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ABSTRACT

The everyday masculinities of fourteen male high school
students between the ages of sixteen and nineteen, cach
interviewed twice during 1987 and 1988, are explored in this
thesis as diverse and complex practices in which the
students negctiate relationships and experience struggles
full of tension and contradictions.

The initial interviews revesled .ive c:chemes: (1)
authority and domination and the contiwu:odas stiuggle around
power; (2) responsibility, control and freedom, and the
social privilege of being male; (3) competition; (4)
violence of varying degrees against other men, women,; and
themselves; and, (5) sexuality. Each theme was investigated
during the second interviews through eight concreie
situations: (1) sports, (2) relationships with other men
(3) relationships with women, (4) body image, (5) familial
relations, (6) time alone, (7) work, and (8) the future.

From the interview data, three sites of practice -- the
body, sports, and sexuality -- were established in order to
develop a sociology of masculinity that attempts an
understanding of how gender and sexual struggles, within
hierarchies of intermale dominance, serve to construct the
dom.nation of some men over other men and the global
subordination of women by men.

The thesis recommends that men who challenge the
present form of hegemonic heterosexual masculinity and
patriarchal power must continue to do so by translating the
contention that the "personal is poli-.ical" from slogan to
strategy, from private to public, and from theory to
practice, Individual men nead to be recognized as
historical products who help to construct the overall gender
order, while simultaneously recognizing the active quality
of their being in the construction of their individual
masculinity and the collective masculinity of all men.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

[It] is time that events should be seen to be the

intelligent work of people, and not the products

of chance, of fatality. (Gramsci, 1971, p. 61)

The sources for understanding young men’s lives have
largely been the writings of "experts," and the accounts of
the lives of young men have continually patterned themselves
after a theorizing which stresses that history is made
"behind their backs." The idea that young men make their
history, including its constraints, has often been
neglected. Furthermore, the analysis of young men’s
oppositional behaviour has primarily been constructed
through psychological categories that defined their
behaviour as deviant, disruptive and inferior. On the one
hand there remains an over determinism, while on the other,
there is the pathologizing of behaviour. This continues to
produce a view of young men as the passive receivers of a
monolithic social system through a process which is seen to
be mechanical and consensual.

In this thesis fourteen young men speak about their

lives. Through their voices, they become the experts in the



descrip ion of what it means to be a young man. As much as
is possible, it is their talk that I have attempted to
represent. Through this talk it is practice, thear history
in the making, that we hear. To understand both the
diversity and the similarities, as well as the accommodation
and the resistance in their lives demands, above all, an
examination of the psychological and social practices in
which their masculinity is constituted and contested. The
everyday realities of young men are explored in this thesis
as diverse and complex practices in which young men
negotiate relationships and experience struggles full of
tension and contradiction in order to accomplish their daily
lives.

Chapter 2 sketches a history of the analysis of gender,
and, in particular, masculinity. It provides the foundation
for a critical and reflective sociology of practice of
masculinity. Included in this section is a brief history of
(1) the development of sex identity and socialization
theories, and the sex role framework, in psychology and
sociology, (2) the development of a sociology of masculinity
before and after the second wave of feminism, including *he
male sex role literature of the 1970's male liberation
movement, and (3) a critique of this literature and its
influence on the understanding of men’s lives. The main
sources of the framework that has governed even the more

recent writings on masculinity are to be found in this
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literature.

Chapter 3 elaborates on the design of the study. The
data were obtained from two sets of in-depth, semi-
structured interviews conducted separately with each of the
fourteen young men in 1987 and 1988.

In Charter 4 the voices of the boys from the interviews
have been constructed into their life-stories. The accounts
are often wide-ranging, covering home and family life,
parents’ backgrounds, education and work, friends, leisure
and school activities, relationships, sexuality, and the
future.

The remaining chapters build on one another to provide
a theory of practice of masculinity. They each follow a
similar internal arrangement: (1) an introduction, (2) a
"conversation" by the boys, and (3) a commentary and
analysis. In Chapter 5 the boys’ talk illuminates the
practice of the body in their lives. Masculinity has
conventionally and historically been deperdent upon the
power that men erbody. For many men power has been, quite
literally, the embodiment of misogyny, violence, sexism and
heterosexism expressed and practised in and through the body
(Connell, 1983). Their bodies become their suits of armour
that offer them protection in the social world; for others,
their bodies provide them little protection against an often
hostile social environment. But for all men, the process of

giving different definitions to, and forming different
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emotional attachments with, their bodies and those of
others, is met with both accommodation and resistance, both
collectively and individually, and most often by the same
man (Connell, 1983).

In Chapter 6 the boys tell us of the importance of
sport in their lives. Sport ,.-ows out of a complex history
and reflects the wider ideological, psychological, social
and economic forms of gender and sexual division (Kidd,
1987). It has linkages with the exploitative and oppressive
features of patriarchal culture: misogyny, violence,
sexism, and heterosexism (Hall, 1985). Rether than being an
innocent pastime, modern sport perpetuates inequality
between young men along divisions of class, sexual
orientation, and both physical size and strength (Messner,
1990b). Their voices tell us that the root of the problem
may be neither the renegade coaches nor the schools. Sport
is tied to a much larger set of practices: the notion of
winning at any cost and the economics of the profit. We
hear that for many, sport is a primary means of establishing
a sense of validation, self-worth and manhood; however, the
contradictions are always present.

In Chapter 7 their voices challenge us to move
sexuality from the often coaceptualized base of
individuality to a series of meaning-giving practices and
activities, and to a confuring relationship of elements.

Sexuality is organized into systems of power which reward
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and encourage the activities of some individuals, while
punishing and attempting to suppress others (Kinsman,
1987a). BSexuality, often experienced as physical, moral and
ethical danger, is a conduit for social relations of power
and dominance (Valverde, 1985). Within these relations,
misogyny, sexism and heterosexism act as socially regulated
acts of violence toward women and other young men (Weeks,
1986).

Chapter 8 builds a theory of practice of masculinity.
The boys’ lives, taken collectively, are often full of
tension and ambiguity. The analysis unravels how doubt,
choice, stretegy, planning, transformation and contradiction
are at the centre of their lives: 1lives which are a field
of practices that follow a range of structural conditions
which routinely intersect and contradict each other, having
arisen from the individual and collective logic about how
men should live. If that possible range of masculinity
seems to hold a similar shape for a long time, it is
precisely because of the time and energy that goes into
keeping it that way. But the resistance, the defiance and
the opposition also claim their time and space. In short,
the practices of the boys show how their masculinities are
historically specific, socially constructed, and personally
embodied.

In the end, the chapter places masculinities in the

broader context of the more contemporary analyses of
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masculinity of the last fifteen years (Tolson, 1977; Pleck &
Pleck, 1980; Pleck, 1981; Brod, 1987; Carrigan, Connell, &
Lee, 1985; Kaufman, 1987; Messner, 1990b). These analyses,
part of a large enterprise made possible by convergence
among feminism, gay liberation, contemporary sccialism,
psychoanalysis, and the history of the sociology of
practice, nave grown out of a complex movement of thought:

a struggle to identify patterns and connections, to develop
waye of seeing them and of inventing ways of talking about
them.

There is a conspicuous shortage of research exploring
these dynamics and offering insight into the current
dialectic in and around the practice of masculinity.
Particularly absent is a focus on masculinity as a problem
involving large structures as well as tune discrete practices
of gendered and sexual relations in the everyday lives of
men. Chapter 9 raises questions about how change and
transformation might occur at the collective level for all
men, as well as for men as individuals in their everyday
practices. It argues that men who study masculinities
should be attempting "to break the circle of the
conventional social production of patriarchal knowledge"
(Messner, 1990b, p. 148). This does not mean, however, that
our experiences as men or theories constructed by men are
meaningless. To the contrary, it is precisely our

experiences as men and our access to masculine worlds that

e



give vs a potential to construct a powerful critique of
masculinity and offer insights as to how men might live
their lives differently. A sociology of practice of
masculinity begins an understanding ¢- how class, racial,
and sexual struggles within hierarchies of intermale
dominance serve to construct men’s global subordination of
women and of some men over men.
These sorts of analyses might begin to reveal some
of the contradictions within and among these
various systems of domination and subordination,
eventually contributing to what Weeks (1985) calls

a politics of radical pluralism. (Messner, 1990b,
p. 150)

Everyday Masculinities does not tell it all. No thesis
attempts that. The boys were all from one school. They
were all in the academic stream. All of them were white and
anglophone, and most were from economically secure
households. None had been labelled physically- or mentally-
disabled. What Everyday Masculinjties does do is share the
individual and collective practice of masculinity in the
lives of fourteen young men at a particular point ia the
history of that practice, as well as in the larger
configuration of all men’s historical practice of

masculinity.



CHAPTER 2

IDENTITY AND ROLE THEORY: THEORIZING SOCIAL

STRAIT/STRAIGHT JACKETS FOR MASCULINITY

Sex role identity is the extremely fragile outcome
of a highly risky developmental process,
especially so for the male....the failure of men
to achieve masculine sex role identity is a major
problem in our culture, one obvious expression of
which is homcsexuality. A man also reveals his
insecurity in his sex role identity by plkenomena
such as delinquency, violence, and hostility
toward women. If we understand the factors that
cause role identity problems in men, then we can
prevent or reduce these problems in the future and
perhaps even provide help now. (Pleck, 1981, pp.
3-4)

INTRODUCTION

Since the 1960's gender and sexual politics have moved
from the periphery to the centre in discussions of women's
lives, providing an unprecedented clarity about the
‘ntricate connections bccween gender and sexual values, and
about political power in the society. Concern with this
connection was not new. By the last two decades of the
nineteenth century, for example, the preoccupations of
contemporary feminism were on the agenda: concerns of male

power over women, sexual exploitation, the differences
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khetween men and women, and the meaning of choice and consent
(Weeks, 1986).

Even though the resulting discussions of gender and
sexual politics have foucused mainly upon the change in the
position of women in the society, from the early years of
the women’s movement and from the debates produced, it
became clear that its analyses and resulting politics would
have radical implications for how men were to live their
lives (Cconnell, 1987). Men’s lives and masculinity became a
topic for investigation, exploration and debate (Firestone,
1975; Komarovsky, 1976; Tolson, 1977; Dubbert, 1979; Grady,
Brannon & Pleck, 1979; Pleck & Pleck, 1980). No longer was
the often taken-for-granted reality of men’s lives without
question, including their social power and privilege in the
public and private spheres. Some men themselves were
at“empting to reject the "John Wayne image" of masculinity.
A small "men’s liberation movement" developed in the United
States in the 1970's (among predominantly white, middle-
class, heterosexual men), producing some critiques of
masculinity (Farrell, 1974; Pleck & Sawyer, 1974; Steinmann
& Fox, 1974; Nichols, 1975; David & Brannon, 1976; Goldberg,
1976). Some gay men became politicized as the "new"
feminism was developing, and they, too, were beginning to
offer a critique of traditional masculinity (Snodgrass,
1977; Gough & MacNair, 1985). Social science researcheres

were developing a sex role theory and, though mainly about
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women in the family, it was easily extended to the "male
role" (Grady, Brannon, & Pleck, 1979). Gender and sexual
politics brought to light patterns of power, privilege,
interest and conflict, and, as a result, critiques and
analyses of masculinity began to appear from several
different directions in the 1970’s (Connell, 1987).

In this chapier I want to begin with the "pre-history"
of that debate on masculinity in order to sketch out and
evaluate (1) early formulations of identity and sex role
theory in both psychology and sociology, (2) the development
of a sociology of masculinity before and after the second
wave of feminism, including the male sex role literature of
the 1970’s men’s liberation movement, and (3) the more
recent response to gender identity and sex role theory.
Many of the ideas of that literature still frame the

writings on men’s lives and masculinity today.

IDENTITY AND SEX ROLE THEORY: A BRIEF HISTORY
Introduction
Identity and sex role theory have been, and still are
for many, the dominant paradigm in the social sciences for
understanding the male experience (Pleck, 1981). 1In brief,
this theoretical approach holds that for individuals to
become mature psychologically as members of their sex, they

must acquire male or female gex role identity, manifested by

having the sex-appropriate traits, actitudes and interests
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that psychologically validate or affirm their biological
sex. However, the theory suggests that many factors
conspire to thwart the attainment of a healthy sex role
identity, especially for males: for example, the actual or
relative absence of male role models and the changing role
of women. The resulting problems for males are then assumed
to include effeminacy and homosexuality (too little
masculinity), as well as hypermasculinity (too much
masculinity). This theory has provided the underlying basis
for many well-known lines of research and theorizing on
diverse topics such as the absence of the father, male crime
and violence, male attitudes toward women, boys’ problems in
schooling, homosexuality, and adolescent initiation rites.

Only recently has it become clear how thoroughly
dominated the social sciences have been by this highly
explicit and detailed theory of the development of a male
identity. As Connell (1987) suggests, the sex role identity
theory as developed in psychology has become part of the
comfortable furniture of the social sciences. This theory
has had, and continues to have, a tremendous impact on the
analysis of masculinity by concentrating on the differences
between the sexes. Although it is no longer believed, for
example, that men are intellectually superior to women,
identity theory is still so well-entrenched in social
science, as well as in the everyday thinking of many people,

that it provides the basis for the widely held belief that
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the two sexes do think differently and, therefore, have a
natural bent for different activities. At the same time
that this theoretical work concentrated on the differences
between the sexes, it produced each single-sex category as
more or less homogeneous.

Background

From the 1930’s to the recent present, the study of the
male experience was preoccupied with, as much as with any
other single question, "What makes men less masculine than
they should be, and what can we do about it?" (Pleck, 1983).
To understand why this was the case, it is necessary to
place the theory of male sex role identity that
psychologists began to construct in the 1930’s, in the
context of the cultural concerns about masculinity that had
developed earlier.

During the century before the emergence of the actual
theory, North American men were increasingly perceived by
many men and some women as not measuring up to the more
stringent demands placed on them by a changing society
(Pleck, 1983). Several factors contributed to this
perception. Not oaly were men expected to be family
providers, but also to be go . family providers in a
competitive economy (Bernard, 1981). In addition, writers
such as Peter Filene (1975) recount the cultural shock that
occurred when nearly half of World War One recruits were

physically or mentally disqualified for military service.
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13
In these and other ways American men in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries were seen to be giving indications
that they were "having trouble" meeting male role demands
(Pleck & Pleck, 1980).

Over the same period women were seen as taking a larger
role with children, particularly with sons. This, too,
became a worry for some people. In the early nineteenth
century, the mother was considered to be a far less
significant figure in the childrearing of sons (and to some
extent daughters as well) than she is today. Examination of
correspondence between parents and children suggests sons’
relrtionships with their fathers were actually closer than
those with their mothers (Demos, 1982). Some literature
would suggest that prior to the middle of thLe nineteenth
century "English-Canadians showed little awareness of
children as individual persons" in most social circumstances
(Sutherland, 1976, pp. 6-7); but during the mid and late
nineteenth century, mothers of the emerging middle and elite
classes were encouraged to take the dominant emotional role
in childrearing. Notions of women’s moral purity arose,
which appeared to both elevate women above men in the moral
sphere, and make them particularly suited for rearing the
young. The increasing involvement of women in childrearing
was also manifested in early education. Educational
reformers like Horace Mann greatly increased the number of

\romen teachers in the schools, devarting from the earlier
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pattern of male elementary teachers (Suggs, 1978).

