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Abstract

The situation of male subjectivity in North America has become problematic and this is
reflected in current popular culture fhe ways of looking at men have changed, and with them, the B
ways of becoming and being a man. Since its appearance, the cover of the June 1978 edition of
Hustler magazine, which depic;ts a woman in a meat grinder up to her torso, has been regarded by
many as the worst example of the patriarchal view of women, both literally and metaphorically It
is a sign of our times, then, that this image was echoed in a recent Toronto Star montage of a man
being melted in a pot of wax up to his torso (15 June 2000, J1). These visceral images frame a
period of significant debate and political negotiation over gender roles and the second calls our
attention to major shifts in how masculinity is seen The image of masculine diminishment makes
us ask—since masculinity may be in decline, but the actual numbers of men are not—how men
learn how to be men.

The diminishment of masculinity has not come without significant costs. Pulitzer Prize-
winner Susan Faludi’s books, Backlash: The Undeclared War against American Women (1991)
and Stiffed. The Betrayal of the American Man (1999) attempt to detail these costs In her
~ research, Faludi finds that in an age in which corporations are constantly downsizing and out-
sourcing in order to increase profits, men can no longer look to these traditionally patriarchal
institutions for paternal acceptance and confirmation of masculine success The image of the boss
or company as a fatherly provider has been replaced by the pink slip. Indeed, “there is no passage

to manhood in such a world” (Stiffed 39). Yet, men are told that they are the masters of their

world — by the men’s movement, by advertisers, by the media. It is important, then, to produce

increasingly sophisticated work that elucidates recent shifts in male subjectivities, through a
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discourse that is conversant with feminist theory since the uitimate goal is the same' the
elimination of the patriarchal enforcement of rigidly defined gender roles Without such work, the
backlash against women and the betrayal of men that Faludi documents will be perpetuated and a
void between males and females will continue to widen Moreover, victimized or oppressed
persons will be trapped between competing discourses.

Given the shifting ways in which men are represented in popular media, my dissertation
will examine three general areas: 1) how shifts in the location of masculine endeavours are
conveyed by shifts in media genres, 2) how the roles of spectators or participants in certain new
media actually reshape gender roles and relationships, and 3) how exclusions of men from certain
roles in popular media circumscribes potential points of coalition between profeminist activism
and masculinity studies. In the first area, I examine the lone hero fighting an oppressive state
system, a type Paul Smith finds in 1970s westerns (Clint Eastwood, 1993) and William Warner
finds in 1980s action films (Rambo, 1992). As an example, this figure now fights a corporate
power, or even his boss, in professional wrestling storylines. Similarly, the father-son narrative
that Susan Jeffords traces in action films from the 1980s (The Remasculinization of America,
1989) and which she claims had disappeared by the early 1990s (Hard Bodies, 1994), has in fact
been taken up by the sports film genre, but now it is the father-figure rather than the son who is
searching for redemption. The second section considers shifts in masculine identification such as

the cross-gender identification Carol Clover suggests is possible in horror films (Men, Women, &

Chainsaws, 1992). This can now occur for players of virtual reality video games typified by 7omb
Raider and Dino Crisis. These feature female protagonists in traditionally male roles. Female

wrestlers such as Chyna and the recent film, Gir/ Fight, provide similar opportunities for cross-



gender identification in the earlier cited genres. As well, Laura Mulvey's critique of the “male
gaze,” a critical commonplace for over twenty years, cannot account for the viewing of these
productions (“Visual Pleasure,” 1978). In the words of Robert Connell, these media once
portrayed “competition and hierarchy among men, exclusion or domination of woman [producing]
social relations of gender both realized and symbolized in bodily performances” (Masculinities,

1995 54). N_QY‘.’EI_“?I?’S bodies are objects of the‘:ga’zeﬂtandiof domination, nurturing supersedes ;
violence, and instead of excluding women, men are encouraged to identify with them. The final
area considers one of Faludi’s conclusions, that being a man is less about dominating than about
not being dominated, in terms of the media treatment of men who have been victimized. The TV
movies depicting former NHL player, Sheldon Kennedy, who was abused by his coach, provide
excellent examples of how men are silenced by a society that refuses to accept that men can be
victims. This chapter is a fitting end to the work since it combines previous discussions of body -

image, gender stability, and gender performance in a pressing area of commonality between

feminism and masculinity while providing a discursive link between the two.
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Introduction

And therfore at the kynges court, my brother,
Ech man for hymself, ther is noon oother

Geoflrey Chaucer, “The Knight’s Tale,” Canterbury Tales (323-4)

Not Another Book About Men
Although its primary focus is masculinities, this dissertation does not attempt to answer

questions of biological or social versions of an “ideal” masculinity, nor is it interested in settling
disputes regarding sex or gender differences and roles. More than enough of this ground has been
covered and re-covered in what sociologist Robert Connell simply calls “Books About Men” (ix).
Connell quite rightly observes that in academic circles there is some deserved

consternation at the claims [in popular books on masculinity] that

have captured media attention. For the most popular books about

men are packed with muddled thinking which either ignores or

distorts the results of the growing research on the issues. The burst

of publicity has brought back obsolete ideas about natural

difference and true masculinity. It has also provided cover for a

neo-conservative campaign to roll back the rather limited advances

against discrimination made by women and gay men in the last two

decades. (ix)
Like Connell, I am wary of quick and easy answers which tend to belie the elusiveness of defining
the terms, “masculine” and “feminine”: and I join him in suspecting that this elusiveness derives
from “the character of gender itself, historically changing and politically fraught. Everyday life is
an area of gender politics, not an escape from it” (3). Indeed, by examining representations of
masculinities in several popular cultural forms of everyday life — advertising, sports, film,

protessional wrestling, video games, and other texts — I hope that this project raises as many

questions as it answers regarding the stability of masculinity in North America since the Reagan



era.
As a corollary goal, I hope to find areas of convergence with feminist thought, especially

in areas in which men, too, are exploited and/or victimized. This may prove difficult, for in
contemporary North America at least, “what are generally assumed to be male interests and
identities (which vary significantly from the actual interests and identities of particular men)
contribute to the widespread perception that the relationship between feminism and men is
necessarily antagonistic. Men are expected to resist feminism and feminists are often assumed to
hate men (Digby 2). Nevertheless, feminism provides thorough knowledge of the structures of
(male) power and privilege The presumed

oppositionality between men and feminism is rooted in the gender

binary that is typical of patriarchal cultures, according to which

every (or almost every) human being is rigorously confined within

one of two mutually exclusive categories, man or woman. While in

contemporary North America this gender binary is beginning to

crumble around the edges of popular culture [. . .] it is unavoidably

the case that to the extent a culture is patriarchal, it must strive to

maintain the integrity and oppositionality of the gender binary.

(Digby 2)
What is often overlooked is feminism’s dependence on the critique of (perceived) patriarchal
structures for its existence. This is a significant proviso given that “any diminution of the
oppositionality of the gender binary undermines dominance, and any loosening of the binary
undercuts gender oppositionality” (Digby 2). Articulating areas in popular culture which
undermine gender oppositionality, and thereby threaten binary constructions, is the primary goal
of this project. These areas, and the extent to which oppositionalities are challenged in them, are

central to understanding how the task of ending oppositionality is being accomplished rather than

illustrating why it should be done



(%)

It is important to note that two commonly used terms will not be defined in the course of
the studies which follow. In fact, the words “masculinity” and “patriarchy” will be avoided as
much as possible, in the general sense of both words In their Introduction to Constructing
Masculinity, Maurice Berger, Brian Wallis, and Simon Watson observe that “Masculinity, the
asymmetrical pendant to the more critically investigated femininity, is a vexed term, variously
inflected, multiply defined, not limited to straightforward descriptions of maleness” (2) Based on
their experience in organizing a conference and editing a volume on the subject, the trio conclude,
“When masculinity has been subjected to the critical gaze of [academic] practices, it has inevitably
been reinscribed as a complex and discursive category that cannot be seen as independent from
that of other productive components of identity” (2). Although they acknowledge that masculinity
is difficult to define since it is shaped by more influences than the mere state of being male,
Berger, Wallis, and Watson note that there is a preferred state within the dominant culture This
should be distinguished from an ideal or essential state. They explain:

Within the ideological structure of patriarchal culture, heterosexual

masculinity has traditionally been structured as the normative

gender. Rather than simply seeking to overthrow this standard or

focusing on the social determinants of sexual difference, many

feminists have challenged the fixity of all subject positions. This

approach has emphasized the multiplicity of identity, the ways in

which gender is articulated through a variety of positions,

languages, institutions, and apparatuses. (2)
In other words, while one subject position — heterosexual masculinity — is considered the norm,
and often has an accompanying privileged status, it is not necessarily the only position. It may not

even be the ideal position, and increasingly this diminished status is proving to be the case

Moreover, there may be multiple positions within this categorization Cognizant of this



4
fact, Berger, Wallis, and Watson observe that in their collection, “Masculinity is realized here not
as a monolithic entity, but as an interplay of emotional and intellectual factors — an interplay that
directly implicates women as well as men, and is mediated by other social factors, including race,
sexuality, nationality, and class” (3). More than just being male and heterosexual, masculinity is
dependent upon social structures (of power) for its composition. Indeed,

Far from being just about men, the idea of masculinity engages,

inflects, and shapes everyone. [ . .] any examination of these

relations of power — and any hope for the social repositioning of

the masculine — must include a nuanced examination of the

emotional, spiritual, intellectual, economic relationships of men to

the rest of society as well as a radical speculation on just what form

these refigured masculinities, cognizant of the reality of social

difference, might take. (7)
Considering the fixity of gender and its determinants, Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick takes the position
further. She cautions scholars against “an inquiry [that] begins with the presupposition that
everything pertaining to men can be classified as masculinity, and that everything that can be said
about masculinity pertains in the first place to men” (12). A far more outspoken view comes from
Abigail Solomon-Godeau. In contrast to the views stated by Berger, Wallis, and Watson,
Solomon-Godeau considers “the term ‘masculinity’ as a more or less symmetrical pendant to the
concept of femininity developed within feminist theory. In other words, masculinity, like
femininity, is a concept that bears only an adventitious relation to biological sex and whose
various manifestations collectively constitute the cultural, social, and psychosexual expression of
gender” (71). Solomon-Godeau nearly completely dismisses any connection between biology and

gender. In fact, these are coincidental in her view.

