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I am dealing today with a single word, masculinity, but it is one of the most elusive and paradoxical concepts.  Masculinity is both pervasive and ambiguous.  There is simply no question that it is a slippery concept that refuses to remain nailed down.  When one has confidentially and precisely defined it, its contradictory nature emerges, and it rapidly reveals multiple and contradictory meanings at one and the same time.

Let me illustrate by pointing to the life and experience of one man, a man who is—by all accounts--masculine.  I doubt you will know his name.  But, he emerged from the events of September 11, 2001, when the twin towers of the World Trade Center in New York City collapsed, and almost 5,000 people died.

If you are like me, it is virtually impossible to comprehend the death of some 5,000 people in one devastating moment.  The New York Times has handled the events of September 11 by creating a new section of its newspaper entitled “A Nation Challenged.”  The last page of this section provides what the Times calls “Portraits of Grief” of “The Victims.”
  This page provides fifteen or so obituaries, with full name of each victim as well as a small one-inch by one and a quarter inch photograph of each victim.  The New York Times believes these obituaries are “glimpses of some of the victims of the September 11 attack on the World Trade Center.”

One of these victims represents, I believe, the maddening paradoxes we now associate with masculinity.  He name was Angel Juarbe.

On one hand, Angel Juarbe was a fireman who seemed to capitalize on his position in the fire department.  He was viewed as “single and handsome,” and he was “one of 12 New York firefighters chosen to nude for the beefcake calendar ‘Firehouse Hunks 2002.’”  In this regard, Angel exploited his own body for financial gains, promoted a sense of the physical and sensual without a concomitant humane dimension, and it is probably fair to say that he exploited those who unknowingly sought the unobtainable.  Additionally, as a game show contestant, he solved a fake murder on the television show “Murder in Small Town X,” and won a Jeep and $250,000.  The commitment to consumerism was explicit and excessive.    

On the other hand, and perhaps paradoxically, Angel Juarbe lost his life attempting to save the lives of dozens at the World Trade Center.  And, he kept his participation on “Murder in Small Town X” a secret from his family until the episode was broadcast, shared the prizes with his family, and the entire cast of the show visited his family after the terrorists’ attack.  And, it is worth noting that he was an animal lover, with eight formerly stray dogs, and he had visited Tanzania to see lions and zebras, and then left just two days before the bombing of the United States Embassy in 1998.

In the case of Angel Juarbe, we cannot resolve the paradoxical tensions created by his sense of masculinity.  Both dimensions define and constituted his identity.        

On a broader societal level, this same ambiguity exists.  We may identify masculinity as an ideology, a political ideology that has spawned a host of victims across multiple classes.  In some historical contexts, such a conclusion is true.  At the same time, we are also left with the reality recognized by Pollack and Shuster when they characterize the “voices” of “real boys” they heard.  They concluded that we:

have discovered a glaring truth:  America’s boys are absolutely desperate to talk about their lives.  They long to talk about the things that are hurting them—their harassment from other boys, their troubled relationships with their fathers, their embarrassment around girls, and confusion about sex, their disconnection from parents, the violence that haunts them at school and on the street, their constant fear that they might not be as masculine as other boys.
 


In this sense, the societal scheme created by the boys who become men is—at least—complex, admits of ambiguities, if not paradoxes.  In this context, I must admit that analyses of masculinities have not always been free of ambiguities for me either.  I completed my first essay on masculinity in 1970,
 and it was inspirationally entitled “The New American Male.”  Two years later, in 1972, in a decisively paradoxical fashion, I published an essay entitled “Masculinity as an Oppressive Ideology.”
  At this point in my life, I continue to wonder what happened to me during those two years.  In any event, there is no ambiguity about one issue today.  I am now confident that masculinity requires exploration today, during a feminist era, more than ever.


In this presentation, I want to explore several questions, actually six questions:

· What is masculinity?

· What determines what masculinity is?

· Why, for some 150 years, do people say that there has been a crisis of masculinity?

· How has masculinity changed in the last 25 years?  and

· What kind of alternative vision of masculinity might be posited that is more consistent with a multicultural, global, and diverse culture?

· In terms of future research, what directions are these explorations taking?

We can’t deal with all of these questions in this format in a comprehensive fashion here.  But, we can make some headway on a few of these items.  

First, then, what is masculinity?

