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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Connell (1995, p. 78) states that "To be a man is not enough simply to be, a man must do, display and
prove it in order to establish an unchallenged manhood". It is insufficient to be born male as a
guarantee to function within the masculine identities. Hegemonic masculinity is deemed to be the
standard from which all masculinities emanate and to which they aspire. It is defined by Connell (1995,
p. 77) as “the configuration of gender practice which embodies the currently accepted answer to the
problem of the legitimacy of patriarchy, which guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the dominant
position of men and the subordination of women”. When unpacking the definition, it appears as a
pattern of gender practice that consists of dominance over women while there is hierarchy among
masculine identities. This suggests that men on different levels within the hierarchy aspire to be at the
next level while the evolution of gender discourse continues. That situation reduces their chance of
ever attaining the upper level to which men aspire at that point in time. It seems to be an unattainable
ripple effect and constantly receding horizon. The aim of this research was to demonstrate the
challenges and complexities of idealized hegemonic social construct of masculinity through the study

of a sample of men between 25 and 50 years old, supported by theoretical knowledge.

Research Rationale

Ratele (2013, p. 145) proposes that “masculinity is always under construction “and mentions that
“men’s gender and sexual practices are always changing and internally unstable”. This calls for an
investigation into masculinity as a gender social construct by looking into how that knowledge is
formed. The study entails a focus into gender as a discourse, the performative nature of gender,
culture, gender as psychical, as well as the challenge of masculine identities. This will be dealt with
through the use of inter-sectionality of social identity structures as it caters for the inclusion of all
angles that are involved in the study of gender. The subject of study is the South African black middle-
class man. The reason for this choice is that he has lived and continues to live through a complex web
of changes that have a direct impact on his identity. The identity of the black man has been hugely
impacted by the intersection of gender, socio-political changes, cultural dynamics and socioeconomic
changes which have affected his identity. Ratele (2013) points out that traditional masculinity studies
have the understanding that masculinity is unattainable, yet there has been no direct engagement
with that fact. The black man comes from a history of being the first target of the racial discrimination
of South African black people during the apartheid regime, and as head of the home in the then
conservative patriarchal South African society. Clark and Clark (1947) contend that black liberation is

filled with the "confusion of self-worth”. They suggest that there is an aspiration to white society and
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a measuring of themselves against the standards of this white society. It is partly the evolution of this
aspiration that contributed to the formation of the black middle class that continues to be ruled by
competitiveness in material gain, identity and a striving for greater recognition in the corporate world.
The business world is marked by the intersection of class, race and gender. Clark and Clark (1947)
further suggest that blackness tends to devalue itself by looking for the approval of white society. This
study will attempt to engage with the challenge of black middle-class men in negotiating the

elusiveness of the masculine identities and the cost attached to this psychologically.

Morrell (2012, p. 2) points out that hegemonic masculinity has been conceptualised “most of the time
as the ideal set of values, established by men in power that functions to include, exclude and to
organize society in gender unequal ways”. He also suggests that the hierarchy of masculinities creates
differing ways of accessing power among men. The power he is referring to can be “enforced on a
foundation of consent, acquiescence and institutional power”. This suggests that somehow masculine
identity is bound to find itself advantaged or disadvantaged by this power and that it is mostly
disadvantaged. The negative aspect tends to affect men in terms of socioeconomic status, racially,
and in terms of gender, which may explain the challenges faced by men within themselves and in
terms of society. Intersectionality comes as an approach to study various convoluted points of impact
and is defined as the “interactivity of social identity structures such as race, class and gender in
fostering life experiences of privilege and oppression” (Gopaldas, 2013, p. 90). This portrays the
complexity of masculine identities and the history of gender. It not only highlights the need to study
masculine identities but also shows the crucial need to understand and unearth the reality of the

challenge to achieve these identities.

Theoretical Framework and Conceptualization
The study will be based on the understanding of social construction as a way of creating knowledge,
the definition of hegemonic masculinity as defined by Connell, and intersectionality as an approach to

studying gender.

Social construction

Andrews (2012, p. 1) suggests that social construction came about to make sense of the "nature of
reality" which is problematic because it is likely to have numerous dependencies while Diaz-Leon
(2013) proposes that social constructionism is a realistic version of human beings that is socially
constructed, not determined biologically.

Andrews (2012, p. 1) proposes that society is seen as "existing” in both "subjective and objective

reality”. Social constructionism is suggested to be a relativism view which is set against realism. Young
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and Collin (2004) propose social constructionism is what is created by society, whereas constructivism
refers to the use of cognitive processes by an individual which creates an experiential world. Andrews
(2012) mentions that constructivism and constructionism as concepts tend to be used as substitutes;
hence they are incorporated into the word “constructivism” as a generic term. Andrews (2012)
mentions that constructionism can be linked back to interpretivist, which is the process by which
meanings are created, negotiated and modified. He suggests that the support of interpretivist
approaches aims to “understand the lived experiences “in the eyes of the individual who live in that

world (Andrews, 2012, p. 2).

Andrews (2012, p. 12) suggests that the constructionist understands “knowledge and truth as created
not discovered by the mind”. He proposes that it is central to the constructionism argument that
“knowledge” is formed as individuals interact in society. This argues that there is general knowledge
created by individuals as they interact making sense of being human, and there is expert knowledge,
which is complex in nature. For example, behavioural psychology knowledge requires expert
understanding. Andrews (2012, p. 3) proposes that society needs to be seen as living in objective and
subjective reality. Objective reality is created as “people interact” in society which impacts
“habituation and routinization” of the social world (Andrews, 2012, p. 3). This means it becomes part
of the social world of daily living which frees space for more creativity in terms of new realities. The

objective reality gets carried over to future generations as knowledge.