What is not left to chance is the impact of alterations in masculimty Responding to so-



called “soft masculinities,” in which men are sexual objects or nurturing caregivers, Solomon-
Godeau reacts with trepidation bordering on resentment.

my argument is meant as a cautionary reminder that the articulation

of soft masculinities, like the related appearance of a men’s

movement concerned to excavate male fears, anxieties, and desires,

or a discourse on gay male sexualities that celebrates the

relinquishment of mastery and control, or the theoretical revision of

male masochism, need not necessarily have much to do with the

relinquishment of the privileges of patriarchy, and certainly need not

have anything to do with female emancipation, empowerment, or

liberation. (76)
This could be taken as a *“What’s in it for me approach” to criticism and it is not an uncommon
one. It also hints at homophobia based on the belief that male homosexuality is the ultimate
exclusion of women. The final roundtable of the “Unmasking Masculinities Conference” at the
University of Southern Mississippt, in 2000, took as one of its themes the ways in which the
advances made by feminism might be used by men, (not for, but) against feminism. It was
generally agreed that the final prepositional phrase is redundant. The assumption was that all
men’s uses of feminism are antithetical to its interests. These are by no means exceptional
statements. For example, while purporting to have shifted from feminist to gender studies, Elaine
Showalter warns in the Introduction to Speaking of Gender that male critics might “appropriate,
penetrate, or exploit feminist discourse for professional advantage” (7). Tania Modleski echoes
these concerns, fearing that Gender Studies “might yet prove to be the phase out of feminist
studies” and asks pointedly, if not selfishly, ““what’s in these new developments for ferminism and
for women?” (5)."' Any advance made by men is de facto to the detriment of feminism, according

to the majority view at the round-table and in these scholarly works. Child custody fights in cases

of divorce, in which the care of the female parent is shown to be culturally constructed rather than



biologically based, were cited as the most important example
Yet, the expansion of masculine and feminine “roles” to include non-traditional forms has

been one of the goals and accomplishments of feminism. There is a general fear that if men
assume more roles then it may come at the cost of the exclusion of females, but this assumes the
automatic oppositionality between genders cited above. Solomon-Godeau cites the artistic works
of postrevolutionary France as emblematic of a society in which this occurred

through a narrative role reversal, the masculine may be repositioned

so as to occupy the conventional place of the feminine. [. . .] these

narratives and morphologies of idealized masculinity suggest a

colonization of femininity, so that what has been rendered

peripheral and marginal in the social and cultural realm, or actively

devalued, is effectively incorporated within the compass of

masculinity. [. . .] the feminized masculinities of postrevolutionary

culture represent the ultimate flight from sexual difference and are,

if anything, the logical extension of the “real” historical event of

women’s expulsion from the public sphere. (73)
But what is really happening in Solomon-Godeau’s analysis? Despite her earlier remarks about the
social construction of gender, she throws them out in the subsequent look at what happened when
men occupied “feminine” roles, for “within the compass of masculinity” really means “occupied by
men ” This is based on a faulty assumption. True, there is always a danger that any radical
practice, once institutionalized, will lose its insurgent effectiveness. This is a reasonable and
constant worry for Queer, Afro-American and Women’s Studies. However, Solomon-Godeau
assumes that “men” equals “masculinity” equals “patriarchy” in her formulation. This formula
becomes obvious in her concluding remarks

It is all very well and good for male scholars and theorists to

problematize their penises, or their relations to them, but is this so

very ditferent from a postmodern mal de siecle in which, once
again, it is male subjectivity that becomes the privileged term? [. ]



teminists and men who support feminism should be careful to

distinguish a shared emancipatory project from intellectual

masturbation. More disturbingly, the very appeal of approaching

masculinity as a newly discovered discursive object may have less

to do with the “ruination” of certain masculinities in their

oppressive and subordinating instrumentalities than with a new

accommodation of their terms — an expanded field for their

deployment — in which the fundamentals do not change. (76)
Very clearly, Solomon-Godeau equates penis with phallus and masculinity with maleness and all
of these with oppression.” While she reacts with vehemence, Solomon-Godeau does express a
valid concern

For some, the history of scholarship is nothing but masculinity studies since so much of
life was structured around the male of the species. But, this returns Solomon-Godeau to her own
point regarding masculinity’s relationship of pure chance — “heads-or-tails” — with biology; that
is, with problematic penises. Nevertheless, the developments that cause Solomon-Godeau so
much worry should “caution us against assuming that the expression of nonphallic masculinities
constitutes any particular quarrel with patriarchal law and order. Nor, for that matter, does it
particularly subvert it” (73). Again, Modleski puts it bluntly: “men ultimately deal with female
power by incorporating it” (7). The only way to assuage Solomon-Godeau, Modleski and those
who share their fears is to heed the advice of Berger, Wallis, and Watson: “men must do more
that (sic) admit their complicity in patriarchy; they must begin to rethink the very boundaries that
shape and define what it means to be a man” (7).
Connell suggests that the varying and often contradictory forms of knowledge about

gender imply the presence of similarly varying and contradictory social practices regarding

gender. In order to be (more) complete, the study of masculnity at both the quotidian and



scientific levels must consider the practical as well as the theoretical.

For instance, common-sense knowledge of gender is by no means

fixed. It is, rather, the rationale of the changing practices through

which gender is ‘done’ or accomplished’ in everyday life —

practices revealed in elegant research by ethnomethodologists. [. . .]

The knowledge offered by constructionists from the oppositional

politics of feminism and gay liberation, and from the techniques of

academic social research. (6)
In effect, Connell calls for a much more nuanced view than the visceral one espoused above.
Well-known pro-porn feminist Varda Burstyn expresses a similar view:

By the mid-1980s [. . .] I felt a profound dissatisfaction with the

unifocal emphasis [of feminism] on women and femininity [. . ] It

seemed to me that we needed an understanding of the construction

of men and masculinity equally [as] sophisticated as the one we had

developed of women and femininity. This was critical if we were to

understand the whole ecology of gender, and the problems in

heterosocial relations that so many feminist struggles were

highlighting (5)
As part of the effort to develop a more sophisticated approach to the study of men and
masculinity, and to help avoid reductive binary oppositions, the term “patriarchy” has become the
second of the problematic euphemisms cited above. It is, perhaps, the most overused and under-
defined term in gender studies. Yet, its formidable presence is nearly always assumed

It is, in part, its “taken-for-grantedness” that renders “patriarchy” an ineffectual term.

Moreover, it has come to be used as a collective noun, referring to the reproduction, and
therefore maintenance, of universal masculine privilege For example, Thomas E. Wartenberg
begins his discussion of “Teaching Women Philosophy (as a Feminist Man)” with the assumption

that “our society and those from which it developed are characterized by patterns of male

dominations” (132) However, he avoids the question of how to define or describe the assumption



on which his entire argument is based Wartenberg admits, “Although the question, ‘What
constitutes male domination”” requires a good deal of analysis, for the purposes of this paper, |
shall simply assume the fact of male domination as a general background for my discussion”
(132) For the purposes of many papers — e.g., those of Solomon-Godeau and Modleski —
gender relations are reduced to a binary of patriarchy vs. women.

This easy answer is increasingly less satistying. When considering the available methods of
analyzing pictures of muscular, yet erotically posed men in advertisements, Sean Nixon finds the
concept of patriarchy to be ineffectual:

One central problem concerns the way in which [the term

patriarchy] advances a universal model of the power relations

between the genders — one that is weak on the historical specificity

of the categories of gender and variations in the relations between

them in different periods. In particular, the concept of patriarchy is

weak at explaining the relations of power between different

masculinities. I think that an adequate account of the field of gender

relations, in addition to analysing the relations between masculinity

and femininity, also needs to explore the relations of domination

and subordination operating between different formations of

masculinity. (300)
Wartenberg does not seem to know that the type of work he call for has been done by Connell.
Simply put, the patriarchy model assumes too much Men derive various amounts of what Connell
calls a “patriarchal dividend,” a windfall, if you will, by virtue of fortuitous (male) birth according
to this model (41). Even Thomas Wartenberg allows that there are limitations to the approach
because there are obvious omissions inherent to it. Disarming potential criticisms on these
grounds, Wartenberg admits, “the topic of this paper is paralleled by questions of what difference

it makes [to] members of other minority or dominated groups” (132). The assumption is that they

are “feminized” because to be dominated means to be feminized in the general usage and the same
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goes for “oppressed.” Yet the common complaint is that the male view traditionally has been the
view Therefore, the female view is the other view, since there must be two views to satisfy what
is really a good vs evil binary
It is also too easy to criticize approaches built around the assumption of patriarchy as well

as the benefit of fortuitous birth by pointing out the absent nuances of class, ethnicity, wealth,
education, efc.” In fact, as will be demonstrated in succeeding chapters, it is just as easy as
equating “oppressed,” or “looked at,” with “feminized.” It is necessary, as Nixon explains, to
advance more specific approaches.

Rather than mobilize the concept of patriarchy, then, I want to

suggest that we need to move away from a picture of the field of

gender relations as always divided in the same way around the poles

of masculine domination and feminine subordination. Rather, a

more plural model of power relations is needed — one which

grasps the multiple lines of power which position different

masculinities and femininities in relation to each other at different

times. (300)
Moving beyond what have become criticisms of convenience allows scholars to investigate the
subtle and often contradictory uses of power and definitions of gender. Rather than
comprehensive approaches, it is important to recognize that “definitions of masculinity are deeply
enmeshed in the history of institutions and of economic structures. Masculinity is not just an idea
in the head. or a personal identity It is also extended in the world, merged in organized social
relations To understand masculinity historically we must study changes in those social relations”
(Connell 29). Such a viewpoint considers that “gender is not fixed in advance of social interaction,

but is constructed in interaction, [which] is an important theme in the modern sociology of

gender” (Connell 35). Thus, adapting a multi-faceted and interdisciplinary methodology to the
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study of masculinities is not only recommended, but necessary, given the diversity entailed by the
topic.

Lest we be satisfied with our acknowledgment of diversity, Connell admonishes us to the
contrary. Taking a view similar to the one put forth by Sean Nixon, Connell writes: “To recognize
diversity in masculinities is not enough. We must also recognize the relations between the
different kinds of masculinity. relations of alliance, dominance and subordination. These
relationships are constructed through practices that exclude and include, that intimidate, exploit,
and so on. There is a gender politics within masculinity” (37). Netther is this level of inquiry
sufficient, for it leads to further questions, which take the topic further away from a binary view
of gender relations For example, Connell observes that “Once we recognize the institutional
dimension of gender it is difficult to avoid the question: is it actually masculinity that is a problem
in gender politics? Or is it rather the institutional arrangements that produce inequality, and thus
generate the tensions that have brought ‘masculinity’ under scrutiny?” (42-3). Yet, there is a
danger inherent in answering this question. Once again, easy answers lead back to gender binaries
and what is effectively a game of blame-denial.

Lending credence to Modleski’'s anxiety, there is a growing number of so-called
“masculists” who do use knowledge of the workings of institutionalized power against feminism
Perhaps the best (or worst) spokesman is Warren Farrell.* Formerly a member of the Board of the
National Organization for Worlnen, Farrell is now an advocate for ending male powerlessness,
which he blames on the feminist movement. In an argument reminiscent of a playground spat
refrain of “Yeah, so,” Farrell summarizes gender hierarchies, as he sees them:

The professional woman — or a powerful woman — often has the



most difficulty understanding male powerlessness Why? The
powerful woman tends to connect with a powerful man. (The less
powerful man — like the garbage man — is invisible to her.) [. ]
The powertul woman is more likely to know the name of her
secretary than of her garbage man [. . .] The powerful woman
doesn’t feel the effect of her secretary’s miniskirt power, cleavage
power, and flirtation power Men do. The powerful woman tends to
use these forms of power much more cautiously in the workplace
because she has other forms of power. Taken together, all of this
blinds the professional woman to the powerlessness of the great
majority of men — who are not at the tip of the pyramid but at its
base. And without the sexual power of the females at its base. (21)

Farrell’s polemic does not merit an analysis of its obvious misogyny in the name of improving
gender relations. What is unstated is that by professional women, he most certainly includes, and
probably means singularly, academics. It is a commonplace to dismiss the arguments of female
feminist academics on the basis that they are insulated, educated, and privileged so that they are
blind to any barrier other than gender. This is as facile an argument as suggesting that the only
barrier keeping me from playing in the NBA is height.
Stiffed, or “We hardly knew. ya”?
Regardless of Farrell’s misogyny, there are powerful women and there are powerless men.

