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4. MASCULINITIES AND GLOBALIZATION

he current wave of research and debate on masculinity stems from the impact of the women’s libera-

tion movement on men, but it has taken time for this impact to produce a new intellectual agenda.
Most discussions of men’s gender in the 1970s and early 1980s centered on an established concept, the
male sex role, and an established problem: how men and boys were socialized into this role. There was
not much new empirical research. What there was tended to use the more abstracted methods of social
psychology (e.g., paper-and-pencil masculinity/femininity scales) to measure generalized attitudes and
expectations in ill-defined populations. The largest body of empirical research was the continuing stream
of quantitative studies of sex differences —which continued to be disappointingly slight (Carrigan, Con-
nell, and Lee 1985).

The concept of a unitary male sex role, however, came under increasing criticism for its multiple
oversimplifications and its incapacity to handle issues about power (Kimmel 1987; Connell 1987). New
conceptual frameworks were proposed that linked feminist work on institutionalized patriarchy, gay the-
oretical work on homophobia, and psychoanalytic ideas about the person (Carrigan, Connell, and Lee
1985; Hearn 1987). Increasing attention was given to certain studies that located issues about masculini-
ty in a fully described local context, whether a British printing shop (Cockburn 1983) or a Papuan moun-
tain community (Herdt 1981). By the late 1980s, a genre of empirical research based on these ideas was
developing, most clearly in sociology but also in anthropology, history, organization studies, and cultural
studies. This has borne fruit in the 1990s in what is now widely recognized as a new generation of social
research on masculinity and men in gender relations (Connell 1995; Widersprueche 1995; Segal 1997).

Although the recent research has been diverse in subject matter and social location, its characteristic
focus is the construction of masculinity in a particular milieu or moment—a clergyman’s family (Tosh
1991), a professional sports career (Messner 1992), a small group of gay men (Connell 1992), a body-
building gym (Klein 1993), a group of colonial schools (Morrell 1994), an urban police force (McElhin-
ny 1994), drinking groups in bars (Tomsen 1997), a corporate office on the verge of a decision (Messer-
schmidt 1997). Accordingly, we might think of this as the “ethnographic moment” in masculinity re-
search, in which the specific and the local are in focus. (This is not to deny that this work deploys broad-
er structural concepts, but simply to note the characteristic focus of the empirical work and its analysis.)

The ethnographic moment brought a much-needed gust of realism to debates on men and masculini-
ty, a corrective to the simplifications of role theory. It also provided a corrective to the trend in popular
culture where vague discussions of men’s sex roles were giving way to the mystical generalities of the
mythopoetic movement and the extreme simplifications of religious revivalism.

Although the rich detail of the historical and field studies defies easy summary, certain conclusions
emerge from this body of research as a whole. In short form, they are the following.

Plural Masculinities A theme of theoretical work in the 1980s, the multiplicity of masculinities has now
been very fully documented by descriptive research. Different cultures and different periods of history
construct gender differently. Striking differences exist, for instance, in the relationship of homosexual
practice to dominant forms of masculinity (Herdt 1984). In multicultural societies, there are varying def-
initions and enactments of masculinity, for instance, between Anglo and Latino communities in the Unit-
ed States (Hondagneu-Sotelo and Messner 1994). Equally important, more than one kind of masculinity
can be found within a given cultural setting or institution. This is particularly well documented in school
studies (Foley 1990) but can also be observed in workplaces (Messerschmidt 1997) and the military
(Barrett 1996).
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Hierarchy and Hegemony These plural masculinities exist in definite social relations, often relations of
hierarchy and exclusion. This was recognized early, in gay theorists’ discussions of homophobia; it has
become clear that the implications are far-reaching. There is generally a hegemonic form of masculinity,
the most honored or desired in a particular context. For Western popular culture, this is extensively doc-
umented in research on media representations of masculinity (McKay and Huber 1992). The hegemonic
form need not be the most common form of masculinity. Many men live in a state of some tension with,
or distance from, hegemonic masculinity; others (such as sporting heroes) are taken as exemplars of
hegemonic masculinity and are required to live up to it strenuously (Connell 1990a). The dominance of
hegemonic masculinity over other forms may be quiet and implicit, but it may also be vehement and vio-
lent, as in the important case of homophobic violence.