Women’s influence on boys’ and men’s difficulties in
their role came to be formulated in terms of feminization.
Articies with titlies like “"The Effeminization of Men"
appeared in popular magazines as early as 1893 (Dubbert,
1974). In 1909 the prominent psychologist J. McKeen Cattell
argued that the new confinement of the boy in elementary
schools exposed him to the ministrations of a "vasc horde of
female teachers" who tended to "subvert both the school and
the family" because of their spinsterish attitudes (0’Neill,
1967, p. 67). Concerns about feminization were a major
factor in the rise of such organizations as the Boy Scouts,
which received a federal charter in the United States in
1911. Such concerns set the stage for the emergence of the
theory of male sex role identity. Its formation was, like
all theory, located within a larger set of social concerns
and politics.

Early Formulatjons and their Recent Critiques: Psychology

The first step in the explicit development and
formulation of male sex role identity in the psychological
work was taken by Lewis Terman and Catherine Miles in 1936
in their book Sex and Personality. They formulated a
theoretical approach which gave previously existing cultural
concerns about men’s roles more precise intellectual focus:
for men there was a psychologically normative or ideal

configuration of traits, attitudes and interests that men
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demonstrated in varying degrees. Furthermore, men were
considered to be psychologically normal to the extent to
which they possessed these sex-appropriate characteristics
and qualities. They were psychologically deficient or
abnormal to the extent to which they did not. Terman and
Miles’ notion of the normative personality styles for each
sex was widely adopted in American psychology. At the same
time, the "testing movement" was developing in psychology
and it, combined with notions of normative personality,
provided the basis for vast amounts of research on
"abnormal" and “"deviant" behaviour with men. Numerous tests
were developed based upon notions of a dualistic formulation
of gender with masculinity traits on one scale of gender
appropriateness and femininity on the other (Lewin, 1983).

Socialization theory in psychology then went on to
treat gender formation as the acquisition and
internalization of sex-linked personality patterns that were
essential for psychological health. Based upcn further
dualistic conceptualizations, socialization theory began to
provide the bridge between the self and the society. It
stressed continuity between social context and personality,
and the homogeneity of personality itself. Schematically,
the main argument was that the new-born child has a
biological sex but no social gender. As the child grows
older, society provides a string of prescriptions,

templates, or models of behaviour appropriat: to one sex or
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to the other. Certain agencies of socialization -- notably
the family, the school, the media and the peer group -- make

these expectations and models cor .ete, and provide the
settings in which they are appropriated by the child. The
sequence of agencies are thought to be important, and
distinction between primary and gecondary socialization is
often made. Various mechanisms of learning are thought to
come into play: conditioning, instruction, modelling,
identification and rule-learning.

There is much debate in the gender socialization
literature about the relative importance of these
mechanisms. Whatever the details, it is theorized that the
prescriptions are internalized to a greater or lesser
degree. The result is a gender-identity that in the usual
case corresponds to the social expectations for that sex.
Some cases will deviate because of the perceived abnormal
functioning of the agency of socialization (a father-absent
family, women’s changing roles, an effeminate father), or
because of exceptional biology. The products of these
deviations are homosexuals, transsexuals, intersexes, and
others whose gender identity fails to correspond in the
usual way to their sex. Men who exhibit these "behaviour
malfunctions" are considered to have failed to acquire an
appropriate male sex role identity. The question then
becomes one of how to re-socialize them into "real" men and

how to keep the failure-rate as low as possible. Great
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efforts were put into what was considered proper
socialization techniques to attempt to ensure success. As
is still the case today, institutions such as the school and
the family paid close attention to the sex of their students
and children and attempted through various activities to
ensure proper gender formation.

A close affinity between gender-socialization concepts
and sex role theory is obvious. The social prescriptions
are often called norms and the process of social learning is
often called role learning, role-acquisition, or sex role
socialization. The notion of a school, a family, a peer
group or a television network as an agency of socialization
implies a definite script, a charter under which the agency
acts on behalf of the society, and a degree of consensus
about what it is to do and how it is to do it. Such smooth
pictures of socializing agencies are given by most of the
literature on sex role socialization.

Historical evidence about the institutions involved,
combined with careful examination of their contemporary
workings and our own personal histories and experiences as
men, oblige us to reject this picture of consensual agencies
acting on behalf of the social order as a whole. Social
history shows families and schools often in conflict with

each other and with large social structures. Examples are
Richard Sennett’s (1970) Chicago study, Families Against the
City, Pavla Miller'’s (1986) Long Division: State Schooling
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in South Australian Society, and the work in Canada of both

Ann Manicom (1988) on the intersection of two work
processes, mothering and teaching in relation to schooling,
and of Corrigan, Curtis and Lanning’s (1987) "The Political
Space of Schooling," which all demonstrate how the mass
school system intervenes in the lives of individuals and
families, but in the presence of considerable resistance
from them.

Nor are these institutions internally homogeneous,
consensual, or even roughly consistent in their dealing with
the people being socialized. Evidence indicates that
internal conflict and cross-pressure are quite normal. The
classic of liberal feminism, Betty Friedan’s (1963) The
Feminine Mystique, explored precisely the contradictions
within the American bourgeois family. When institutions
appear consensual and consistent, closer examination is
likely to indicate that this is because a great deal of
energy has been put into overriding conflicts of interest to
create a front of harmony and good order.

This notion of socialization rests on the idea of
internalization through one or other of the psychological
mechanisms of learning. What is thought to be produced
inside the person is a psychological structure that
reproduces or reflects the characteristics of the
socializing agency. The notion of modelling, taking on the

attributes of the socializer, encapsulates this feature of
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socialization theory as presented by behaviour theories in
psychology (Connell,1983).

However, this becomes untenable as a general conception
of gender formation once we recognize the fact of
contradiction within the process. This eliminates the
possibility of mechanical causation. The only mechanistic
outcome of contradiction would be randomness, and the
evideace will not support that. Instead, it introduces two
possibilities, both of which lead away from socialization
notions to something radically different. One is the
production within the person of psychological structures
qualitatively different from the properties of the
institution or the milieu. This is the basis of classical
psychoanalysis (Chodorow, 1978). The other is the
possibility of constitutive choice in a field opened by
contradiction. This is the basis of existential
psychoanalysis (Mitchell, 1974).

The purpose here is not to give a detailed account of
the psychoanalysis of masculinity, but rather to point out
that this proposed notion of gender identity at the core of
masculinity has influenced explicitly the formulation of the
work that was to follow it. The notion of identity as a
coherent core to personality or sexual character was
popularized in the 1940‘’s and 1950’s by Erik Erikson in

Childhood and Socjety (1965) and by the culture-and-
personality school of anthropology. A full critique of this
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personality model would be long and detailed. BRBriefly, a
homogeneous or consensual model of gender identity cannot
account for creativity and resistance. The theory
recognizes the production of different gender practices only
as deviance resulting from inadequate or aberrant
socialization. The homogeneous picture of this theoretical
approach misses or marginalizes that mixing of elements of
gender which classical psychoanalysis referred to as normal
bisexuality and which even scalar conceptions of personality
have now acknowledged as important. And it makes a
cognitive act -- recogniziug oneself as male -- central to
the structuring of emotion, without acknowledging either the
social structure of such cognition (gender involves social
categories presented to the child in the practices of the
adults rather than a simple thinking-up process on the part
of the child) or its dependence on emotional processes that
are not cognitively organized (what the Freudians call
primary process).

Socialization theory, supposing a mechanism of
transition and a consensual model of what is produced, has
been credible only to the extent that social scientists have
been willing to ignore choice and force in social life.
Agencies of socialization cannot produce mechanical effects
on a growing person. What they do is invite the child to
participate in social practice on given terms. The

invitation may be, and often is, coercive, accompanied by
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pressure to accept without mention of any alternatives.
Such is often the case with family, school, and
heterosexuality, where young persons have little or no
choice but to be a part of each; failure to do so would
result in legal action, or perhaps psychiatric treatment.
The emotional pressure involved has been well brought out in
autobiographical writings from the American anti-men’s
movement (e.g., Miller, 1971; Silverstein, 1977). Yet the
point is that children do decline, or more exactly start
making their own moves on the terrain of gender and
sexuality. They may refuse heterosexuality, for example,
though gay autobiographies show it often takes a long time
to construct a positive alternative as a gay man. They may
set out blending masculine and feminine elements or they may
construct a fantasy life at odds with their actual practice,
which perhaps is the most common of all (Gay Men’s Oral
History Group, 1989).

If socilalization were as smooth and successful as
socialization theory presupposes, it would be difficult to
account, for example, for the degree of violence that has
existed historically in relations between children and
adults. The imbalance of power makes it possible for the
adult’s use of a great deal of force on children if they set
out to do so. Adults, too, respond to contradiction in the
socialization process, and their response may take the form

of attempting to impose order and direction on it, creating
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vehement regimes of character formation and indoctrination.
In many cases these regimes do not work as intended. When
the school produces scholars or when the boy grows up to be
like his father and starts to date girls, suddenly the
socialization paradigm seems apt. Yet notions of a smooth
role learning are far too mild for the fierce pressures
generated in such settings as the school, family and
sexuality. Even here, the response may be quite different
from that which was intended. For example, we get not a
monogamous, married, heterosexual man, but a married man who
has a family with his spouse and has sexual relations with
men as well.

An adequate theory of gender formation must be able to
understand such events as something more than the random
exceptions of social deviance. That is only possible if the
successful case of socialization is constructed in terms
that also allow us to understand the "unsuccessful" case
outside of a framework of abnormality (Connell, 1987).
Theory must allow for human agency and diversity in the
process of practising our gender and sexuality, rather than
offering a theorizing that suggests that we simply obtain
gender and sexuality from various sources and then we have
it as a fixed entity for the rest of our lives.

Several criteria for a theory of gender formation are
implicit in the argument thus far: first of all, an

adequate theory must be able to reckon with social
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contradiction and contradiction within personality.
Secondly, it must be able to reckon with power without
turning people into automata. Most important -- and in a
sense subsuming all the others -- it must be historical, in

the sense of both seeing the person in terms of a trajectory
through time and situationsz, and recognizing the constant
historical reconfiquration of the social forces impinging on
personal growth (Connell, 1987). The notion of sex role
identity and socialization theory as developed in
psychology, hence, may be an appropriate one to a degree;
what is clear, however, is the oversimplificaticn inherent
in the whole theoretical framework.

Early F lati 3 ey . io]

In the first half of the century emerged a parallel
theorizing in sociology. Anthropologist Ralph Linton was
primarily responsible for the development of the role
concept. In his 1934 publication The Study of Man, Linton
wrote a chapter entitled "Status and Role" which marked the
point of departure for most of the sociological literature.
The notion was strongly functionalist  Linton constructed
the role concept via an argument suggesting that patterns
for behaviour between people or classes of people, based on
reciprocity, are required for society to function. The role
concept served as a vehicle for conceptualizing these
functionally required reciprocities. In the light of the

later uses of role theory in social work and other realms of
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social control, it is striking to find, in this first
formulation, the argument that

It is obvious that....the more perfectly the

members of any society are adjusted to their

statuses and roles, the more smoothly the society

will function." (Linton, 1934, pp. 114-15).

The conservative political implications of
functionalism, and its ideological usefulness in disguising
the reality of a capitalist society rent by class struggle
and eccnomic crisis, are familiar. Functionalism had
allowed anthropology to describe other cultures as having
strange customs that did not fit the norm. As the
functionalist perspective was absorbed from anthropology
into American sociology and political science, and became
dominant there, the role concept also rose to prominence.
The 1950’s and early 1960’s were indeed the golden age of
role theory. It became the building-block in several
attempts to state a general framework for structural
sociology.

By mid-century, functionalist sex role theory dominated
the western sociological discourse on women. The key figure
in this development was Talcott Parsons, who in the early
1950's wrote the classic formulation of American sex role
theory, giving it an intellectual breadth and rigor it had
never had before. The notion of role as a basic structural
concept of the social sciences had crystallized in the
1930's, and it was immediately applied to gender. Two of

Parsons’ own papers of the early 1940’s discussed sex roles.
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In the course of his arguments Parsons offered an
interesting account of several options that had recently
emerged within the female role. There was, however, little
sense of a power relation between men and women, and,
furthermore, the argument embedded the issue of sex and
gender in the context of the family (Parsons, 1964). Much
like the theorizing of psychologists, the theoretical
approach in sociology was one of understanding how people
learned their sex role. Since the underlying assumption was
that one’s role was simply present, there was no questioning
of its possible origin.

For the remainder of the 1940’s Parsons was mainly
occupied with the system building for which he is now
famous. When he did finally return to the theme of gender
and sex, it was with questions of structure behind him, and
with questions of how people fitted into structures, a
process which he termed socialization. His main tool for
fu_.lowing this line of questioning was psychoanalysis, his
work thus representing the first important encounter of the
Freudian thought on sexuality with the American sociology of
gender (Carrigan, Connell, & Lee, 1985).

In the two chapters of the collaborative volume Family,
Socialization and Interactional Process (1956) that
represent the culmination of that dev :lopment, Parsons
achieved a notable synthesis. He brought together a

structural account of kinship, the socialization problem in
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sociology, psychoanalytic accounts of personality formation,
the internal interaction patterns of the household, and the
sexual division of labour into a coherent argument. The
theme of the differentiation and learning of sex roles
provided the solvent that blended all of these ingredients.
It follows that in most of Parson s argument sex roles
themselves were a taken-for-granted fact. At issue were the
processes and structures that called them into play. As
Carrigan, Connell and Lee (1985) suggest in "Hard and Heavy:
Toward a New Sociology of Masculinity":

....as if the scripts were just there waiting to

be read. Because the frawework ultimately takes

sex roles for granted, it remains trapped within

the ideological framework it is attempting to

analyze. The result of using sex rr’'= framework

is an abstract view of the differences between the

sexes and their situations, not a concrete one of

the relations between them. (p. 167)

At a key point, however, Parsons did make sex role
differentiation the problem, asking how it was to be
explained. He rejected the biological difference argument
as utterly incapable of explaining the social pattern of sex
roles. Rather, he derived it from a general sociological
principle, the imperative of structural differentiation.

Its particular form here was explained by the famous
distinction between instrumental and expressive leadership.
Parsons treated sex roles as the instrumental/expressive
differentiation that operated within the conjugal family.

He treated the conjugal family both as a small group and as

the specific agency of the larger society entrusted with
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raising the young. Thus he deduced the gender patterning of
roles and their production across generations from the
structural requirements of any social order.

To this reasoning Parsons and Bales (1953) added a
sophisticated account of role acquisition, in the sense of
how the role is internalized. This is where psychoanalysis,
with its acco at of the production of masculinity and
femininity through different patternings of the Oedipal
crisis, came into play. In eifect, sex roles became part of
the very constitution of the person, through the emotional
dynamics of development in the nuclear family (Carrigan et
al., 1987).

Thus Parsons and Bales analyzed the acquisition of sex
roles as a matter of the production, from one generation to
the next, of what we might call "gender personalities":

Relative to the total culture as a whole, the

masculine personality tends more to the

predominance of instrumental interests, needs and

functions, presumably in whatever social system

both sexes are involved, while the feminine

personality tends more to the primacy of

expressive interests, needs and functions. We

would expect, by and large, that other things

being equal, men would assume more technical,

executive and judicial roles, women more

supportive, integrative and tension-managing

roles. (1953, p. 101)

This notion provided Parsons, then, as it provides role
theorists still, with a powerful solution to the problem of
how to link person and society. But its ability to do so

was based on a drastic simplification. As phrases such as

“the masculine personality" show, the whole argument is
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based on a normative standard case. Parsons was not in the
least concerned abont how many men (or women) are actually
like that. Even the options within a sex role that he had
recognized in the earlier papers had vanished. All that was
left in the theory was the normative case on the one hand
and, on the other, deviance.