Subjective reality comes about through “primary socialization” which includes being given an identity
and a place in society. For example, the identity of being a man is the result of primary socialization
within a specific context. Butler suggests that identity is obtained from society and not from within a
person. She alludes to the fact that one is socialized into one’s identity over time; it is not an instant
event. She suggests that there is no internal identity. This means that if there is an existing knowledge
of gender identity that comes about through routinization and habitation, one is born into an existing
construct of gender and all one needs to do is to perform it for the purpose of internalization. The
exercise of agency while internalizing it is mostly met with resistance and rejection. Foucault (1988)
defines agency as the capacity to act and resist the dominant discourse or social force. Andrews (2012,
p. 3) suggests that socialization happens through the staging of the objective reality of society by
“significant others” who provide meaning to it through language for the individual to internalize. This
means one is born and ushered into the social world and its realities. Andrews (2102:3) argues that
“language provides means of structuring the world as experienced”. Andrews (2012) suggests that
subjective reality is “maintained, modified and reconstructed through conversation”. It provides

concepts to be shared to an extent that they become part of the “everyday conversation” and




language. Subjective reality processes one’s personal experience through conversation, and to

become common knowledge that everybody understands and accepts as reality.

Streets (2016) supports Andrews’ idea by suggesting that the main idea about social construction is
that society must be seen in a dualistic sense. It must be seen as “objective as well as subjective reality
“(Steets, 2016, p. 83). Objective reality refers to what seems to be the “social fact” for the individual
which means it is reality as it appears to the individual. It is external to the individual while subjective
reality is the “worldview in the consciousness of the individual” (Steets, 2016, p. 83). The consistent
notion is that it revolves around the individual and it impacts one’s world whether he creates it or is

influenced by society.

Andrews (2012) mentions that contextual constructionism acknowledges objective reality and the
relativist understanding portrays that there are numerous realities which suggest the possibility of its
multiple interpretations. Multiple realities have attracted a great deal of criticism as they create doubt
around the conclusions reached in research. Blyth et al. (2008, p. 34) in which Vivian Burr is one of the
contributors, proposes that knowledge created in society shows “dominant opinions” of certain
traditions or customs at a specific time in history, as well as the fact that discourses portray a certain
interest in specific kinds of politics. This suggests that all knowledge that is constructed slants toward
the dominant view of time and place, which explains the importance of the period and context of

knowledge.

Hegemonic masculinity
Hegemonic masculinity, or "the maintenance of practices that institutionalize men's dominance over
women" is "constructed in relation to women and to subordinate masculinities" (Connell, 1987, p.
185-86). This suggests that gender domination is not simply about the domination of women but it
also includes men. Connell (1987, p. 187) suggests the following:
A reformulation of the concept in four areas: a more complex model of gender hierarchy,
emphasizing the agency of women; explicit recognition of the geography of masculinities,
emphasizing the interplay among local, regional, and global levels; a more specific
treatment of embodiment in contexts of privilege and power; and a stronger emphasis on
the dynamics of hegemonic masculinity, recognizing internal contradictions and the

possibilities of movement toward gender democracy.

Ratele (2013) proposes that hegemonic masculinity finds its affirmation from other untraditional
gender norms which they publicly ridicule. He confirms that men acquire knowledge of masculinity
through interaction with others and by evaluating themselves against themselves and others at an

early age. This links with the assertion of social construction theory mentioned earlier. It suggests that
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masculinity is handed down from those who portray it in socially acceptable ways, a contradictory

approach to its constitution that poses a challenge.

Intersectionality

Gopaldas (2013, p. 90) defines intersectionality as “interactivity of social identity structures such as
race, class and gender in fostering life experiences of privilege and oppression”. The term has its
origins from the feminist movement where black women felt that within the black movement their
interests were not given consideration because black men became the priority in an attempt to
achieve equality with white men. They also felt that within the women’s movement the white women
took priority as they led the movements from within racial division. The feminist movement decided
to “conceptualize social identity structures” differently by recognizing the “demographic classification
as interlocking matrices of privilege and oppression”. They comprehended that gender cannot be
adequately attended to without considering issues of class, sexism, racism and so on. They also
understood that it was not the struggle of black women only but there were other minority groups
that needed to be included. Intersectionality became the tool or concept that allows the
comprehensive dealing with the complexity of gender and social structures linked to it. Mckinnon
(2013) writes about Crenshaw’s views on intersectionality and she mentions that it seeks to deal with
multiple experiences of inequalities. Davis (2008, p. 68) proposes that interactions of “individual lives,
institutional arrangements and cultural ideologies are the outcomes of the interactions in terms of
power”. The latest definitions extend social identity structures to include age, attractiveness, body
type, citizenship, education, ethnicity, income, sexual orientation, socio economic status, immigration,
and others. The extension of the definition suggests that all social “advantages and disadvantages are
open for investigation” (Gopaldas, 201, p. 91). It covers the privileged as well as the oppressed. The
definition begins to paint a picture of the complexity involved in gender issues. Bright, Malinsky and
Thompson (2015, p. 60) propose that the intersectionality theory pays attention to the notion that
“people occupy multiple demographic categories” which bring “complexities into social analysis”.
They suggest that studies that do not use intersectionality fall short in portraying people’s realities

accurately.

Gopaldas (2013) also points out that intersectionality has been applied in a variety of ways in
contemporary social science. He suggests that at the “macro level of analysis the concept of
intersectionality refers to the multiplicity and interactivity of social identity structures such as race,
class and gender “while at the micro level of analysis the consequences are that every individual is

located at the intersection of social identity structures which positions him/her for “multiple social




advantages and disadvantages” (Gopaldas, 2013, p. 91). This suggests that at some point intersecting
with social structures may benefit or and put one at a loss or in a disadvantageous position. Foucault
(1974) proposes the shifting of power relations in subjectivity which could be at play in
intersectionality. Gopaldas (2013, p. 91) points out that intersectionality covers a wide range of
disciplines as it seeks to “analyse social issues and it has been considered as an epistemological

perspective or research paradigm”.