Collective Masculinities Masculinities, as patterns of gender practice, are sustained and enacted not only
by individuals but also by groups and institutions. This fact was visible in Cockburn’s (1983) pioneering
research on informal workplace culture, and it has been confirmed over and over: in workplaces (Don-
aldson 1991), in organized sport (Whitson 1990; Messner 1992), in schools (Connell 1996), and so on.
This point must be taken with the previous two: institutions may construct multiple masculinities and
define relationships between them. Barrett’s (1996) illuminating study of hegemonic masculinity in the
US Navy shows how this takes different forms in the different subbranches of the one military
organization.

Bodies as Arenas Men’s bodies do not determine the patterns of masculinity, but they are still of great
importance in masculinity. Men’s bodies are addressed, defined, and disciplined (as in sport; see The-
berge 1991), and given outlets and pleasures by the gender order of society. But men’s bodies are not
blank slates. The enactment of masculinity reaches certain limits, for instance, in the destruction of the
industrial worker’s body (Donaldson 1991). Masculine conduct with a female body is felt to be anom-
alous or transgressive, like feminine conduct with a male body; research on gender crossing (Bolin
1988) shows the work that must be done to sustain an anomalous gender.

Active Construction Masculinities do not exist prior to social interaction, but come into existence as peo-
ple act. They are actively produced, using the resources and strategies available in a given milieu. Thus
the exemplary masculinities of sports professionals are not a product of passive disciplining, but as
Messner (1992) shows, result from a sustained, active engagement with the demands of the institutional
setting, even to the point of serious bodily damage from “playing hurt” and accumulated stress. With
boys learning masculinities, much of what was previously taken as socialization appears, in close-focus
studies of schools (Walker 1988; Thorne 1993), as the outcome of intricate and intense maneuvering in
peer groups, classes, and adult—child relationships.

Contradiction Masculinities are not homogeneous, simple states of being. Close-focus research on mas-
culinities commonly identifies contradictory desires and conduct; for instance, in Klein’s (1993) study of
bodybuilders, the contradiction between the heterosexual definition of hegemonic masculinity and the
homosexual practice by which some of the bodybuilders finance the making of an exemplary body. Psy-
choanalysis provides the classic evidence of conflicts within personality, and recent psychoanalytic writ-
ing (Chodorow 1994; Lewes 1988) has laid some emphasis on the conflicts and emotional compromises
within both hegemonic and subordinated forms of masculinity. Life-history research influenced by exis-
tential psychoanalysis (Connell 1995) has similarly traced contradictory projects and commitments with-
in particular forms of masculinity.

Dynamics Masculinities created in specific historical circumstances are liable to reconstruction, and any
pattern of hegemony is subject to contestation, in which a dominant masculinity may be displaced.
Heward (1988) shows the changing gender regime of a boys’ school responding to the changed strate-
gies of the families in its clientele. Roper (1991) shows the displacement of a production-oriented mas-



culinity among engineering managers by new financially oriented generic managers. Since the 1970s,
the reconstruction of masculinities has been pursued as a conscious politics. Schwalbe’s (1996) close ex-
amination of one mythopoetic group shows the complexity of the practice and the limits of the
reconstruction.

If we compare this picture of masculinity with earlier understandings of the male sex role, it is clear
that the ethnographic moment in research has already had important intellectual fruits.

Nevertheless, it has always been recognized that some issues go beyond the local. For instance,
mythopoetic movements such as the highly visible Promise Keepers are part of a spectrum of masculini-
ty politics; Messner (1997) shows for the United States that this spectrum involves at least eight conflict-
ing agendas for the remaking of masculinity. Historical studies such as Phillips (1987) on New Zealand
and Kimmel (1996) on the United States have traced the changing public constructions of masculinity
for whole countries over long periods; ultimately, such historical reconstructions are essential for under-
standing the meaning of ethnographic details.

I consider that this logic must now be taken a step further, and in taking this step, we will move to-
ward a new agenda for the whole field. What happens in localities is affected by the history of whole
countries, but what happens in countries is affected by the history of the world. Locally situated lives are
now (indeed, have long been) powerfully influenced by geopolitical struggles, global markets, multina-
tional corporations, labor migration, transnational media. It is time for this fundamental fact to be built
into our analysis of men and masculinities.