With respect to his formulation of homosexual deviance,
Parsons declared homosexuality to be universally prohibited,
so as to reinforce the differentiation of sex roles. Apart
from being historically false (homosexuality was and is
institutionalized in some societies), such a theory fails to
register tensions and power processes within gender
relations. Parsons recognized many forms of role strain,
but basically as a result of problems in the articulation of
the different subsystems of society. For instance, the
source of much of the change in sex roles is located in his
account of the relation between the family and the economy.
The underlying structural notion in his analysis of gender
is always differential, not relational. Hence, his
automatic assumption is that the connection between the two
sexes 1s one of complementarity, not power.

This version of the role framework fitted comfortably
with the intense social conservatism of the American
intelligentsia of the 1950’s, and with the lack of any
direct political challenge from women. For functionalist

sociology "the problem of women" was no longer how to



29
explain their social subordination; it was how tc understand
the dysfunctions and strains involved in women’s roles,
primarily in relation to middle-class family. Given the
normative emphasis on the family, the sociological focus was
strongly on social problems: the conflicts faced by working
wives, maternal deprivation, divorce rates, juvenile
delingquency and intergenerational family conflict.

The sense of conflict is strong in the work of Mirra
Komarovsky, who after Parsons, made the most impressive
application of the functionalist framework to sex roles in
the 1940's. She developed a general argument about
modernization producing a clash between a feminine
"homemaker" ideal and a “"career girl" ideal (1946). The
implications remained vague, but there was a greater sense
of complexity within sex roles than in Parsons’ grand
theorizing. During the next two decades, the focus of sex
role investigation remained firmly on women in the family,
retaining a distinctly minor place within the overall
concerns of the discipline of sociology. However, there was
an investigation of masculinity happening, before and during
the development of the sex role framework in psychology and
sociology, without directly proclaiming sex roles as its

object.



o 0t

30
A_SOCIOQLOGY OF MASCULINITY: A BRIEF HISTORY
Before the Second Wave of Feminism

In addition to the more general work on sex roles, a
sociology of masculinity, of a kind, had appeared before the
sex role paradigm. Specific groups of boys and men had
become the object of research when their behaviour was
perceived as a social problem. Two notable instances are
juvenile delinquency and educational underachievement --
topics whose significance in the history of sociology can
hardly be overstated.

Through the 1950’s and 1960’'s the most popular
explanation of such social problems was father absence,
especially from poor or black families. The idea of father
absence had a broader significance, since the historical
tendency of capitalism has been to separate home from
workplace. Most fathers earning wages or salaries are
therefore absent from home and their families much of the
time. This imbalance was the focus of one of the first
sociological discussions of the conflicts involved in the
construction of masculinity, and continues to function as a
research interest of many sociologists today.

Ruth Hartley, in a paper published in 1959, related the
ahsence of fathers and the overwhelming presence of mothers
to a widespread anxiety among American boys, which was
centred in the whole area of sex-connected role behaviour:

an anxiety which frequently expresses itself in an

overstraining to be masculine, in virtual panic at
being caught doing anything traditionally defined
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as being feminine, and in hostility toward

anything even hinting at being "femininity,"

including females themselves. (p. 458)

Hartley’s interviews produced a picture of boys who had
distant relationships with their fathers, who had been
taught to eschew everything feminine from a very early age
while having to live in an environment dominated by women,
and who consequently constructed an oversimplified and
overemphasized understanding of masculinity within their
peer groups. For Hartley, the basic problem was not father
absence as such, so much as a pattern of masculine
socialization rigidly upheld by adults in a society where
feminine roles were rapidly changing and the emancipation of
women was well advanced.

Other sociologists, including David Riesman (1953),
proposed that in the modern male role, expressive functions
had been added to the traditional instrumental ones. The
idea was clearly formulated by Helen Hacker in a notable
paper called "The New Burdens of Masculinity," published in

1957:

As a man, men are now expected to demonstrate the
manipulative skills in interpersonal relations
formerly reserved for women under the headings of
intuition, charm, tact, coquetry, womanly wiles,
et cetera. They are asked to bring patience,
understanding, gentleness to their human dealings.
Yet with regard to women they must still be sturdy
oaks. (p. 229)

This argument han become virtually a cliche in more recent
writing. Hacker'’'s paper is striking in its emphasis on

conflict within masculinity. She pointed out that, though

T Y SO

[



I
e ot e

W RO i W B e s e o

32

the husband was necessarily often absent from his family, he
was increasingly reproached for his delinquencies as father.
To compound the problem, men were also under pressure to
evoke a full sexual response on the part of women. The
result was the growing social visibility of impotence.

Male homosexuality was also becoming increasingly
visible, and this was further evidence that all was not well
with men. It is notable that Hacker did not perceive
homosexuality in terms of the prevailing medical model, but
in relation to the strong differentiation between masculine
and feminine social roles:

The "flicht from masculinity" evident in male

homosexuality may be in part a reflection of role

conflicts. 1If it is true that heterosexual

functioning is an important component of the

masculine role in its social as well as sexual

aspects, then homosexuality may be viewed as one

index of the burdens of masculinity. (p. 231)

Though Hacker probably viewed heterosexual relations as
the natural order of things, her remark in fact prefigured
the perspective reached within the gay liberation movement
twelve years later. Almost all subsequent sociological
writing, however, has ignored Hacker’s brief comments, as
well as the gay movement’s arguments, and has continued to
take the heterosexual definition of masculinity for granted.

The consideration of male homosexuality suggested the

need to establish empirically

a typology of men, perhaps according to family or
social class position, in terms of their
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interpretation of the demands of masculinity and

their felt capacity to fulfill them. (Hacker,

1957, p. 232)

In short, there was the recognition that masculinity varies
as it is constructed in different situations.

Hacker never lost sight of the fact that masculinity
exists as a power relation. Her appreciation of the effects
of power led her to describe the possible range of masculine
types as more restricted than that of feminine types. It
also led to the suggestion (prefiguring Chodorow’s later
work) "that masculinity is more important to men than
femininity is to women." (1957, p. 231).

There is something motherly in Hacker’s approach to
men. Her feminism, if advanced at the time, certainly seems
tame twenty-five years later. But the striking fact is that
most subsequent research on masculinity has not actually
improved on her analysis. Indeed, much of it has been more
primitive. For instance, The Male in Crisis (1970), by the
Austrian author Karl Bednarik, suggests that alienation at
work, bureaucracy in politics and war, and the
commercialization of sexuality all undermine masculinity.
Bednarik made some acute observations on the way that the
commercialization of sexuality connects masculinity with
aggressiveness. Also noteworthy was his stressing of the
contradiction between the hegemonic male image and the real
conditions of men’s lives. Still, Bednarik never questioned

that the traditional image is the primordial, true nature of
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man; nor did the American Patricia Sexton in her widely

quoted book The Feminized Male (1969):

What does it mean to be masculine? It means,

obviously, holding male valucs and following male

behaviour norms....Male norms stress values such

as courage, inner direction, certain forms of

aggression, autonomy, mastery, technical skills,

group solidarity, adventure, and a considerable

amount of toughness in mind and body. (p. 15)

In her account, however, the main force pushing
American boys away from true masculinity was women.
Schoolteachers and mothers, through their control of child
rearing and rewarding of conformity and academic success,
were making boys into sissies. It is not surprising to find
that Sexton romanticized working-class boys and their boy
culture, and was hostile to the visibly feminized soft men
of the new left and counter-culture: "a new lumpen leisure-
class of assorted hippies, homosexuals, artistic pos=urs,
and ‘malevolent blacks’" (p. 204).

But there was something more here, an appreciatior of
power that had a distinctly feminist flavour. The reason
that women were engaged in feminizing boys, Sexton argued,
was that women had been excluded from all other positions of
authority. She documented not only the hazards of being
male, citing statistics on che higher death and illness
rates among men that were soon to become anothner cliche of
the literature. She also cited at length the facts of men’s

power. Basically the reform that she wanted was a change in

the sexual division of labour, and in this regard her
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argument was in line with the feminism of ten years later.
But she had no sense that the male values and the male norms
that she admired were as much effects of the structure of
power as the women’s behaviour that she condemned.

Lionel Tiger’s Men in Groups, published in the same
year in Britain, was also a paradigmatic treatment of
masculinity. It extensively documented men’s control of
war, politics, production and sport, and argued that all of
this reflected a genetic pattern built into human beiugs at
the time when the human ancestral stock took up cooperation
hunting. Greater political participation by women, of the
kind argued for by Sexton, would be going against the
biological grain.

The notion that there was a simple continuity between
biology and the social has been very powerful as ideology.
So has another important feature of Tiger's argument, the
way in which relations are interpreted as differences. The
greater social power of men and the sexual division of
labour are interpreted as gexual dimorphism in behaviour.
With this, the whole question of social structure is
spirited away. Tiger’s scientific sounding argument is
actually best described as pseudo-evolutionary speculation,
overlapping a more sinister political message. Its drift
becomes obvions in the book’s closing fantasy about
masculinity, with Tiger’s concern both with "hard and heavy

phenomena," (p. 209) and with war-mongering being part of
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"the masculine aesthetic," (p. 209), as well as with
arguments about what social arrangements are and are not
"biologically healthy" (p. 209).

It is evident that prior to the second-wave of
feminism, a reasonably complex and sometimes sophisticated
discussion of masculinity was taking place, and that a
notable impact was made on gender analysis in the academic
literature. It is also clear that this discussion was
intellectually disorganized, even erratic. What coherence
that it did have was provided by role concepts, and in one
instance this framework did give rise to a notable piece of
research. Komarovsky’s Blue Collar Marriage (1964) is one
of the best pieces of empirical research on any topic
produced by American sociology during this time. Based on
long interviews conducted in the late 1950's, the study
yielded a vivid account of the interactions that actually
constitute the politics of everyday life. From a bitter
sketch of the sexual frustration of one heavily subordinated
housewife, to reflections on husbands’ violence, to an
illuminating account of the emotional importance of mothers-
in-law, Komarovsky traced the construction of relationships
under pressure. She delivered some shrewd knocks to the
bland assumptions made by conventional theorists, Parsons
included, about how the American family worked. Her work
illuminated the social and dynamic character of the

relationships that people construct, rather than the notion
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that they were somehow constructed for them.

Out of this came a picture of masculinity that was both
more subtle and harsher than anything else written in its
period. Though she did not use this terminology, she
painted a picture of masculinity as something constructed in
a complex and often tense process of negotiation, mostly
with women, that stretched right through adult life. The
outcomes are never guaranteed; and there are considerable
variations in the patterns that Komarovsky found.
Nevertheless there was a general sense of unease. The
working men whom she found in her steel town were on the
whole unhappy, with little real communication with their
wives, and constricted views of the world outside. There
was a lot of prejudice and anger around. Ten years later
these themes were to be made a centrepiece of the men’s
movement account of masculinity.

Unlike most role research, Komarovsky did have a lot to
say about power. She was sensitive to the significance of
family violence and to the economic resources of husband and
wife. As well, she was able to show a difference between
more patriarchal and more egalitarian patterns of marriage.
Nevertheless, this variation was limited. Komarovsky
astutely observed that in the case where the husband’s power
had been so far eroded that the wife was dominant in the
marriage, it still was nhot acceptable for the wife to deny

her husband’s supremacy in public or among friends,
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neighbours or relatives. But here the analysis stopped.
However, it did begin to demonstrate that masculine
behaviour varied over situations, and was, in fact,
relational rather than simply differential. It also began
to render visible how public masculinity might, in fact, be
quite different from private masculinity. In so doing, part
of the clue was provided to understanding wife abuse and its
relation to men’s notions of their wives as private property
-- to be dealt with as they see fit in the privacy of their
own homes -- while at the same time maintaining a public
image of the upstanding citizen in the community.

Aft the S I W : -

With the second-wave of feminism there was a
spectacular growth in the volume of work under the general
rubric of sex role research, and this field then began to
claim a much greater proportion of sociological research
interest.

It was not only a matter of establishment social
science registering the issues raised by the new feminism.
Academic feminists themselves began a process of
rejuvenating the discourse. On the one hand there was an
increase in the volume of research on women, feeding into
the growth of women's studies courses. On the other,
attention was directed to the way in which the analysis of
the subordination of women had been contained by the social-

scientific discourse itself. For although sex role theory
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was nominally about both sexes, the conventional pattern had
been an almost exclusive concentration on women's roles,
ignoring their relation to men'’s roles and to the larger
social structure. Thus one immediate reform called for was
a greater attention to men’s roles. Research and writing on
men's roles did, in fact, rise markedly from the late
1960’'s. The institutional power that role theory enjoyed in
sociology, especially in the United States -- where as
recently as the mid-seventies Komarovsky (1973) could
describe it simply as “the generally accepted arsenal of
sociological conceptual tools" (p. 7) -- ensured that
feminist questions would be posed within that framework, at
least at the start.

Questions began to arise as to whether or not this
theoret! .1 frame could adequately answer the questions
called into focus by the feminist investigation.

Especially, could it incorporate the notion of oppression,
or as it was more often called in the literature, the power
differential between men and women? Some feminist
sociologists argued that this was perfectly possible, that
role theory had been misapplied or misunderstood, or had not
been extended to its fullest potential (Millman & Moss
Kanter, 1971; Komarovsky, 1973; Peal, 1975).

Yet by the late 1970’s, other feminist sociologists
were arguing that the sex role framework should be abandoned

altogether. Not only had the notion of role been shown to
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be incoherent, the framework continued to mask questions of
power and material inequality; worse, it implied that women
and men were separate but equal (Edwards, 1983).

These criticisms, raised mainly by the feminist
analyses, underlined a more general problem: the discourse
lacked a stable theoreticel object. Sex role research
could, and did, wobble from psychological argument with
biological assumptions, through accounts of interpersonal
transactions, to explanations of a macro-sociological
character, without ever having to resolve its boundaries.
The elusive character of a discourse where issues as
important as that of oppression could appear, disappear and
reappear in different pieces of writing without anything
logically compelling authors to stick with and resolve them,
no doubt lies behind much of the frustration expressed in
these criticisms. This underlying incoherence was to have a
devastating influence on the sociological literature on men.

The problem with role-theory is that it cannot grasp
social change as histcry; that is, as transformation
generated in the interplay of social practice and social
structure (Connell, 1983). Change is always something that
happens to sex roles, that impinges on them. It comes from
outside, as in discussions of how technological and economic
changes demand a shift to a modern male role for men. Or it
comes from inside the person, from the real self that

protects against the artificial, constraining roles. Sex
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role theory has no way of grasping change as a dialectic

ot

within gender relations themselves. There again, it is not

a theory of relation; rather, it locates the chance in the

- et

social or in the real person who desires to change, refusing
to recognize the life of the relations themselves. Most
importantly, the feminist analyses began to raise questions
of power differentiation between men and women, the
oppression of women, and the social privilege of men in the
socjiety.
The Male Sex Role and Men'’s Liberation: The Male Sex Role
Literature of the 1970’s

The effect of the new feminism on the study of men’s
sex roles was at least two fold: (1) there was an immediate
increase in the volume of work produced on men and sex
roles; and (2) there was also a distinct change in mood
within the research on both women and men. The advent of
the women’s movement and the resulting feminist critiques of
the patriarchal structure of society gave a focus to the
literature that it lacked before. Still, much of the work
could hardly be described as feminist. Perhaps the most
central theme of the work on the male sex role of the 1970's
was that of the restrictions, the disadvantages, and the
general penalties of being male. The issue, which was
visible in much of the earlier work but to a lesser dagree,
seemed to become whether or not men, too, needed a

liberation so that they could become full, whole and caring
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human beings sensitive to the needs of others (particularly
their wives and children), and experience their emotions
more fully.