Defining Masculinity


Let me get us started by positing a precise and clear definition of masculinity, and then as I go along, I will qualify the definition.  I begin then with a fundamental definition of masculinity.  Masculinity is the characteristics attributed to male behavior when men are in groups.  I find this definition instructive, because it emphasizes the fact that masculinity is ultimately a set of characteristics, verbal characteristics, verbal characteristics that are attributed to a group of people, verbal characteristics that necessarily reflect some features of men in groups, but not all of the features that might identify a group of people.  In this sense, I want to suggest that masculinity is profoundly and ultimately a communication concept, a socially and symbolically constructed notion, that every culture and every era revisits and redefines in different ways.  In this view, people decide what masculinity is and what it is not.  Therefore, to understand what masculinity is, we need to examine how each specific group of people defines manliness at any given point in time.  Accordingly, masculinity is a communication concept, socially and symbolically constructed, but it is also an historical concept, culturally-defined, which means that every society can construct its own historical account of masculinity and it is very likely to vary—in significant ways—from the evolution and etymology of masculinity in another cultural era.
  Accordingly, the definition of masculinity provided by Webster’s Third International Dictionary is, for me, particularly apt, for Webster’s defines masculinity as a “class of words or grammatical forms characteristically referring to males.”

Determining Masculinity


What is implied here?


I am suggesting that alternative conceptions of masculinity can easily overstate the nature of predetermined qualities attributed to men in groups.


First, I do not believe that biological and genetic explanations of males as a category explain the most important features of masculinity.  For example, over thirty years ago in 1969, Tiger wrote:

The division of labour along sexual lines is one of the most recurrent cross-cultural regularities which social scientists have identified.  . . .the exclusion of females from certain categories of all-male groups reflect not only a formalized hostility to females but a positive valence, or ‘attraction’, between males.

From Tiger, this division of labor also reflected “an underlying biologically transmitted ‘propensity’ with roots in human evolutionary history.”
  This biological orientation directs us towards a genetic explanation of masculinity.  


The XY chromosome formula certainly “sets into motion all of the mechanisms of sexual differentiation that causes a man to be a man instead of a woman.”  However, as Badinter has concluded, “although XY is certainly the primary condition of the male human being, it does not suffice to characterize him.”


Additionally, from a biological perspective, we also encounter the chemical differences in men and women due to testosterone.  The greater strength, activity level, and aggressiveness associated with the male’s higher level of testosterone is a physical fact.  But, even the potential energy associated with testosterone must be channeled and manifested in social and cultural ways.  As Sullivan has noted, “testosterone-based activities are “refracted through the prism of our own history and culture.”

Accordingly, masculinity is physiologically the product of an XY chromosome and higher levels of testosterone.  But, the form masculinity takes or the meaning of masculinity is socially, culturally, historically, and symbolically defined.  To be quite formal, then, I would return to Webster’s when the masculinity is defined as a “class of words or grammatical forms characteristically referring to males.”  Accordingly, the pragmatic meaning of masculinity is not biological, but social.  The cultural history of men in groups tells us what masculinity is and how the crisis of masculinity emerged.

The History of Masculinity in the United States:

A One Hundred and Fifty Year Crisis


From an historical perspective, the last 145 years or so in the United States have reflected an ongoing struggle regarding the meaning and scope of masculinity, or how men have defined themselves and who they have said are manly and therefore part of their group.


Since the Civil War in America, quests to define masculinity have been counterproductive.  Indeed, the efforts have generated crisis after crisis since the Civil War.  In Manhood in America:  A Cultural History, sociologist Michael Kimmel has maintained that between the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth century, men at all levels of the societal system and in all geographical regions have faced a “crisis in masculinity.”  This crisis was generated by three factors:

1. An unprecedented level of industrialization in the United States that

challenged the image of the man as self-made;

2. The entry of women, immigrants, and newly freed slaves into the labor market 

who demanded rights traditionally reserved for and defining men; and, 

3. The closing of the frontier, denying the self-made man new options.

These challenges were countered by “resistance” by many men because they

believed they were seeing an end of a “bygone era.”  This reaction has been detailed by Kimmel:


For many men, resistance has meant retreat to a bygone era.  To some, the restorative tonic would be found in a return to earlier historical notions of masculine virtue.  To others, that era could only be restored by stemming what one writer called “the rising tide of color.”  To that writer, it meant both the masses of immigrants flooding America’s cities and the streams of blacks migrating north at the same time.  But to many men, the tide that threatened to wash over American manhood and dash their hopes for self-making included other groups as well, among them women and homosexuals.