To understand local masculinities, we must think in global terms. But how? That is the problem pur-
sued in this article. I will offer a framework for thinking about masculinities as a feature of world society
and for thinking about men’s gender practices in terms of the global structure and dynamics of gender.
This is by no means to reject the ethnographic moment in masculinity research. It is, rather, to think how
we can use its findings more adequately.

THE WORLD GENDER ORDER

Masculinities do not first exist and then come into contact with femininities; they are produced together,
in the process that constitutes a gender order. Accordingly, to understand the masculinities on a world
scale, we must first have a concept of the globalization of gender.

This is one of the most difficult points in current gender analysis because the very conception is
counterintuitive. We are so accustomed to thinking of gender as the attribute of an individual, even as an
unusually intimate attribute, that it requires a considerable wrench to think of gender on the vast scale of
global society. Most relevant discussions, such as the literature on women and development, fudge the
issue. They treat the entities that extend internationally (markets, corporations, intergovernmental pro-
grams, etc.) as ungendered in principle —but affecting unequally gendered recipients of aid in practice,
because of bad policies. Such conceptions reproduce the familiar liberal feminist view of the state as in
principle gender-neutral, though empirically dominated by men.

But if we recognize that very large scale institutions such as the state are themselves gendered, in
quite precise and specifiable ways (Connell 1990b), and if we recognize that international relations, in-
ternational trade, and global markets are inherently an arena of gender formation and gender politics
(Enloe 1990), then we can recognize the existence of a world gender order. The term can be defined as
the structure of relationships that interconnect the gender regimes of institutions, and the gender orders
of local society, on a world scale. That is, however, only a definition. The substantive questions remain:
what is the shape of that structure, how tightly are its elements linked, how has it arisen historically,
what is its trajectory into the future?

Current business and media talk about globalization pictures a homogenizing process sweeping
across the world, driven by new technologies, producing vast unfettered global markets in which all par-
ticipate on equal terms. This is a misleading image. As Hirst and Thompson (1996) show, the global



economy is highly unequal and the current degree of homogenization is often overestimated. Multina-
tional corporations based in the three major economic powers (the United States, European Union, and
Japan) are the major economic actors worldwide.

The structure bears the marks of its history. Modern global society was historically produced as
Wallerstein (1974) argued, by the economic and political expansion of European states from the fifteenth
century on and by the creation of colonial empires. It is in this process that we find the roots of the mod-
ern world gender order. Imperialism was, from the start, a gendered process. Its first phase, colonial con-
quest and settlement, was carried out by gender-segregated forces, and it resulted in massive disruption
of indigenous gender orders. In its second phase, the stabilization of colonial societies, new gender divi-
sions of labor were produced in plantation economies and colonial cities, while gender ideologies were
linked with racial hierarchies and the cultural defense of empire. The third phase, marked by political
decolonization, economic neocolonialism, and the current growth of world markets and structures of fi-
nancial control, has seen gender divisions of labor remade on a massive scale in the “global factory”
(Fuentes and Ehrenreich 1983), as well as the spread of gendered violence alongside Western military
technology.

The result of this history is a partially integrated, highly unequal, and turbulent world society, in
which gender relations are partly but unevenly linked on a global scale. The unevenness becomes clear
when different substructures of gender (Connell 1987; Walby 1990) are examined separately.

The Division of Labor A characteristic feature of colonial and neocolonial economies was the restructur-
ing of local production systems to produce a male wage worker—female domestic worker couple (Mies
1986). This need not produce a “housewife” in the Western suburban sense, for instance, where the wage
work involved migration to plantations or mines (Moodie 1994). But it has generally produced the iden-
tification of masculinity with the public realm and the money economy and of femininity with domestic-
ity, which is a core feature of the modern European gender system (Holter 1997).

Power Relations The colonial and postcolonial world has tended to break down purdah systems of patri-
archy in the name of modernization, if not of women’s emancipation (Kandiyoti 1994). At the same
time, the creation of a westernized public realm has seen the growth of large-scale organizations in the
form of the state and corporations, which in the great majority of cases are culturally masculinized and
controlled by men. In comprador capitalism, however, the power of local elites depends on their rela-
tions with the metropolitan powers, so the hegemonic masculinities of neocolonial societies are uneasily
poised between local and global cultures.

