Hegemonic Masculinity

Formulation, Reformulation,
and Amplification

James W. Messerschmidt
University of Southern Maine

ROWMAN & LITTLEFIELD
Lanham ¢ Boulder ¢« New York * London



Executive Editor: Rolf Janke
Editorial Assistant: Courtney Packard
Senior Marketing Manager: Kim Lyons

Published by Rowman & Littiefield

An imprint of The Rowman & Littlefield Publishing Group, Inc.
4301 Forbes Boulevard, Suite 200, Lanham, Maryland 20706
https:/frowman.com

Unit A, Whitacre Mews, 26-34 Stannary Street, London SE11 4AB,
United Kingdom

Copyright © 2018 by James W. Messerschmidt

Al rights reserved. No pari of this book may be reproduced in any form or by any
electronic or mechanical means, including information storage and retrieval systems,
without written permission from the publisher, except by a reviewer who may quote
passages in areview,

British Library Cataleguing in Publication Information Available

Library of Congress Cataleging-in-Publication Data

Names: Messerschmidt, James W., author.

Title: Hegemonic mascutinity : formulation, reformulation, and ampiification / James W.
Messerschmicdt, University of Southern Maine,

Description: Lanham : Rowman & Littlefield, [20181] | Includes bibliographical references
and index.

Identifiers: LCCN 2018004650 (print) | LCCN 2018006622 (ebook) { ISBN
9781338114056 (ebook) | ISBN 9781538114032 (hardcover : alk. paper) | ISBN
9781538114049 (pbk. : alk. paper)

Subjects: LCSH: Masculinity. | Men—Psychology. | Hegemony.

Classification: LCC BF692.5 (ebook) } LCC BF692.5 .M469 2018 (print) | DDC 155.3/
32—dc23

LC record availabte at hitps:/lcen.loc.gov/2018004650

€I ms The paper used in this publication meets the minimum requirements of American
National Standard for Information Sciences Permanence of Paper for Printed Library
Materials, ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992.

Printed in the United States of America

For Raewyn, Cherished Friend, Perceptive Mentor, and
One of the Most Important Intellectuals of Our Time




132 Chapter 5

boy or a woman or girl subordinate in contextually defined embodied
terms. Such challenges may motivate social action toward specific situa-
tionally embodied practices that attempt to correct the subordinating so-
cial situation (Messerschmidt 1993, 1997, 2000, 2004, 2010, 2012, 2014,
2016). Given that such interactions question, undermine, and/or threaten
one's sex, gender, or sexuality, only contextually “appropriate” embod-
jed practices can help overcome the challenge. The existence of chal-
lenges alerts us to the transitory and fleeting nature of sex and gender
construction—including hegemonic masculinities—and to how particu-
Jar forms of social action may arise as gendered practices when they are
regularly threatened and contested.

CONCLUSION

Social action is never simply an autonomous event but is amalgamated
into larger assemblages—what is labeled here as socially structured em-
bodied actions. The socially structured situational practices encourage
specific lines of social action, and relational and discursive social struc-
tures shape the capacities from which social actions are constructed over
time. Men and boys and women and girls negotiate the situations that
face them in everyday life and in the process pursue, for example, a sex,
gender, and sexuality project. From this perspective, then, social action is
often—but not always—designed with an eye to one’s sex, gender, and
sexual accountability individually, bodily, situationally, and structurally.
Structured action theory, then, permits us to explore how and in what
respects hegemonically masculine embodied practices and thus unequal
gender relations are constituted in certain seitings at certain times. To
understand the multifarious hegemonic masculinities discussed herein,
we must appreciate how structure and action are woven inexiricably into
the ongoing reflexive activities of constructing embodied unequal gender
relations.

This chapter then has concentrated on how hegemonic masculinities
are recurrently reconstructed, re-created, supported, justified, and refash-
ioned through structured social action. In chapter 6 I turn to how hege-
monic masculinities are at times opposed, restricted, changed, contested,

and dismantled.
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tudes, are emotionally distant from one another, and boast about their
heterosexual exploits. In such a zeiigeist, young men who display physi-
cal and sexual intimacy with other young men “are socially homosexual-
ized and consequently stripped of their perceived masculinity” (8).
As homohysteria abates culturally over time, two dominan
masculinity appear: one conservative and one inclusive. According to
Anderson, hegemonic masculinity is no longer applicable because it has
now been replaced by a conservative dominant masculinity he Iabels
“orthodox.” Men who practice this type of masculi
terical and are tactilely and emotionally distant.
masculinity emerges and is a competing dominant masculinity alongside
orthodox masculinity, emphasizing emotional and physical homosocial
closeness. In this “diminishing” stage of masculine development, “men
who value orthodox masculinity might use homophobic discourse with
specitic intent to demonize homosexuals, while inclusive acting men may
use homophobic discourse but without intent to degrade homosexuals”
(8).