Kimmel continues in these words:

Racism, antifeminism, homophobia, and nativism fed off these fears as though by excluding the “others,” gender identity could be preserved.  American manhood had earlier been grounded upon the exclusion of blacks and women, the non-native-born (immigrants), and genuinely native-born (Indians), each on the premise that they weren’t “real” Americans and couldn’t, by definition, be real men.
 


This challenge persists through most of the first half of the twentieth century.  Indeed, by the end of the 1950s, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. also aptly concluded that the American male was facing “a crisis of American masculinity.”  He maintained:

What has happened to the American male?  
 For a long time, he

seemed utterly confident in his manhood, sure of his masculine role in society, easy and definite in his sense of sexual identity. . . .  Today, however, men are more and more conscious of maleness, not as a fact, but as a problem.  The ways in which American men affirm their masculinity are uncertain and obscure.  There are multiple signs, indeed, that something has gone wrong with the American male’s conception of himself.


In a similar vein, Benjamin Boshes (medical doctor and psychiatrist at Northwestern University Medical Hospital) has examined front line action during wars.  Captured on film in several wars, Boshes compared how many men actually fired their guns when under direct fire.  In other words, what percentage of men actually fire back when they are being shot at by the enemy?  Boshes found that the percentage of men willing to shoot back dramatically increased  as the twentieth century unfolded:

· During World War I, one-third of men returned enemy fire.  Or, 33% indicated a willingness to kill.

· During World War II, one half of men returned enemy fire.  Or, 50% indicated a willingness to kill.

· During the Korean War, three-fourths or 75% of men returned enemy fire.  Or, 75% indicated a willingness to kill.

· During the Vietnam War, virtually all men returned enemy fire.  They slapped their M-16s on automatic and sprayed anything that moved.  By this measure, virtually 100% of men indicate a willingness to kill.

In all, in the United States since the Civil War, the history of masculinity is aptly understood as a “crisis in masculinity.”  But, it should also be known that this has been a  “silent crisis.”  It was not masculine to talk about masculinity.

As the United States entered the 1960s and 1970s, however, issues about masculinity were given voice, actually multiple voices, voices that proclaimed division and confrontation.  Indeed, during the 1960s and 1970s, the image of American men has been decisively shaped by a host of women writers.

While emerging in France in 1953, and in this sense a transitional volume to the 1960s, the first of these contemporary voices was provided by Simone de Beauvoir in her volume The Second Sex.  In this volume, she concluded that while “the two sexes are each the victim” in a “vicious circle” that is “so hard to break” (p. 719), she also reported that, “The emancipated woman” wants “to be active, a taker, and refuses the passivity man means to impose on her” (p. 718).  In all, de Beauvoir concluded, that “men enslaved women in the first place” (p. 719) and that ultimately “male insolence must be blamed” for the role women currently occupied in society (p. 718).  

In the United States in the early 1960s, Betty Friedan’s 1963 The Feminine Mystique—identified as the “book that started it all”
—established a context for reconsidering the image, place, and role of males in society.  Yet, rather than directly blame men or an ideology of masculinity for the plight of women, for Friedan, “this problem that has no name” (p. 18) was most directly manifest in the internal psychological state of “desperation” (p. 18) that so many women were experiencing,
 a theme again explored in 1992 by Gloria Steinem.
  In this regard, Friedan’s closing sentence in The Feminine Mystique is particularly revealing:  “But the time is at hand when the voices of the feminine mystique can no longer drown out the inner voice that is

driving women on to become complete.”
  In all, for Friedan, it is the feminine mystique itself—rather than men or a masculine ideology—that remained the primary object of study.  Subsequently, however, others were to reinterpret Friedan’s feminine mystique and argue that it “turned out to be one of the subtler strategies of masculine dominance.”

With the inception of the 1970s, a host of volumes focused more directly upon men and masculinity as responsible and causal agents for the condition of women.  The most direct and dramatic of these early analyses was provided by Kate Millett in her 1970 volume Sexual Politics.  After examining the literature produced by twentieth-century men, Millett proclaimed that the “hostility between the sexes” is “so bitter that it has reached the proportions of a war waged in terms of murder and sodomy.”

Likewise, in 1971, in The Female Eunuch, Germaine Greer observed that, “Women have very little idea how much men hate them.”
  When she returned to this issue some thirty years later, in her 1999 volume, The Whole Woman, Greer concluded, “I reckon that in the year 2000 more men hate more women more bitterly than in 1970.  Our culture is more masculinist than it was thirty years ago. . . .While women were struggling to live as responsible dignified adults, men have retreated into extravagantly masculinist fantasies and behaviours.”


