism and reformist labor.

The patriarchal counter-attack on feminism, conversely, rapidly be-
came associated with the mascuhmty of dominance. Early attempts (o
find a scientific basis for the counter-attack, such as Goldberg’s The
Inevitability of Patriarchy, were faintly ludicrous and had little influ-
ence*' Much more powerful was the cultural backing given by authori-
tarian Batn.mhal churches, Perhaps the most successful of all antifemi-

nist operauons in the last 20 years has been the Catholic churchsc

attacks on contraception, abortion, and sexual frecdom for women.

The reassertion of a dominance-based masculinity has been much dis-
cussed in popular culture. To my mind its most interesting form is not
Rambo movies but the 1980s cult of the “entreprencur” in business.
Here gender imagery, institutional change, and political strategy inter-
sect. The deregulation policies of new-right governments in the 1980s
dismantled Keynesian strategies for social integration via expert
macro-economic regulation. The credibility of the new policies rested
on the image of a generation of entreprencurs whose wealth-creating
energies were waiting to be unleashed. That this stratum was masculine
is culturally unquestionable. Among other things, their management
jargon is full of lurid gender terminology: thrusting entrepreneurs,
opening up virgin territory, aggressive lending, etc.

New-right ideology naturalizes these social practices, that is, treats
them as part of the order of nature, But in fact the shift of economic
power into the hands of this group was very conjunctural. The opera-
tions of the entrepreneurs were essentially in finance, not production.
Key practices such as the leveraged management buy-out (in the
United States and the construction of highly-geared conglomerates (in
Australia) depended on the institutional availability of massive credit at
high rates of interest (junk bonds and bank consortium loans). The
political interest in sustaining a huge diversion of funds from produc-
tive investment was limited, but the “entrepreneurs” could not stop.
The growing contradiction between this particular inflection of the

“masculinity of dominance and the need of the rest of the dominant
class for economic stability led to denunciations of greed and in the.

later 19805 to a virtual withdrawal of political support.

The political damage-control has generally taken the form of attempts
to show these episodes were an aberration, not that they resulied from
a mistaken strategy. Deregulation and the roll-back of the welfire state
remains a powerful agenda in the politics of the rich countries, and
neoconservalive regimes continue 1o be clectorally successful. 1t is in
the internal politics of the state that we see most clearly the new diree-
tion in the contest between dominance and expertise. What Yeatnuu
calls the “managerialist agenda” in the reconstruction of the state oceu-
pies the terrain of expertise. Its ideology is provided by neockissical
economics, and its operaling kainguage is provided by a management
science legitimated by university business schools and rapidly spread-
ing through the universities themscelves. Bul it detached the potion of
expertise from the liberal/reformist politics of the Keynesiun era and
the humanist commitments that had allowed at least a partial alliance
with feminism.*

Managerialists and technocrats do not directly confront feminist pro-
grams but under-fund or shrink them in the name of efficicney and
voluntecrism. Equal-opportunity principles are accepted as cfficient
personnel management ideas, but no funds are committed for affirma-
tive action to make equul opportunity a vehicle of social change.
Research and training funds ure poured into areas of men’s employ-
ment (for instance the Australiun government is currently pushing
science and technology) because of the perceived need to make the
country “competitive in international markets.”

Speculating a linle, [ think we are secing the construction of i new
varlm hLbLmumL m.mullmly llAh.t\ H] h,dmmr.nm, rather than con-
frontationist style, but it is misogynist as | bLlOI’L It characteristically
operates through the indirect mechanisms nl Iln.lncml administration,

Itis legitimated by an ld(,(ll()by centering on an economic lhcury whose
most distinctive feature is ity blanket exclusion from discourse of

W()lnl.llb unpdld work — which, a W‘mng, bmuly but accumldy puts it,
-b—-a- .
“Counts for’ nolhmg in economic science. ™

Challenges: ‘A!!mmm'e masciedingites

Contestation for the hegemonic position is familiar, What is novel, in
Euro/American history, is apen challenge 10 hegemonic masculinity as
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such. Such challenges were sparked by the challenge to men's power as
a whole made by contemporary feminism, Feminism may not have
been adopted by many men, but an awareness of feminism is very wide-
spread indeed.