There are also female academics who consider gender as the impediment to their (continued)
success. For example, in “The Worth of Women’s Work,” Nina Lee Colwill laments

I remember the day it struck me, overwhelmed me. The work of

women is less valued than the work of men. I suppose 1'd always

known it at an intellectual level, for I’d studied women and work

for nearly half my life, but on the day I truly understood, with a

logic beyond logic [ . .] I wasn’t collecting a pay cheque, or

reading in the library, or consulting for some organization, I was in

the Reichsmuseum, in Amsterdam, with my husband Dennis. (339-

40)

Colwill wept openly at the sight of unsigned needle works in a museum filled with the signed



works of masters such as Vermeer. To Colwill, the implication is obvious the needle works are
unsigned because they are the works of women. They are less valuable as a result In a radio
interview about the passage, Colwill adds “This had been my academic area all through
undergraduate, graduate school, and my years as a professor and in my consulting career” (as
qtd.). Not once does Colwill acknowledge the privilege in her life which allows her to go to
Amsterdam and which separates her from the women who produced the needle works, not as art
to be viewed by academics, but as necessary household items Nevertheless, Colwill claims a
kinship with the women based only on the coincidence of birth and the idea of a shared economic
position, yet their positions are hardly equal. How then to take both Farrell’s and Colwill’s
viewpoints seriously without sounding like either? Walking such a fine line necessitates a vigilant
approach which is willing to question itself. Connell suggests that

To understand the current pattern of masculinities we need to look

back over the period in which it came into being. Since masculinity

exists only in the context of a whole structure of gender relations,

we need to locate it in the formation of the modern gender order as

a whole — a process that has taken about four centuries. The local

histories of masculinity recently published provide essential detail,

but we need an argument of broader scope as well. (185)
The reasons for changes in masculinity are many and complex, but Connell suggests three are
central within the white European or North American tradition: “challenges to the gender order
by women, the logic of the gendered accumulation process in industrial capitalism, and the power
relations of empire” (191). Following his study of the history of masculinity, Connell concludes
masculinities are not only shaped by the processes of the dominant culture, “they are active in that

process and help to shape it. Popular culture tells us this without prompting” (185). As its

contribution to the process Connell describes, this dissertation takes as its focus several popular
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cultural “texts” of roughly the last twenty years. In so doing, it is mindful of one of Connell’s
provisos

Masculinity and femininity are inherently relational concepts, which

have meaning in relation to each other, as a social demarcation and

a cultural opposition This holds regardless of the changing content

of the demarcation in different societies and periods of history.

Masculinity as an object of knowledge is always masculinity-in-

relation [. ] To put the point in another and perhaps clearer way,

it is gender relations that constitute a coherent object of knowledge

for science. Knowledge of masculinity arises within the project of

knowing gender relations (44).
This is not to restate a binary opposition model of gender relations but to emphasize that nothing
is fixed. Rather gender relations — among men, among women, between men and women —
provide greater insight into masculinities. This work will confine itself, for the most part, to
relations among men and masculinities while remaining watchful for effects on women and
femininities In this regard it takes its cue from the work of Pulitzer Prize-Winner Susan Faludi,
one of North America’s best-known feminists. Despite her continued feminism, Faludi is moved
to ask of the contemporary situation of masculinities: “If men are the masters of their fate, what
do they do about the unspoken sense that they are being mastered, in the marketplace and at
home, by forces that seem to be sweeping away the soil beneath their feet? If men are
mythologized as the ones who make things happen, then how can they begin to analyze what is
happening to them?” (Stitted 13). Faludi’s earlier work, Backlash: The Undeclared War Against
Women, details the institutionalized systemic sources of resistance to feminism and women’s
advancement, but now she considers men as the subjects rather than the creators of their world

Examining men as being anything but in control and thinking of masculinities as meaning,

or deriving, from something other than control is a radical shift. This is true not just for feminists
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like Faludi. It is also hard to conceive for men themselves. The mythologies surrounding “what it
means to be a man” are various and many, but Michael Kimmel offers an excellent summary of the
main myths of North American manhood

(1) No Sissy stuff' Men can never do anything that even remotely
suggests femininity Manhood is a relentless repudiation of the
teminine, (2) Be a Big Wheel: manhood is measured by power,
wealth and success. Whoever has the most toys when he dies, wins,
(3) Be a Sturdy Oak: manhood depends on emotional reserve
Dependability in a crisis requires that men not reveal their feelings;
and (4) Give ’em Hell; exude an aura of manly daring and
aggression Go for it Take risks (9-10)

While some might argue that the qualities Kimmel attributes to the essential North American men
are redeeming — strength, power, reliability, fearlessness — they can have truly ugly converses
— misogynist, greedy, indifferent, arrogant. In short, “To be a man,” says Faludi, means “being
ever on the rise, and the only way to know for sure you were rising was to claim, control, and
crush everyone and everything in your way” (Stiffed 11).

The myths of manhood perpetuate because of their relationship to the culture in which
they occur. It is a process in which the culture shapes masculinities which in turn influence
cultural production. This process ensures the reproduction of both. Faludi illustrates the cultural
web 1n a richly allusive passage:

The man controlling his environment is today the prevailing
American image of masculinity. A man is expected to prove himself
not by being part of society but by being untouched by it, soaring
above it He is to travel unfettered, beyond society’s clutches, alone
— making or breaking whatever or whoever crosses his path. He is
to be in the driver’s seat, the king of the road, forever charging
down the open highway [ . .] He’s a man because he won’t be
stopped He’ll fight attempts to tamp him down; if he has to, he’ll

use his gun. It seems to us as if it has always been thus, ever since
the first white frontiersman (Stiffed 10)
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The construction and the conformity entailed by masculinities are part of a cultural web Faludi
invokes nearly every (North) American myth and symbol to expose their association (and vice-
versa) with masculinities She refers to ““soaring above”™ society, ever vigilant, just like the bald
eagle, the American national symbol which is notable for its ubiquity. It appears on items such as
the Presidential Seal, currency, stamps, and on the uniform of comic book heroine, Wonder
Woman. There are several ironies related to this symbol, not the least of which is the bird’s actual
behaviour: it is as much a thief and scavenger as it is a soaring and solitary hunter. Faludi also
associates myths of the “old west” and the frontier. She goes into detail regarding the unsavoury
characters of the real Daniel Boone and Davy Crockett to expose the related apocrypha. But
Faludi’s attention to masculine mythologies includes those not associated with nature. None of the
industrial myths — that is, wholly constructed — is more important than those involving the
automobile. Learning to drive is a rite of manhood and owning a car is a measure of the same; at
least that is how the story goes. As before, there is a sinister side involving violence, conquest,
and divine right. We know that women are often the victims of the latter qualities, but Faludi finds
herself surprised that there has been little attention paid to men who do not fit the model and/or

have suffered as a result

Faludi’s study in Stiffed leads to two important areas for further investigation which will
be discussed later in the Introduction and at length throughout this dissertation But, arriving at
these points of departure involves a further visit to the perceived opposition between feminism(s)
and masculinity. Herein lies an important, and perhaps irreconcilable paradox: the debt any study
of masculinities owes to feminism. Faludi seems cognizant of the debt, but often attempts to

restate her thesis from Backlash, that there is an unjustified backlash against feminism and that the
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men who do not conform and/or who are victimized take out their resultant anger on feminism
(and women):

[Men] would rather see themselves as battered by feminism than

shaped by the larger culture. Feminism can be demonized as just an

“unnatural” force trying to wrest men’s natural power and control

from their grasp. Culture, by contrast, is the whole environment we

livein [. . .] To say that men are embedded in the culture is to say,

by the current standards of masculinity, that they are not men. By

casting feminism as the villain that must be defeated to validate the

central conceit of modern manhood, men avoid confronting

powerful cultural and social expectations (Stiffed 14)
Yet feminism does have a role in destabilizing masculinities, as Connell mentions (and which was
cited earlier) Indeed, this is one of its aims. One important feminist, Laura Mulvey, observes that
“the demands of feminism also prefigure the changes brought about by the malign chaos of free-
market forces and a social structure in decay; women participate more in the labour force, the
nuclear family structure is under strain and sex roles become more flexible” (xiv). Mulvey is one
of the most outspoken critics of (so-called) patriarchal culture and has gone as far as being
arrested to make her views known, but she recognizes what Faludi refuses to see.

Faludi’s main failing is not her refusal to admit that feminism, or women, have played any
part in destabilizing masculinity.® Rather, her understandably vigorous defense of feminism
prevents her from realizing the actual extent of the valid and valuable insights contained in her
study. Faludi does come close on several occasions. For example after meeting the wives of laid-
off McDonnell Douglas workers, she comments “Women see men as guarding the fort, so they
don’t see how the culture of the fort shapes men. Men don’t see how they are influenced by the

culture either; they prefer not to. If they did, they would have to let go of the illusion of control”

(Stiffed 14). She says this but then goes into a diatribe about how feminism bears the brunt of the
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anger, which she teels is misplaced Faludi feels that feminism is innocent because its motives are
good and it has positive effects, therefore, feminism plays no negative role but instead is only a
scapegoat This theme will reappear, on occasion during this dissertation. Moreover, while Faludi
is interested in examining the victimization of men, she does not at any time consider men who
have been victimized — that 1s physically or sexually abused — nor do these men fall under the
umbrella of her claim. Such men comprise groups that would seem to have the most in common
with her cause The binary opposition she formulates renders Faludi incapable of recognizing them
as such, despite statements such as “Even the most “powerful’ man has had at least as much

happen to him as he has made happen” (Stiffed 16). Nevertheless, recognizing that men are

influenced by culture changes the focus, in part, from what men have done to what has been done
to them

It is in this regard that my study owes a debt to feminism for without feminism’s exposure
of the problems inherent to the dominant North American culture, much of my analysis would not
be possible. For example, Betty Friedan, in the Kennedy-era The Feminine Mystique, stated “I
came to realize that something is very wrong with the way American women are trying to live
their lives [. . .] There was a strange discrepancy between the reality to our lives as women and
the image to which we were trying to conform” (7). Women were said to be “living inside a box”
because of the lifestyle imposed on them Charlotte Perkins Gilman’s short story, “The Yellow
Wallpaper,” is an oft-cited tale reflecting this reality It i1s certainly not an attempt to belittle or
denigrate the feminist cause to say that the concept of the box can also be applied to the situation
of men. The difference between the situation of men and that of women is that Friedan was

writing nearly forty years ago; that is, the problem as it pertains to women has long since been
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identified Nevertheless, feminism provides the language with which to describe the enforced
gender order. Faludi’s second book would not be possible without her feminist vocabulary. For
example, she writes:

Men feel the contours of a box, too, but they are told that box is of
their own manufacture, designed to their specifications. Who are
they to complain” The box is there to showcase the man, not to
confine him. After all, didn’t he build it — and can’t he destroy it if
he pleases, if he is a man? For men to say they feel boxed in is
regarded not as laudable political protest but as childish and
indecent whining. How dare the kings complain about their castles?
(Stiffed 13)

In addition to the box of conformity, Faludi introduces the theme of silence to the discussion.
Again, this is a topic more commonly found in studies of the oppression of women and colonized
peoples.
All that glitters: Ornamental Culture and the Gaze

While silence is an important theme, and will be discussed several times in the chapters
which follow, it forms only half of the saying “seen and not heard.” The first part, “seen,” is a
more important term in western popular culture because that culture is increasingly visual. In
attempting to answer the question of his title, “What is Visual Culture?” Nicholas Mirzoeff finds
“One of the most striking features of the new visual culture is the visualization of things that are
not in themselves visual. Rather than myopically focusing on the visual to the exclusion of all
other senses, as 1s often alleged, visual culture examines why modern and postmodern culture
place such a premium on rendering experience in a visual form” (6) This trend and its offshoot,
“ornamental culture” form a dominant trope in Faludi’s analysis. In North America, she writes,

Where we once lived in a society in which men in particular
participated by being useful in public life, we now are surrounded



by a culture that encourages people to play almost no functional
public roles, only decorative or consumer ones. {. . ] Ornamental
culture has no [public] counterparts Constructed around celebrity
and image, glamour and entertainment, marketing and
consumerism, it is a ceremonial gateway to nowhere. Its essence is
not just the selling act but the act of selling the self [and] every man
is essentially on his own [ . .] with no paternal [influence] to guide
him. In an age of celebrity, the father has no body of knowledge or
authority to transmit to the son. (Stiffed 34-5)

The effects of ornamental culture go beyond the visual sphere. They impact the reproduction of

s L

masculinities — the passing of skills and other learned attributes from fathers, biological or
otherwise, to sons. She adds that the dominant culture reshapes the “basic sense of manhood by
telling [men] as much as it tells celebrity that masculinity is something to drape over the body, not

draw from inner resources [. . .] manhood is displayed, not demonstrated” (Stiffed 35). The

culture they live in, says Faludi, “has left men with little other territory on which to prove
themselves besides vanity” (Stiffed 35). This is the same type of language one finds in Friedan’s
exposé of the plight of the suburban housewife who was left with little to define herself beyond a
clean floor, a kitchen full of gadgets, and a happy husband.