While a host of consequences or effects of these feminist analyses might be explored, I remained particularly intrigued by how these analyses affected men’s conception of their own identities.  I should initially note that I am skeptical about suggesting any intentional impact of feminist writings on men’s notions of their own sexuality.  In my view, these early feminist volume were predominantly written for other women rather than men.
  At the same time, some men reacted in various ways that warrant attention.

A larger number of volumes were written in the 1970s by men and apparently for men.  However, my personal feeling is these volume were actually directed at women as a strategic attempt to pacify, if not reduce, the intensity of the rhetorical confrontation men associated with the discourse of feminists.  You can judge this yourself.  

Of these 1970s volumes, let just mention the most popular as measured by book sales.  Published in 1971, the volume Unbecoming Men which explored how men might “confront our sexism towards women, and to a lesser extent, toward gay people.”
  Similarly, concerned with what the sexual revolution led by the “proliferation of women’s liberation groups” is doing “to the average American man and women” (p. ix), in their 1974 volume The Male Dilemma, Steinmann and Fox provided guidelines for “how to survive the sexual revolution,” which focus in significant ways on the “alleviation of some of the psychological components of the male dilemma by removing some of the burden for supporting social change from men.”
   Finally, arguing for an alternative model for males, in his 1974 volume The Male Machine, Marc Feigen Fasteau argued that the “male machine” is “functional, designed mainly for work,” “programmed to tackle jobs, override obstacles, attack problems, overcome difficulties, and always seize the offensive.”  Additionally, in Fasteau’s view, this male machine “dominates and outperforms his fellows,” maintains relationships of “respect but not intimacy” with “other male machines,” and faces “mystery” when attempting to understand his relationships with the “opposite sex.”
 (p. 1).

Typical of others at this time, Fasteau held that this “male machine is not a real person, but a stereotype, an ideal image of masculinity shared, with minor variations, by nearly every male in America” (1974, p. 2).  In this view, the “male machine” is “the most fundamental standard, the yardstick against which we measure ourselves as men.”
  Alternatively, for Fasteau, most males cannot live up to this standard, and they must ultimately adopt a form of androgyny as a method to “end men’s preoccupation with dominance and control and the discomfort they tend to feel with sexual excitement and tension.”
  In his final concluding remarks, Fasteau maintained that, “one must be able to accept and integrate the corresponding opposites in oneself.”
 

With the benefits of hindsight, how can we judge these efforts to transform the essence of masculinity?

Initially it should be noted that the particular  proposals themselves seem unattractive to most men.  It is simply not persuasive—if not counter-productive-- to suggest directly to men that they need to address their sexism and homophobia.  Indeed, it is nothing less than offensive to be told—as a man—that you are solely functional and only a machine, incapable of responding to intimacy.

Additionally, the proposals for some sort of androgynous mix in which masculine and feminine traits are merged is ultimately understood by men as a kind of artificial, if not abnormal, construction.  Forecasting some of the skepticism that was to emerge some twenty-five years later, Marriott (1997, p. B7) has maintained that, “Most men” view “these sometimes touchy-feely sessions of male togetherness with suspicion and derision.”

More specifically, the evidence seems overwhelming:  Men actively desire to retain a masculine image.  Consider, for example, the qualities of “naturalness,” if not inevitability, attributed to the notion of masculinity offered by Oxford University biologist Ben Greenstein in his 1993 volume The Fragile Male:  The Decline of a Redundant Species:

Generally speaking, men want to be men.  They want to be acknowledged as men, and. . . this need may be programmed into the neural circuitry. . . .  In the first place, the appearance of physical proof of manhood is eagerly awaited by every boy.  The first signs of pubic and facial hair are celebrated not only by the boy himself, but by a relieved father, and both parents joyfully guide their son to his manhood.


Boys want not only the more private manifestations of manhood.  They passionately want those which proclaim their masculine success to the world.  They want height, impressive musculature, and the strength that goes with it.  This desire for the trappings of manhood is so widespread it is tempting to believe that these feelings are instinctive, part of the proto-male that survive to this day.

Indeed, in the seven published descriptions of male development I have reviewed, especially in those providing verbatim interviews with boys, every report has noted that boys seek a unique and distinct physical, social, and cultural image.  While there is a universal agreement that the destructive forces associated with masculinity must be sought, such a quest occurs within the context of distinct sexual roles.  Indeed, regardless of their race, family income, social class, and actual and anticipated education, boys repeatedly seek physical, social and cultural confirmation of themselves as men.
    