In the final “diminished” zei

t forms of

nity remain homohys-
In contrast, “inclusive”

tgeist, homohysteria has all but disap-
peared and therefore intentional homophobia ceases to exist, The result is

social inclusion of those masculinities previously subordinated by hege-
monic masculinity. In such settings, multiple masculinities ~including
inclusive masculinities—proliferate horizontally and young men begin to
encounter a variety of acceptable nonhegemonic heteromasculine prac-
tices in which homophobic discourses and behaviors are subordinated,
For Anderson, then, hegemonic masculinity is solely prevalent in
tilmes of “elevated” homohysteria, becoming increasingly irrelevant dur-
ing “diminishing” and “diminished” zeitgeists. Anderson maintains that
global North societies currently are at the “diminishing” or “diminished”
stages and thus inclusive masculinities, rather than hegemonic masculin-
ities, have become widespread. As Anderson puts it, the “theory of hege-
monic masculinity” is no longer pertinent because the documented
changes in masculine constructions he and others have uncovered are
“not accounted for with hegemonic masculinity theory. Times have
changed, and this requires new ways of thinking about gender” (32).

I have no reason to question Anderson's, McCormack’
IMT scholars’ findings; in fact, we should Support men being emotionaily
open, tactile, and softened in their interaction with one another. What |
initially contest is Anderson’s (and most other IMT scholars’) failure to

5, and other
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fixed character type, as does inclusive masculinity. For Anderson, ortho-
dox and inclusive masculinities are static character types embodied by
certain men and/or groups of men. The res
the whole question of gender relations and the legitimacy of gender in-
equality—that is, fhe foundation of hegemonic masculinities—and
through fiat concurrently conceals them from view.

Given that hegemonic masculinity is ot operationalized and thus ot
measured by Anderson (and other IMT scholars),
Anderson to claim that under “diminishing” and
hysteria, hegemonic masculinities are no longer current and therefore
“hegemonic masculinity theory” is decidedly irrelevant. Inclusive mascu-
linity scholars spuriously assume rather than empirically demonstrate the
alleged declining presence of hegemonic masculinities in global North
societies. Undeniably, the evidence presented throughout this book docu-
ments the persistence and omnipresence of hegemonic masculinities lo-
cally, regionally, and globally, yet needless to say they are “hidden in
plain sight” from inclusive masculinity scholars. I have detailed herein
that the hegemonic masculine social structure is an unbounded nexus of
practices and discourses that legitimate unequal gender relations. And in

view of the fact that the reformulated model of hegemonic masculinity is
different from Connell’s original mozzﬁmmozlmwme.mnm:% in the sense of
Tecognizing multiple hegemonic masculinities at the local, regional, and
global levels—it is additionally scandalous for Anderson (2008, 93) to
declare that Connell argues there exists “only one hegemonic archetype
of masculinity.” Anderson and other IMT scholars utterly erase gender
relations and sexual politics from consideration. As Rachel O’Neill (2015,
109) put it, for IMT scholars “sexual political matters are not simply ig-
nored but are instead presented as alrend

Y settled, or in the process of being
settled,” and thus global North societies are seen as simply predisposed to
gender and sexual equality,

ult is that Anderson ignores

it is disingenuous for
“diminished” homo-

We cannot deny the increasing .immu::% and acceptance of gay mascu-
linities and sexualities in global North societies, and Anderson, McCor-
mack, and other IMT researchers have demonstrated that this change has
made it possible for certain straight men to appropriate aspects of gay
masculinities into thejr specific and situational configurations of mascu-
linities. Nevertheless, and as discussed in chapter 4, work by masculin-
ities scholars on hybrid hegemonic masculinities has likewise captured
this change, demonstrating the flexibility, adaptability, and fluidity of
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hegemonic masculinities, by contextuatly incorporating certain features
of gay masculinities and in the process blurring gender difference yet not
undermining unequal gender relations. As Sam de Boise (2015, 324) has
pointed out, inclusive masculinities may therefore represent quite simply
“another hegemonic strategy for some heterosexual, white, middle-class
men to legitimately maintain economic, social, and political power in the
wake of gay rights.” In fact, Nicola Ingram and Richard Waller found this
to be the case. These authors studied middle-class undergraduate men in
England and discovered that these young men “play” with different
forms of masculinity, including hegemonic masculinity. As Ingram and
Waller (2014, 48) point out, “playing” with masculinities involved these
middle-class men constructing hegemonic masculinities “whilst adapting
to the requirements to assume a veneer of inclusivity ox present a liberal
attitude on issues such as homophobia and gender inequalities.” Ingram
and Waller go on to argue that IMT is unsatistactory in accounting for
their findings and that the masculinities of the young men do not repre-
sent “a genuire engagement in the erosion of inequalities. IMT therefore
can be seen as a blunt tool for analyzing masculinities as it fails to exca-
vate power relations and uncover the continuance of gender related in-
equalities” {48).