There was still a general acceptance of the male sex
role, the masculine value system, and traditional
masculinity. The major difference was that these things now
were seen as "bad" rather than "good," and the emphasis
became one of questioning whether the methods of
socialization could be changed so as to allow men to be less
nasty. It was generally accepted that masculinity caused
men to do bad things, and that they themselves were

uncomfortable with the things that they did because of the

socialization process. Terms like role strain, male
dilemma, and the crisis of masculinity became common
concepts in the literature. The problem was no longer the
male personality, but rather the male role, and how men
might learn to live their lives differently, especially
within the heterosexual family.

Within this, however, was the recognized need for
change; underlying the thinking was the idea that
masculinity, in fact, was capable of transformation. It
could be done differently. With this thinking, androgyny
came into its own, and the individual man was to have both
instrumental ard expressive traits. The new man, the
healthy modern man, was to possess an appropriate mixture of

masculine and feminine characteristics which he could openly
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show without embarrassment. The literature focused on the
nature of masculinity and its social expression, with men’s
liberation being a central theme (Mailer, 1971; Mead, 1972;
Vilar, 1972; Farrell, 1974; Pleck & Sawyer, 1974; Nichols,
1975).

The theoretical proposition became that men are
oppressed, too, by their roles. The redefinition of
liberation was of one from meaning a struggle against the
powerful, to breaking free from conventions; in this case,
the conventions of steadfastness, assertiveness, and non-
emotionality. The issues became those of personal lifestyle
and masculinity, rather than issues of social exploitation.
But at the same time there was an important turning point in
the approach to the theorizing of masculinity. Masculinity
was now seen to move, sex roles were seen to have a history,
and men were at a turning point in their social history.

However, the hope for a significant change in the
analysis was not to be born out in the literature. The
1970's saw more substantial attempts to develop the sex role
perspective. Joseph Pleck’s work in social psychology, for
exarnple, was, in fact, a worthy addition to the literature
on masculinity. He wished to understand masculinity, not as
something permanently fixed by childhood experiences, but as
a role that changes over the lifespan of the individual and
as a role that is itself not stable, but undergoes

significant cultural changes. Pleck’s most substantial
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treatment of mascullinity was in his 1981 monograph "The Myth
of Masculinity." However, perhaps his best contribution is
a paper on the men’s movement called "Men'’s Power With
Women, Other Men, and Society: A Men'’s Movement Analysis"
(1980). In the paper he proposes a connection between the
subordination of women and the hierarchy of power among men.
This power, he says, is maintained in terms of weaith,
physical strength, age, and heterosexuality, and,
furthermore, the competition among men to assert themselves
in these terms produces a considerable amount of conflict:

Thus, men’s patriarchal competition with each

other makes use of women as symbols of success, as

mediators, as refuges and as an underclass. In

each of these roles, women are dominated by men in

ways that derive directly from men‘’s struggles

with each other. (p. 427)

As well, Pleck connects men’s power to the sexual division
of labour. Although criticisms of both of these
formulations could be made, Pleck was beginning to move
beyond the notion of role altogether, and the significance
of this theoretical shift cannot be understated. He
recognized the power dimension among men in a way that the
prior analyses had left essentially untouched.

The other major issue happening in the literature on
men and masculinity in the 1970’'s was heterosexual men’s
response to feminism. The notion of women’s and men’s
parallel struggles in some cases concealed a latent anti-

feminism. The notion of men’s liberation in the context of

American liberal individualism rapidly led to the notion of
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men’s rights; men’s rights, logically, can only be defined
against women.

David and Brannon's Forty-Nine Percent Majority, a
vintage men’s liberation piece published in 1976, included a
long article on legal aspects of discrimination against men,
for instance in divorce and legal procedures. This aspect
of masculinity still gathers sympathy and analysis in the
literature today, especially in areas of abortion and child
custody rights. Jon Snodgrass’ anthology For Men Against
Sexism (1977) is the most systematic American attempt to
move outside of the sex role analysis of masculinity, and at
the same time respond to feminism without falling into the
“men are equally oppressed" trap. It insists on the
importance of the concept of patriarchy and tries to relate
men'’s oppression of women to the oppression of workers and
blacks, as well as to the oppression of a group almost
uniquely absent among books about men, namely gay men.

However, the most striking thing about the book is the
strong sentiment of gquilt that runs throughout the major
pieces. The theme is neatly summarized in the title of
Leonard Schein’s (1977) chapter, "All Men Are Misogynists."”
The issue becomes one of apologizing for men’s behaviour,
and of seeing all men as both being equal agents of
oppression and being equally smothered by the heavy blanket
of patriarchy. Moreover, although Snodgrass’ treatment is

markedly better than most of the books about men, he too has
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marginalized the issue of gay men and their place in the
power relations of the masculine order.

Tolson’s The Limits of Masculinity published in 1977,
was perhaps the first real attempt at a sociology of
masculinity. It was concerned with the organization of
power on a large scale and made a serious attempt to explore
class differences in the construction of masculinity. The
book’s theme, unlike most of the writing on masculinity, is
the social relations of the workplace, and on the ways that
masculinity is both constructed and undermined by the
dynamics of the capitalist labour process. Though the
description of the workplace, and especially working-class
daily life, is vivid, the underlying sociology is rather
structuralist. His notion of masculinity is still mainly
based on a trait notion of personality. But he does go a
long way to showing what can be done when the interaction of
capitalism and patriarchy, rather than the search for the
real self, is taken as the starting point for an
understanding of masculinity. Tolson at least lends support
to the notion of gay liberation, but separates it from the
general discussion of patriarchy, anti-sexist practice and
men’s liberation.

In the final analysis, the men’s liberation movement
and the literature that it produced in the 1970’s is not
fundamentally about understanding masculinity in all of its
various forms. According to Connell (1987):

[It] is about modernizing hegemonic masculinity.
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It is concerned with finding ways in which the
dominant group -- the white, educated,
heterosexual affluent males we kaow and love so
well -- can adapt to new circumstances without

breaking down the social-structural arrangements
that actually give them their power. (p. 164)

A _RESPONSE TO GENDER IDENTITY AND SEX ROLE THEORY:
SUMMARY AND CRITIOQUE

Even though there was still a theoretical weakness and
incoherence, the issues raised in the sex role literature of
the 1970’s were significant. The literature began to make
visible the diversity of men’s experience and the relation
of masculinity and power, while also beginning to raise
issues around gay liberation. As well, starting in the
1970’'s, the dominance of the male sex role paradigm began to
wane, not so much as a result of a detailed critique of its
internal problems, but rather because of new conceptual and
research developments, and because of new social attitudes
about sex roles, particularly those put forth by feminists.

Broadly, the sex role framework has been used to
analyze what differences exist between the social positions
of men and women, to explain how men and women are shaped
for these positions, and to describe the changes and
conflicts that have occurred in and around these positions.
At the simplest level it is clear that sex role theory
accepts the notion that sexual differentiation is a social
phenumenon: sex roles are learned, acquired or

internalized. But the precise meaning of the social
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relations that are proposed by the framework is not nearly
as simple as its proponents would assume.

The very idea of a role implies a recognizable and
accepted standard, and sex role theorists posit just such a
theory to explain sexual differentiation. Society is
orgyanized around a pervasive differentiation between men’s
and women’s roles, and these roles are internalized by all
individuals to a greater or lesser degree. This emphasis
assumes that society is organized in such a fashion that the
sexual division of labour is natural or, if not natural, is
permanent for all practical reasons. It also assumes the
universality of heterosexuality.

Certain versions of sex role theory come very close to
completely encapsulating gender and sexuality in
social/sexual straight/strait jackets. The problem with
such a view is that it does not enable us ever to be
anything other than the roles that we are to have
internalized. The implication is that masculinity is
nothing more than an ensemble of internalized social
relationships. Role-theory in sex role research has some
fairly marked deficiencies. Role theory makes an analytical
distinction between the person and the social position which
the person occupies, and a set of actions (e.g., role
behaviours, tasks, and so forth) which are assigned to the
position. The assignment of actions to positions is

specified by expectations (i.e., rules, prescriptions,
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norms) which are held by tne occupants of counter-positions
(i.e., role senders, reference groups, and so forth) and
enforced by the sanctions (i.e., positive and negative
enforcements, rewards) which they occupy to correct or
incorrect performance by the occupant of the position. It
begins to become clear, then, that role theory is an
approach to social structure which locates its basic
constraints in stereotyped, interpersonal expectations.
These are the basic ideas upon which role-theory is built,
and which underlie its claim to provide a general analysis
of social interaction. Some social scientists locate the
concept of role in what people actually do, and some only in
what people are expected to do. Others regard role
performance in terms of a rational calculation of rewards
and benefits. Still other social scientists place central
emphasis on the irrational working-out of motives and social
pressures.

The date and context of the main waves of interest in
role theory are significant. The full development of role
theory cannot be discussed in the thesis. Instead, as
previously indicated, it may be sufficient to say that
role-theory was part of a much wider cultural response which
incorporated the behavioral sciences’ response of producing
a sociology of occupational roles, a theory of occupational
role stratification, and a general sociology that attempted

to show the functional necessity of role performance for
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social survival.

In terms of the relation between this wider cultural
response and sex role theory, the latter originated when
society was faced with a legitimation crisis caused by the
sexual liberation movements. The behavioral sciences
responded by developing a sociology of sex-roles, and a
descriptive account of supposed changes in their norms.

Role theory, in effect, was a theoretical ideclogy developed
partially to cope with those stresses in the cultural order

created by movements of resistance.

Specifically, the sex-role theoretical approach fails
to shed light on the force with which constraints are
established within the indivia.al. On the other hand, role
theory cannot account for the opposition with which social
pressure is met (e.g., the boys who become sissies, the men
who are gay, the revolutionaries of masculinity). Here the
sex role theoretic literature moves to deviance to explain
these unarguable facts. Deviance is typically explained via
imperfect socialization, or better still role conflicts,
produced by tensions between the different roles a person
has to perform or disputes about the definition of a given
role. This research takes issue with this ideological
apparatus.

Both of these explanations precisely ignore the element
of resistance to power and social pressure arising in

history. Historically, there has been systematic resistance
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to social control. It is clear that role-theory, and
particularly, sex role theory, are unable to deal with the
theoretical problems of resistance, precisely because they
developed in the context of a cultural order facing
movements of resistance.

At a less abstract level, one must address the
practical ideology embedded in the daily work of
counsellors, social workers, teachers and personnel
officers, since they are concerned with shaping people and
their activity to the requirements of the system (i.e.,
forestalling resistance). The fitting of the theoretical
work around roles with concepts of deviance and programmes
of therapy is not accidental. Studies of deviance give a
pretend air of reality to role theory; in turn, role theory
gives a pretend legitimation to repressive therapies. One
reflects the other.

According to Connell (1983), Pleck (1987), Brittan
(1989), and others, underpinning the sex role framework are
a number of associated assumptions and arguments. First,
there is the assumption that gender and gender identity are
acquired in early childhood. According to the literature,
the foundations of gender identity are laid down at a time
when the child is flexible and impressionable. Anyone who
has not internalized appropriate sex role behaviour has been
thought to be poorly or improperly socialized. A rather

large and complex variety of therapeutic approaches for
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"improperly" gendered children, particularly boys, has
arisen out of this way of thinking, as well as some
categories in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of

Mental Disorders (1980).

Secondly, the sex role thesis assumes that there is a
clearly demarcated sexual division of labour which shapes
male and female roles. To acquire a firm sense of gender
identity presupposes the ability to distinguish oneself from
a complementary, but opposing identity. Not doing so is not
seen as a choice, but rather as gender identity confusion.

Thirdly, the sex role framework does not allow for
deviance; that is, it treats anomalies as if they were
irrelevant, or as being due to some biological defect or
psychological problem. The problem here is that role theory
does not consistently distinguish between what is expected
of people and what they in fact do. The framework almost
always sees variations from the presumed norms of male
behaviour as deviance or as a failure in socialization.
This.is particularly evident in the functionalist version of
sex role theory, where deviance becomes an unexplained,
residual, and essentially a non-social category.

The main issue may be that the thesis put forth by the
sex role framework does not fit the facts of the practice of
men’s history. It is inadequate in explaining the
activities of men in their daily lives. Connell (1987) says
of sex role theory:

The result of using sex role theory is an abstract
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view of the differences between men and women and
their situations, not a concrete one of the
relations between them. The role theory focuses
on the attitudes and misses what the attitudes are
about. The political effect is to highlight the
attitudes and the pressures that create an
artificially rigid distinction between men and
women and to play down the power that men have
over women (As some critics have pointed out, we
do not speak of "race roles" or "class roles"
because the exercise of power in these areas of
social relations is more immediately evident to
sociologists). Where sex role does recognize
power it is usually in a very restricted sense.
(p. 167)

As well, the consequence of the blurring of issues of
power is a fairly systematic evasion of the facts of men’s
resistance o change in the distribution of power, in the
sexual division of labour, and in masculinity itself. Quite
simply, it allows men off the hook. The role framework,
then, is neither a conceptually stable nor a practically and
empirically adequate basis for the analysis of masculinity.

The "male sex role" does not exist. It is

impossible to isnlate a "role" that constructs

masculinity. Be.ause there is no area of socidl

life that is not the arena of sexual

differentiation and gender relations, the notion

of sex role necessarily simplifies and abstracts

to an impossible degree. (Connell, 1987, p. 169)

In addition, he argues that the discussion of sex role
theory and socialization has been supported by two
occupational blindnesses. Connell makes the claim that
sociologists have failed to recognize the complexities of
the person, while psychologists have failed to account for

social power. 1In the case of masculinity both have been

willing to settle for a consensual model of
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intergenerational transfer. Sociologists have operated with
a very bland and uncomplicated explanation of gender
acquisition. The notion that a man’s gender is learned
without trauma is just as misconceived as seeing his
aggressiveness in terms of overwhelming drives. It assumes
that individuals go through life without ever facing
difficnlties. It denies the intentionality of the person.
The gendered man is not simply about the acquisition of an
appropriate gender role, but also about the exercise of
power by one group of men over another group, as well as
over women.

In addition to finding it next to impossible to explain
the exceptions, sex role theory cannot account for change,
either at the individual or at the social level. It cannot
explain why some men have not accepted the invitation to
participate in heterosexuality, nor why others may feel
uncomfortable with doing masculinity according to the rules.
The male sex role theory has actually aided in denying the
diverse experience of men and the pluralism of
masculinities. In addition, it has masked the social
structures of men’s power in general, and the power
relations among men, in particular the oppression of
homosexual men, and class and racial domination among men.
As well, it has allowed men to be excused from their own
behaviour because it was theorized that they were not

responsible for what both biology and society had to offer
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them. These frameworks have allowed us to see masculinity,
first as identity, and second, as a universal and fixed role
into which all men must fit.