In the course of a recent life-history study among Australian men, this
puint emerged clearly. Almost all the men we interviewed had some
idea of what feminism was and felt the need to take some position on it.

Their positions ranged from essentialist rejection:

[ think the feminist movement's gone too far. Because women are women,
they've got Lo be women. The feminists, as [ say — the true, die-hard fuminists
— have taken it past the extreme, and turned women, those women, into
nonentities now. They’re not women any more. (Computer technictan, het-
erosexual, 30}

via way endorsement, usually making an exception of bra-burning
extremists: |

I think they have a just cause, because they have sort of been oppressed. Well
they certainly have been oppressed. And it would be a better world if once
this equality comes. But extremists spoil it for those who want it to change.
But chunge, so everybody can be happy. (Technical 1eacher, heterosexual, 40)

to full-blown acceptance of feminism:

Certain times in my life it’s been the most tmportant ideal for me and I've just
done lots and lots of work on it (Trainee nurse, heterosexual, 22)

The last kind of response is rare, though it is important in defining poli-
tical possibilities. The life stories of men who reached this point via
environmental politics show the importance of a direct encounter with
feminist activism among women. Given the massive bias of media

i against feminism, more indirect acquaintance is extremely unlikely to
" lead to a positive response from men.™

The challenge 1o hegemonic masculinity among this. group of men
mainly taKes the Torm of an 1 10 re-make the self. Most of them
started off with a Tairly con nal ju.mry, and they came
to see a personal reconstruction as required. This turns oul 1o be emo-
liunal'ltly very difficult. The growth-movement techniques available 1o
them do not deliver the political unalysis, support, or foliow-through
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that the project actually requires. Only a few, and those only marginally,
have moved beyond this individualist framewaork 10 the search for a
collective politics of gender among men.

A collective politics is precisely the basis of the challenge to hegemonic
hth_msuxual:ly mounted by gay liberation. Ar one level this challenge
was delivered simply by the presence of an open gay milicu based on
sex and friendship. “Coming out™ is experienced as entering a social
network, not just as entering a sexual practice. As a gay man in the
sume study put it

Rage, rage, rage - lets do everything you've denied yoursell Tor 25 yeurs
let’s get into it and bave i good tme sexually, and go out pactying and dane-
ing and drinking. (Fransport warker, gay, 25)

The collective work required was to construct the network and nego-
tiate a social presence for it. This meant dealings with the state authori-
ties, cg the police; cconomic mobilization, the so-called * “pink cupital-
ism”; and organizing political representation, the most famous repre-
sentative being Harvey Milk in the United States,

Most of this went no further than a politics of pluralist accommaodation,
analogous, as Altman hus pointed out, to claims for political space by
ethnic minorities in the Uniled States. [t was this assimitationist pro- r
gram that was disrupted in the carly 1980s by the HIV epidemic and R
the need for a renewed struggle against the medicalization and crinti-'
nalization of homosexuality.

But in pay I:buallun from very carly on, was a much more r.uhml
indecd revolulmnary, challenge to hegemonic masculinity, The slogan
Every straight man is a target for g gay liberation!” jokingly catches both
an open-ended libertarianism and the point that gays cannot be free
from oppression while heterosexual masculinity remains as it is, Draw-
ing on Freudian ideas, some gay theorists argued that the repression of
homosexual affect among straight men was o key source of their au-
thoritarianism and violenee. ‘These ideas have never been turned into
an effective practical politics; but they remain an important moment of
critique.*

P r—
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Deconstructions of working-class masculinity

“Rage, rage, rage” is exactly what the settled married farmer, or the re-
spectable married working man, cannot do. Donaldson argues that the
link between the famlly—household and the workplace rather than the
workplace isell, 15 the axis on whlch work:nb-cl.m masculinity  is
formed. It finds polltlc:';rexpress}on in a community-based, formally-
organized labor’ movemcnt and is sustained by a sharp gender division
of' IJB “bétween wage-carning husband and child-raising wite. These
points ts have been well documented in rf:cent Australian research on
sexual politics in working-cliss communities.’