Emotional Relations Both religious and cultural missionary activity has corroded indigenous homosexu-
al and cross-gender practice, such as the native American berdache and the Chinese “passion of the cut
sleeve” (Hinsch 1990). Recently developed Western models of romantic heterosexual love as the basis
for marriage and of gay identity as the main alternative have now circulated globally —though as Altman
(1996) observes, they do not simply displace indigenous models, but interact with them in extremely
complex ways.

Symbolization Mass media, especially electronic media, in most parts of the world follow North Ameri-
can and European models and relay a great deal of metropolitan content; gender imagery is an important
part of what is circulated. A striking example is the reproduction of a North American imagery of femi-
ninity by Xuxa, the blonde television superstar in Brazil (Simpson 1993). In counterpoint, exotic gender
imagery has been used in the marketing strategies of newly industrializing countries (e.g., airline adver-
tising from Southeast Asia)—a tactic based on the long-standing combination of the exotic and the erot-
ic in the colonial imagination (Jolly 1997).

Clearly, the world gender order is not simply an extension of a traditional European-American gen-
der order. That gender order was changed by colonialism, and elements from other cultures now circu-



late globally. Yet in no sense do they mix on equal terms, to produce a United Colours of Benetton gen-
der order. The culture and institutions of the North Atlantic countries are hegemonic within the emergent
world system. This is crucial for understanding the kinds of masculinities produced within it.

THE REPOSITIONING OF MEN AND THE RECONSTITUTION OF MASCULINITIES

The positioning of men and the constitution of masculinities may be analyzed at any of the levels at
which gender practice is configured: in relation to the body, in personal life, and in collective social
practice. At each level, we need to consider how the processes of globalization influence configurations
of gender.

Men’s bodies are positioned in the gender order, and enter the gender process, through body-reflex-
ive practices in which bodies are both objects and agents (Connell 1995)—including sexuality, violence,
and labor. The conditions of such practice include where one is and who is available for interaction. So it
is a fact of considerable importance for gender relations that the global social order distributes and redis-
tributes bodies, through migration, and through political controls over movement and interaction.

The creation of empire was the original “elite migration,” though in certain cases mass migration fol-
lowed. Through settler colonialism, something close to the gender order of Western Europe was re-
assembled in North America and in Australia. Labor migration within the colonial systems was a means
by which gender practices were spread, but also a means by which they were reconstructed, since labor
migration was itself a gendered process—as we have seen in relation to the gender division of labor. Mi-
gration from the colonized world to the metropole became (except for Japan) a mass process in the
decades after World War II. There is also migration within the periphery, such as the creation of a very
large immigrant labor force, mostly from other Muslim countries, in the oil-producing Gulf states.

These relocations of bodies create the possibility of hybridization in gender imagery, sexuality, and
other forms of practice. The movement is not always toward synthesis, however, as the race/ethnic hier-
archies of colonialism have been re-created in new contexts, including the politics of the metropole. Eth-
nic and racial conflict has been growing in importance in recent years, and as Klein (1997) and Tillner
(1997) argue, this is a fruitful context for the production of masculinities oriented toward domination
and violence. Even without the context of violence, there can be an intimate interweaving of the forma-
tion of masculinity with the formation of ethnic identity, as seen in the study by Poynting, Noble, and
Tabar (1997) of Lebanese youths in the Anglo-dominant culture of Australia.

At the level of personal life as well as in relation to bodies, the making of masculinities is shaped by
global forces. In some cases, the link is indirect, such as the working-class Australian men caught in a
situation of structural unemployment (Connell 1995), which arises from Australia’s changing position in
the global economy. In other cases, the link is obvious, such as the executives of multinational corpora-
tions and the financial sector servicing international trade. The requirements of a career in international
business set up strong pressures on domestic life: almost all multinational executives are men, and the
assumption in business magazines and advertising directed toward them is that they will have dependent
wives running their homes and bringing up their children.

At the level of collective practice, masculinities are reconstituted by the remaking of gender mean-
ings and the reshaping of the institutional contexts of practice. Let us consider each in turn.