In all, none of the conceptions of the 1960s and early 1970s profoundly challenged the basic nature of masculinity, and none of them offered an alternative conception of masculinity that most males could find acceptable, realistic, or appealing.  As Bormann might put it, none of these constructions prescribed alternative “fantasy themes” that “chained out,” capturing the imagination and dominating the language system of American males.  There is simply little evidence to suggest that an alternative rhetorical vision of the American male emerged in “face-to-face interacting groups,” in “speaker-audience transactions,” in “television broadcasts,” and in “all the diverse settings for public and intimate communication in a given society.”
  

In this context, Fejes has provided a comprehensive survey of “sex-role research and masculinity” content analysis studies in broadcasting, advertising, photography, newspapers, magazines, music, and film in the 1970s and 1980s.  He has concluded that alternative views of males and masculinity have failed to appear on the public media.  In sharp contrast to the ways in which women are portrayed, Fejes reported that men are cast as “powerful and successful, occupy high-status positions, initiate action and act from the basis of rational mind as opposed to emotions, are found more in the world of things as opposed to family and relationships, and organize their lives around problem solving.”  As Fejes has concluded, “content studies show fairly conclusively that the media replicate and reinforce traditional versions of masculinity,” a traditional version of masculinity that is best understood, in Fejes’ view, as “a heavily stereotypical view of masculinity.”
  

Beyond these content analyses, behavioral measures of traditional male tasks underwent few changes from the 1970s to the 1990s.  For example, the Families and Work Institute reported that full-time working fathers “spent an average of 2.3 hours each workday with their children, a half-hour more than the average reported by a Department of Labor survey in 1977.”
  In contrast, based upon findings reported in the same survey, “working mothers spend more time with their children but their time commitment has not changed much since 1977.”
  In this context, in 1998, men continue to devote more time to working outside the home than women.  The Families and Work Institute has reported that, “On the average, men work 49 hours a week, while women, who are more likely to have part-time jobs, average 42.  Men with children under 18 work slightly longer hours than other men, while women with children under 18 work fewer hours than other women.”

Despite these results, under special conditions, there does appear to be some reasons to believe that transformations are occurring in the home, how child care is being handled, and how male roles themselves are being redefined to include a most significant role in home activities.  Indeed, since 1981—with the emergence of children defined as the Millennial Generation
—mothers and fathers in two-parent families appear to be spending more time with their children.  When the amount of time spend with their children in 1981 is compared to 1997, both mothers and fathers spend 23% more time with their children.  While women continue to spend more time with their children, and while these changes have not occurred in single-family homes, it does appear that “father may be taking more responsibility for child-care when mothers work.”
          

In all, during this twenty-year period, proposals calling for alternatives to the traditional notion of masculinity failed to provide the public with a viable and meaningful redefinition of masculinity.   Indeed, in our jargon, none of them possessed “rhetorical power.”  They failed to capture the imagination and logic of males, failed to shift their self-conceptions, and failed to create a new set of fantasies and visions for males in the United States.  Overall, in my view, the strategies employed have done nothing to shift the orientation of the vast majority of males during the last thirty years.

Yet, I do think that masculinity has undergone a change that began in 1980 and has continued unabated into 2001.  

The Male as Erotic and Objectified

In the early 1980s, a host of explicit, dramatic, and extremely public changes in the male image began to appear.  Indeed, the changes were so explicit and so public that it was virtually impossible to deny that men were becoming eroticized and objectified.  I suspect many examples might be selected to illustrate the emergence of the corporate and advertising campaign.  For me, the campaign was dramatized in 1983, when Calvin Klein erected a gigantic vertical advertisement of the towering bronze figure of Tom Hintnaus, posed in blindingly white Calvin Klein briefs on a 70 foot high billboard above Times Square.
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1983 This shot, with the model Tom Hintnaus, dominated Times Square.