Finally, sex role socialization theories have focused
on the processes through which female and male personalities
are created. This approach may be traced back to the
psychoanalytic revolution, but it is clear that it received
its major impetus in social science through the
functionalist paradigm that prevailed in academic social
science in the immediate post-World War Two period. Its
resurgence over the past twenty years has been preoccupied
with documenting dominant perceptions of the social meaning
of the categories of men and women. Some of the principle
cumulative findings with regard to personal sex identities
include: (1) women and men are not simply bi-polar but
multi-dimensional, with some overlapping personal
attributes; and (2) images of men remain centred around a
quite sharply defined concept of heterosexual masculinity,
as both instrumental- and power-cominance, while images of
women have become somewhat more diffuse and flexible. These
include loosely related dimensiocas of nurturing and
expressiveness, and submissiveness and emotional
vulnerability, with more specific female subtypes (e.g.,
housewife, woman athlete, businesswoman) commonly perceived
to have diverse combinations of personal attributes.

However, in descriptive terms of the fundamental dimensions

P
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of instrumentality/expressivity and power/submissiveness,

sex role stereotypes have changed very little over the past

generation.

CONCLUSION

Informative as this research may be in descriptive
terms, 1t remains limited by the inherent weaknesses of
functionalist role theory. Sex role identity and
sociaiization theories tend to oversimplify the relations
between internalized r rms and behaviour or practice, to
underemphasize ambivalent socializing influences, and to
overemphasize individual conformity, while ignoring the
dynamics of individual and collective social change. The
acquisition of masculinity is not smooth, harmonious and
consensual without conflict and change. The conventional
view is that we absorb and internalize ready-made norms of
behaviour. Thus we are bombar-ded by images of young boys
learning to become men in terms of a generally accepted norm
of masculinity. Although the literature allows for
contradiction in the traditional male sex role, these
contradictions are never really decisive. What remains
central is the belief that there is a male sex role which
inevitably ensures the compliance of most men. In the case
of the male sex role, this has led to a picture of
masculinity which is both clear cut and uncompromising. It

is a picture which does not allow for any departure from the
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male gender scr.ipt, nor does it allow for conflict between
so-called agencies of socialization. The real trouble with
the identity and socialization thesis is that it is
incapable of explaining the exceptions to the rule. If we
accept the sex role framework, we would give up any idea of
social transformation in the practice of men and of changing
the present gender relations between women and men, and
between men and men.

This brief sketch provides some the history of the
analyses of masculinity that have been provided over the
last number of decades. Chapter 3 raises issues of theory
and method. The discussion is informed not only by the
debates around method in the social sciences, but also by
the analyses and theoretical development of masculinity and
its critique presented ir Chapter 2. For if masculinity, as
I have begun to argue, is the everyday practice of men,
rather than a prescribed and fixed role into which they
learn to step, then method and theory must allow for the
investigation of the practices of men in creating, and being

created by, that human process which we call masculinity.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD AND THEORY: CONFRONTING THE BOUNDARIES OF DUALITY

There is power in being able to tell your story
and iearing others tell theirs. Sharing
experiences triggers some life, some anger, some
need to create change. Because [the research
process] is rooted in your experience and your
needs, you will find yourself living your
research. (Kirby & McKenna, 1989, p. 170)

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss (1) some of
the underlying as¢ mptions, debates and concerns that
surround method and theory in the investigation of
masculinity and men’s lives, (2) in-depth interviewing, the
method used to accomplish the data for this thesis, and (3)
the writing and reading of the text.

The theory and method, and the organization of ideas,
used to investigate, examine and write about masculinity and
men’s lives are critically important, both because the
writing of theory is one of the major ways of advancing our
understanding of those lives, and because methodology is
inseparable from the theory that informs it (Armstrong &

Armstrong, 1987). The dualistic conceptualizations that are
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commonly held of theory and method, and the resulting
difficulties of split, (person and structure, subject and
object, socialization and human agency), are the
underpinning and the very foundations upon which our
thinking and our investigations are built (Harding, 1987).

While the technical instruments, such as interviewing,
are usually clearly described as research method in any
description of research, the theoretical and methodological
commitments under which research is carried out and written
are seldom discussed and can easily slip into the background
without a political commitment to how - esearch is done
(Morgan, 1981).

Feminist scholarship has posed fundamental challenges
within various academic disciplines about specific methods
of inquiry and the theoretical and political assumptions
that underlie them (Spender, 1982; Stacey & Thorne, 1985;
Smith, 1987). At its most radical, feminist thought has
laid bare the implicit androcentric bias of dominant modes
of inquiry. As a result, gender is now seen to be a major
organizing principal of society, and the social construction
of gender as a basic theoretical category through which we
understand the world.

The increased awareness of the importance of gender has
led to a new focus on men and masculinity in academic
research. This new phenomenon raises critical qguestions

about method and theory, and the relation of the two, in the
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investigation of men’s lives, particularly when the
investigators are men themselves. As men are increasingly
involved in the analysis of gender and begin to exauine
their own lives in terms of the social construction of
masculinities, perhaps the most critical epistemological
issue becomes: £from whose standpoint can we develop an
understanding of masculinities and men’s lives? Underlying
and central to this issue are the methodological and

theoretical assumptions of the standpoint.

JINVESTIGATING MEN'S LIVES: THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL
ASSUMPTIONS, DEBATES AND CONCERNS

There are different and oppositional strands of thought
now emerging and claiming the terrain of men’s studies:
gender-conscious sociology (Melnick & Sabo, 1987),
antifeminist masculinism (Carroll, 1986; Robinson, 1987),
profeminism (Carrigan et al., 1985; Banner, 1989), and
inclusive feminism (Kimmel, 1987b; Messner, 1990b). While
overlapping in some ways, these four perspectives have
distinct epistemological bases, and, as a result, are often
at odds with each other. To provide an examination of each
of these perspectives and the theoretical, methodological,
and political debates surrounding them would be a lengthy
process. Like Harding (1987), my own preference is that
“the designation ‘feminist’ [for the purpose of using a

particular method] can apply to men who satisfy whatever
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standards women must satisfy to earn the label" (p. 12) in
their investigation of men’s lives. Both Harding (1987) and
Hall (in press) have suggestions for men who are studying
men and including feminism in their theoretical and
methodological approach.

I suggest that the major task of men’s

studies should be the development of a critique of
men’s practice partly, in the light of fe~inism,
not be a development of a critique of fem aism.
Although men must recognize and utilize feminist
work, it is not their concern to engage feminism
on its own terms. (Hall, in press, p. 29)

Of course it is important to discourage men from
thinking that they can take over feminist research
the way they do everything else which becomes
significant in the public world -- citing only
other male researchers, doing little to alleviate
the exploitation of female colleagues or the women

in their lives whose work makes their eminence
possible, and so forth. (Harding, 1987, p. 12)

Method

According to inclusive feminism, men investigating
masculinities must always forefront gender oppression, but
further to that, they must recognize their own privileged
access to the social world, as well as the limits and
potential distortions in the analysis and recording of that
world, if they continue to approach it from masculine
standpoints (Messner, 1990b). Masculine standpoints that
investigate men’s lives are those that proceed from an
objectivist standpoint that ignores, and thus affirms, men’s
institutionalized power and privilege over women (Messner,

1990b). To avoid the distortions and pitfalls of
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standpoints such as antifeminist masculinism, or gender-
conscious objectivism, men must explicitly begin from the
position that feminist visions of an egalitarian society are
desirable.

In coing so, men must move beyond an additive approach,
whereby men of colour or gay men, for example, are simply
added on (Dill, 1979; Davis, 1981; hooks, 1981), toward a
conceptualization of women and men’s lives that takes into
account what Stacey and Thorne call a more "inclusive
knowledge [which] would as equally attend to race, class,
and sexuality, as to gender" (1985, p. 311). Moving toward
this more complex, inclusive feminism means overcoming the
latent reductionism that some teminist approaches to
research may have inherited from Marxist theory in
particular, and Enlightenment thought in general (i.e., the
assumption that there must be pone dynamic of oppression and
resistance -- gender, class, race -- that is the "motor of
history"). Most traditional approaches in social science
have contributed to the exclusion, distortion and neglect of
particular ways of knowing and understanding the world
(Smith, 1979), and, as a result, have continued to privilege
some groups over others.

The conscious adopting of inclusive feminism for the
investigation of young men’s lives requires both an ethical
commitment to the building of a just and egalitarian world

and a thorough grounding in -- and constant dialogue with --
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the feminist literature on the subject (Deem, 1988; Diamond
& Quinby, 1988; Whitson, 1989).

At the same time that an inclusive feminist method, and
its supporting feminist theory, allows for the critical
examination of intermale dominance hierarchies in the lives
of the fourteen boys, it warns against the false
universalization of men’s experiences. As a result of
recognizing the complexities of privilege and oppression,
recent feminist thought has become "deeply sceptical of
universalizing claims" (Harding, 1987, p. 297). Yet, this
does not mean that the develiopment of a non-hierarchical
theory means the acceptance of a sort of watered-down
relativism. Rather, it means developing concrete studies of
individuals in their everyday practice that illuminate the
"complex web of hierarchical social arrangements that
generate different experiences" (Baca Zinn, Weber Canno’,
Higgenbotham, & Thornton Dill, 1986, p. 297). It also means
developing theories that allow us to conceptualize varied
and shifting forms of domination and resistance in such a
way that we do not privilege one at the expense of
distorting or ignoring the others (Messner & Sabo, in
press).

Therefore, advancing our understanding of masculinities
in the lives of young men is decidedly not simply a matter
of deciding on a "proper" methodology. It, too, involves an

attention to a particular politic in the consideration of
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theory and the writing of the research. By beginning with
the lives of the boys, for e.ample, it is possible to move
beyond a static, top-down socialization theory, toward a
more dynamic conception of the boys as active agents in the
construction of their own masculinities. However, even this
combination of theoretical approach and methodological
stance in no way ensures that the investigation and the
theorization of young men’s lives begins from a standpoint
where men’s power and privilege is not taken for granted.

As Harding, Brod, and many others agree, men studying
men can potentiazlly make an important contribution to the
overall feminist project. Yet the fact remains that gender
studies is a political minefield for male scholars.
Therefore, it is not enough for a male researcher to use his
access to masculine worlds to describe and reflect on gender
and sexuality (or class and race) issues. For men to do
inclusive feminist research they must consciously adopt a
feminist standpoint. However, given the fact that men who
are doing these studies share in the institutional power and
privilege of all men, for the foreseeable future women
scholars "are wise to look especially critically at analyses
produced by members of the oppressor group" (Harding, 1987,
p. 11).

As well, men attempting to use an inclusive feminist
theory and method must move beyond a false value-neutrality.

This research, for example, is characterized by a political
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commitment in its methodological approach and theoretical
stance that allows the subjectivities of the boys, through
their voices, to become the experts in making visible their
lived experience of everyday life.

A method inquiring intc the social relations of a

setting to make these explicit in description must

begin with the language uses of the setting, and

with the speech of both those who are members of

the setting and the sociologist. (Smith, 1987, p.

154)

At the same time, the research tries to encompass a
political vision and commitment to change the way men live
their lives.

Thus the researcher appears to us not as an

invisible, anonymous voice of authority, but as a

real, historical individual with concrete,

specific desires and interests. (Harding, 1987, p.

9)

Historically, publications that explore only the
assumptions behind the research or the specific selection of
questions, responses and techniques of analysis suggest a
perspective that considers their theoretical approaches
unimportant (or absent), their methods scientific, and their
results the objective reflections of r=ality (Armstrong &
Armstro: 7, 1987). Accepting that objective reality is not
the purpose of this research means taking seriously Marx'’'s
injunction that "All mysteries which lead theories to
mysticism" (and objectivity) "find their rational solution
in human practice and in the comprehension of this practice"

(Marx, 1970, p. 121).

Knowledge is supposed to be based on experience,

- Howd .
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and the reason the feminist claims can turn out to

be scientifically preferable is that they

originate in, and are tested against, a more

complete and less distorting kind of social

experience. Women’s experiences, informed by

feminist theory, provide a potential grounding for

a more complete and less distorted knowledge claim

than do men’s. Thus, the standpoint theory,

directed by particular values and political

agendas, can nevertheless produce empirically

preferable results of research. (Harding, 1987, p.

185)

There is no question that research is more than simply
a purely technical matter to be addressed only in terms of
the conventions of the proper mechanics of the process.
Traditional research rejects emotion and feeling as
"unscientific" and "biased," assuming the possibility of a
neutral, purely rational approach (Hochschild, 1975). In
contrast, this research begins with the denial that such
emotionless and value-free research is possible or even
desirable. Feminists have argued that by encouraging
subjects to speak, and by analyzing what actually happens in
their everyday world and how these events are experienced,
both researcher and subject come to more fully understand
their lives (Smith, 1977).

Traditional methods of sociology objectify the

social process, eliminating from its

representation the presence of subjects as active

in bringing a concerted social world into being.

(Smith, 1987, p. 152)

As with feminist research, one of the major goals of
this work is "to come to understand and explore [our] own
consciousness and material conditions of existence through

dialogue" (Weiler, 1988, p. 63). However, just as there is
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no pursuit of an objective reality, there 's no search for
the "truth" of men’s lives through the use of dialogue. The
ultimate test of the knowledge of young men’s lives gained
is not whether it is "true" according to an abstract
criterion, but whether or not the research has the
possibility of leading to progressive change for both men
and women.

Studies on masculinity have offered both promise and
danger in regard to change (Hargreaves, J., 1986; Majors,
1986; Pronger, in press). What must not be ignored or
obscured in the process of the research, including in its
written text, is that masculinity itself is a form of
domination over women and men. As men become more gender-
conscious and add gender to their already long list of
variables to be measured, they most often incorporate it
within the dominant assumptions and paradigms of their
disciplines. 1In doing so, the power and privilege of men is
often maintained through their research. Even if men are to
use an inclusive feminism in studying men’s lives, then the
experience and the ideas that it produces should not be
trusted as the major basis of "Truth." As Smith suggests

the ‘one true’ story is nothing more than a

partial perspective claiming generality on the

basis of social privilege and power. (1987, p.

121)

Clearly, as Dale Spender (1981) suggests, men should, in

producing knowledge, "check with women" (p. 3).
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Theory and Method

Many traditional methods of investigation and the
supporting theory allow and encourage the researcher to dip
into the lives of those researched and pull out pieces for
observation and analysis, separating them from both the
world which they create and are created by (Kirby & McKenna,
1989), and from the documents that describe them. Theory,
method, and documents of research must all be such that they
can capture lives that are temporal, emergent and contested.
Young men’s lives and the process of masculinity do not
stand still for observation and investigation. Masculinity
is temporal, emergent and contested (Connell, 1989a).
Masculinity is not an object to be described, nor is it a
unified corpus of symbols and meanings that can be
definitively interpreted.

The boys’ lives, like all lives, are perhaps similar to
a jigsaw puzzle, no piece makes much sense by itself. As a
matter of fact, most pieces, if pulled-out for examination,
are incoherent on their own. We are unable, when we ponder
one piece at a time, to tell where it will fit and what its
relation is to other pieces, as well as in the total scheme
of things. We must consider several factors to put any one
piece in its place: colour, shape, flat or jaggec zdges.

Most often it is not only the shape and size of any one
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piece that must be taken into account. Careful attention
must be paid to the shading, colour and shape of other
pieces. It is only after much turning, twisting,
scrutinizing and attempted fits -- when their fully
relational aspects become visible, such as when one colour
shades into another, for example -- that we can begin to
make sense of any one piece. At the same time, however, it
is only in putting the pieces together, fitting them into
their coherent order, that we can begin to make sense of the
wholeness of the puzzle.