The growth of global mass media, especially electronic media, is an obvious “vector” for the global-
ization of gender. Popular entertainment circulates stereotyped gender images, deliberately made attrac-
tive for marketing purposes. The example of Xuxa in Brazil has already been mentioned. International
news media are also controlled or strongly influenced from the metropole and circulate Western defini-
tions of authoritative masculinity, criminality, desirable femininity, and so on. But there are limits to the
power of global mass communications. Some local centers of mass entertainment differ from the Holly-
wood model, such as the Indian popular film industry centered in Bombay. Further, media research em-
phasizes that audiences are highly selective in their reception of media messages, and we must allow for
popular recognition of the fantasy in mass entertainment. Just as economic globalization can be exagger-



ated, the creation of a global culture is a more turbulent and uneven process than is often assumed
(Featherstone 1995).

More important, I would argue, is a process that began long before electronic media existed, the ex-
port of institutions. Gendered institutions not only circulate definitions of masculinity (and femininity),
as sex role theory notes. The functioning of gendered institutions, creating specific conditions for social
practice, calls into existence specific patterns of practice. Thus, certain patterns of collective violence are
embedded in the organization and culture of a Western-style army, which are different from the patterns
of precolonial violence. Certain patterns of calculative egocentrism are embedded in the working of a
stock market; certain patterns of rule following and domination are embedded in a bureaucracy.

Now, the colonial and postcolonial world saw the installation in the periphery, on a very large scale,
of a range of institutions on the North Atlantic model: armies, states, bureaucracies, corporations, capital
markets, labor markets, schools, law courts, transport systems. These are gendered institutions, and their
functioning has directly reconstituted masculinities in the periphery. This has not necessarily meant pho-
tocopies of European masculinities. Rather, pressures for change are set up that are inherent in the insti-
tutional form.

To the extent that particular institutions become dominant in world society, the patterns of masculini-
ty embedded in them may become global standards. Masculine dress is an interesting indicator: almost
every political leader in the world now wears the uniform of the Western business executive. The more
common pattern, however, is not the complete displacement of local patterns but the articulation of the
local gender order with the gender regime of global-model institutions. Case studies such as Hollway’s
(1994) account of bureaucracy in Tanzania illustrate the point; there, domestic patriarchy articulated
with masculine authority in the state in ways that subverted the government’s formal commitment to
equal opportunity for women.

We should not expect the overall structure of gender relations on a world scale simply to mirror pat-
terns known on the smaller scale. In the most vital of respects, there is continuity. The world gender or-
der is unquestionably patriarchal, in the sense that it privileges men over women. There is a patriarchal
dividend for men arising from unequal wages, unequal labor force participation, and a highly unequal
structure of ownership, as well as cultural and sexual privileging. This has been extensively documented
by feminist work on women’s situation globally (e.g., Taylor 1985), though its implications for mas-
culinity have mostly been ignored. The conditions thus exist for the production of a hegemonic mas-
culinity on a world scale, that is to say, a dominant form of masculinity that embodies, organizes, and
legitimates men’s domination in the gender order as a whole.

The conditions of globalization, which involve the interaction of many local gender orders, certainly
multiply the forms of masculinity in the global gender order. At the same time, the specific shape of
globalization, concentrating economic and cultural power on an unprecedented scale, provides new re-
sources for dominance by particular groups of men. This dominance may become institutionalized in a
pattern of masculinity that becomes, to some degree, standardized across localities. I will call such pat-
terns globalizing masculinities, and it is among them, rather than narrowly within the metropole, that we
are likely to find candidates for hegemony in the world gender order.

GLOBALIZING MASCULINITIES

In this section, I will offer a sketch of major forms of globalizing masculinity in the three historical
phases identified above in the discussion of globalization.

MASCULINITIES OF CONQUEST AND SETTLEMENT

The creation of the imperial social order involved peculiar conditions for the gender practices of men.
Colonial conquest itself was mainly carried out by segregated groups of men—soldiers, sailors, traders,
administrators, and a good many who were all these by turn (such as the Rum Corps in early New South
Wales, Australia). They were drawn from the more segregated occupations and milieux in the metropole,
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and it is likely that the men drawn into colonization tended to be the more rootless. Certainly the process
of conquest could produce frontier masculinities that combined the occupational culture of these groups
with an unusual level of violence and egocentric individualism. The vehement contemporary debate
about the genocidal violence of the Spanish conquistadors —who in fifty years completely exterminated
the population of Hispaniola—points to this pattern (Bitterli 1989).