Without acknowledging the full breadth of the applicability of feminist concepts to the
study of masculinities, Faludi at least makes it explicit: “The fifties housewife, stripped of her
connections to a wider world and invited to fill the void with shopping and the ornamental display

of her ultrafemininity, could be said to have morphed into the nineties man” (Stiffed 40). The fact

that the same language applies to both genders implies the penetration of consumerism into North
American culture. Whereas women traditionally have been seen as the victims of an ornamental
culture which dictates their appearance above all else, men are increasingly coming under the

same sorts of influences This indicates that the binary oppositions patriarchy-feminism and men-
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women are not necessarily synonymous and that the relations are more nuanced than any binary 1s
able to accommodate in its scope This 1s not to say that the positions of Faludi, Friedan,
Solomon-Godeau, et al, are incorrect, but rather, that their unrealized implications call for more
work. The concept of ornamental culture, and its influence on masculinity as something to be
looked at, leads to a discussion of men not only as subjects, but also as objects in popular culture.®
Although she does not go so far as to consider men as objects, this is the first of the two areas
Faludi opens up, for any discussion of looking and objectification must consider what has come to

be known as “the gaze.” This topic, for which(kaura Mulvey is famous, forms the basis of several
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discussions in the chapters which follow and is well worth considering now.

Ornamental culture — that is, a culture based on appearances above all else — necessarily

provokes questions about the processes involved in looking: who is allowed to look and who is to

_be looked at.” This topic has proven to be a fruitful and important area for critical theory and

especially feminism(s). One of the earliest and most significant studies is Ways of Seeing by John

Berger’s group, in the early 1970s Their aims were modest: “None of the essays pretends to deal
with more than certain aspects of each subject: particularly those aspects thrown into relief by a
modern historical consciousness. Our principal aim has been to start a process of questioning” (5).
This statement is from a note to the readers of the book, which is also concerned with “ways of
seeing women and on various contradictory aspects of the tradition of oil painting” (5). Berger
and his colleagues stress the importance of seeing because “seeing comes before words” and also
“It is seeing that establishes our place in the surrounding world; we explain that world with words
but words can never undo the fact that we are surrounded by it” (7). They privilege sight over all

other senses and suggest that the rest of us do too, either consciously or otherwise. They also



suggest that pictures are part of an attempt to replace the lack caused by the absence of that
which has had an image made of it. This suggests a psychoanalytic basis for “the gaze,” which
Mulvey picks up in some detail in “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema ” In addition to the
images themselves, the context of viewing interests Berger’s group. The context is formed by the
viewer’s preconceptions and those of the maker of the image: “Every image embodies a way of
seeing. [. . .] Every time we look at a photograph, we are aware, however slightly, of the
photographer selecting that sight from an infinity of other possible sights. [ . .] Yet, although
every image embodies a way of seeing, our perception or appreciation of an image depends also
on our way of seeing” (10) In spite of this admonition, they are still willing to say, “the essential
way of seeing women, the essential use to which their images are put, has not changed. Women
are depicted in a quite different way from men — not because the feminine is different from the
masculine — but because the spectator is always assumed to be male and the image of woman is
designed to flatter him” (64). But who is making the assumption. the producer of the image, the
viewer of the image, or the critic of the image? This viewpoint assumes patriarchal
heteronormativity as much as that which it purports to criticize. In other words, the theory
depends on the “feminized” image as much as the look does. The feminization of the object being
viewed depends on an assumption that is, in fact, larger than the assumption of a
(heteronormative) masculine viewpoint. The critic assumes this viewpoint — both in terms of
presupposing its prevalence an-d in terms of taking that point-of-view — in order to make the
judgments entailed by it. Moreover, it cannot work unless “feminized” is synecdochal for all
oppressed and subjugated peoples, but it does not stop there, because not everyone who is being

looked at 1s oppressed or subjugated; some are (only) objectified, and others are simply viewed.



Surely given its modest aims, the position of Berger, ef a/, cannot be expanded to include all of
the possibilities entailed in viewing others, nor was it intended to do so.

A more ambitious study of looking, and consuming the look, comes from Laura Mulvey,
as mentioned earlier. According to Constance Penley, the importance of Mulvey’s “Visual
Pieasure and Narrative Cinema” is that it provides “the theoretical grounds for the rejection of
Holiywood and its pleasures,” and it offers “the first feminist consideration of the play and conflict
of psychical forces at work between the spectator and the screen” (6). Not just ambitious, Mulvey
ceclares war on Hollywood cinema: “it is said that analysing pleasure, or beauty, destroys it. That
1s the intention of this article. The satisfaction and reinforcement of the ego that represent the high
point of film history hitherto must be attacked” (16). In so doing, she hopes to inspire new visual
fo-ms which transcend “outworn or oppressive forms™ (16). Instead, she has created, albeit
unintentionally, an analysis which transcends it aims. It has become an institution (within academic
circles) rather than a polemic against (patriarchal) institutions.

Mulvey’s analysis includes both Freudian and Lacanian concepts in its course, but the
latter are actually more important. She sets up what she calls the two contradictory aspects of the
pleasurable structures of looking in the conventional cinematic situation. Mulvey explains:

The first, scopophilic, arises from pleasure in using another person
as an object of sexual stimulation through sight. The second,
developed through narcissism and the constitution of the ego,
comes from identification with the image seen. Thus, in film terms,
one implies a separation of the erotic identity from the object on the
screen (active scopophilia), the other demands identification of the
ego with the object on the screen through the spectator’s
fascination with and recognition of his like. The first is a function of

the sexual instincts, the second of ego libido. (18)

“Visual Pleasure” focuses on male-centered cinema because “in a world ordered by sexual
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=a'z7ce. pleasure in looking has been split between active/male and passive/female” (19).

Mulvey (therefore) characterizes the portrayal of women as also having been reduced to two

LI

-ziicns in cinematic depictions. According to Mulvey,

Traditionally, the woman displayed has functioned on two levels: as
erctic object for the characters within the screen story, and as erotic
object for the spectator within the auditorium, with a shifting
tension between the looks on either side of the screen. For instance,
the device of the show-girl allows the two looks to be unified
technically without any apparent break in the diegesis. A woman
performs within the narrative; the gaze of the spectator and that of
the male characters in the film are neatly combined without
breaking narrative verisimilitude. (19)

I~ terms of the present project, two points are tremendously important. In the hands of
subsequent critics, the male and female roles have been fixed so that males are always active and
temales are always passive. The second, related, point is that women then become the only figure
that is objectified.

In this line of criticism, the images are constructed so that the male figure on the screen
and the male spectator always control the gaze. Whereas the pleasures Mulvey describes are
based on Freudian terms, scopophilia and narcissism, the action of the look that produces the
pieasure is grounded in Lacanian terms, “through the spectator’s fascination with his like.” This
iast psychoanalytic figure is derived from Lacan’s “mirror phase,” the importance of which
Mulvey explains:

The mirror phase occurs at a time when children’s physical
ambitions outstrip their motor capacity, with the result that their
recognition of themselves is joyous in that they imagine their mirror
image to be more complete, more perfect than they experience in
their own body. Recognition is thus overlaid with misrecognition:

the image recognised is conceived as the reflected body of the self,
but its misrecognition as superior projects the body outside itself as
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an ideal ego, the alienated subject which, re-introjected as an ego

ideal, prepares the way for identification with others in the future

This mirror moment predates language for the child. (17)
Two things are elided here. First, the mirror phase is pre-Oedipal as it predates language. Second,
it prepares children, even in Mulvey’s words, to identify with others, not just members of the
same sex. Lacan himself teaches that

We have only to understand the mirror stage as an identification, in

the full sense that analysis gives to the term: namely, the

transformation that takes place in the subject when he assumes an

image [. . .] This jubilant assumption of his [or her] specular image

by the child [. .".] would seem to exhibit in an exemplary situation

the symbolic matrix in which the 7 [or individual] is precipitated in a

primordial form, before it is objectified in the dialectic of

identification with the other, and before language restores to it, in

the universal, its function as subject. (2)
In Lacanian terms, language is a part of the “symbolic matrix,” as above, or more commonly, the
“Symbolic Order.” According to Alan Sheridan, the Symbolic Order is “the determining order of
the subject, and its effects are radical: the subject in Lacan’s sense, is himself an effect of the
symbolic” (ix). This leaves open the possibility for multiple viewpoints and multiple identifications
not accounted for in Mulvey’s original statement. To overcome this shortcoming in the original
paper, she attempts to deal with female-centered narratives in later essays such as “Afterthoughts
on ‘Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema ™

Mulvey eventually recognizes that female spectators might look at the female figure on the

screen. Nevertheless, she never considers men as being looked at in any way in film. In fact,
Mulvey contends that

The man controls the film fantasy and also emerges as the

representative of power in a further sense: as the bearer of the look
of the spectator, transferring it behind the screen to neutralise the



26

extradiagetic tendencies represented by woman as spectacle. This is
made possible through the processes set in motion by structuring
the film around a main controlling figure with whom the spectator
can identify. (20)

Again, while the spectator is always male, heterosexuality is assumed, and the image is always

female. In spite of this,
in psychoanalytic terms, the female figure poses a deeper problem.
She also connotes something that the look continually circles
around but disavows: her lack of a penis, implying a threat of
castration and hence, unpleasure. Ultimately, the meaning of
woman is sexual difference, the visually ascertainable absence of the
penis, the material evidence on which is based the castration
complex essential for the organisation of entrance to the symbolic
order and the law of the father. Thus the woman as icon, displayed
for the gaze and enjoyment of men, the active controllers of the
look, always threatens to evoke the anxiety it originally signified.