The usage of intersectionality is supported by the comparison that Gopaldas makes to a traditional
paradigm of research on diversity. Ontologically traditional diversity research studies phenomena like
class and race as independent variables, which ignores the impact each one has on the others as a
collective, whereas intersectionality would look at the previously mentioned phenomena as social
structures that are “interdependent”. For example, a man’s economic status has an impact on his self-
esteem. Social identity structures vary from more biologically to culturally determined structures

which are more affected by social influences.

Regarding methodology, traditional diversity research uses the experimental, qualitative research
methods while caught up in a dualistic approach which would look at men against women. On the
other hand, intersectionality research focuses on primary data such as interviews, and secondary data
such as historical information, to acquire leverage from various perspectives in each context.
Interviews have been crucial in order to capture the lived experiences of individuals. There is a
consideration of all voices involved in the phenomena (Golpadas, 2013). Axiologically, traditional
diversity research seeks to include the demographic variables that have been sidelined over the
dominant one, for example women over men, while intersectionality research seeks to include
“multiplicatively” of the dominated groups. Gopaldas (2013) proposes further comparisons by

|ll

mentioning that the traditional model is “value-neutral” in its contributions to social science while
intersectionality takes its stance on phenomena and makes plans for social change. It produces

contributions that could lead to social change and prevents one-sided contributions to social change.

There has been criticism of intersectionality expressed by Martinez, Martin and Marlow (2014) making
reference to the ontology, methods and so on. Martinez et al. (2014, p. 449) propose that there has
been “inconsistency among approaches combined with lack of ontological discussion” that have
resulted in the suggestion that the adoption of intersectionality has confused arguments within the
field. They also propose that it has tended to ignore issues of agency and privilege and have suggested

that intersecting “certain categories [that] have an impact on identities in a fixed way”. There is also




a lack of agreement around the main elements of intersectionality theory; the specific example is the
fact that it is dependent on the author whether intersectionality is a theory, a paradigm, framework,
method or perspective. Martinez et al. (2014, p. 449) point out that “intersectionality is

methodologically undertheorized” because it has insufficient research tools to use.

The criticism suggests a general discomfort in accepting the possibility of an approach that can capture
all angles of phenomena and remain inclusive which will be taken into consideration but not deter the

direction of this study.
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CHAPTER 2
Literature Review

The literature review will discuss the nature of subjectivity in general terms as masculine identities are
part of subjectivity. The chapter will also discuss subjectivity in gender terms. It will cover studies that
have been conducted on hegemonic masculine identities that included the use of intersectionality of
social identity structures, namely gender, class, and race. It intentionally points out the challenge of

masculine identities and their complexity in order to highlight the comprehensiveness of the concept.
Theory of Identity Formation

Foucault (1982, cited in Smart, 2002) outlines how subjectivity occurs and defines it as the process
through which subjects are produced in a discourse. He looks at the process of knowledge production
which happens over time (decades and centuries) and suggests that there are consequences of
producing knowledge. He suggests that knowledge is produced through a discourse and defines it as
“practices which systematically form the objects of which they speak” (Smart, 2002, p. 72). This
definition has some link to Parker’s (2005) definition of a discourse where he defines it as a system of
statement that forms an object. The commonality is that the object of knowledge is formed through
a system of interaction. An interaction always involves language which speaks to the role language

plays in subjectivity.

Foucault (1982) suggests five functions of a discourse. Firstly, he suggests that a discourse creates,
affirms and promotes relations of power. He views power as non-hierarchical, not top-down but
rather as interconnected. He also proposes that power shifts; one does not always have power.
Secondly, as per the definition of a discourse, it produces objects or objects of knowledge. This is
knowledge that defines a certain group of people and how they should behave. Thirdly, it produces
lenses through which people see the world and how they themselves should be viewed. Fourthly, the
discourse produces subjects within which we find subjects and positions. Fifthly, the discourse
constructs the world. In essence this means a discourse is a vehicle through which the world of
individuals is created using power relations which dictate what is allowed for certain groups and is not
within a dominant discourse. Foucault (1982) suggests that power and knowledge are intertwined;
they produce each other. | would venture into saying they support and reinforce each other. The

subject is constituted through knowledge systems, institutional and discursive practices.

Butler (1993) presents a different view of subjectivity. She suggests that there is no internal identity
but it comes into being through performance of gender in the moment. She refers to it as the process

of doing something that represents that gender on how one is socialized. Butler suggests that gender
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identity is performed over time to bring the subject into being. The performance is the socialization
into the subject one is being made into. The socialization takes on a psychological stance. She says
gender is per formatively predetermined by society. Butler (1990) states that the subject is created in
doing and through what they are doing. This means that when a woman puts on make-up, that is when
she is constructed as a subject (woman) through the deed that is deemed to be womanly by society.
She says "it is the action that produces a subject”. Gender does not exist without it being expressed.
So it is implied in Butler’s definition that one’s gender identity is established through the deed that

represents gender. Gender performativity means it is constituted in the expression.

Butler suggests that gender identity is performed over time to bring the subject into being. Butler
(1993) elaborates on the impact of repetition in performativity by suggesting that there is an
accumulative force that is brought about by repetition, which | assume reinforces what the subject is
being socialized into. In Butler's view, gender is a “regulated process of repetition” which reinforces
what the subject is being socialized into. She suggests it asserts the practices of normative gender
which are never attainable. Repetition also serves the purpose of naturalizing the construction of
gender identity until the subject does not think about the performance. It becomes part of the
unconscious process of being. An example would be a moment where a man publicly shifts or
scratches his genitals. Repetition of such an act would then produce a (subject) man who is socialized
into touching his genitals in public. The meaning attached to that would be how the gender identity
comes into being. In most African cultures the elders become the custodians of culture reinforcement
where young males and females are consistently reminded of how a woman, or a man, should behave

to reinforce the required behaviour; this is done in a repetitive manner which supports Butler’s view.