The political history of empire is full of evidence of the tenuous control over the frontier exercised
by the state—the Spanish monarchs unable to rein in the conquistadors, the governors in Sydney unable
to hold back the squatters and in Capetown unable to hold back the Boers, gold rushes breaking bound-
aries everywhere, even an independent republic set up by escaped slaves in Brazil. The point probably
applies to other forms of social control too, such as customary controls on men’s sexuality. Extensive
sexual exploitation of indigenous women was a common feature of conquest. In certain circumstances,
frontier masculinities might be reproduced as a local cultural tradition long after the frontier had passed,
such as the gauchos of southern South America and the cowboys of the western United States.

In other circumstances, however, the frontier of conquest and exploitation was replaced by a frontier
of settlement. Sex ratios in the colonizing population changed, as women arrived and locally born gener-
ations succeeded. A shift back toward the family patterns of the metropole was likely. As Cain and Hop-
kins (1993) have shown for the British empire, the ruling group in the colonial world as a whole was an
extension of the dominant class in the metropole, the landed gentry, and tended to reproduce its social
customs and ideology. The creation of a settler masculinity might be the goal of state policy, as it seems
to have been in late-nineteenth-century New Zealand, as part of a general process of pacification and the
creation of an agricultural social order (Phillips 1987). Or it might be undertaken through institutions
created by settler groups, such as the elite schools in Natal studied by Morrell (1994).

The impact of colonialism on the construction of masculinity among the colonized is much less doc-
umented, but there is every reason to think it was severe. Conquest and settlement disrupted all the
structures of indigenous society, whether or not this was intended by the colonizing powers (Bitterli
1989). Indigenous gender orders were no exception. Their disruption could result from the pulverization
of indigenous communities (as in the seizure of land in eastern North America and southeastern Aus-
tralia), through gendered labor migration (as in gold mining with Black labor in South Africa; see
Moodie 1994), to ideological attacks on local gender arrangements (as in the missionary assault on the
berdache tradition in North America; see Williams 1986). The varied course of resistance to coloniza-
tion is also likely to have affected the making of masculinities. This is clear in the region of Natal in
South Africa, where sustained resistance to colonization by the Zulu kingdom was a key to the mobiliza-
tion of ethnic-national masculine identities in the twentieth century (Morrell 1996).

MASCULINITIES OF EMPIRE

The imperial social order created a hierarchy of masculinities, as it created a hierarchy of communities
and races. The colonizers distinguished “more manly” from “less manly” groups among their subjects.
In British India, for instance, Bengali men were supposed effeminate while Pathans and Sikhs were re-
garded as strong and warlike. Similar distinctions were made in South Africa between Hottentots and
Zulus, and in North America between Iroquois, Sioux, and Cheyenne on one side, and southern and
southwestern tribes on the other.

At the same time, the emerging imagery of gender difference in European culture provided general
symbols of superiority and inferiority. Within the imperial “poetics of war” (MacDonald 1994), the con-
queror was virile, while the colonized were dirty, sexualized, and effeminate or childlike. In many colo-
nial situations, indigenous men were called “boys” by the colonizers (e.g., in Zimbabwe; see Shire
1994). Sinha’s (1995) interesting study of the language of political controversy in India in the 1880s and
1890s shows how the images of “manly Englishman” and “effeminate Bengali” were deployed to up-
hold colonial privilege and contain movements for change. In the late nineteenth century, racial barriers
in colonial societies were hardening rather than weakening, and gender ideology tended to fuse with
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racism in forms that the twentieth century has never untangled.

The power relations of empire meant that indigenous gender orders were generally under pressure
from the colonizers, rather than the other way around. But the colonizers too might change. The barriers
of late colonial racism were not only to prevent pollution from below but also to forestall “going native,”
a well-recognized possibility —the starting point, for instance, of Kipling’s famous novel Kim ([1901]
1987). The pressures, opportunities, and profits of empire might also work changes in gender arrange-
ments among the colonizers, for instance, the division of labor in households with a large supply of in-
digenous workers as domestic servants (Bulbeck 1992). Empire might also affect the gender order of the
metropole itself by changing gender ideologies, divisions of labor, and the nature of the metropolitan
state. For instance, empire figured prominently as a source of masculine imagery in Britain, in the Boy
Scouts, and in the cult of Lawrence of Arabia (Dawson 1991). Here we see examples of an important
principle: the interplay of gender dynamics between different parts of the world order.