De Boise (2015) additionally argues that although today it may be the
case that homophobia is less essential to the construction of gender hege-
mony within certain contexts, this actually does little to disrupt different
patterns of unequal gender relations. Arguably, the vast majority of stud-
jes discussed in chapter 4 that document (only partially) the amplification
of the reformulated model of hegemonic masculinity—from the differ-
ences among hegemonic masculinities, to hybrid hegemonic masculin-
ities, to fleeting hegemonic masculinities, to hegemonic nmiasculinities on
the internet, to the role intersectionality plays in hegemonic masculin-
ities, and to hegemonic masculinities in the global South—do not center
on homophobia. The common theme among these examples of diverse

hegemonic masculinities is that subordination occurs through the contra-
distinction of hegemonic masculine qualities with feminine and toxic
qualities.

Although gay men clearly constitute a subordinate masculinity within
the context of gender hegemony, such subordination is associated with
the historical and cultural construction of gay men as effeminate and
feminine. Homophobia ameng straight boys and men does not necessari-
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The adolescent footballers mﬂﬁrmggoﬁm indicated “5” M.MM; “”MMM<MMMM
that they were more open with Emzmm. back .Muam e
teammates at the academy—what then is the .n: erar e e
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masculine practices, many of the men
e WJMEMMBMMMM MMﬁMMmM“MzEmBQ hierarchical ﬁomoa..,m of Emmnm-
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ticipants, which created a drive for mnEmmem_# an Hﬁ e
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center whereby they were situationally encouraged to adopt both “new”

and “old” masculine practices that seemingly constructed differing mas-
culinities among a variety of “winners” and “losers.”

Cutside the center, the men found it diffic
pects of masculinity emphasized b
with friends who frequently cons
tremely difficult to pursue abstin
reporled difficulties with physical
friends on the outside. One of the
that inside the center he was “

ult to practice the new as-
y the center. For example, socializing
umed alcohol and drugs made it ex-
ence outside the center. The men also
intimacy and emotional openness with
meditators reported to the researchers

quite tactile” but in outside settings with
his friends “I'm not, because I'm not sure how people will take it (301).

And the men further detailed encountering hostility by outside friends to
their own developing sense of spirituality.

In short, although new ways of constructing masculinity were encour-
aged in the meditation center, actually practicing this new masculinity
was difficult both inside and outside the center. Inside the center domi-
nant and subordinate masculinities seemingly were orchestrated, and the
“new” masculinity did not translate to the outside as the men experi-
enced censure, ostracism, and conflict with friends. As Lomas and col-

leagues (2016, 303) conclude, local masculinities “that appear positive at
first glance are not entirely positive on dee

per examination.” .
This study furthers our understandin

g of how masculine construc-
tions are fluid and thus impacted by the social structures of particular

settings; unfortunately, the studies by Roberts, Anderson, and Magrath
do not. The Lomas and colleagues study suggests that the latter studies
are noticeably abbreviated and incomplete. That is, Anderson and col-
leagues fail to show the construction of masculinities in “outside” arenas
by the adolescent footballers—they miss this additional and essential step
in researching this population. And as seems to be typical among TMT
scholars, Roberts, Anderson, and Magrath steer clear of any intellectual
concern about unequal gender relations and the gendered power and
privilege these footballers benefit from regardless of their inclusiveness
within the academy setting. To be inclusive among each other in one

setting does not automatically free one from participation in unequal
gender relations within other settings.