21)
Mulvey’s position never considers the prospect of identification between males and females, in
part because of the assumptions she makes. As Mary Klages explains, in the Lacanian sense, “The
Law-of-the-Father, or Name-of-the-Father, is another term for the [. . .] the centre of the system,
the thing that governs the whole structure — its shape and how all the elements in the system can
move and form relationships. The phallus anchors the chains of signifiers [ . .] stops play [and] is
the centre of the Symbolic Order, of language” (6). Moreover, in Lacan’s terms, the “Name-of-
the-Father [. . ] refers not to the real father, nor to the imaginary father, but to the symbolic
father” (Sheridan xi). Klages also notes that the symbolic father, “rather than being a real person,
becomes a structuring principle of the Symbolic Order” (6). The phallus and the penis are not the
same thing. Moreover, the “Law of the Father,” is most simply understood as “Thou shalt not

desire what was my desire” (Lapsley & Westlake 73). The threat of castration is entailed by
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looking at, but not by identifying with the female. That is, there is no prohibition on identifying
with a female. This topic will be discussed in greater detail in several sections of this dissertation
The singling out of the male gaze at the female image in “Visual Pleasure” constitutes one

of the areas in which Mulvey’s theory needs revision or expansion. For example, it does not
handle the male look at the male. Paul Willemen and Steve Neale both attempt to incorporate this
look into Mulvey’s theory. While he acknowledges that the looker is traditionally male, Willemen
stresses that Mulvey’s position needs greater flexibility. In “Visual Pleasure,” says Willemen,

Mulvey doesn’t allow sufficient room for the fact that in patriarchy

the direct object of the scopophilic desire can also be male If

scopophilic pleasure relates primarily to the observation of one’s

sexual like (as Freud suggests), then the two looks distinguished by

Mulvey (i.e. the look at the object of desire and the look at one’s

sexual like) are in fact varieties of one single mechanism. the

repression of homosexuality.
Steve Neale agrees with Willemen and takes up the point in several articles, as well as in his
textbook for film studies, Genre. In fact, he expands the envelope of gaze theory by suggesting
that the female figure is the focus of the look as a defense against a homoerotic look. In this
respect, according to Neale, “patriarchy does not so much institute the woman as sexual object in
the cinema as offer the female as an accepted and acceptable image on to which to deflect the
erotic component in the scopophilic drive” (57). In addition to concluding that the gaze functions
to avoid looking at males, Neale takes up the topic of female-centred films Mulvey, too, adds
these films to her repertoire in essays following “Visual Pleasure ” Whereas Mulvey concludes
that these require a “masculinisation” of women, Neale argues that “the stress on women seems

simultaneously to involve a feminisation of men” (59), which is to say “they involve an

eroticisation of the body of the male” (60). However, as will be discussed, many cultural forms
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both recent and old — beefcake photos, professional sports, advertising — feature
hypermasculinized males as the only objects of the gaze(s). In professional sports, for example,
the emphasis is on anything but feminization. The homoerotic gaze is undeniable, but it cannot be
assumed to be universal.

Interestingly, both Mulvey and Willemen provide a mechanism to describe another form of
viewing males, via the Mirror Phase. In their articles, Mulvey and Willemen refer to the
recognition of one’s own like or one’s surrogate on-screen. Yet the implications of the statement
are not pursued by either critic. Nonetheles, the topic of visual identification has been a popular
topic of academic papers, magazine articles, and talk shows; that is, the processes of identification
2mong females, and especially the effects on their body images, when they view media
representations of other women. Female body dysmorphia is a commonly discussed issue, and
images in the popular culture are said to be a contributing factor. The reason is that women are
said to compare themselves against the often unrealistic images they see. Naomi Wolfe’s The
Beauty Myth is among the most famous studies of this phenomenon. Yet, Robert Connell admits
his own version of such practice:

To be an adult male is distinctly to occupy space, to have a physical
presence in the world. Walking down the street, I square my
shoulders and covertly measure myself against other men. Walking
past a group of punk youths late at night, I wonder if I look
formidable enough. At a demonstration I size up the policemen and
wonder if I am bigger and stronger than them if it comes to the
crunch — a ludicrous consideration, given the actual techniques of
mass action and crowd control, but an automatic reaction
nevertheless. (as qtd. 57)

In Connell’s anecdote, albeit the anecdote of a professional in the field, every other man, and

especially those who might be a source of threat or competition, is held up as a mirror. The reason
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is a point of comparison: “How do I measure?” Rather than a source of homoerotic pleasure or a
mechanism for objectifying women, the gaze can also be a source of affirmation, or
aisapprobation, for males. Though under-developed in previous analyses, the topic of a
\C?FIIP&W be visited throughout the dissertation.

One of the more surprising critiques of Laura Mulvey’s position in “Visual Pleasure”
comes from Linda Williams. What makes Williams’ critique more astonishing is her topic,
hardcore pornography. Nevertheless, in Hardcore: Power, Pleasure and the “Frenzy of the
Yisible,” Williams argues that the viewing of pornography involves much more than the fetishistic
consumption of the female form. Even homoerotic pleasure, which some male viewers might
enjoy thanks to the frequent presence of male performers, does not account for the remainder of
the viewing process. Williams develops the thesis that cross-gender identifications can be fostered
bv (the) pornographic images and that these identifications are male-to-female. That is to say,
male viewers identify with female performers, even as the former derive pleasure .from the
process. Williams draws on the earlier works of Teresa de Lauretis and Carol Clover in
formulating her theory of multiple identifications. In Alice Doesn’t, de Lauretis puts forth a
bisexual model in which viewe'rs “alternate” between masculine and feminine identifications (142-
3). Such a view helps to account for productions in which the characters’ roles are not fixed
permanently, as Mulvey would suggest. Carol Clover, in Men, Women and Chainsaws, finds that
the adolescent male viewers of horror ﬁlrﬁs do not necessarily identify “with men” and “against
women” (202). That the character who kills the monster or bad-guy at the end of these films is
both active and female “emphasizes the ambiguous gender of both the [monster] and the girl”

(Williams 207). Given these findings, Williams concludes “that there is often a more complex



‘play’ of gender roles in films and fantasies than can be accounted for by appealing to either a
sadistic ‘male gaze’ or to a pre-oedipal masochistic merger [ . .] In the wake of Laura Mulvey’s
influence, projective identification has not been adequately appreciated by film theory” (207-8).
By projective identification, Williams means males identifying with females. The reverse is treated
briefly in Mulvey’s “Afterthoughts on ‘Visual Pleasure’” and extensively in Constance Penley’s
studies of so-called “slash lit,” but the male-to-female variant is still an undeveloped critical
domain.® Williams actually finds hardcore pornography to be the one form (that she had found)
that features both males and females who are actively seeking pleasure but which “does not
regularly punish the woman for actively seeking her sexual pleasure” (208-9). The key difference
between the hardcore heroine and the horror heroine is that the former does not defend her
virginity, figurative or otherwise. Both Williams and Clover underappreciate the fact that the
“heroines” they describe are not traditional heroines in the sense that they are not admirable
people who do honourable deeds. They are simply “stars.” In the context of ornamental culture,
being a star is more than enough. Female stars have this status in common with performers in all
of the popular media. As well, Clover and Williams do not consider fully the role of narrative and
especially generic conventions in situating the male and female protagonists where they can be
stars. As well as being a visual form, film is also a narrative form and as such it does not exist in a
vacuum but is instead related to other forms of story-telling. This relationship will be taken up in
the following section.
“There’s a story in this”: Narrative and Genre

Although it is still significant, Mulvey’s work has a limited scope and has been stretched to

accommodate an ever-increasing number of texts. Typical critiques point out the lack of attention



to race, ethnicity, class, and sexual preference as well as the admitted absence of a female
spectator. Yet, these are rather easy targets. Such attacks are based on what is not said and avoid

taking on what is said. Several expansions of the thesis in “Visual Pleasure” have been made. In

Alice Doesn’t, Teresa de Lauretis fosters an understanding of both the work that has been done
and thé wbrk that lies ahead: “Valuable as that tpast] work has been and still is, as a radical
analysis of what Mulvey calls ‘the monolithic accumulation of traditional film conventions,’ its
value for feminism is severely curtailed by its discursive context, its ‘purposefulness,” and the
terms of its address” (68). De Lauretis focuses instead on articulating

the relations of the female subject to representation, meaning, and
vision, and in so doing to construct the terms of another frame of
reference, another measure of desire. This cannot be done by
destroying all representational coherence, by denying “the hold” of
the image in order to prevent identification and subject reflection,
by voiding perception of any given or preconstructed meanings.
The minimalist strategies of materialist avant-garde cinema — its
blanket condemnation of narrative and illusionism, its reductive
economy of repetition, its production of the spectator as the locus
of a certain “randomness of energy” to counter the unity of subject
vision — are predicated on, even as they work against, the :
(transcendental) male subject. (68)

In other words, Mulvey’s goal of destroying (a kind of) pleasure is predicated on the existence of
that pleasure. This stands to reason, but it also has a reductive effect on women, as Constance
Penley explains:

The representation of woman as signifier of castration thus induces
in the spectator’s unconscious the mechanisms of voyeurism and
fetishism (scopophilia, disavowal) as a defense against that threat. If
all of this is true, Mulvey suggests, then feminists have no choice
but to reject the forms of classical cinema inasmuch as they are
constructed on the basis of a male fantasy entirely detrimental to
women, one which inevitably makes the woman a passive recipient
of the aggressive male look. (7)



The continued application of Mulvey’s analysis depends on the continuation of the monolithic
(viewpoint of) patriarchy. In addition it gives limited actual aid to women because they are fixed
in a passive role.

Nevertheless, there is a tendency to cling to Mulvey’s original statement. Often, the reason
provided is the lack of a better alternative: “The importance of Mulvey’s essay, marking and
summing up an intensely productive phase of feminist work with film, is not to be diminished by
the limitations of its theoretical scope. Indeed the fact that it has not yet been superseded is a
major argument for our continued engagement with its problematic and the questions it raises”
(Alice Doesn’t 59). De Lauretis acknowledges only one major limitation of Mulvey’s essay:
““intellectual unpleasure’ [. . .] seems the unavoidable consequent in a binary set whose first term
1s visual pleasure” (59). Mulvey feels that patriarchy will take control of everything that is not its
antithesis — hence she wants to replace pleasure with unpleasure — because patriarchy controls
pleasure and control is what patriarchy does. However, when considered in a larger context,
which is her own aim, de Lauretis’ argument is reminiscent of arguments in defense of western
capitalism. That is to say, given the fall of the Soviet Bloc and the seeming fatlure of communism
as an alternative to market ecénomics, those who acknowledge the flaws of capitalism are quick
to counter that there is no program to supersede it. Capitalism is part of the system that Mulvey
and de Lauretis would attribute to the patriarchy. Curiously, de Lauretis’ affirmation of Mulvey
employs an argument used to defend the superstructure she wishes to dismantle.

Spectatorship is an important part of the process of consuming popular culture, but it is
neither the only function, nor does it operate in isolation. Rather, it is combined with other

elements of the production, most notably genre As Linda Kauffman explains, genre has
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“important implications for theories of spectatorship” (71). Since she acknowledges that Mulvey's
statement in “Visual Pleasure” is “the most important theory of spectatorship in the past twenty
years,” Kauffman reminds us that “it is worth revisiting some of Mulvey’s original points, which
have sometimes been lost in translation” (71). Kauffman continues:

It is ironic that her essay has taken on a life of its own, dispersed

across multiple genres, because it is an argument about genre —

narrative fiction film in classical Hollywood cinema, with specific

emphasis on film noir and Hitchcock [. . .] Furthermore, many who

took Mulvey to task for being “reductive or un-objective” failed to

notice that the essay itself belongs to a very specific genre: it is a

manifesto. As in the Futurist Manifesto and the Surrealist

Manifesto, objectivity is hardly the aim. (72)
Kauffman suggests that Mulvey’s original thesis has become, in the hands of well-meaning
academics, a totalizing theory of spectatorship, which was never the intent. Instead of the theory
being expanded and supplemented to incorporate alternative forms of cinema and new types of
visual media (such as video games), these have been forced to fit the envelope of Mulvey’s
critique. It is also worth recalling that in the original essay, Mulvey only considers films by von
Sternberg and Hitchcock. Kauffman considers the life of Mulvey’s manifesto to be ironic because
it has become that which it seeks to destroy: a master narrative. This is the first of two points that
are often overlooked by critics when applying Mulvey’s analysis.