Butler suggests that language plays a role in the performativity of gender identity. As a result, she talks
about the ways in which language reinforces the performativity of gender. This is the kind of language
that has production capacity in creating the subject and its identity. For instance, taking an oath in
court can be deemed to produce a witness who will tell the truth. The subject is formed into somebody
who will behave in a certain expected way and this is referred to as the constitutive language which
describes behaviour. It is important to consider the conditions that make it possible for the repetition
of these messages in order to have an impact. Butler talks about the ways in which language reinforces
the performativity of gender. In Butler’s work, “It's a boy” sounds as if one is born into a gender
structure within which the individual must fit and perform as expected or prescribed, hence the
forcible citation of the norm. With “It's a boy" one is hailed into a process of becoming a boy, the

subject. Butler suggests that gender boundaries have predefined language on how not to be. One is
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initiated into a predefined way of living that has every stage of life defined; even when times change,
one still falls within the boundaries of what it is to be a man or a woman through language. Generally,
one hears about how to be before one is expected to behave in that way. Butler continues by
suggesting that only some authorities, relationships and practices matter and they are linked to social

power.

Research on Masculine Identities

Chadwick and Foster (2007) point out that a budding attention to masculinity in South Africa became
prominent in the early 1990s, a period that was followed by writings and discussions before 1995
echoing an already pronounced crisis in masculinity in Europe and America between the 1960s and
1970s. The change of government to a democracy which came with attention to gender issues and
equality brought discomfort to South African masculinity through the legalisation of gender equality.
It destabilised the position of men. The destabilization was also caused by an increase in the
opportunities for women to be in positions equal to those of men, and often higher, as a way of
transformation through policy reinforcement. Chadwick and Foster (2007) propose that the
discomfort was exacerbated by factors like HIV/AIDS and growing attention in men to allow socio
political change. This led to a recognised transition of masculinity which incited an increase in
theoretical and conceptual “directions” in the study of men. Chadwick and Foster (2007) point out

|II

that in the late 1990s there emerged a new man, “metrosexual” who distorted the gender lines and
added to the existing data on masculinity. They point out although gender-based types of crimes were
not deterred by the arrival of the new man, there was instead an increase in rape and violent gender-
based crimes. It seemed that while much was changing and there was progress in terms of the

discourse, events that portrayed harmony in terms of gender issues did not take place.

There have been other studies conducted that give pictures of discourses that have existed around
masculinity. In an analysis of how white men defined themselves, which was referred to as “white
men’s talk”, findings from the interviews conducted did not portray a positive image about the
understanding of masculinity. Chadwick and Foster (2007) suggest that there was distinct difficulty in
being able to define what masculinity was. There was no consensus among the interviewees on the
definition of masculinity but the discussions digressed to the “notions” of being a man like a new man
and a macho man. The participants mentioned the fluid nature of being a man that was forever
changing in society, but for the most part the traditional forms of masculinity were seen and held as
the preferred forms. Mankayi (2010) conducted a study that portrayed military men as the ideal

picture of hegemonic masculinity. This study portrayed the relationship the man had with a gun in the
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same terms as with a woman, namely in terms of ownership. This kind of man can be seen around the
struggle for democracy through the protests and boycotts. There was still a contradiction to be seen
where a man desired to meet all hegemonic standards but also wanted to be well groomed and dress
well. This trend showed the impact of consumer discourse on men. Mfecane (2016) conducted a study
on the impact of HIV and AIDS on local masculinities. The study revealed the challenges of men seeking
medical care and disclosure of sexual practices as well as the challenges of taking ARVs. One of the
challenges was that men are loath to seek medical attention until sometimes it is too late. It revealed
the impact of the loss of breadwinners and the relationship between masculinity and “death
defiance”. There are also contradictions revealed in terms of the perceived emotional strength of men

and of them having to seek help.

Langa (2012, p. 3) conducted a study with adolescent boys with the intention of finding out how they
“negotiate multiple voices of masculinity in Alexandra Township”. The study also intended to "identify
healthy alternatives for the constructions of masculinity in order to influence public policies” (Langa,
2012, p. 3). Langa discovered that there is no one way of being a boy and that there are “complexities”
associated with the township masculine practices that the boys have accepted and others they have
rejected, depending on the context and time. While masculinity shifts and changes, according to
Ratele (2016) there is a complexity in the idea that there are ways of being a boy which speak to
masculine identities. Langa (2010, p. 1) points out that there are some “dominant positions” of
masculinity and others that are not dominant. It also came out that boys watch each other for
compliance with certain masculine norms as lived in the township. Langa (2010, p. 2) reveals that boys
who tend to live outside the gender norms also tend to be “othered” and called derogatory names.
Langa (2010, p. 2) mentions that the “real boy” was perceived by the adolescent boys in the study as

one who “engages in risky behaviours like smoking, drinking and having sex with multiple partners”.

Langa cites Frosch et al. (2003) who discovered in their study that ethnicity and social class did
contribute to the identities of the boys. They discovered that there was an intersection between social
class and the stance taken in interpreting the meaning of masculinity which described the ideal man.
This is evidence of the fact there can be various stances that can be taken depending on one’s context
and social class. With respect to class distinction, it was found in this study that boys from middle-
income families were likely to recognize the values of leadership and intelligence compared to working
class boys who subscribed to being street-smart as a type of masculinity. Langa (2010) points to the
socio-political context as being different between the masculinity discovered in the boys who were

part of the study and the militarised masculinity promoted pre-democracy. The latter group of boys
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were encouraged to become involved in political activities in protest against the apartheid
government, whereas the post-apartheid masculinity discovered in the study is based more on class.
Langa (2010, p. 2) mentions that the pre-apartheid masculinity was constructed around being “strong,
fearless, tough, and aggressive “. Langa (2010) proposes that the types of boys that were identified in
the study did not fit neatly into specific categories, for example “tsosti “. They fitted into multiple
positions, which adds another complexity on top of the fact that there is no one way of being a boy
and the concept changes often. That proposes the many demands and positions that a boy faces and

possibly some may contradict each other, which could have an impact on his identity.