But even this is an oversimplification of men'’s lives,
for with puzzles each piece has only one destination in the
total scheme of things. Once we have the finished puzzle it
becomes an object with no life of its own. Furthermore, if
we do pry the puzzle apart and attempt to piece it together
again, each piece must necessarily take its same place, even
though we may change the order or sequence of our
construction the second time around. The puzzle has no
agency to determine that its boundaries might look
different, that different pieces might choose to fit with
another, or other pieces, or choose to change their shape
and size, at least for a time.

Men’s lives, in part, form and are informed by the
boundaries that exist. They are not separate from that
which we commonly call structure. Just as the puzzle cannot

take on an appearance of its own, men cannot operate/live
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outside of the social relations which help determine their
lives. They, too, have boundaries. Yet a. the same time,
it is men who are both created by, and create, those
relations that determine the boundaries. Therein lies the
difference. The difference between the puzzle and men’s
lives is that men have the possibility of determining and
changing the structure through their very activities that
create it in the first place, and it is there that we can
find the possibility of, and our hope for, change.

The theorizing of masculinity must be informed by a
method that allows for these complexities of men’s lives,
Moreover, the method mast be informed by a theory that sees
men’'s lives as more than a simple building of parts to put
together a whole, be that of any one individual or the
collective of all men. At the same time that one piece of
the puzzle of men’s lives may be picked up to be scrutinized
and appreciated, it can only make sense in relation to other
pieces. "Life in the field," those everyday practices that
I do as a man, has this constituency. It is fragmentary,
not at all organized around familiar ethnological categories
such as sexuality, kinship or the economy. Yet, and at the
same time, there is no separation of men’s sexuality, for
example, from the relations in which it gevs constituted.
Men’s sexuality cannot be talked about without first
recognizing that sexuality itself is that which gets defined

as sexuality by hoth these boys and the larger set of social
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relations (Weeks, 1986). Even then, having recognized it as
a socially constructed category or process, we cannot go on
to treat it as separate from other aspects of men's lives.

It is the tension and the shift that needs capturing if
we are to understand the relations of men to women and to
each other. It is not possible to put all the pieces
together in a fixed and stationary position much like the
way you can the puzzle with glue. Masculinity is an ever-
developing entity, not a perfected product.

The recognition of the boys’ lives as complex and
dynamic does not lead to the abandonment of an
investigation. The problems raised by this discussion are
incitements, not necessarily barriers to the process of
exploration of masculinity and the lives of these young men.
Rather, recognizing these issues reinforces the necessity of
a theory and method that allow for the investigation of
masculinities and men’s lives as historical and social
practices full of human agency, including the possibility of
change. Men’'s lives, both individually and collectively,
are a dynamic interplay of power in a constant state of
shift and shuffle. FEach piece of those lives gets
determined only in relation to other pieces.

Men’s talk is an on-going practice in their lives and
in the larger context of the collective talk of all men.
In-depth interviewing provided a method to capture that

practice with the fourteen boys.
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IHE INTERVIEWS
Setting- | .

An invitation to participate in a study on young men
and masculinity was posted in the school where I was
teaching. It very briefly described that I wished to have
grade eleven and twelve male students participate in a study
on masculinity by being interviewed. The initial response
gave me eight young men. Following a brief meeting with
each in order to more fully explain what it was that I was
intending to do, all eight agreed to be participants. As
well as explaining the nature of the study, I asked each of
them if they could recommend the name of another boy whom
they thought might "round-out" the sample more fully. I had
some concern that the initial eight were too homogeneous,
and I expressed this to each of them. These eight young men
suggested five other male students, some of whom they
considered to be exceptionally masculine, while others were
considered to be "wimps." I contacted all five and after a
short meeting with each, they agreed to participate.

Because I had sought them out, rather than they
volunteering, two of the boys had some apprehension about
why they had been chosen. When they were asked to
participate, each asked if it was a study on homose. iality,

and if so, why were they asked? I assured them that the
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study would be about male sexuality, but not only
homosexuality. They seemed somewhat relieved, but still
somewhat uncertain as to whether or not they should
participate. They did agree that they would participate in
the first interview. (I assured all the boys that they
could drop out at anytime). However, just as important as
their question about homosexuality, was the fact that it
gave some indication that some of the young men were
apprehensive about same sex activity and relationships, and
more importantly, participation might create suspicion with
regard to their own sexual preference. In addition to these
thirteen young men, one young man who had heard about my
research called me at home and volunteered to be a
participant. In total I had fourteen young men, sixteen to
nineteen years of age.

Each of the boys agreed that the talk would be
confidential. The issue of confidentiality cannot be
dismissed cavalierly since some of the boys engaged not only
in stigmatized practices, but also in practices which are
illegal. The talk would be shared only with whom and in
ways that each of us agreed. Together, we each signed a
confidentiality form before beginning the initial
interviews. (See Appendix A.) As well, each boy had his
parent or guardian read and sign an information sheet that
gave permission for the boy to be interviewed and for the

data to be used for research purposes. (See Appendix B.) In
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addition, the research proposal was reviewed and accepted by
the Human Ethics Review Committee of the Faculty of Graduate
Studies of Dalhousie University.

At the same time that some of them were anxious about
who might transcribe the tapes, some of the boys also
indicated that if they accepted my invitation to read the
study, that they did want to be able to recognize their own
voices. Their request was met by ensuring that as little as
possible of their talk would be altered so that the actual
textualization would provide the hoys with a representation
in the text, and the reader with a sense of who they are.

With my committze, it was decided that the initial
interviews would be as flexible as possible; yet at the same
time, it was felt that these initial interviews needed some
structure. Three very general areas were chosen for
investigation: (1) the family; (2) school; and (3)
masculinity. In addition to giving consideration to the
topics covered, the sequence of the topics and the ordering
of the questions with regard to each topic are important.
The interviews were set up so that they began by posing non-
threatening questions in the least threatening manner.
Generally, three kinds of questions were asked in each of
the three areas: (1) background/information gquestions which
obtained the identifying characteristics of each boy; (2)
experience/probing questions which aimed at discovering the

daily practices of the boys and how they felt about them;
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and (3) feeling questions which aimed at understanding the
emotional responses of the boys to their own experiences, as
well as those of others. (See Appendix C.)

Because the primary data of the in-depth interview are
quotations, it was decided to tape record all the
interviews. 1In addition, the taping allows the researcher
to be more attentive to the subject, as well as the
interview to be more conversational in nature. All the boys
were told that they could have the tape turned off at any
time and that I would erase anything that they decided that
they did not want used as data.

1 itial I : ews

In-depth interviewing combined a methodological and
theoretical approach that would allow a saturation of
information from a few voices talking about the concrete
settings in which they live their lives, as well as for a
reflective process throughout every stage of the research
(Warren, 1974).

I saw each boy in person to set up the initial
interview. The interviews were held in my office at the
university because the boys suggested that it would be
better to do them away from the schcol. The initial
interviews began with each boy talk.ng about what he had
done that day, and then moved on to other aspects of their
lives: the last conversation with their father or mother,

school, part-time jobs, reletionships with girlfriends,
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boyfriends, families, school, and self. The topics were not
al rays covered in the same sequence with each boy.
Flexibility allows for the interviewer to be highly
responsive to individual differences and information can
then be pursued in whatever direction appears to be
appropriate at that time (Patton, 1980). The constant
throughout the process was the attempt to make the boys feel
as comfortable as possible by using language with which they
were familiar and by asking questions about familiar
concrete situations.

It is the responsibility of the evaluator to

provide a framework within which people can

respond comfortably, accurately, and honestly to

guestions. (Patton, 1980, p. 197)

As the interview continued, we moved on to feelings and
more sensitive topics: how thev felt about being male,
sexuality, and if they had experienced ridicule for being
perceived as nrot meeting the male standard. Each boy talked
openly during the initial interview about his experience,
even on aspects that would seem extremely private. A
relationship of trust developed giving confidence that the
research accurately reflected what was important to these
young men in their everyday lives, thus giving the research
validity (Acker, Barry, & Esseveld, 1983). The interaction
was defined in a radically different way than much social
scieunce research defines the relationship. As Oakley (1981)
argues:

«.+«.the mythology of "hygienic" research with its
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encompassing mystification of the researcher aad
the researched as objective instruments of data
production can be replaced by the recognition that

personal involve is more than a dangerous bias
-- it is the conc ~ under which people come to
know each other a. . admit others into their

lives. (p. 58)

We are part of the social world that we study
(Gouldner, 1970; Borhek & Curtis, 1975; Hammersley, 1983).
This is an existential fact for all social researchers. It
is also a research commitment on my part to the shared
practice of our masculinity. I had been teaching in this
particular school for a number of years. My grade twelve
Sociology course was popular among students. Both my work
in gender and masculinity, as well as with other political
and social issues, was well known by students, their parents
and staff. I was considered a "good" teacher, one who was
concerned about students and who was dedicated to issues of
social equality and peace. Even though there was some
caution, by some of my male colleagues in particular, in
their daily dealings with me, there was little friction.
Both staff and students saw me as a teacher who would take a
stand on an issue and follow it through. I would approach
administrators when I felt students or staff were being
treated unfairly. As a resul' students trusted me. Being a
teacher in the school helped locate the questions and the
talk in familiar concrete situations and activities where
the socially embedded relations witbin ourselves as men, the

"stuff" of our everyday practice, could not be fabricated.
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Not only did the boys and I share a common condition of
being ‘men’, we shared a good deal of social

territory. Each boy, at some point during his
interview, wanted to know how the material was to be used.
I told them that the findings would get presented at
conferences and perhaps to teachers and others who worked
with young men. Several thought that "other guys need to
talk about this stuff too."

At different points in the talk I was directive and
non-directive. If the boys asked me questions, I answered
them honestly. The conversation with the young men was rich
and complex. Each boy talked about intimate and difficult
areas of personal life and relationships. Some of the
experiences that they recalled were stressful and
physically, emotionally, and psychologically painful. I
found myself remembering similar experiences from my days as
a young man.

Each interview lasted for approximately two hours and
their willingness, and even enthusiasm, to talk a seccnd
time seemed to indicate that they had something more to say
as young men about being young men.

m} 2 . ; ] itial vi

Once the initial round of interviews was complete, they
were transcribed. The data interpretation and analysis
involred lookiag for patterng, putting together what is said

in one place with what is said ip another, and integrating
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what the fourteen boys had said. In consultation with my

committee members, five central themes were developed from |
the initial interviews: (1) authority and domination and
the continuous struggle around power, especially with other
men (including fathers) was raised a good deal by each of
the boys; (2) responsibility, control and freedom and the
social privilege of being biologically male; (3) competition
as the "stuff" of their everyday lives; (4) violence of
varying degrees against other men, women, the environment
and themselves as an acceptable and even encouraged way to
settle conflict; and (5) sexuality as part of their
everyday/every night worlds. Each theme appeared time and
time again during the initial interviews.
Second Interviews

I saw each boy in person once again to arrange the
second interviews. All agreed to continue with the process.
They suggested that my university office would continue to
be a good meeting place. At the beginning of the second
interview, each boy was told of the five themes ana each
agreed that the five themes warranted further discussion.
Along with my committee, I had decid=d that I wanted to
design the questions so that they investigated the themes by
using concrete situations in which the boys found
themselves. From the first round of interviews eight sites
were used to investigate the five themes: (1) sports, (2)

relationships with the guys, (3) relationships with the .
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girls, (4) body image, (5) familial relations, (6) time
alone, (7) work, and (8) the future. Only a few questions
serving as beginning points for an open-ended discussion
were developed for each situation. For example, in the
sport category, I usually started off by saying: "During the
first interviews most of the guys talked about sports. What
sports do you play? When was the last time you played?

Tell me about the game." We would then talk about several
aspects of sport until I was asking more sensitive and
probing questions: "What guys do not play sports? How do
you feel about them? Have you ever injured anyone in sport?
How did you feel about that?" Both the order of topics and
the questions posed varied with each boy considerably.

This arranging into themes created some uneasiness for
it did reorder the lives of the boys into a sort of linear
arrangement, and their daily routines became somewhat
compartmentalized. %“herefore, the second interviews
remained as open-ended as possible to allow for discussions
on diverse issues which overlapped. Westkott (1979)
suggests that the research process needs to be one of
dialogue between researcher and researched where the topic
under discussion becomes clarified and expanded, taking into
account and retflecting upon the experiences of both, which
then offers the possibility of change. The second
interviews were more conversational than the first and

continued to be sensitive to the practice of the boys in
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their lives. Two separate interviews appear to have been '
extremely beneficial. During the second interview we were
more comfortable with each other. The interviews really did
feel like conversations. Obviously by now, they were
assured that what they had told me during the first
interviews had not been divulged to anyone whom they knew.
As well, they had had time to think and reflect on what they
had said during our initial talks and often wanted to
further clarify or expand on something they had said
earlier.

In the end, the two separate interviews, each lasting
two to three hours with each of the fourteen boys, provided

the 75 hours of transcribed talk as data.

ORGANIZ ING X

The process that came before the writing of the text
allowed the young men to select from the beginning what was
to be told. This procesc of partial disclosure determines
the writing just as much as what is written (Marcus &
Fischer, 1986).

Once the interviews were completed and transcribed, the
organization of text became of prime importance. The
organization is simplv not a matter of designing a coherent

package for the reader, but rather is closely tied to what

b

has been selected as method and theory. Thus the boys speak

for themselves in the development of the theory.

-
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In many research reports the views of people
interviewed are immediately organized into thematic points
for discussion. To preserve some sense of the wholeness and
the interrelation of masculinity to all the aspects of their
lives, the analysis begins with each boy’s life story told
in his own voice (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1989). These life
stories form the basis for Chapter 4 and immediataly give
the reader a sense of each young man. In addition, the
reader is able to connect each boy, through his own
description, to the collective practice of all men, and
begin the process of understanding both the individual and
collective practice of masculinity. The life-stories
immediately give human agency to the boys and begin to
render visible their similarities and differences, and the
tension and pain, as well as the celebration and
contradictions.

Rather than the remainder of the text being organized
around themes, it is organized around three sites of
practice which were recurring topics of discussion in the
initial interviews: (1) the practice of the body, (2) the
practice of sport, and (3) the practice of sexuality.
"Practice" means much more than the participation in the
actual activity. It also refers to the ways in which each
of these practices is both shaped by wider processes (i.e.,
the relations that stand behind the practice), while shaping

the daily lives of these boys. By using practice I begin
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with the everyday lives of the boys, but I do not stop
there, nor do I move into a search for individual
psychological sources of actions and events (Acker, Barry &
Esseveld, 1¢83). 1In sport, for example, I was interested in
the actual practices of the game, as well as what went on
before and after. However, I was also interested in the
domination and the winning at all costs and the profit
motive behind the sport.

Each of the three practices is discussed in a separate
chapter, which has a similar internal design: (1) a short
introduction, (2) a "conversation" among the boys, and (3) a
commentary and analysis. The conversations, pulled together
from the individual interviews, are manipulated voices
constructed into conversations. However, they provide a
powerful read, and, at the same time, force the reader to
make connections among multiple voices, as well as to become
an active participant her/him self in the research. They
are fragmentary pieces of talk imprisoned in a structure of
imposed conversation, but the structure allows for the fully
relational aspect of young men'’s lives to begin to appear as
the thesis is read, a relation that would be less visible if
each voice stood alone. For this reason, the commentary,
other than to assist the reader in focusing, is kept to a
minimum throughout the conversations.