The campaign generated a host of intense reactions.  Let me illustrate with the reactions of Herbert Muschamp in the New York Times Magazine.  In Muschamp’s view, the image was designed to “shock, provoke, seduce, titillate, or arouse.”  These flagrantly erotic photos” of men “posing seductively in underwear” have, Muschamp has argued, turned “men into stone” for “our further pleasure and enjoyment,” created a “Cult of the Beautiful Boy,” and represented the “most revolutionary tools yet devised in the history of consumer manipulation” in which “men assume the passive role once assigned almost exclusively to women.”  Identifying this change in the male image as “beefcake for the masses,” Muschamp has concluded that the change represents “acceptance” of a new “all-American” role for men by “the cultural mainstream.”
  The full range of critical reactions to this image in 1983 is summarized on Table 1.  What amazes me, on reflection, is that none of these critical observations were taken seriously, none were perceived as sufficiently important to create a backlash or counter-movement against this kind of exploitation.  Indeed, the earlier and ongoing exploitation of women in this same fashion may have provided a rationale for accepting this image of men as a new form of masculinity.


However, this 1983 poster was only a platform for a more comprehensive and explicit campaign by Calvin Klein and other advertisers.  The erotic image was to become an enduring feature defining masculinity in the 1980s, the 1990s, and now into the twenty-first century.  


Consider this parade of male images in historical order from 1981 through 2000.

[Insert Images Here]

And, now in 2001, the images have continued.

[Insert Images Here]

 These images are perhaps becoming even more erotic and more dehumanizing, although we may now be more immune to the numbing effect of these ads while the image continues to constitute a standard for masculinity.     

For others, the male was most vividly displayed as an erotic object in a 1994 Diet Coke television commercial when model Lucky Vanos took off his shirt and guzzled a can of Diet Coke.  The drama of this commercial features office windows full of waiting and watching women, setting their watches to the precise time when Vanos takes his break, drinks his Diet Coke, and do nothing less than leer while Vanos slowly undresses to strip-show music.  As Bordo (1999, pp. 144-145) has put it, “The camera lingers on his muscular, nicely hairy chest.  Does he know the women are watching him?  That’s unclear, but in his lavish exhibition of his body there is a slight suggestion that perhaps he does.  It was just a dumb commercial, but to many women it felt like the turning of the tide.”
    

Accordingly, since the early1980s, at least some transformations in the role of men as breadwinner, husband, and father can be noted.  Indeed, since the early 1980s, a host of writers have attributed a more erotic image to men.  Succinctly put, the male has been increasingly cast as an erotic object.  This image began to constitute a model for other men.  As I see it, this erotic image is motivated by corporate objectives designed to increase market sizes and profits.  The erotic image is, however, ultimately unattainable for the vast majority of men.  Advertising is used to maintain the erotic image as an attainable goal.  Accordingly, the market demand for products to realize this erotic image will continue unabated, because men will continually seek what is not obtainable.  

In this context, in Behold the Man:  The Hype and Selling of Male Beauty in Media and Culture, Dotson (1999) has suggested that the male has been treated as an erotic object in a host of areas.  Specifically, Dotson begins with the belief that, “Masculinity, or manliness—whatever we choose to call it—is a cultural creation.  Every culture, and every subculture, probably has its own idealized image of masculinity or manliness” (p. 1).  This premise led Dotson (p. 3) to conclude that within the contemporary American culture, men have become objects of erotic attention and ultimately objectified:

Men are meat—their naked bodies hoisted up on larger-than-life billboards, flashed across movie and television screens, frozen in print advertisements, displayed on props and playthings, in music videos, begged for in pornography, silenced in erotica, shamed into dieting, chopped up in cosmetic surgery centers.  Words such as objectification, glorification, exploitation, and stereotyping come to mind.  These words once rang as battle cries from women who were sick and tired of having their bodies turned into plastic toys.  These words that help spark a movement toward equality are words of war.   

The scope of this effort has been aptly summarized by Dotson.  He has marshaled a massive collection of “evidence” to demonstrate the scope and significance of the degree to which men are treated as erotic and objectified.

[Here Overheads Here]

What have been the consequences of this campaign to objectify and create an erotic image of masculinity?

We don’t have a lot of survey data, but what exist is revealing.

[Insert Overhead Here]

Finally, a more indirect consequence.  The reaction is provided by Susan Bordo.
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In The Male Body: A New Look at Men in Public and in Private (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1999), Susan Bordo provides an analysis (pp. 175-178) of her reaction to this Gucci advertisement (p. 176).

She recalled of this ad:

It was in the spring of 1995, and I was sipping my first cup of morning coffee, not yet fully awake, flipping through The New York Times Magazine, when I had my first real taste of what it’s like to inhabit this visual culture as a man.  It was both trilling and disconcerting.  It was the first time in my experience that I had encountered a commercial representation of a male body that seemed to deliberately invite me to linger over it.  Let me make that stronger—that seemed to reach out to me, interrupting my mundane but peaceful Sunday morning, and provoke me into erotic consciousness, whether or not I wanted it.