But with the collapse of the postwar boom, the abandonment of full
employment as a policy goal by modern states, and the shift 1o market
discipline by business strategists (an aspect of the contestation dis-
cussed earlier), the conditions of this gender regime in working-class
communities havE T:hanged Significant proportions of the working
¢lass face long-term structural unemployment. Traditional working-
class masculinity is bemg deconslructed_by impersonal forces, whether

the men concemeff'rkg it Qrpot.

Young men respond to this situation in different ways. They may
attempt to promote themselves out of the workmg class, via education
and training. They may accept- their poor ¢hances of promotion and
develop a slack, complicit masculinity. Or they may fight against the
powers that be, rejecting school, skirmishing with the police, getting
into crime. ™

The tattoo-and-motorcycle style of aggressive white working-class
masculinity is familiar enough; Metcalte even comments on the “larri-
kin mode of class struggle” It has generally been understood as linked
with stark homophobia, misogyny, and domestic patriarchy. Our inter-
views with young unemployed men suggest that this pattern too ts being
deconstructed in a significant way. The public display of protest mascu-

i linity continues. But it can coexist with a breakdown in the domestic

gender division of labor, with an acceptance of women's economic
equality, and an interest in children, which would not be expecied from
traditional accounts.®

Since structural unemployment in first-world countries is most likely to

affect members of oppressed cthnic groups, such a deconstruction
st e sl e

must interweave wuh race politics. American discussions of mascu-

o it g

OHlY

linity in urban black ghettos show this interplay in one dramatic form.,
In other parts of the workl it does not necessarily follow the same
course. For instance, some Australian work on the making of mzlscu-f
linity in multi-ethnic inner-city environments suggest a more negotiat-
ed, though still racially-structured, outcome*

What the evidence does show unequivocally is that working-class mas-
culmmus are no moere set in conerete than are ruling-class masculinitios
= though in a bourgeois culture they are much more liable to sterco-
typed representation. The conscious attempts at building a counter-
sexist heterosexual masculinity have muainly accurred in midadle-cliss
mifieux. Some socialist explorations did ocenr but are now muslly lor-;
“Eotten, I would argue that a progressive sexual polities cannot atford to
be cllls. hlmd It must look to the settings of working-class life,
umunL iurms of working-class collective action, as vital arcnas of
scicuﬁlﬁullllcs :

e

Alterword

To cover the territory of this article is (o skate fast over dangerously
thin ice. For much of the story the evidential basis is still very slight;
that is why I have called it a sketeh and a historical hypothesis.

But this is the scale on which we have to thiak, if the major problems
about men in gender relations are to get sorted out. For too long the
discussion of masculinity has been bogged down in psychological read-
ings of the issue, most often in an epo-psychology based on an extreme
individualism, W_g__x_n,ud to let the breeges of politics, economics, instity-
tional onal sociology, and hmury l)lnw through the psychology. ‘They may
puif st stmteglcs of reform away from an_individualized mise ulmlly-
e iiv of 4 gender equality.

therapy towards a colle tive polit

(A LR e

At the time of writing, the most popular English-language book about
masculinity is a deeply reactionary work by the American poet Robert
Bly cilled fron John The Facl that significant numbers of middic-
class North American men ane attracted 10 2 view of musculinity which
1 nativist, separatist, humuphuhu and expressed through concocted
mylhs of ancient men’s rituals, is a disturbing index of current sexual
p()llll(.b
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Yet even here a dialectic can be seen. For or Bly's “mylhopm,nc men'’s
movement” has moved beyond an individualized masculinity-therapy

———

to emphduze collective processes, gatherings of men to enact rituals
and generate solidarity. If that awareness can be connected with a pro-
feminist, pro-gay agenda, we will have less drum-beating among the
trees, but we may actually be moving towards gender equality.
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