There may be some question as to whether fourteen young

men would actually have these conversations with such
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honesty and openness about their feelings toward themselves
and others. However, later in the thesis I claim that what
all men need is to begin a prosess of honest and open
dialoguae if there is to be a significant change in the way
in which men live their lives. It is within these
constructe' conversations that we can begin to point the
way. As well as being a powerful way to connect the boys in
the thesis, these conversations are a political act,
providing an actual practice which might lead to change,
instead of only a vision.

Writing the Document

Writing both constitutes method and indicates theory
(Clifford & Marcus, 1986), and brings the writer into the
writing as subject. There is more to it than simply
reducing writing to method: conceptual forms that are used,
the language of the text, what appears, making notes at the
interviews, writing the chapters, producing themes, writing-
up conclusions, and so forth. The writing of any thesis is
always an invention by the writer, not the representation of
real life (Wagner, 1980).

Just as there is no available language of description
which is neutral, there is no neutral mode of report.
Writer and writing are grounded on a moving earth affected
in this thesis by the shifts and rotations of the happenings
of everyday life, both at the individual and collective

levels of men. There is no place of objective overview to
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see masculinity ever-so-clearly as the boys go about their
daily routines, nor is there a blueprint mapping-out the
human ways of life from a removed and neutral position
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 1989).

As well, writing is both a thoroughly historicist and
self-reflective process (Clifford & Marcus, 1986). The
registering of cultural phenomena such as masculinity are
affected by writing, from the first jotted observations, t.
the completed thesis, to the ways in which these
configurations make sense in determined acts of reading.

The operationalization of concepts is never completely
unambiguous and the selection of data is a fully human
process.

The final account is, of course, composed of the
resulting inventions rather than simply observed fact
(Marcus & Fischer, 1986). It is made and fashioned,
speaking for and translating the reality of the fourteen
boys. The description of their lives is an interplay of
voices, of positioned utterances, not a prefigured vision of
what their lives are about. The analysis shifts away from
my observing eye toward expressive speech. As Stephen Tyler
(1986) has said, "[it] replaces the bull horn with dialogue"
(p. 140).

It will be a text to be read not with the eyes

algne, but with the ears in order to hear "the
voices of the pages." (Tyler, 1986, p. 126)
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Even with this, the accounts are not cescriptions of
reality, only mimics of reality, or perhaps constructeu
accounts that create illusions of reality. Despite efforts
to minimizz changes to textualizations, I could not ensure
that the text would be a mirror of what actually goes on in
their lives. It may be that all textualization is
alienation, but it is certainly true that non-participatory
textualization is alienation (Tyler, 1986).

This is the price that we must pay for making language
the work of the eyes. For example, as I might attempt to
fill-in one gap, or pull-out yet another piece, an
additional hole appears, another piece loses its boundaries
because it has been re-shaped by other information. In
reality there are no gaps and pieces except for thcse that
we create in our attempt at description and explanation.
The discovery of yet another gap, or of one more piece that
has appeared to be hidden from me, is simply my attempt to
fill-in the totality with all the pieces in their proper
places, with no gaps or holes showing.

Reading the Text

Reality cannot be explicitly projected into text even
with the use of the koys’ voices. In the end the reality is
not to be found in the iext, but in an understanding of the
text. Here is where the reader enters the work. All
readers gain some control of the text. Each reader is a

social and historical actor, framed by a larger set of
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social relations, both of which are in a constant re-
configuration. Reading is just as much an intention and
will as is the boys’ speaking and my writing. Readers
respond to texts out of various states. As well, the text
always relies on the reader’s supplementation. Readers are
never immune to their own historicity or human agency.

There is a complex relation of speaker-writer-reader
all bonded together by a textualization that lifts all three
out of time and space, transcending the local and the human
agency of their lives. All texts do that. Any thesis is a
process of author-text-reader emergence just like the
historical, masculine moment of the fourteen young men, and
the collective of all men, whom it illuminates and mediates
to the reader. Past, present and future coexist in them

all.

CONCLUSION

In the end, interviewing is founded on the receptivity
of listening to, and in the mutuality of talking with, the
fourteen young men. Interviews and their resulting
textualization provide a vehicle for the possibility of the
exploration of, and a change in, the way men live their
lives. However, it must be recognized that the act of
interviewing, looking at the interviews, summarizing
another’s life, and placing it within a context, is an act

of objectification. The question becomes one of how to do



88
an investigat »n and exploration of lives and produce an
analysis that goes beyond those who are researched, while
still granting them full subjectivity. This is a problem
that is part of a much larger theoretical and methodological
debate in the social sciences concerning what constitutes a
valid account of people’s lives. 1If, in fact, there are
numerous possiple accounts ard resulting explanations of
these boys’ lives, what makes any one more or less valid
than another? Are all accounts and analyses subjectively
grounded, and, therefore, has each equal weight?

Rather than questions of whether the account is "the
true account", this research recognizes that multiple
narratives and analyses of the boyg’ lives are possible.
However, the narrative found in the account in this thesis
illuminates a shared condition between the boys and myself,
not only that of being male, but a knowledge of the
conditions of being male within the same school. The
research problem was chosen with that in mind. My
commitment to bringing the boys into the research process as
active participants influenced my rethinking of
interviewing, strengthened my critique of the research
process, and forced me to realize that it is impossible to
create a research process that completely erases the
contradictions between researcher and researched. However,
my political commitment, demonstrated through my

methodological approach and theoretical stance, did allow
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the subjectivities of the boys, through their voices, to
become the experts in making visible their lived experience
of everyday life.

Because of that commitment, the question of
possibility of vrogressive social change in the way these
fourteen boys and men in general live their lives becomes
one measure of the value of the research. Does this
research account contribute to an understanding of men’s
lives in a way that will add support to the struggle by both
men and women against sexism and heterosexism, and its
supporting structure of violence in all its varying degrees?
This is not a question of the moment; rather, it is a
questicn of the future.

In Chapter 4, the life-stories lead the reader into the
lives of the young men. At worst these stories represent a
terrorist alienation of the voices. At best my echo of the
boys are pnot fictional accounts. The idea of a fiction
entails a locus of judgement outside the story, and I was
not attempting to do that. They are constructed life-
stories, but not fabricated. The structure was not the
boys’ structure, but there is none of the examination from a
distance that some methods offer.

Before moving to Chapter 4, the boys names are listed
in the order in which their life-stories appear, to assist
the reader in remembering them. In addition, throughout the

text when the boys are speaking, I have placed their names
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at . e beginning of each textualization of their voice for
the same reason: (1) Derrick, (2) Danny, (3) Eric, (4)
Evan, (5) Jack, (6) Jim, (7) Luke, (B8) Mark, (9) Mike, (10)

Peter, (11) Sean, (12) Thomas, (13) Trent, and (14) Wayne.
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CHAPTER 4

LIFE STORIES: IN THEIR OWN VOICE

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter the boys talk for themselves about
themselves. By recording the personal life stories the boys
become active participants in the thesis and have some
control over the interpretation of their lives. A richer,

nore intimate picture of their lives can be revealed.

DERRICK

We’re kind of a close family. I guess you could call
us that.. We do some stuff together. But we have our own
lives, too, as far as that goes. Both my parents work full-
time so it’s a pretty busy family. It’s quote-unquote a
"rormal family." My father works at Nott’s Fish Market.
Pretty well labour work. And my mother works at the
students’ union building at the university. She works
behind the counter serving food. We call her the hair-net
dragon lady. My mother got through to grade eleven. She
had two months left in Beauty School, and she left to marry
nmy father because she was pregnant. My father was three
months short of his grade twelve when he quit high school.
There are two kids. I’m the oldest, and I have a younger
sister who's three and a half years younger. I’'m eighteen,
so that makes her fourteen. She’ll be fifteen this month.
We just built a house, and we had two tons of top soil to be
divided, and everyone pitched in and did it. So everyone
pretty well chips-in around the house. My mother usually
takes care of the laundry, and my sister does the cishes,
and I vacuum once a week, and my Dad, usually he works
fourteen to fifteen hours a day sometimes, so he just
relaxes. On the weeken’s he’ll do work around the house.
They belong to the legion, and they go out to dances and
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things like that, and every once in awhile they’ll go down
to the tavern and play some shuffleboard. They play cards a
lot with friends and tamily.

Ev/ery once in awhile my Dad will pick up the fishing
rods, and we’ll go fishing. We, especially when relatives
are down, we usually do a lot of family stuff together.
Other than that we have TV night once a week. That’s our
family time together these days. With my mother I seem to
be able to communicate better than with my father. My Dad
and I are a lot alike. We're both extremely stubborn
peopla. We talk about almost everything. 1It’s gone quite a
wide range. My Dad and I talked about sports last night and
had a big argument for about an hour and a half. But I
think if it came right down to it I could probably tell them
anything. I know that a lot of my friends can’t tell their
parents anything. But my parents, they didn’t grow-up in a
middle-class family. Twney had to work for everything they
had, and I know there have been a lot of tough times. They
have had a lot of the experiences that I have now. Like my
mother knows that I drink. We talked about that. We talked
about drugs, and we talked about if ever a girl became
pregnant and stuff like that. We'’ve talked all about
A.I.D.S. Although it’'s usually with my mother that I talk
about those things.

I think that sometimes we should do a little bit more
together. But when we do something together it’'s really
nice. Generally I get along with them all. I like them.
With my Dad, it can be tense at times. If I'm right, I'm
right, and *f he’s right, he’s right, and we just meet head
to head. There’s friction there. We both know that we care
for each other. When it comes down to the little
nitty-gritty things like last night with the sporte it was
something silly. But we both felt we were right so we
argued it and argued it. It wasn't hostile. It was just a
discussion. Politically my Dad and I are quite opposed
because I believe in socialism, and he grew up with a father
who was a self-made man. There were eight or nine kids in
his family, and his Dad believed in making all the money he
could to support the family, which is understandable in the
situation. So he grew up believing in some different values
than I have. So we’ve had a few arguments and discussions
about that.

I played basketball this year cn the B team, and I was
on the wrestling team, and that’s pretty well it for
organized sports. I play a lot of sports just with the guys
that aren’t organized. Generally I think that sports has a
big impact on this school. When you first come to this
school a lot of the people who are thought to be nerds get
treated badly. They are the people who enjoy intellectual
things rather than physical things, and people don’t
associate with them. I can name twenty or thirty of my
friends that don’t get invited to the parties that I do just
because they enjoy playing with a computer rather than a
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round piece of leather.

I don’t do very well at all in school, but I don’t
apply myself. My marks hover right around 50--anywhere from
50 to mid-60's, and that’s without doing any work.
Sciiolastically I enjoy things like History becausz ['m
int rested in that and Modern World Problems because I like
world affairs. I enjoyed watching the news even before I
tock the course, and I'm learning a lot of new things that
interest me. 1I'd like to teach History. I think working
with kids is essential for me. I don’t think I could do
anything elses because I enjoy them so much. Anything up to
grade eight. 1I'd rather do the elementary and junior high.
For some reason History has always fascinated me. 1I've
always liked to learn about things like that. Math isn’t
one of my better subjects, but I know it’s something that
I'm going to have to use in everyday life. English I enjoy
because now we have a little bit more freedom in the class.
You’re not doing standardized book reports every time you
read a book. It’s such an open class that you say almest
anything you want. History is more structured, but I like
the material.

I'm in Boy Scouts. I play a lot of sports with
friends. 1I've done some community work. Not a whole lot,
but enough to say I've done some. Right now I work at a day
camp after school and at a theatre part-time. Although the
daycare’s supposed to be a place where the kids will come
and do all kinds of activities, it seems more like a big
baby sitting place. We get minimum wage for looking after
forty kids. So it’s one counsellor for every ten kids, and
a lot of these kids seem like they don’t really want to go.
Their parents are pushing them into it. So we have to deal
with kids that don’t want to be there. We have to turn the
attitude around and say that this can be fun.

I have a wide stream of friends. I’ll have friends
that are considered radicals by the administration. But I
also hang out with friends who are pretty mainstream,
jockich type people, as well as people who are classified as
nerds. I don’t really pick one set of friends and stick
with it. A lot of it has to do with keeping doors open in
case I change my mind. Although I want to be a teacher, I
could change my mind tomorrow or next week. I don’t want to
be a narrow person, so I take a wide variety of courses and
have a wide range of friends. Makes life more interesting.

I'm really busy this year with two part time jobs and
basketball and school. Sometimes it’s hard to hold it all
together. And on the weekend I sometimes party too much.
You come in on a Monday morning, and people will say "What
did you do?" "I was sitting around watching TV." "You
didn’t go out and pick up a woman?" Then you get laughed at
and teased. So either you do it, or you lie about it. I'm
usually too busy to go out, except to work. So sometimes I
liez about it. At least enough to keep up the image.
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DANNY

It’s every man for himself when you’re trying out for a
team, but once you’re on the same team you become a unit.
I'm a team player myself. 1In the game you're very
competitive against the other team. But as a team you form
a bond; you act as one when you’'re on the floor and off the
floor. I'm a team man like my father. I led the team in
scoring and rebounding by a large margin, but if it wasn’t
for the team I wouldn’t have done it. It’s the team that is
~eally the reason for my lead scocring. 1n grades ten,
eleven and twelve, it has been all basketball. 1It’s a major
part of my life. My philosophy of life is that you should
play hard and party hard with the team. That’s the kind of
person I am. 8o are my friends. We like to party. I'm a
socialite. I give exactly 110% everyday to basketball and
partying and not nearly enough to school. But I do ockay.
Hanging out with guys is the thing to do. The boys--that’s
what we call them--the boys. You can have a girlfriend, but
you hang out with the boys first and the girlfriend after.

Basketball has always come first. Basketball has been
my prime activity. Sports is an important part of my life.
It is for our whole family. Dad still played at the
Noontime Basketball Association until recently; they call it
the NBA. He'’ll do a lot of things like that with other men:
fishing, fishing trips, hunting, sports. But basketball has
been our prime activity. The men in the family play, and
the women in the family support it. My mother had the whole
team and the coaches over for an end-of-year banquet. Our
house is a normal sort of house.

I'm seventeen years old. I go out, drink whatever,
smoke dope and go find a girl, and I could go back to my
house where I have a whole basement apartment to myself. I
have freedom to do what I want. I could bring her back
there. 1It’'s great. I get anything I want. I say "Can I
have some money and the car, I'm going out with a girl?"
They say "Okay."

I've lived here my whole life. I live with my mother
and my father. There’s just the three of us at home this
year. I have two older sisters and a brother, but they are
all away at university. Mum stays home full-time, and dad
is on faculty at the university. Mum worked, but she was
sick for awhile, and after she got better she didn’t go back
to work. She’s happy just to be at home. She has lots of
friends, and Dad makes enough money so that there is no need
for her to work.

I can honestly say that if everyone were home that my
mother and sisters would do the kitchen; like clean the
kitchen, cook the food, clean the laundry, things like that.
My brother and I and my father would take care of things
like shovelling the snow, building things, like putting
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things back together il they got broken. With just the
three of us home things are quite different. Usually my
mother is up first, and I have a little buzzer in my room,
and they buzz it, and it wakes me up automatically, and I
get up. Tarough the school year mum makes my breakfast.

She would usually cook for her and Dad at the same time. My
mother still, I tell her not to, but she still comes into my
room and cleans and picks up dirty clothes off the floor and
changes the bed and all that.

I take out the garbage, feed the dog and take the dog
out, mow the lawns, do any maintenance, shovel snow, run
errands. I shoot hoops with my Dad. He coached me. He'd
do a workout for me--tell me what to do--right out in our
backyard. We’d mow the lawn together if there was a lot to
be done. We have two lawn mowers so we’d do that. We fish
together. Mostly we play ball together.