There is a psychical cost that a few writers point to. Langa (2010) discovered that some boys get
involved in fights as a defence mechanism against feelings of shame and humiliation as they can be
deemed to be afraid of another boy. Langa (2012, p. 156) also suggests that the narratives of the boys
mentioned the toilet as a “masculinized” space because that is where the tsotsis had the space to
display their type of masculinity compared to the academic boys who shine in class. Langa (2012, p. 5)
argues that "boys often find themselves having to save face in living up to expectations of being a real
man. Even the most successful may feel that they have repeatedly proved themselves". As quoted in
the introduction: “To be a man is not enough simply to be, a man must do, display and prove it in
order to establish an unchallenged manhood” (Connell, 1995, p. 78). The challenge is that a man does
not have to prove himself once; it is a continuous performance against changing standards and
differing contexts in various aspects of his life. For example, a man who was born in the rural areas,
who moves to the city for better job opportunities or to study, has to face new standards of

masculinities that must be learnt, perfected and performed.

Langa (2012) suggests that research on masculinity has mostly focused on the social side with less
consideration for the psychological side. Langa (2012, p. 13) suggests that there is interplay between
“external social and internal psychic processes”. Masculine identities have to juggle between meeting
the standards of both sides. Langa (2012) proposes that power and struggle are at the heart of one’s
experience of masculine identity. He also suggests that there is a "cost" attached to the chase for the
appropriate masculine identity and it is substantial. Butler (date) suggests that there is foreclosure as
a person chooses one identity over another. Foreclosure refers to letting go of one form of identity in
order to embrace another. Butler suggests that there is always a sense of melancholia in the choice of
one gender identity. It is always accompanied by a sense of loss as one always chooses one over the

other. One has to foreclose one’s identity in order to become the other. Sometimes, in order to
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identify with who we are, we have to foreclose who we are not. This author argues that there is always

a cost in choosing identity and that cost is the sense of loss which is a psychological concept.

Further psychical impact of the challenge of masculine identity as a social construct is portrayed in
how men feel about themselves. Kimmel (1996) points out that men tend to amplify the traditional
masculine traits due to the fear of being seen as homosexual, or less than the desired standard as
portrayed by the hegemony. He suggests that there is a fear in men of it being found that they are not
enough as men, which would mean they are not real men. Eldridge (2009) writes about the same fear
noting that they do not measure up to unknown standards unless they feel that they are as strong,
handsome, competent or muscular as other men. This is accompanied by a stronger fear of the
discovery that they are inadequate in their masculinity. That makes the climax of achievements to be
laced by another degrading fear that men will be expected to produce the same or a greater
achievement in future and this brings self-doubt when doing it again. Eldridge (2009) points out that
as a result some men are likely to downplay their achievement. This situation is not so enjoyable
because they would be expected to do it all again and fear that somebody might discover that they
do not have what it takes, even if one is an expert in his field. This fear is compounded by the lack of
certainty in how one measures up. The fear of not measuring up spreads to the complex issues of race
and class which all compromise the identity of a black men. Langa (2012, p. 4) suggests that research
shows that boys find themselves under pressure to "perform" hegemonic masculinities, which means
having to "display hardiness, sport prowess and high risk-taking behaviours”. The epistemological
tension between intra-psychic and social construction theory is acknowledged because each misses
out on the other. The intra-psychic does not consider the social context of how the identity is formed
whereas the social construction theory does not take consideration of the psychological side of
identity. Consequently, this study attempts to bridge the gap by looking at identity as involving the

psychosocial.

Lusher and Robins (2010, p. 22) analysed Connells’s work on hegemonic and other masculinities and
point out that “Connell’s relational assertion is that the hierarchical relation between genders is
reinforced by hierarchies within genders”. That warrants the acknowledgement that there is a
hierarchy within the male gender. Connell proposed that the oppression that women experience at
the hands of men is reinforced by oppression of some masculinity that gets pushed aside. Lusher and
Robins (2010) suggest that Connell sees hegemonic masculinity as the dominant form that promotes
oppression of women. He suggests that gender is intertwined with power which dictates how

masculinity should be lived. He acknowledges that masculinity is a gender construct. He proposes
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plurality in the forms of masculinity, hence the use of the word “masculinities” in his research (Lusher
& Robins, 2010, p. 22). He mentions that there is complicit masculinity, which is the masculinity that
promotes the dominance of hegemonic masculinity, and this covers the majority of men. There are
subordinate masculinities which disregard hegemonic masculinity and stand for traits that are against
the traditional model. This type of masculinity includes “gay, academics and any other association with
femininity” (Lusher & Robins, 2010, p. 23). There are also the marginalised masculinities, a complex
construction that includes the intersection of “socio economic status and ethno-cultural gender”
(Lusher & Robins, 2010, p. 23). There is also a proposed strong usage of violence to reinforce
dominance over masculinity and femininity. The point that stands out in the formations mentioned is
that these configurations may take various forms in different contexts. This is complicated by
migration into other configurations in terms of context to form a combination of the man’s past and

the encountered formations which makes a point for lack of attainability.