The second routinely forgotten point is found in the second half of Mulvey’s title:

“Narrative Cinema.” In this regard, Kauffman reminds us that “Far from taking Freud literally,
Mulvey is interested in the ways these master narratives of Oedipus, Pandora, and others are

disseminated over and over in films from Citizen Kane to Blue Velvet. [. . ] Far from exhorting us

to ban even the classics, Mulvey merely analyzes them, while exhorting filmmakers to consider



new strategies in avant-garde filmmaking” (74). Given Mulvey’s attention to Freud and Lacan,
analyses which concentrate solely on spectatorship tend to give reduced accounts based only on
psvchoanalytic models. In her Introduction to Feminism and Film Theory, Constance Penley
explains that she includes essays which seek to

address the claim of psychoanalytic film theory (following Roland
Barthes’ analyses of bourgeois narrative form in $/Z) that classical
film narrative perpetually restages the Oedipal drama solely from
the masculine side, following the hero through his difficult |
separation from the mother to eventual identification with paternal
authority. [However,] classical film narrative is, in fact, more
ambiguous and irresolute than the Oedipal model of film theory has
proposed. (2)

While the cinematic apparatus is unquestionably structured around spectatorship, it is the
preduction’s narrative which occasions the gaze.

The importance of narrative, and the genre to which a narrative belongs, lies in
understanding the ways in which a film adheres to or differs from the norm. De Lauretis, in Alice
Doesn’t, also pays attention to narrative, since

narrative and visual pleasure need not and should not be thought of

as the exclusive property of dominant codes, serving solely the

purposes of “oppression.” If it is granted that the relations between

meanings and images exceed the work of film and the institution of

cinema, then it must be possible to imagine how perceptual and

semantic contradictions may be engaged, worked through, or

redirected toward unsettling and subverting the dominant

formations. (68-9)
Indeed, de Lauretis believes that “narrative and visual pleasure constitute the frame of reference
of cinema, one which provides the measure of desire” (Alice Doesn’t 67). Although visual

enresentations have become conventionalized, they are still a relatively new form given the

extensive history of narrative. As well, the images are often visual depictions of narratives.
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The kernel stories of Oedipus, Pandora, efc. have come to us from mythology and through
literature. Rather than operating exclusively, narrative and spectatorship combine to make the
wiole work. Northrop Frye reminds us that “form and content are not quite the same thing: they
are two things that have to be unified” (Scripture 40). Given that filmmakers apply literary
methods to the development of their cinematic vision, it would be unwise for critics to dismiss or
ignore theories of narrative. Indeed, the student of literature is equipped to recognize these master
narratives and their relationship to the gaze, for filmmaking is another mode of story-telling. Steve
Neale elaborates: “The focus of the cinematic institution, of its industrial, commercial and
ideological practices, of the discourses that it circulates, is narrative. What mainstream cinema
produces as its commodity is narrative cinema, cinema as narrative” (Genre 19). However, in
Neale’s estimation there is a larger context in which cinematic narratives must be understood. He
turns to the study of genres, for
Not only a set of economic practices or meaningful products,
cinema is also a constantly fluctuating series of signifying processes,
a ‘machine’ for the production of meanings and positions, or rather
positionings for meaning; a machine for the regulation of the orders
of subjectivity. Genres are components in this ‘machine.” As _
systematised forms of the articulation of meaning and position, they
are a fundamental part of the cinema’s ‘mental machinery.’
Approached in this way, genres are not to be seen as forms of
textual codifications but as systems of orientations, expectations
and conventions that circulate between industry, text and subject.
(Genre 19)
In this way, cinematic genres are reliant upon the spectator’s familiarity with the genre involved.
This extends beyond film into other cultural texts.

The most common source material is, of course, literature. Few scholars match the

attention to literary genres of Northrop Frye. In his Anatomy of Criticism, Frye explains the basis




of his criticism, “the study of genres has to be founded on the study of convention,” and the
reasons for such a focus: “The criticism which can deal with such matters will have to be based on
that aspect of symbolism which relates {works] to one another, and it will choose, as its main field
~ of operations, the symbols that link [works] together” (96). To these he adds, “The purpose of
criticism by genres is not so much to classify as to clarify such traditions and affinities, thereby
bringing out a large number of literary relationships that would not be noticed as long as there
were no context established for them” (Anatomy 247-8). Frye’s limitation is perhaps his strength.
He is more interested in symbols, themes, characterizations, efc., that link works together than he
is in ideological concerns. In Secular Scripture, a subsequent study of the fictional form, the
romance, he observes that

There is still a strong tendency to avoid problems of technique and

design and structure in fiction, and to concentrate on what the book

talks about rather than on what it actually presents. 1t is still not

generally understood either that “reality” in literature cannot be

presented at all except within the conventions of literary structure,

and that those conventions must be understood first. [. . .] The right

next step for criticism, it seems to me {is] to realize that all fiction is

conventionalized, and that it is équally a tour de force of ingenuity

to get good characterization and social insight into a story” (43-5)..
Frye is often criticized, sometimes rightly, for avoiding ideological analyses altogether. However,
Frye’s focus on the purely literary — elsewhere he claims that a poet creates a ﬁoem simply for
the sake of creating a poem — allows for flexibility in that there is no particular limiting text or
issue, as in Mulvey’s “Visual Pleasure.”

The connection brought out by an approach such as Frye’s can then be supplemented by

analyses which deal with the ideological concerns therein. Such an approach is provided by Steve

Neale. For him, “genres are not simply bodies of work or groups of films, however classified,
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labelled and defined. Genres do not consist only of films: they consist also, and equally, of specific
systems of expectation and hypothesis which spectators bring with them to the cinema, and which
interact with films themselves during the course of the viewing process” (“Questions” 46). Since’
cinema is a narrative form, it is not separable from the ideological implications of narrative itself
Thus, writes Neale,

at a general social level, the system of narration, adopted by

mainstream cinema serves as the very currency of cinema itself,

defining the horizon of its aesthetic and ideological possibilities,

providing the measure of cinematic ‘literacy’ and intelligibility.

Hence, too, narrative is the primary instance and instrument of the

regulatory processes that make and define the ideological function

of the cinematic institution as a whole. (Genre 19-20)
In order to study the soap opera genre, Christine Gledhill borrows from Neale. She explains that
in order to examine genres as such, it is necessary to apply “concepts that can handle the work of
its conventions and stereotypes in relation to the social world of the audience, without presuming
either a fixed reality or a fixed set of codes for representing that reality” (351). The significance
for this dissertation is that, as Gledhill recognizes, within a “flexible set of shifting antimonies the
opposition, masculinity/femininity, constitutes one of the ideological tensions played out” (357).
Thus, gender can also be considered as being among the elements that constitute a particular
genre

This stands to reason given the highly conventionalized nature of gender in North

America. Gender, as cited earlier, is associated with myths and as such, it too is a narrative of
sorts. In discerning conformity and breaks from the norm, knowledge of generic and narrative

structures can be a powerful critical tool. As Neale observes,

These systems provide spectators with means of recognition and



understanding. They help render films, and the elements within
them, intelligible and therefore explicable. They offer a way of
working out the significance of what is happening on the screen: a
way of working out why particular events and actions are taking
place, why the characters are dressed the way they are, why they
look, speak and behave the way they do, and so on. (“Questions”
46)

The key is remembering that everything is working within a system. Just as visual and narrative
systems combine, so do generic elements. Therefore,

What defines the genre is not the specific convention itself, but its

placing in a particular relationship with other elements — a

relationship which generates different meanings and narrative

possibilities according to the genre: for example the gun wielded

against the wilderness in the western, or against society in the

gangster film; the wedding as a concluding integration of warring

parties in the romantic comedy or the wedding as the start of

marriage problems in soap opera. (Gledhill 357)
As such, narrative has implications for the spectator as well as for the images produced. It also
has implications for the author of a project such as the present one, since a dissertation, by its very
definition, is imbricated with narrative.
I told you that story to.tell you another:

In this respect, it is well worth reconsidering Mirzoeff’s point regarding visual culture.

The tendency, he explains, is to “render experiences” in a visual form. Typically, this is achieved
by constructing a narrative. This latter category comprises the second area of discussion opened
up oy Faludi, along with the relationship between ornamental culture and narrative as they pertain
to the depiction of masculinities. Faludi’s desire to place everything in a binary scenario limits the

depth of her analysis and leads to some facile and reductive conclusions. One of the contributing,

and unacknowledged, factors is Faludi’s own narrative; that is, she is telling a story rather than



writing a truly analytical text. Stories, by their nature, have two sides: good and evil. Although
corporations and the government fill in occasionally, the two opposing sides in Stiffed are usually
women and men. For example, Faludi frequently chastises laid off workers for having irrational
anger towards women. Of men formerly employed by aerospace giant, McDonnell Douglas, she
writes, “They resented women abstractly for ‘taking their jobs away,’ and they resented individual
women personally — wives, girlfriends — for having abandoned them” (88). She frequently
frames the narrative with comments from the workers such as “The feminist movement has
destroyed what was a perfect society with a few infractions. I'm just tired of being emasculated”
(90). Clearly, the man who uttered these words is attempting to rationalize a situation that is
totaily beyond his frame of reference and is looking for easy answers. But so is Faludi. She calls
the men eager “to lay [their] troubles on women, most especially on the women’s movement”
(89). Yet in her eagerness to cast feminism as an innocent bystander, Faludi fails to grasp that

. Stiffed is a collection of stories and to acknowledge her own narrative which binds them.
Although she recognizes that “below [men’s] resentment lay a deeper well of shame and fear”
(88), Faludi fails to recognize the full extent of a wife’s comment that “i felt hurt, like I couldn’t |
trust him anymore. I just felt that maybe it was him who goofed up, even though the whole
department was laid off” (64). This is victim blaming. Rather than examine the victim blaming,
Faludi contributes to it. There is an obvious double standard here, in which men are still expected
to be providers and are also expected to accept that they are no longer the primary breadwinner.
Several of the laid off men whom Faludi interviews were abandoned by their wives. This is
analogous to wives being abandoned by husbands in favour of “pretty young things.” Whereas it

is easy to suggest that patriarchy does this to women, it is not so easily put when men are similarly
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turned aside, in part by women whose power is both institutionalized and a result of hard fought
victories for the feminist cause. Access to divorce was supposed to help women avoid being
victims of bad marriages, not to allow them to be victimizers. Unfortunately, the only ones who
speak out against this phenomenon are Warren Farrell and his ilk. This is not to agree with them
but to say that they cannot be allowed to monopolize the topic. Reducing the account to men vs.
ferninism — in either fashion — fails to consider the larger implications of a culture which
suggests that everything is a commodity — beauty and usefulness, femininity and masculinity —
and is therefore disposable.