Writing several years later, Bordo has concluded that “an attitude of male sexual supplication” is “very new to contemporary mainstream representations,” and indeed, for “many men, both gay and straight, to be so passively dependent on the gaze of another

person for one’s sense of self-worth is incompatible with being a real man.”
 (pp. 171-172).  Yet, Bordo has found these depictions of males as erotic as liberating:

Feminists might like to image that Madison Avenue heard our pleas for sexual equality and finally gave us ‘men as sex objects.’  But what’s really happened is that women have been the beneficiaries of what might be described as a triumph of pure consumerism—and with it, a burgeoning male fitness and beauty culture—over homophobia and the taboos against male vanity, male ‘femininity,’ and erotic display of the male body that have gone along with it.

However, for others, the transformation in the male image is cast as only one 

element of a larger sociocultural change for men.  In Stiffed:  The Betrayal of the American Man, Susan Faludi has maintained that “masculinity crisis” is a product of  “our history,” a history in which men’s lives gained meaning insofar as they participated in and were “part of society.”
  In this sense, the “key to masculinity” is “public usefulness.”  Yet, the “ornamental culture” of today provides men with no sense of public usefulness for men.
  As Faludi concludes, men now existed within the domain of the “beauty queen,” “trapped in Miss America’s boudoir.  She was now their rival, not to be won over by a show of masculine strength, care, or protection, but only to be bested in a competition where the odds did not seem to be on the men’s side.”  In this view, the issue is consumerism, a consumerism that creates an “ornamental imprisonment,” “enslavement to glamour,” or a “merchandised façade.”
 


In all, the utility and power of male eroticism as a new form of masculinity remains an open-ended issue, to be decided during this or the next several decades.  Regardless of how specific issues are resolved, any emergent conception of masculinity should allow men to function as active and contributing agents in society as well as explore masculinity anew among the various diverse cultures within a global context.  No single definition of masculinity needs to exist when some 200 different cultures throughout the world provide a wide diversity of potential models to explore and examine.  Such an exploration might constitute a new foundation for multiple forms of masculinity.  Indeed, the emphasize in this newly formulated system should emphasize masculinity as a plural noun, a scheme of multiple masculinities in which each man seeks and finds the mode of male behavior that most effectively suits his identity.


As these issues continue to develop, I have also been engaged in a series of new kinds of studies of masculinity.  This brings me to my final consideration:

In Terms of Future Research,

 What Directions Are These Explorations Taking?


The study of masculinities remains an amazingly open area for explorations and systematic research investigations.  The most complete and systematic examination of masculinity was provided by Spence and Helmreich some 25 years ago in 1978.
  While a remarkably intriguing study, the changes in male images and in masculinity itself suggest that survey research should appropriately be undertaken.  Accordingly, I have been interested in determining what characteristics and attributes people associate with masculinity. 


Towards this end, in 1999, I began a series of informal focus groups.  I interviewed some 301 students in groups of ten to fifteen at a moderately sized Midwest university.  The purpose of these interviews was to determine the variables, determinants, and correlates students associated with the term masculinity, and secondarily, the purpose was to determine if men and women held diverse conceptions of masculinity.  One of the informal findings of these interviews was that some women consciously displayed strong masculine characteristics or where aware that women could display masculine characteristics in different kinds of interactions.  


Based upon both the previous survey of literature and the focus group interviews, a “Perceived Masculinity Questionnaire 30” or PMQ30 was developed and tested with several different classes of students at the same moderate sized Midwest university.  As students completed the PMQ30, it was clear that a revision of the questionnaire was in order.


In August of 2001, I was extremely fortunate to have a new colleague join the Department of Communication.  Professor Koji Fuse was intrigued with my efforts to develop a revision of the PMQ30.  It is my unbelievably good fortune that Professor Fuse is a brilliant, hard-working, perceptive, articulate, thoughtful, and caring colleague.  I could not ask for a better colleague on such a project.  With Professor Fuse’s assistance and insight, the “Perceived Masculinity Questionnaire 50” or PMQ50 was developed and administered to 650 students in the Spring of 2001.  The results of this exploration are being published in the journal Communication Quarterly.  It is noteworthy that this essay will be the longest published in the discipline of communication, suggesting that Koji and I are extremely wordy or unbelievably insightful.  I hope the later.