Blye (2002, p. 1) writes a review of Connell’s book titled The men and the boys and mentions that
Connell suggests that the masculine body is the place where “struggles of gender and masculinity are
drawn into history, as the process of violence and body culture in the construction and politics of
masculinities”. He proposes that schools play an active role in promoting certain forms of gender and
negotiating how they should relate. He refers to schools as “masculinity-making devices” (Blye, 2002,
p. 1). This suggests that schools have a structure that promotes certain types of masculinities. He says
they play a role in the promotion of hegemonic heterosexual masculinity and positions schools as
gender training grounds. Connell proposes that gender is not fixed. He suggests that masculinities are
constructed from “specific historical circumstances like all other social constructions and as those
circumstances change, the gender practices can be contested” (Connell, cited in Blye, 2002, p. 1). This
speaks to the fluid nature of social construction. Blye (2002) proposes that hegemonic masculinity

always stands a chance of being challenged.

Lusher and Robbins (2009, p. 23) points out that Connell’s theory on masculinities has met with
criticism. The theory is criticised as being “structurally deterministic and disavowing of agency”. It is
seen as detached from individuals’ everyday experiences or lives. There is theoretical confusion
expressed around what individuals do in their daily lives which is based on two challenges. Firstly,
there is not enough detail around the link between the individual and cultural as well as structural
aspects. Secondly, there needs to be an investigation into the local context within which masculinity

is performed.
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Role of emotions in the construction of masculinity

Emotions have been used as a generic differentiator between masculinity and femininity. This has also
been implicated in the behaviour differences. There are psychological challenges that are posed by
the intricacies of the masculine identity in terms of emotions. Montes (2013) comments that how
masculinity is constructed changes, based on challenges associated with migration. She suggests that
traditionally, there are emotions that masculinity is constructed to be associated with that take a
different form when one is faced with the intensity of emotions. Montes (2013, p. 471) describes the
role of emotions as existing to assist an individual to “adapt and survive”. She proposed that they are
influenced by “social structures such as gender and culture” (Montes, 2013, p. 471). She draws on
Bourdieu (1992) and Rosaldo (1984) regarding the concept that an individual is a “positioned subject”
that is provided a certain set of circumstances like gender, etcetera which leads to a predetermined
set of emotions that one can express. This links to the concept of subjectivity which has been
discussed. She contends that a man is commended for exhibiting emotions such as anger, pride and
independence. She suggests that many cultures hold in high regard men who have “internalized rigid
emotional expressions “(Montes, 2013, p. 471) and those who have mastered the ability to hide their
emotions. Leadership appointments of men have not been hesitant to recognize men who display an
ability to mask their emotions. This supports the predetermined nature of knowledge about men as

an already formed identity into which one is socialized.

Montes (2013, p. 472) mentions Connell’s sentiment that “masculinity is anything men think and do
to be men”. This speaks to the performance of masculine identity. She proposes that there is a link to
“power locations” both in, and outside, masculine identity. She suggests that there are hierarchies of
power that exist within masculinities which disadvantage the subordinate masculinities because they
do not fit the definition of hegemonic masculinity. She contends that hegemonic masculinities are
hailed as the ideal to look up to and makes subordination to it by men and women acceptable. Montes
(2013, p. 472) contends that the construction of masculinity reveals structures such as class, ethnicity,
race, gender and sexual identity which “intersect”. Montes (2013, p. 472) emphasizes the study of the
intersectionality of the previously mentioned structures as well as the “analysis of the developing
frameworks and changes where men live”.

Most masculine studies take the angle of men as fathers, which is one of the ways men obtain
masculine identity. Montes (2013, p. 473) points out that in urban Guatemala, which was the context
of her study, men obtain their masculine identity through providing for their families, becoming
involved in socially recognized moral-value activities that portray hard work, as well as in “religious

practices to achieve levels of authority”. They have to perform that masculine identity. She points to
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elements of agency where some groups of men in Guatemala remove themselves from hegemonic
masculinity identity by not adopting violence-based measures of discipline in their offspring as a way
of modifying some parts of the identity. It is proposed that masculinity responds to social practices

and is individually based.

There is evidence that masculinity is always under construction. Montes (2013, p. 475) mentions the
plight of Vietnamese men who upon moving to the US improve their socio-economic status in the
context of where they come from, while in terms of “racial hierarchy” they move to the bottom. This
portrays a shift in masculine identity to a construction of the new identity. She portrays
intersectionality in the study of Ecuadorian men where migration presents a struggle to maintain the
masculine traditions of their community of origin while trying to cope with the economic pressures of
the US. She also mentions Mexican men who like all men have to redefine masculinity in terms of
economic, cultural and social transformations over the years. This is similar to the masculine identity
negotiations that South African men experienced when they navigated the government changes from
apartheid to the current government in terms of the economy, the promise of a better life and race.
Montes (2013, p. 478) concludes that in terms of the emotional world of men, “that means emotional
behaviour is not a stable property but a multidimensional construct with many causes, modes and
consequences”. In the midst of strong emotions, men are carried by a significant sense of

responsibility for their families which made some of them move to the US.

The challenge of masculine identity is further displayed in political and traditional leadership as
perceived custodians of masculinity considering the history of men in power and that the majority are
currently still men. Ratele (2013) mentions that the South African constitution promotes gender
equality, with male politicians, tribal chiefs and kings who are put into office to uphold the ideals of
the constitution. He (2013) points out the contradictory messages portrayed by some of the black
male leaders while they carry a strong influence in gender norms. As part of the first few black leaders
in post-apartheid South Africa, most men would hold them in high regard, which means they do
provide a certain level of affirmation to masculinity. He also suggests that they have a right on behalf
of the nation and tradition which either confirms or disputes certain discourses. However, there are
incidents of contradiction in terms of gender equality and affirmation of subordinate masculinities.
There is a mention of the Zulu king condemning same-sex relationship as “rotten” and rejecting it as
untraditional. There is a clear contradiction between the attempt to preserve the traditions and

upholding the ideals of the constitution.
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Role of blackness in masculine identities

Bonnett (1993) views blackness as a “political noun [rather] than ethnic” as it represents everybody
who shares the experience of segregation. Fanon (1967) proposes that when a black child comes into
contact with the white world, an “abnormal child” is produced. This suggests the effects attached to
skin colour. This viewpoint could also suggest that collision of blackness and whiteness produces
undesirable effects. Cesaire (1972) refers to the "inescapable essence of one's blackness”. This can be
interpreted as one being trapped in blackness and its consequences either negative or positive. The
development of psychology as a discipline is implicated in the definition of the black subject as
McDougall (1908) associated a submission to human instinct with blacks. Blackness seems to take
different positions depending on the context in which it is based but the common theme is that it

carries inferiority and unwantedness with it.