IMT scholars’ concentration is on “n
structions and interactions among men
settings. In this sense, then,

ew” individual masculine con-
within particular singular social
IMT insufficiently contributes to challenging
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di tling of the hegemonic masculine social mﬂmn.ﬂwﬂm. In cmﬂmﬂ
" HmBmHSﬁ M&m the construction of inclusive masculinities Ea..ﬂm Hﬂ.m
“Mwn.ﬁwwmmmmwzmmﬁ& ubiquitous hegemonic masculinities documented in this
o he following section, I present a few examples of scholarship that
H.mn““mwmm MSQ highlight counterhegemonic M.z...mnwruwmW gwmmmmmﬂmmwﬂmﬂ
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COUNTERHEGEMONIC PRACTICES

e
Although T do not claim to possess m.mﬁb m.ma nnMoWMﬁMbMMMMMnM M.”a
blem of gender hegemony—especially mémﬁ. its ﬁ sence e
con y —we do know that hegemonic masculinitie
e mE.MuEHMQ.BSmQ through alternative practices that mo not m.Eu-
- mbm Mﬂamﬁ relations; in particular, counterhegemonic ﬁa.mn.n.nmm
M.M.M MHMMMHM mwm:mﬁmﬂ or actually dismantie Tmmmﬂoan Bmmnwmrnw”mnw
Studying the diversity of masculinities helps us Mo mmMHM MMMM MMD mﬂ et
where energy should be directed to promote ge er e o
is, those social situations where counterhegemonic ﬂ e e
larly possible or likely to materialize. O:m Emnm,"m,—ommw s it e
refer to as positive masculinities and femininities, or fhose mm o tating
tions (locally, regionally, and globally) that contri e to legiime 8
litarian refations between men and EoBmﬂ\.ﬂmmnc inity e feminire
wmm M masculinities. Such masculinities and femininitie
o MMMTM“HM% because they actually are, or they have ?m. Emmswbwo.
MMMMBm nw_EHm_E conceptualized as legitimate MH.&H m%ﬁwmﬂmﬁmmc Mno<-
‘ i i number of scholar
o h mm:MMH:TMMM”\MMWMWMM“%Wm\w and femininities usually are noﬂ-
e o id wuﬁrm realm of gender hegemonic relations u.\mﬁ often M:
—_— o:ﬁﬂqﬂw&m to legitimating egalitarian gender relations A.mém:.z
008 Mﬂm% “Mﬂmmmznm Mac an Ghaill 2012; Messerschmidt 2016; mo?WHumwm
WNWNH MQMMV. In this section, then, I &mnc.mm a <.mnmJ_H.~ oM .nMﬂmMMM MMMMHMH ege
monic practices and I begin with a consideration of ado

Prospects 143
Adolescent Boys

Jon Swain’s (2006) study of ten-to-eleven-year-old boys in three
schools in the United Kingdom builds on Connell’s original scheme of
multiple masculinities by showing that although some boys are hege-
monic, complicit, and subordinate, certain boys construct personalized
masculinities that transcend the available masculinities in the sphere of
hegemonic relations at school. These boys have no desire to practice in-
school hegemonic or dominant masculinities, and they are not subordi-
nated nor do they subordinate others {boys or girls). In fact, their mascu-
linities are rather positive in the sense of being practiced in small groups
of boys with similar interests (e.g., computers, theater, band), they are
inclusive and egalitarian, and they are nonhierarchical without any clear-
ly identified leader, This study then demonstrates the variety of mascu-
linities in one particular setting, their specific relationality, and that the
very presence of positive personalized masculinities suggests they have
the means to become counterhegemonic.

Stmilarly, I (Messerschmidt 201 6} found in my research such positive
norhegemonic masculinities constructed by certain teenage boys, who
frequently reported, for example, hanging out with unpopular groups at
school that included both boys and girls who were inclusive and nonvio-
lent, they did not emphasize heterosexuality and accepted celibacy, the
boys were not misogynist, they embraced diversity in bodies and sexual-
ity, they were nonhierarchical, and they had no desire to be popular.
Members of such groups viewed themselves as different from rather than
inferior to the dominant boys and girls. Such positive masculinities were
not constructed in a structural relationship of gender and sexual inequal-
ity, they did not legitimate unequal gender and sexual relations, and they
were practiced in settings situated outside stable unequal gender rela-
tions. Like the boys in Swain’s study, these boys were positioned as em-
bodying counterhegemonic practices in their particular context,

The boys in Swain’s and in my study constructed what is usually
considered to be atypical masculine behavior by boys outside the social
situation of the dominant popular group. For these boys, the accountable
way to construct masculinity is to signify one’s embodied disassociation
from unequal gender relations. Such egalitarian gendered behavior is
normalized within the unpopular group~—it is encouraged, permitted,
and privileged by both boys and girls—and therefore within that setting
it does not call into question their “maleness.” These boys are engaging in