Based upon the results derived from the PMQ50 as well as new results published in the literature regarding the sexual aggressiveness of college females,
 yet another revision of the questionnaire was undertaken.  The “Perceived Masculinity Questionnaire 47” or PMQ47 was completed it is has just recently been administered.  We anticipate that some 900 students have completed this questionnaire.


Because of limitations with the student sample here at ISU, we have recently expanded our research team, and Professor Deborah Borisoff at New York University has joined the research effort.  She will be administering the PMQ47 this year, and we hope that her sample will include older, a more racially diverse, and more sexually experienced subjects.


Finally, during the next several years, it is expected that the research project will be able to compare American perceptions to masculinity to understandings of peoples in other cultures and nation-states.  Towards this end, Professor Joan Fayer at the University of Puerto Rico is joining the research team, and she will be administering the PMQ47 to a populations whose first language is Spanish.  In this regard, we are also hoping that the questionnaire can also be administered during the next year to groups in India, Germany, France, Korea, and Japan.  In all, we would not be offended if our efforts generated an International Center for the Study of Masculinity.


These explorations have led us to some preliminary results regarding what characteristics and attributes Americans currently associate with masculinity.  It is our current belief that ten dimensions are associated with masculinity.  These dimensions are summarized on Table 3, “Perceived Masculinity Dimensions.”

Table 2

“Perceived Masculinity Dimensions”

People are more likely to be masculine if they possess:

1. Physiological Energy—appear aroused, display tension, and display aggressive tendencies.

2. Masculine Physical Characteristics—a muscular physique, have a lean body shape, low-pitched voice quality, and factual voice quality.

3. Masculine Sociocultural Roles—are an enthusiastic fan of a sports team, follow a favorite sports team, or display a favorite sports teams insignia.

4. An Idealized Version of Masculinity—believe that society has a strong  concept of a masculine man, believe that an strong conception of a masculine man exists in the local environment, believes that one’s partner is significantly less masculine than you, and believes that others react as if one’s partner is significantly less masculine than you.

5. Opposite Sex Preference—sexual partner choice is the opposite sex, sexual fantasies focus on opposite sex partners, physical satisfaction during sex is derived from opposite sex partner, and emotional pleasure during sex is derived from an partner of the opposite sex.

6. A Positive Subjective Masculine Self-Conception—think of one’s sex role as masculine and believes that one’s friends, parents, and strangers perceive one’s sex role as masculine.

7. A Positive Self-Conception of One’s Age—one does not believe that one’s self or others think of one as sexually immature, and one does not think that one’s self or others think of one as too old to enjoy or engage in sexual relations.

8. A Positive Racial and National Self-Conception—believes that one’s sexuality is not restricted by one’s own race or nationality, believes that others, society, and one’s local environment or culture do not restrict one’s sexuality because one’s race or nationality.

9. Lustful—one has sex frequently, is orgasm and genitally-oriented, and employs minimal erotic touching or foreplay.

10. Erotic Male Characteristics—one believes one should use and that society uses a man’s weight, muscle tone, and overall physical appearance to determine masculine one is as well as believing that one should use and society uses a man’s grooming, clothes, hair style, and fashion sense to determine how manly a person is.

While statistical assessment of these dimensions has yet to be completed, preliminary analyses completed with the sample drawn from the moderately sized Midwest university suggest that the first five dimensions are relatively discrete and significant.  It is anticipated that if this sample is adjusted to include more racially and nationally diverse subjects as well as more sexually experienced female subjects, all of the dimensions will be discrete and significant.  Details regarding the statistical tests employed are available upon request.

Finally, it should be noted that the results derived from the American sample will be compared to the results derived from the international samples.  Additionally, it should be noted that each international sample will be examined to determine if it possesses (with cluster analyses) a unique configuration of masculine correlates not found in other samples. 

In all, as new data and findings are generated, we expect to possess a strong foundation for concluding that masculinity is, indeed, a social and symbolic construction that varies from one culture to the next.  However, we are also hoping that such comparisons might offer useful prescriptions for adjusting conceptions in masculinity if a culture is facing a crisis in its perceived masculine identity.

In all, these are only preliminary explorations.  My sense of masculinity and why we study it ultimately stem from the model of masculinity provided by Angel Juarbe.  The object of study—masculinity—will probably remain paradoxical, but the tensions created by masculinity should goad us towards greater service to the community.  

Thank you very much.  I appreciate your time, attention, and involvement.
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