Narrative is an unavoidable consequence of a project such as Faludi’s or even the present
one. This is not the problem; the problem is what one does about it. At the risk of imposing a
standard based on the “masculine” mode of detachment and scientific authority, in Faludi’s case,
she strays too far into the realm of story-telling and therefore into the realm of the romance, or
quest narrative, which Northrop Frye calls “the structural core of all fiction” (_Sgg'm,l_r_e 15).
Considering Stiffed in these terms leads to several surprising revelations. Near the end of the first -
chapter Faludi foreshadows her tale: “Eventually I came to believe that, far from being
antagonists, {[men and feminists] were each poised at this hour to be vital in the other’s advance.
But that answer came at the end. First I had to begin” (42). This statement does not necessarily
contradict anything that has been argued above, for it is agreed that studies of masculinity have
much to learn from feminism(s), but this is not to say that feminism is the “unassailable rock” or
“unanswerable argument.” Second, Faludi’s words echo those of T.S. Eliot in the Four Quartets’
“East Coker”: “In my‘ beginning is my end” (1). An analysis of Eliot’s poetry is beyond the scope

of this project, but his statement reveals a great deal about the art of story-telling. In Frye’s .
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words,
The story proceeds toward an end which echoes the beginning, but
echoes it in a different world. The beginning is the demonic parody
of the end, and the action takes place on two levels of experience.
This principle of action on two levels, neither of them
corresponding very closely to the ordinary world of experience, is
essential to romance, and shows us that romance presents a vertical
perspective which realism [. . .] would find it very difficult to
achieve. The realist, with his [or her] sense of logical and horizontal

continuity, leads us to the end of his [or her] story; the romancer,
scrambling over a series of disconnected episodes, seems to be

trying to get us to the top of it. (Scripture 49-50)

Stiffed indeed takes place on two levels of experience and this is the point of Faludi’s statement
about the beginning and the end of her story. It is, she says, ;‘the story of a feminist’s travels
through a postwar male realm [. . .] It is also a reflection of my own mental journey as I struggled
to understand the perilous voyage to manhood undertaken by the men I once knew as boys™ (4‘7).
Like Eliot, she infuses the language of the epic — in this case the Odyssey — with her own téle,
to make it seem epic in scope. Yet it also pushes her story closer to the domain of the romance.
One of the more surprising of Faludi’s findings is that the cultural pressures men face are not new.
She cites the works of authors Richard Matheson, William Whyte, David Reisman, and C. Wright
Mills, in the 1950s, as evidence. While she still characterizes hers as a tale of discovery, of finding
something new, Faludi frequently draws on these texts — The Incredible Shrinking Man, The
Mar in the Gray Flannel Suit, ezc. — to find analogies and to illustrate the points she is trying to
make. Referring to familiar cultural artifacts might help the reader’s understanding but it leads to
an area between fact and fiction.

The final part of Frye’s categorization, episodic structure, is also to be found in Faludi’s

text and, in fact, is integral to it. Again, this is noteworthy because it strays from documentary



decorum. She goes from Los Angeles to Cleveland, to Waco, Texas, and back to Los Angeles
during her journey. There are visits with Promise Keepers, Citadel cadets, fundamentalist
extremists, and pornography stars. Her encounter with the men who exposed the My Lai
massacre is telling. Faludi waits until the third page of the description of the massacre, twenty-
seven pages into the chapter, to reveal that the subject is My Lai as well as the significance of the
men she interviews. The practice of making the reader wait is done to heighten the suspense of
the chapter. This is curious, for as Frye explains,

In realism the attempt is normally to keep the action horizontal,

using a technique of causality in which the characters are prior to

the plot, in which the problem is normally: “given these characters,

what will happen?” Romance is usually more “sensational,” that is,

it moves from one discontinuous episode to another, describing
things that happen to characters, for the most part, externally.

(Scripture 47)
As evidenced by her subjects, Faludi is fixated on sensational topics, especially violence. She
admits, “I had my own favorite whipping boy, suspecting that the crisis of masculinity was caused
by masculinity on the rampage. [. . .] male violence was the quintessential expression of
masculinity run amok,-out of control and trying to control everything in its path” (7). The focus on
the sensational is thus related to the binary that is maintained throughout, for the

vertical perspective of romance partly accounts for the curious

polarized characterization of romance, its tendency to split into

heroes and villains. Romance avoids the ambiguities of ordinary life,

where everything is a mixture of good and bad, and where it is

difficult to take sides or believe that people are consistent patterns

of virtue or vice. The popularity of romance [. . .] has much to do

with its simplifying of moral facts. (Scripture 50)
All of this is not to say that Stiffed is a worthless document, but rather to illustrate the pitfalls into

which it drops. There are no easy answers because of the ambiguities of ordinary life. Although



this dissertation is a collection of seemingly discontinuous episodes, often drawn from the
sensational, it is hoped that an awareness of the dangers inherent in such a project will help it to
avoid easy answers. Unlike the worlds of TV, film, wrestling, and video games, there are few
clear cut villains and fewer heroes

Scope of the Project:

The growing field of Masculinity Studies is marked by its persistent polarities. The
tendency has beern to examine the outliers in the cultural spectrum. The need exists, then, for
scholars to make intelligent interventions in current theorizing about masculinities. Three areas of
contemporary (popular) culture are central to an examination of contemporary masculinities: 1)
how shifts in the location of masculine endeavours are conveyed by shifts in cultural genres, 2)
how the roles of spectators or participants in certain new media actually reshape gender roles and
relationships, and 3) how exclusions of men from certain roles in popular culture circumscribes
potential points of coalition be.tween (pro)feminist activism and masculinity studies. The
perspectives taken must be cognizant not only of men as subjects — as opposed to creators — of
their world, but also that men can be and are often objectified in contemporary culture.
Throughout I have tried to select texts and subjects that intersect in key locations, though they
may seem isolated and fragmented. Most important, I have tried to survey mainstream — rather
than extreme — texts through analyses that are conversant with feminist discourse because it 1s as
important to know and to reproduce successful strategies as it is to identify and dismantle those
that are not.

The first chapter, “‘See me, Touch Me, Feel Me’ (Im)Proving the Bodily Sense of

Masculinity,” stems from two cultural strands which intersect in one cultural form, self-
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improvement advertising aimed at men. The first of these is the figure of the “new man,” which
appeared in the mid-1980s. The novelty lies in the positioning of masculine bodies precisely for
the purpose of being seen. The available criticism at the time was not equipped to account for
these positionings. The second cultural strand, the proliferation of technologies which alter the
body itself, as opposed to its coverings, makes the gap in the criticism more apparent. The two
~wtural trends intersect most noticeably in the advertisements for the products and procedures
aimed at enhancing the bodily sense of masculinity. Product plugs and placements not only reflect
societal trends, their entire purpose is to convince consumers that they “need” the good or service
portrayed. Thus, the advertisements examined must be considered as an important part of the
modern normalizing machinery of power, in general, and especially as it functions to reproduce
gender-relations. While this has become a critical commonplace in terms of the impact on the
perception and production of femininity, the representations of contemporary men in body
enhancement advertisements demonstrate the ways in which idealized masculinities are portrayed
and even enforced.

Continuing the themes of reproducing masculinity and gazing at men that were introduced
in the first chapter, “‘Everybody Else Ain’t Your Father’: Reproducing Masculinity in Cinematic
Sports,” considers the formula of the sports film genre — a genre that has rapidly increased in
popularity since the Reagan era — and demonstrates the shifts that have occurred, specifically in
the relationships between fathers and sons. The typical sports film involves an aging coach
(usually looking for redemptioﬁ), an aging veteran (sometimes the two are combined), a young
player (generally from a different background than the coach/veteran pairing), who is in need of

guidance, a tenuous relationship between players and management, and a female intrusion into the
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masculine world of sports. The younger and older men struggle to relate to one another.
Eventually, the older player becomes a father figure to the younger player’s son and the latter
passes into manhood. Once this relationship solidifies, victory is achieved. This formulation
reflects not a change in masculinity, but in what contemporary society is doing to men: there are
increasingly fewer opportunities and venues through which males can learn how to be men. The
chapter cannot possibly examine every sports film within the space provided, nor does it need to
do so. As Northrop Frye notes, we are often “led very quickly from what the individual work says
to what the entire convention it belongs to is saying through the work™ (Scripture 43; see also 60,
86, 139). Therefore, by showing how, and how frequently, the basic formula of the sports film is
repeated, it becomes clear that finding and being a father is a paramount concern for
contemporary males.

The spectacle of the athleticized male body in another genre that borrows from the actions
films of the 1980s appears in tile third chapter, ““If you want to be the man, you’ve got to beat the
man:’ (Pro)Wrasslin’ with Masculinity.” In the 1990s, professional wrestling transformed
radically. In a rare television interview, on TSN’s Off the Record, World Wrestling Entertainment
owner Vince McMahon explains that without its storylines professional wrestling would be “just
two men, in their underwear, fighting.” In “Looking at the Male,” Paul Willemen suggests that
male heroes in western movies are portrayed in two distinct but inter-related ways: first as
spectacle and second as a physically beaten body As Paul Smith points out in “Eastwood Bound”
a third and final stage occurs once the hero has triumphed. Professional wrestling depends on just
such a structure. Thus, this chapter examines the sadistic and masochistic frameworks behind the

first two stages mentioned above Such an analysis is problematized by the notion that a male
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body must be “feminized” in order to be objectified. While such a view follows from Laura
Mulvey’s critique in “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema” and is held by scholars such as Steve
Neale, in “Masculinity as Spectacle,” it cannot account fully for the production and viewing of
pro-wrestling since it derives, at least in part, from the conventionalized objectification of the male
oudy found in most professional sports. While the chapter relies on previous analytical models
such as those of Mulvey and Neale, it provides a serious challenge to the concept of the male gaze
as an a priori as well as the stability of gender.

The following chapter, “Two Guns, a Girl, and a PlayStation: Cross-Gender Identification
in Video Games,” continues the themes of expanding (beyond) “gaze” theory and of challenging |
iie stability of gender by considering the (as yet under-explored) possibility that males can identif};
with female protagonists. Although it is a seeming departure from the earlier studies, this topic
has been alluded to in the preceding chapters through the invocation of the Cinderella story in
Chapter Two and the presence of powerful female wrestlers who compete with the men as
described in Chapter Three. Not only do video games outsell movies, they represent the widest
spread form of cultural production to have an almost exclusively male audience while at the same
time frequently employing female p.rotagonists, especially the action-adventure variety of role-
playing games. Although it was not the first video game to feature a-female lead, Tomb Réidef 'is
one of the most successful ever, with more than sixteen million copies having been sold
world-wide and it serves as a prototype for games that have followed. Criticism of Tomb Raider
focuses mainly on male spectatorship. However, the virtual reality created by the cinematic
animation of the game produces an environment for male-to-female cross-gender identification.

Male-to-female identification is a topic that has received little critical attention. For example, in
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“Her Body, Himself: Gender in the Slasher Film,” Carol Clover briefly mentions the possibility of
such an identification between the largely male audience and the stereotypical “final girl” who
defeats the “bad guys” in slasher films and calls for more research into this phenomenon (216).
More than ten years later, in Bad Girls and Sick Boys, Linda Kauffman writes, “Since Laura
Mulvey's groundbreaking work on spectatorship, the male gaze has become a critical
commonplace, but [Carol] Clover suggests the need for further research about men's identification
with women” (132). Said another way, while it is acknowledged that such a relationshi‘p exists, no
work has been done in this area. To rectify this gap in the criticism, the fourth chapter examines
*-¢ cross-gender identification between the (male) audiénce.and Lara Croft and her successors.
While the reverse phenomenon, females identifying with male protagonists, has been explored my
study is (currently) unique.