The world of empire created two very different settings for the modernization of masculinities. In the
periphery, the forcible restructuring of economics and workforces tended to individualize, on one hand,
and rationalize, on the other. A widespread result was masculinities in which the rational calculation of
self-interest was the key to action, emphasizing the European gender contrast of rational man/irrational
woman. The specific form might be local —for instance, the Japanese “salaryman,” a type first recog-
nized in the 1910s, was specific to the Japanese context of large, stable industrial conglomerates (Kin-
month 1981). But the result generally was masculinities defined around economic action, with both
workers and entrepreneurs increasingly adapted to emerging market economies.

In the metropole, the accumulation of wealth made possible a specialization of leadership in the
dominant classes, and struggles for hegemony in which masculinities organized around domination or
violence were split from masculinities organized around expertise. The class compromises that allowed
the development of the welfare state in Europe and North America were paralleled by gender compro-
mises —gender reform movements (most notably the women’s suffrage movement) contesting the legal
privileges of men and forcing concessions from the state. In this context, agendas of reform in masculin-
ity emerged: the temperance movement, compassionate marriage, homosexual rights movements, lead-
ing eventually to the pursuit of androgyny in “men’s liberation” in the 1970s (Kimmel and Mosmiller
1992). Not all reconstructions of masculinity, however, emphasized tolerance or moved toward androgy-
ny. The vehement masculinity politics of fascism, for instance, emphasized dominance and difference
and glorified violence, a pattern still found in contemporary racist movements (Tillner 1997).

MASCULINITIES OF POSTCOLONIALISM AND NEOLIBERALISM

The process of decolonization disrupted the gender hierarchies of the colonial order and, where armed
struggle was involved, might have involved a deliberate cultivation of masculine hardness and violence
(as in South Africa; see Xaba 1997). Some activists and theorists of liberation struggles celebrated this,
as a necessary response to colonial violence and emasculation; women in liberation struggles were per-
haps less impressed. However one evaluates the process, one of the consequences of decolonization was
another round of disruptions of community-based gender orders and another step in the reorientation of
masculinities toward national and international contexts.

Nearly half a century after the main wave of decolonization, the old hierarchies persist in new
shapes. With the collapse of Soviet communism, the decline of postcolonial socialism, and the ascendan-
cy of the new right in Europe and North America, world politics is more and more organized around the
needs of transnational capital and the creation of global markets.

The neoliberal agenda has little to say, explicitly, about gender: it speaks a gender-neutral language
of “markets,” “individuals,” and “choice.” But the world in which neoliberalism is ascendant is still a
gendered world, and neoliberalism has an implicit gender politics. The “individual” of neoliberal theory
has in general the attributes and interests of a male entrepreneur, the attack on the welfare state generally

weakens the position of women, while the increasingly unregulated power of transnational corporations



places strategic power in the hands of particular groups of men. It is not surprising, then, that the instal-
lation of capitalism in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union has been accompanied by a reasser-
tion of dominating masculinities and, in some situations, a sharp worsening in the social position of
women.

We might propose, then, that the hegemonic form of masculinity in the current world gender order is
the masculinity associated with those who control its dominant institutions: the business executives who
operate in global markets, and the political executives who interact (and in many contexts, merge) with
them. I will call this transnational business masculinity. This is not readily available for ethnographic
study, but we can get some clues to its character from its reflections in management literature, business
journalism, and corporate self-promotion, and from studies of local business elites (e.g., Donaldson
1997).

As a first approximation, I would suggest this is a masculinity marked by increasing egocentrism,
very conditional loyalties (even to the corporation), and a declining sense of responsibility for others
(except for purposes of image making). Gee, Hall, and Lankshear (1996), studying recent management
textbooks, note the peculiar construction of the executive in “fast capitalism” as a person with no perma-
nent commitments, except (in effect) to the idea of accumulation itself. Transnational business masculin-
ity is characterized by a limited technical rationality (management theory), which is increasingly sepa-
rate from science.