Lambley (1980) analysed the black psychology in South Africa and contends that segregation resulted
in "internalized oppression among black people”. Lambley (1980) suggests that there are a number of
behaviours among black South Africans that portray "self-deprecation, self- rejection and low self-
esteem” which he contends are the results of internalized oppression. This suggests that policy-
controlled oppression may have ended but there is evidence of psychological oppression which is seen
in destructive behaviours as a cathartic approach from unbearable emotional states that some black
people experience. An example of this would be alcohol abuse. Manganyi (1973) supports Lambley by
stating that the conditions that black people were subjected to are reflected in their self-esteem and

self-control.

As humans are not static organismes, it is inevitable that the world created by the discourses of race,
class and gender would also not be static which adds a complexity to the identity that gets created for
the subjects who have to function within it. Segal (date page number) makes a point about masculinity
that “the more it asserts itself, the more it calls itself into question”. The quote suggests a perpetual
chase of its ideals found in various contexts and aspects of life. The chase is interwoven in how the
men navigate and interact with the economic, class (urban), culture (rural and urban) and racial
aspects of their lives, especially within the South African context, against the social construction as a
standard of life. The intersection of the previously mentioned aspect takes a unique nature in
consideration of the individual set of circumstances that each man faces, for instance, when
considering the context of the community they come from as well as psychological dispositions among

others.
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Black Middle Class
In the analysis of a film documentary on Soweto golfers, Igani (1992, p. 127) points out the difficulty
of defining the middle class as it is not

a fixed social category but a working social concept, a material experience, a political

project, and a cultural practice — all of which acquire meaning only within specific historical

experiences and discursive conditions.
The middle class becomes more questionable when looked at in terms of race especially in the South
African context. In an article published in The Conversation Africa, titled “Shaky grounds: The challenge
of being black and middle class”, Khunou (2016) describes the middle class as occupying an
unjustifiable position that requires “renegotiation”. She proposes that being black, South African, and
middle class is not stable or definable. Khunou (2016) further mentions that the media has depicted
the black middle class as “conspicuous consumers” and as “black diamonds who can earn between
R16 000 and R50 000 per month”. They have higher educational qualifications, “white collar jobs and
are under the age of 44 years old”. She proposes that the classification does not say anything about
the “experience of being black and middle class”. It says nothing about the experience of keeping up
the internal and external pressures that come with the class and of maintaining one’s position in the

class. This class is dominated by consumerism.

Khunou (2016) asserts that the challenge of the black middle class cannot be understood without
considering the racial history of South Africa where assets were unequally divided. She points out that
the black middle class has to contend with high demands of taking care of large and extended families
which increase the number of financial obligations. One may have a house in the city “suburbs” while
taking care of the living costs of parents and younger siblings who are either in the township or in the
rural areas. While the salary may be deemed to be sufficient for somebody with a tertiary qualification
and at a certain level of management, the pressure of obligations, living in multiple identity contexts
with racial pressure at work is not catered for in the definitions and practical consideration of the
class. There is also growing retrenchments in the corporate world which do not secure the position of
the black middle class. Khunou (2016, p. 1) argues that the concept of class in a racialised society is
“uncomfortable” and unpredictable. She portrays it as a class with “shaky privileges”.

Khunou (2016) suggests that the expenditure trends within the black community are made worse by
class position, race and personal relationships. She explains the class identity as belonging to the black
community and the need to negotiate the world that is still crippled by racial identity. She suggests
that many black people do not view themselves as belonging to the middle class because they are not
“different enough” and they are not as privileged as white people who are in the white middle class.

Khunou (2016, p. 1) further explains that they find themselves operating in “white spaces as the other
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middle class” but with “barred access where they have to explain themselves”. She mentions that
even those who are within the black middle class, experience tensions between class and race because
they may have the privilege but they do not have the colour that acknowledges their privilege

(Khunou, 2016).

Materiality of Masculine identities

Materiality in terms of the social world is defined in various ways by various authors. In Sorensen
(2007) Kant separated “matter from substance”. Matter is defined as the “superficial “, non-
permanent “variable appearance of an object while substance is the permanent existence” (Sorensen,
2007, p. 3). Hegel in Sorensen (2007, p. 3) emphasises the physicality of the matter “in contrast to
content” which refers to the mind, spirit, abstract or ideal. Marx emphasised the physicality “but
additionally he let the material be central to the formation of phenomena; of content” (Sorensen,
2007, p. 3). All theorists refer to materiality as having to do with “entities”. Phenomenologically
material is referred to as the nature of things, which is ontology. In Sorensen (2007) Heidegger defines
materiality as a thing instead of an object. Schatzki (2010) also confirms the notion that materiality is
physical elements and building blocks of the world. As cited in Sorensen (2007), Lantour proposes that
materiality needs to be “studied relationally with the social, as a component part of socio-material”.
He suggests that this allows for the “co-existence and interplay of the materiality and the social world”
(Sorensen, 2007, p. 4). It is suggested that materiality can be defined as the “formed pattern which a
particular entity takes partin and which allows it to relate in a particular way to (an) other entity (ties)”
(Sorensen, 2007, p. 4). In her earlier work, she refers to the arrangement as the entity being “in
concert” with other entities. They depend on each other in order to function. It is also suggested that
an entity obtains its distinctiveness from how it is organized around other entities. Schatzki (2010, p.
129) proposes material organization which is “interconnected material entities” which can be divided
into four types: “humans, artefacts, organisms and other things of nature”. The coexistence of humans
emerges as part of the connection of “practices and material arrangements” which suggests that
humans are connected through a series of “actions” one performs within a “practice” (Schatzki, 2010,
p. 129). The series of actions creates a practice or way of doing things which can also be called a
culture. A culture or way of doing things has identity. He also proposes that people are connected by
material arrangements which consist of structures, space and communication networks. There is a
proposed overlap of practices which leads to a wider and more complex connections or web of ways
of doing things. In essence materiality involves “physicality, bio-physicality, nature and environment”
(Schatzki, 2010, p. 133). The possibilities of what a person can do depends on their network and how