With mum I go shopping for clothes, and we talk about
things like girls and school. You name it, we’ve talked
about it. If Dad is in a bad mood, he tells you what's
wrong at the dinner table. Mon hates it, she always bawls
him out for it. She says "Leave it for sometime else." But
it’s really the only time when we can sit down for awhile
because everyone is always running around doing something.
We’'re a really busy family.

I think that our family is....probably I don’t think
you could find a better family set-up. Some families are
too nice, too good. They leave out some of the things like
talking about A.I.D.S., things like that. You know, really
touchy subjects. 1I've never seen another family that can be
as formal and informal and fight together and talk together
as us. So I have a really goow relationship with Dad,
especially because I’m doing what he likes, sports. He was
a star in sports in his university days. Dad’s kind of like
a mediator. My mother and I are always the ones who either
agree or disagree. Neither of us will back down, and he
acts as kind of a mediator to explain both sides of view.
Probably when you’re in a debate, or something he brings out
what you're trying to say. My father and I don’t argue flat
out. He ends up making it so it sounds as if we were both
right.

At the same time that it’s good for me being a jock, it
is sometimes a bad thing just being a part of the jock
group. Like, if you go to a party that’s an open party
someone is going to pick a fight with you automatically to
prove that they’re just as good as you. I don'’t think that
they’re not equal to me as a person, but just the way I
dress witl iewer things causes a problem. Things like that
makes them mad, I guess. To be an elite player in any sport
is very rare, so a lot of people are out to get you. But if
I was in trouble in any situation I could just call on three
or four guys that would just come. They would drop anything
that they had in their hands and just come and support me.
We’'re there to protect each other. Lots of guys look for
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fights whenever they can fiud & fight. S~ I just .now that
if one of these guys came over and pushzd me he would have
four guys holding him back saying "Get out of here before
anything else happens." The boys support and protect each
other. I hope it stays that way for me.

Education in my family is really important. I laie
school. 1It’s great. My mother went to university. ana my
father has his doctorate. My sister just graduated with nrer
masters, and my brother is in his first year of his masters,
and my sister just started university in the States. I'm
average in school....about the mid-sgixties in everything. "4

I want to be a physical education t:4 “er, or do any
other teaching where I could coach as w li1. 1I’'ve been
working with kids my last three to four wi.ers, and I like
it. I enjoy it. I know how to talk to tuem and get them to
do things, and I think that if I could be a coach that I
could do a good job.

ERIC

I just dress in my own way, and I think in my own way.
Combat gear, army boots, torn-up jeans, tie--dyed shirts,
army jackets, mohawks. I have different vicws on life than
most of the people here in grade twelve. Different views on
the governmment. I’'m very anti-American, anti-capitalism,
pro-communist. Right now I am the typical rebel. I have a
motorbike. They don’'t expect a mohawk and a motorbike. I
don’t fit their mold. Because I look this way they don’t
expect me to be a nice person. I'm a very polite person.

It really shocks someone when I open a door for them.

I'm eighteen years old. I take some grade eleven and
some grade twelve subjects. I'm in the academic stream.

I'm getting by. 1I’'d say my rank is in the middle. My
academic career hasn’t been the best. I think that I'm
capable enough. I know that I’'m capable enough. But
there’s not much here that interests me these days. 1 have
a really hard time being motivated.

I live with both my parents. There are fou. kids. I
have an older brother who is twenty-one and two younger
sisters. My sixteen year old sister is a pain-.n-the-ass.
Dad is a management consultant for corporate business firms,
and he’s away a lot in foreign countries. He just came back
from three months in Egypt. Mum was a school teacher so she
has her grade twelve and went to the Nova Scotia Teachers
College. My father almost has a university degree, but he’s
missing a language credit. Mum is a housewife and is paid
by the government to take care of old people in our home.
There’s a lot of work to be done because we have elderly
people living with us. My brother is not home any more so
we have divided the house up. I have the bottom half to
clean and keep tidy. Mum takes care of the kitchen and the
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elderly people. She has the middle part of the house. My
sisters have the upstairs and the laundry and stuff. Dad
has the outside which I help him with. And he’s sort of a
goffer between all the parts of the house. Mum is active
with a local church and with teas, but she’s pretty busy
most of the time. She’s pretty isolated in the house unless
gshe goes out with friends. Dad is not involved in any clubs
because he’s busy. I like cooking with Mum because we get
to talk. Dad and I used to go on canoe trips a lot, but
he’s too busy now to do that. Dad and I usually just talk
because we don‘t like the same activities now. For
instance, I like playing soccer, and he doesn’t. My brother
and I get along really well because when we were younger Mum
and Dad were away a lot so Bob and I grew up together. I go
to his apartment a lot now, and we play ground hockey with
his friends. We’re pretty close that way. My sisters and I
argue a lot, so to save Mum problems I usually stay away
from my sisters.

We talk about everything in our family. A.I.D.S. and
stuff. I sometimes talk to my mother about A.I.D.S. because
she’s worried about me with that. I like my parents a lot.
When I see other people’s families I wonder, like, how bad
it must be!

My friends and I usually sit down and have big debates
on nationalism, abortion, women’s rights, Central America,
homosexuality. We also listen to and play a lot of music.
We have a band we all play in. We’ve set up our own little
recording stuff, scratched together parts. We don’t go out
and go to a party where there’s 400 people and go try to
pick up girls or get in fights. We usually don’t
drink....drinking’'s too sluggish. I don‘t like the feeling
of being drunk. So we’ll go and get stoned. We’ll all walk
around town and talk about things. And we work out each
other’s problems. Say someone has a problem. Everyone gets
in the debate, throws in their ideas and tries to help solve
the problem for the guy. Our group is more susceptible to
that because I think that we’re more sensitive than most
guys I know.

I worked for the School Board this past summer, and I
work for the theatre part-time during the winter. At the
end of the summer, *’en it was coming down to the last week
or so, everyone sta. .ed to hate everyone. Some of the guys
I worked with are srart, some are dumb. It’s gross. I
hated it. I was really sick of it. They harass girls.
"Look at the titties there,"....go on about, "Oh, I drank a
40-ouncer last night." They had superior drinking skills
according to them. And it’s just your total sexist, racist
place, like “niggers" and "faggots." I was glad to get out
of there. Some of them gave me a lot of grief, especially
about my appearance. Even what I ate for lunch became a
Erobiem. Carrot sticks and nuts aren’t their thing for

unch.

I played on the school soccer team this year. Outside
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school I'm in the university scuba-diving club. I'm on a
soccer team for the Queen’s Arm pub. Last summer, I tried
out for the Nova Scotia Soccer Team, and I was ranked in the
top sixty players of Nova Scotia. I didn’t get to play
much. The coach didn’'t want me to be seen playing. I
thought it was sort of a punishment for me not being your
typical jock. I think you‘'re supposed to be clean-cut,
dressed in a sort of fashionable way. Just your basic jock
description, I gu:ss. He thought that I didn’t represent
the school well. I was an embarrassment to the team and the
school. I think that he doesn’t represent the school very
well either. People like to make comments on my appearance,
and if I'm walking down the street with some of my friends,
we're going to get the comments like, "fucking asshole,"
"punk," sort of thing, and we get that because of our
appearance. They’ve never stopped and talked to us and seen
what our views were. We get that from police. We get that
from a lot of ps=ople. I see people that are nice dressers
and respectable peonle who wouldn’t open an door for an
elderly lady who’s struggling with their grocery bag and a
cane.

People are narrow-minded. I guess their world operates
in a mold....a circle should fit in a circle, a square
should fit in a square, a triangle should fit in a triangle,
and then all of a sudden, when you get someone who's a
triangle, and they fit the circle and the square, and it
works, then they get really upset with everything, and it
disrupts everything they’ve ever known.

Right now I hate school. I find it very boring, and I
have to come back next year, and I find tlat a big waste of
time. I like it when it makes you think about things you
don’'t necessarily want to think about. You also get to meet
people socially. I don’t like how some teachers try to
force their ideas on you so that you can’'t say any different
about it. I also don’t like the different power roles.

Like one of my friends was thrown out of school. If he had
better marks he wouldn’t have been kicked out. You’'re at
the age where you can’t really do anything. You're old
enough to vote and go to a real jail, but you’re not old
enough to drink, and you do get in situations where you get
fined. You’re not quite an adult, but you’re not a
teenager.

I'm going to go to one of a couple of colleges that I'm
looking at now and do commercial scuba-diving training.

I'l1l go into commercial diving or instruction. I’d like to
have some form of income which could support a family. The
kind of job I was looking for usually deals with six months
out of the year, and a lot of money is involved in that six
months. 1I'd like to have kids. I really want a piece of
ground. I'd like to go away for a couple of years, but I
want to come back. This is a really good place to bring
kids up. You don’t have to worry about crime. This would
be an ideal spot to bring up a child. And so maybe in ten
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years my parents might need care. So I think I’'m going to
live with them and send my kids to school here.

EVAN

I feel very separated from most people in the school
and in my family. Being gay has separated me from most of
my friends. Tt’s not as much about being gay as being
somewhat open about it. The guys that I hang out with are
not the sports guys. The guys I am friends with are
considered the wimpy guys. They don’t play sports. I go
out and have lunch with these guys. I go to movies and sit
around and have chats with them. I don’t go to sports games
with them. I don’t talk about sports with them. I talk
about sexuality....gay sexuality a lot. That’s a real big
theme. I talk about things that wouldn’t be assoclated
well, like, that you’re not supposed to talk about as
men....like food, for instance....like recipes....I would
make certain kinds of food.

I spent last summer in Toronto working, and I lived in
the gay area, and I learned a lot about myself and gay and
lesbian issues. I want to go to university and then do some
work around gay issues. But that will mean being much more
open than I am now. It really scares me sometimes. My life
is already different than a lot of people, and I guess it
will always be that way. Like, I’'m not going into a career
for money. That’s not an important thing for me. I want to
have money so that I can do things, but I want to do
something that’s centred around doing political work. I
don’t see myself as ever being a provider for a family. I
could see that I would like to help other people around me.
I'd like to be able to support organizations or friends that
I have. 1I'd like to be in a situation in which I could have
the money to help other people. I thirk I’ll hsve really
good friends, but they’ll probably be more gay and lesbian
people. I’'m going back to Toronto to go to university. I
have this romantic idea about living cooperatively. 1I°'d
like to try that. I would like to live in a kinda gay co-
op. Possibly one day I might be a father. I can’t say that
I will. I could. I will always live in a large urban
centre. I have no idea where that would be....in a gay
ghetto somewhere....like in the summer.

I like reading and spending time with friends, cooking,
travelling, eating out, reading. I read Rites and Xtra, and
they read Flex and Mr. Muscle. Sometimes I think it’s all
the same thing. 1It’s really difficult to figure out.

I'm eighteen years old, and I live with my mother,
father and sister who'’s seventeen. My mother is a certified
nursing assistant, and she works at the hospital full-time.
My father works as a construction worker/pipe fitter. He
works only part of the year and is unemployed during the
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rest. My mother has a grade twelve education plus one year
of nursing education. My father has an education in between
grade six and seven.

My mother does everything from the preparing of food to
the house accounts. She organizes the money for the paying
of bills. She also fills out my father’s unemployment
benefits when he’s not working. I have some chores that I
have to do around the house like vacuuming and washing the
dishes. My sister and I share both of these. I can
remember washing dishes from when I was about five or six.

I can remember that my father said I shouldn’t because I was
male, but my mother said that she wasn’t having a son who
didn’t help out around the house. My father only does the
outside work like painting, mowing the lawn, shovelling
snow, or having a garden. If he works inside its to build
or fix something. My father tries to get me to mow the lawn
and work in his garden. Mum usually washes my bed sheets
and sometimes makes my bed. My sister helps with the meals
more than I do.

I have never really done a lot with my father. We
argue a lot. I didn’t spend a lot of time with him. I went
bunting with him twice. I may have fished with him once. I
never did any sports with him. I can remember that when I

as younger he would spend the majority of the time with
other men drinking. I never really liked that. I was
always younger and I was tagging along, and they were
getting absolutely sloshed, and I would just sit there. I
would feel scared sometimes. Here were all these men that
were a lot taller than me--absolutely pissed and driving
cars--and I was in the car. I didn’t like being around it.

The arguments were constant. A lot of it had to do
with daily activities in the house. In the last year
especially a lot of it had to do with my father always
getting my mother to do things....fetch this for him or cook
this for him. Do this for him. Run down to the store to
get him cigarettes while he laid on the couch and slept and
watched TV. I used to say stuff about it. I used to say it
to my mum, but he would always hear because he was in the
other room listen.ng, "Why doesn’t he do that?" or "Why
doesn’t Dad wash dishes sometimes?" or "Why doesn’t Dad help
out?" So it was about questioning and challenging him. It
was often just about helping. I felt kinda ripped-off that
I was helping out, and my sister was doing it, and my mother
was doing it. My father just sat around on his ass. The
argument couldn’t be that he was the breadwinner because
often times he was unemployed, and she supported him by
working twelve hour shifts at the hospital.

So what'’s the issue? I mean, why was he laying on the
couch watching TV whLile we waited on him and did all the
work? And it was about competition in a way. I thought my
ideas or my thoughts were right and correct, and also about
competition with mum. And a lot of it was about money. We
never had much money. We did, but it was spent in ways that



Ll

e d

Tl ¢

—— L L

i -

101

were inappropriate. My father would spend a lot of money on
booze. There were weeks when he probubly spent $200, $250
on booze. My mother would always tell him that he should
quit drinking and spending so much money on booze and
cigarettes, She was often times stressed-out because of her
job. She had to do all kinds of work in the house and have
him sitting around not doing anything over the years. He’d
pick her apart somehow. He’d say all she’s doing is
spending all thi. time with her friends at work. He'd
attack her personally. "All she does is spend time talking
on the phone or running the r~ .s." That’s what he’d say.
She would just not say anything. She just let it go.

If our relationship was between two men who were not
father and son, it would have been violent along time ago.
The only thing from keeping us from hitting each other
sometimes is the father-son relationship. I can always
remember it being this way. My mother has always given me
support. She always interrupts the arguments my father and
I have and is the peace maker. I travel. I go tu school,
and I do things that he doesn’t do. He feels threatened.

My sister and I have an okay relationship. She hangs out
with guys who don’t like me, and I don’t like them. That’s
always been a problem between us. The men my father works
with on construction sites that he drinks with, they don’%
like me much either.

Inside school I don’t do a lot. Outside school I spend
a lot of time working part-time at a department store and I
work part-time as a DJ in the student union building. And
that’s a hassle. There are a lot of drunk guys there. 1If I
don’t play the kinds of music they want, then they will
threaten me. They’ll say...."Play the fuckin’ music. Put
it on."

I've always wanted to leave because of my father, but I
don’t have enough money. I’1ll be really glad to get out of
here again. Away from home and away from school. I should
have stayed in Toronto, but I couldn’t afford it.

JACK

I never wear jeans. I1've never really liked things
they like. 1I've never really gotten into their kind of
sports. 1I've never really gotten into going out to
McDonald’s. Urban sprawl really bothers me. I’ve never
been accepted. 1I've never been a part of 2 group here.
Mostly it‘s always been Halifax or the university crowd that
I hang out with. 1I’'d rather go to Halifax and go tn
Thackary’s. My aspirations are quite big, and theirs seem
to be quite small. 1It’s a big world out there, and I want
to go out and be a part of the big world, whereas the people
I find here are in this little stagnation tent. Nothing