Transnational business masculinity differs from traditional bourgeois masculinity by its increasingly
libertarian sexuality, with a growing tendency to commodify relations with women. Hotels catering to
businessmen in most parts of the world now routinely offer pornographic videos, and in some parts of
the world, there is a well-developed prostitution industry catering for international businessmen.
Transnational business masculinity does not require bodily force, since the patriarchal dividend on
which it rests is accumulated by impersonal, institutional means. But corporations increasingly use the
exemplary bodies of elite sportsmen as a marketing tool (note the phenomenal growth of corporate
“sponsorship” of sport in the last generation) and indirectly as a means of legitimation for the whole
gender order.

MASCULINITY POLITICS ON A WORLD SCALE

Recognizing global society as an arena of masculinity formation allows us to pose new questions about
masculinity politics. What social dynamics in the global arena give rise to masculinity politics, and what
shape does global masculinity politics take?

The gradual creation of a world gender order has meant many local instabilities of gender. Gender
instability is a familiar theme of poststructuralist theory, but this school of thought takes as a universal
condition a situation that is historically specific. Instabilities range from the disruption of men’s local
cultural dominance as women move into the public realm and higher education, through the disruption
of sexual identities that produced “queer” politics in the metropole, to the shifts in the urban intelli-
gentsia that produced “the new sensitive man” and other images of gender change.

One response to such instabilities, on the part of groups whose power is challenged but still domi-
nant, is to reaffirm local gender orthodoxies and hierarchies. A masculine fundamentalism is, according-
ly, a common response in gender politics at present. A soft version, searching for an essential masculini-
ty among myths and symbols, is offered by the mythopoetic men’s movement in the United States and
by the religious revivalists of the Promise Keepers (Messner 1997). A much harder version is found, in
that country, in the right-wing militia movement brought to world attention by the Oklahoma City bomb-
ing (Gibson 1994), and in contemporary Afghanistan, if we can trust Western media reports, in the mili-
tant misogyny of the Taliban. It is no coincidence that in the two latter cases, hardline masculine funda-
mentalism goes together with a marked anti-internationalism. The world system—rightly enough—is
seen as the source of pollution and disruption.

Not that the emerging global order is a hotbed of gender progressivism. Indeed, the neoliberal agen-



da for the reform of national and international economics involves closing down historic possibilities for
gender reform. I have noted how it subverts the gender compromise represented by the metropolitan
welfare state. It has also undermined the progressive-liberal agendas of sex role reform represented by
affirmative action programs, anti-discrimination provisions, child care services, and the like. Right-wing
parties and governments have been persistently cutting such programs, in the name of either individual
liberties or global competitiveness. Through these means, the patriarchal dividend to men is defended or
restored, without an explicit masculinity politics in the form of a mobilization of men.

Within the arenas of international relations, the international state, multinational corporations, and
global markets, there is nevertheless a deployment of masculinities and a reasonably clear hegemony.
The transnational business masculinity described above has had only one major competitor for hegemo-
ny in recent decades, the rigid, control-oriented masculinity of the military, and the military-style bu-
reaucratic dictatorships of Stalinism. With the collapse of Stalinism and the end of the cold war, Big
Brother (Orwell’s famous parody of this form of masculinity) is a fading threat, and the more flexible,
calculative, egocentric masculinity of the fast capitalist entrepreneur holds the world stage.

We must, however, recall two important conclusions of the ethnographic moment in masculinity re-
search: that different forms of masculinity exist together and that hegemony is constantly subject to chal-
lenge. These are possibilities in the global arena too. Transnational business masculinity is not complete-
ly homogeneous; variations of it are embedded in different parts of the world system, which may not be
completely compatible. We may distinguish a Confucian variant, based in East Asia, with a stronger
commitment to hierarchy and social consensus, from a secularized Christian variant, based in North
America, with more hedonism and individualism and greater tolerance for social conflict. In certain are-
nas, there is already conflict between the business and political leaderships embodying these forms of
masculinity: initially over human rights versus Asian values, and more recently over the extent of trade
and investment liberalization.

If these are contenders for hegemony, there is also the possibility of opposition to hegemony. The
global circulation of “gay” identity (Altman 1996) is an important indication that nonhegemonic mas-
culinities may operate in global arenas, and may even find a certain political articulation, in this case
around human rights and AIDS prevention.
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