they are aligned to it. Schatzki (2010) suggests that materiality is part of social life in various ways; it
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is in evidence through physicality and biologically as previously stated. Secondly, it is part of social life
in a way those entities that are part of the formation do posses physicality; a chemical makeup.
Schatzki (2010, p. 137) proposes that over and above the physical makeup, humans have to deal with
the “physical manifestation of physical events and phenomena”. Thirdly, materiality gushes through

the “practice arrangement nexuses” (Schatzki, 2010, p. 137).

Social Power in Black Masculine identities

Walker and Schiffer (2006) explored the materiality of social power by studying social interactions
with artefacts. They propose that social power refers to persons with “privileged social identities
employing their power over other people”, which suggests that there is a different status of social
power (Walker & Schiffer, 2006, p. 68). For example, parents can exercise some control over their
children which is different from the power a traffic police officer can exercise over motorists and
pedestrians. This alludes to the inequalities that exist in society. They also propose that social power
is distinguished into various fields where differences in how it is exercised can also be seen. It
distinguished into economic, political and judicial fields but it cuts across fields when it is understood

as “relational in terms of people — artefacts” (Walker & Schiffer, 2006, p. 68).

Snell Jr. (1986, p. 443) conducted an investigation into the masculine role inventory in order to answer
guestions about the psychology of men. He proposed that major themes in men’s lives include “anti-
femininity” (no sissy-stuff) which is the desire to avoid femininity, success which is the understanding
that life is a competitive journey with “limited available proofs of manly achievements, and tough
confidence and aggressiveness, which refers to the belief that it is a man’s right (Snell Jr., 1986, p.
444). There was evidence to support that men tend to exhibit “preoccupations with success, restrictive
emotionality and inhibited affection towards others” (Snell Jr., 1986, p. 453). What was not known
was the effect, in terms of health, of exhibiting the three previously mentioned characteristics as they
grow older. Feiring and Coates (1987, p. 611) established that there are interconnections between
individuals as social units as a social network framework consists of “social relations, social
opportunities and social constraints through a diagrammatic picture of significant others”. These
authors suggest that one is born into a social network which includes people and activities. The
networks start with parents, family and extend into the wider world through schooling and later work
life with each serving a specific social function. They propose that a person’s development and
socialization takes place through social networks. Feiring and Coates (1987, p. 615) proposes “health
sustaining functions “such as “gratification of affiliative needs which cover companionship and

belonging, self-identity maintenance and enhancement and self-esteem enhancement”. Where
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people find themselves within the physical area of the network, which is linked to gender function
within the network, that determines where a person can go for assistance and guidance. It also
determines whether one can ask for guidance from the social network which may put constraints on

their development. This displays the challenge of masculinity.

Conflict in Gender Identity

Pompper (2010, p. 683) explores how the concept of masculinity has changed over time. She suggests
that masculinity is a “slippery notion of what is expected of men”. The slipperiness speaks to the
changing nature of the notion of manhood. Kimmel (cited in Pompper, 2010) mentions that the reality
of being a man includes a variety of interrelated identities, which explain the plurality of masculinities.
Pompper (2010, p. 683) proposes that gender role conflict refers to “how sexism and gender role
socialization interact to produce oppression”. The state of oppression is created by the conflict during
the process of socialization. She suggests that gender role conflict is a “complex multidimensional
construct describing an unconscious phenomenon produced when perceptions of masculine gender
roles deviate from, restrict, devalue or violate norms” (Pompper, 2010, p. 683). She proposes that
gender role conflict consists of four parts, namely success, power, constrained emotionality, which
has constrained affectionate behaviour between men, and relational conflict between work and
family. Pompper (2010, p. 683) proposes that the abovementioned components produce effects such
as “anxiety, depression, lack of self-esteem, interpersonal and abusive behaviour problems”. She
mentions that many researchers of the gender role conflict have discovered that “gender roles are
individualised, generational and contextualized according to age, masculinity ideology and ethnicity”
(Pompper, 2010, p. 683). The intersection of gender and age proposes that younger people tend to
higher incidents of gender role conflict. It is suggested that men tend to deal with gender role conflicts
through aggression or excessive exercise to develop muscles as a way of obtaining some masculine
ideals through the physical manifestation of the body (Pompper, 2010). She suggests that “hyper
masculinity “could be a sign of apprehension about masculinity. This portrays anxiety disguised in
healthy muscular bodies. Pompper (2010) explains that masculinity is marked by denunciation of
homosexuality and femininity. It is intriguing that hegemonic masculinity ridicules anything linked or
perceived as effeminate as it proves that it defines itself with what it is not. Gutterman (cited in
Pompper, 2010, p. 683) proposes that masculine identity is “relational so that what | am or claim to
be is rooted in making distinctions from what | am not”. She explains that men are socialized to “use
physical force for conflict resolution” and to dominate femininity; that is also how it defines itself

(Pompper, 2010). What it is not seems to form part of its identity.
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Pompper (2010) proposes that masculinity is passed from older men to younger men “by the force of
personal example”. This suggests that there is a dependency from one generation to the next but the
discourse changes and brings the complication of what the previous men may not have experienced
which renders them incapable of