From males identifying with females, the final chapter turns to males who (should) have
much in common with females, and especially feminism, and yet are persistently ignored. “The
Inaudible Man: Finding a Discourse for Males Who Have Been Sexually Abused” draws from
Roland Barthes’ short article, ;‘Donlinici, or the Triumph of Literature,” in which he examines the
case of a farmer who was on trial as much for his use of language (or lack thereof) as for his
crime. Barthes’ words serve as a poignant reminder of what can happen if one’s voice is
supplanted or appropriated. Precisely such a condition does exist for males who have been
sexually abused. Currently, there is no discourse — medical, psychological, political, literary, or
otherwise — that encompasses the experience of this group of people. While the reasons for this
situation are many and complex, in each instance the victim is trapped between competing

discourses and has no grammar through which to elucidate his experience. The resultant state is
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one that echoes the words of r-apper Chuck D in describing the urban African-American male:
“Don’t believe the hype!” The myths and stereotypes surrounding the sexual abuse of males force
men who have been victimized to conceal their situation by maintaining their silence lest they be
branded by society not for something they have done, but for something that was done to them.
Thus, the chapter examines the factors that combine to rob men who have been victimized of
(fheir) language in the hope of finding a space in which a discourse might exist. In order to
succeed, such a study must stand in opposition to Farrell and others who espouse a rhetoric of
exclusion. Moreover, it must find an area of commonality with feminist discourse for they share a
common goal: the end of the (patriarchal) enforcement of rigidly defined gender roles and
constructions. Yet this must be achieved without ignoring the experience of particular viqtims and

the differences therein since the victims in question are male.



Chapter 1

“See Me, Touch Me, Feel Me”: Reading the Slender Male Body
What a piece of work is a man, how noble in reason, how in-
finite in faculties, in form and moving, how express and ad-
mirable in action, how like an angel in apprehension, how like a
god: the beauty of the world, the paragon of animals.
And yet to me, what is this quintessence of dust?
William Shakespeare, Hamlet (I, ii, 292-6)
Introduction

This chapter traces two cultural strands which intersect in one cultural form, self-

improvement advertising aimed at men. The first of these is the figure of the “new man,” which

appeared in the mid-1980s. The novelty lies in the positioning of masculine bodies precisely for
the purpose of being seen. The second cultural strand, the proliferation of technologies which
alter the body itself, as opposed to its coverings, makes the gap in the criticism more apparent.
The two cultural trends intersect most noticeably in the advertisements for the products and

procedures aimed at enhancing the bodily sense of masculinity. Product plugs and placements not

me—

only reflect societal trends, their entire purpose is to convince consumers that they “need” the
good or service portrayed. Thus, the advertisements examined must be considered-as an important
part of the modern normalizing machinery of power, in general, and especially as it functions to

reoroduce gender relations. While this has become a critical commonplace in terms of the impact

——.
i

on the perception and production of femininity, thanks in large part to Susan Bordo’s pioneering
work in the area, the representations of contemporary men in body enhancement advertisements
remain to be examined for the ways in which idealized masculinities are portrayed and even

enforced.

49
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When the “new man” appeared, the available criticism of the time was not equipped to

account for the new positionings of male bodies. This is not to say that the criticism is inherently
flawed. In fact, the line of critique Bordo and others employ provides the basis of my own analysis
and provides an excellent starting point for a conversation in which I engage in this and
succeeding chapters. To paraphrase T.S. Eliot, feminist critiques of enforced bodily regimes
constitute “that which we know” (“Tradition” 433)." This should not mean, however, that they do
not need reevaluation. Basically, I feel that the middle — that 1s, the approaches and analyses —
are tremendously useful, but the ends — the starting assumptions and the conclusions — are only
half right. For example, Lois Salisbury, former President of media watchdog Children Now,
claims that female video game characters are overly sexualized and that “this causes young girls to
have low self-esteem and poor body image.” I concur, although two things give me pause. First,
this type of viewpoint has been prevalent for at least twenty-five years and seems to have had little
effect. Second, Salisbury adds that male characters in video games are not similarly sexualized and
if the same self-esteem problems afflicted young males, there would be “massive public outcry.”
Despite the justifiable complaints about the sexist content of the Duke Nukem series of games, for

example, the title character, complete with an exaggerated muscular physique, is highly

sexualized. In the games’ stories, women find Duke irresistible. Professional athlétes are similarly
sexualized and idealized and this does impact young boys negatively.? Nine-year-old “Paul,” one
of the respodents to a Toronto Star call for youth opinions on cloning wants a big brother cloned
from WWE wrestler Rob Van Dam so he can “learn all the moves” to defend himself from bullies
(qtd. in “Brand New Planet” 8). This is one anecdote, but in 2001, the United States

government’s National Institute on Drug Addiction (NIDA) survey reports that “25 percent” of
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male weight-lifters who use steroids “reported memories of childhood physical or sexual abuse,
compared with none who did ﬁot abuse steroids” (3). The previous year, the NIDA’s “Monitoring
the Future Survey” found that steroid use among high school students had nearly doubled over
tnie four years preceding the study and that boys are more than twice as likely to take steroids.
Clearly, then, young boys are similarly affected yet the response is silence rather than outcry.
Two parts of masculinity appear to be juxtaposed in this “new” reality: masculine
behaviou?_ and _@gﬁ!}w_o_gjes. In the previous regime, the two had, more or less, been
inextricably linked. Robert Connell, recognizing that this is the case, writes: “True masculinity is
almost always thought to proceed from men’s bodies — to be inherent in a male body or to
express something about a male body. Either the body drives and directs action, or the body sets
limits to action” (45). Indeed, in terms of physical labour, the body is the behaviour for all intents
and purposes. What, then, happens when the bodily functions are no longer required or, as in
many cases, are insufficient for the given needs? In the latter regard, aircraft and race cars are
capable of performing beyond the physical capabilities of even the fittest people. IBM’s famous
Big Blue has humbled the Grand Masters of chess. This poses a serious difficulty, for, as Conneil
explains, “Arguments that masculinity should change often come to grief, not on counter-
arguments against reform, but on the belief that men cannot change, so it is futile or even
dangerous to try. Mass culture generally assumes there is a fixed, true masculinity beneath the ebb

and flow of daily life” (45)(/80 if men cannot change and mass culture assumes there is still a

“fixed, true” masculinity, then how does mass culture reconcile the fact that the marketplace for
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_ masculinity has changed? Examining how this problem is negotiated in mass or popular culture

then becomes the task at hand. Masculinity, though still something to be performed, is

-,
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increasingly something to be seen, to be looked at, which makes it not so much an active as a
~as oy SOTIEHING 1O 5 o at, Wit
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passive existence.
—“‘\'_“/\_,‘
As was discussed in the Introduction, I feel it is necessary to borrow from and expand
feminist critiques surrounding the representation of (female) bodies and femininity in popular
culture. Connell notes that
Approaches that treat women’s bodies as the object of social
symbolism have flourished at the meeting-point of cultural studies
and feminism. Studies of the imagery of bodies and the production
of femininity in film, photography and other visual arts now number
in the hundreds. Closer to everyday practice, feminist studies of
fashion and beauty [. . .] trace complex but powerful systems of
imagery through which bodies are defined as beautiful or ugly,
slender or fat. Through this imagery, a whole series of body-related
needs has been created: for diet, cosmetics, fashionable clothing,
slimming programmes and the like. (49)
Connell cites several exemplary works which trace how the images of the beauty and fashion
industry, especially advertisements, come to be imposed on women and their bodies. Indeed, such
analyses have become critical commonplaces. These critiques, Connell concludes, are “supported,
and often directly inspired, by the post-structuralist turn in social theory. Michel Foucault’s
analysis of the ‘disciplining’ of bodies is a corollary account of the production of truth within
discourses; bodies became the objects of new disciplinary sciences as new technologies of power

brought them under control in finer and finer detail” (49). Generally, the power and the message

of these advertisements is assumed to impact women only, or at least primarily. Yet, as will be

discussed below, men’s bodLe_s_Rgg_z_m to be similarly informed, viewed, and even consumed.in the
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1980s.
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The attraction of theoretical approaches based on Foucault’s analyses of power is that
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they foreclose notions of biological essentialism in favour of social constructions. In their

Introduction to Body/Politics: Women and the Discourses of Science, Jacobus, Keller and

Shuttleworth state the prevailing assumption:

It goes without saying that the body, whether masculine or
feminine, is imbricated in the matrices of power at all levels, and not
just or even primarily, on the level of theory, but the feminine body,
as the prime site of sexual and/or racial difference in a white,
masculine, western political and sexual economy, is peculiarly the
battlefield on which quite other struggles than women’s own have
been waged. (2)

S e " g et

their view, even the supposed essential field of nature is constructed in and through discourse.
The trio write:

Rhetoric surrounding the feminine body and its functioning or
malfunctioning intersects with, and in some cases serves as a
displacement of, contradictions in society at large; it requires,
therefore, an analysis of the ways in which discourses themselves
vie for power. However we look at it, the field of nature turns out
to have been colonized already; language has always been there
before us. (7)

Nevertheless, there are limitations to this viewpoint. Jacobus, Keller and Shuttleworth offer a hint:

' “But language is of itself a means to power as well as a reflection of power relations. If we believe

L

that representatlons and discourses are a part of the ideologically shaped reality we inhabit, then

exploring the power of discourses and representations to construct that reality is one way to

1

understand and hence to subvert the workmgs of ideology in us and through us” (7). While they
allow that analyzing the power thhm is one way of considering discourses and representations,

few critics elaborate more than one approach.

In one of the essays included in the Jacobus, Keller, and Shuttleworth collection, Susan
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Bordo considers several advertisements for the beauty and fashion industry.’ The first image she
studies (see Appendix A, Fig. 1), and her analysis of it provide both an exemplary critique and a
sense of what needs to be added.* Bordo begins her brief examination of the image with a
disclaimer: “Decoding cultural images is a complex business — particularly when one considers
the wide variety of ethnic, racial, and class differences that intersect with, resist, and give meaning
to dominant, normalizing imagery” (“Slender” 86). Though she admits many variants and multiple
meanings, Bordo gives voice to only one, and in only one way. Bordo applies Foucault’s
distinction between two arenas of the social construction of the modern body, which the French
philosopher calls the “intelligible body” and the “useful body” (136). Foucault applies the term
’“dOClllt;” to_i;r;l;wgkié two constructions of the body. A docile bodyu,_f_l}??, is one “that may be
subjected, used, transformed and ETProvefl” (136). For Bordo’s purposes, the intelligible and
useful bodies become “(1) the representational, and (2) the practical, direct locus of social control,
through which culture is converted into automatic, habitual bodily activity” (“Slender” 85)A. of
concern to the present study, the intelligible body is taken by Bordo to include scientific and
aesthetic representations of the body, norms of beauty, and models of health among its categories |
of analysis. It follows, then, th;a.t these become the de facto legislation prescribing the appropriate
manners through which the intelligible body becomes the useful body, tMouéh which a docile
body is improved. It is necessary, therefore, to consider both the practices through which the

body is “maintained” and the representations through which meaning is transmitted, for in

Foucault’s formulation, “discipline produces subjected and practised bodies, ‘docile bodies™

(138). That said, the primary focus of this chapter (and much of the remainder of the dissertation)

is on the representational body — in this case, the cultural images of idealized masculinity. When
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3erdo turns her method to the first photograph she overlooks its implications for masculinity.

From left to right, the image features a woman, a man, and the limbs of a third person.
Bordo focuses mainly on the female figure, but does not explore fully the implications of the
nicture or even her analysis of it. The female’s “boyish” slenderness might suggest “a new
freedom, a casting off of the encumbrance of domestic, reproductive femininity” (“Slender” 86).
This is not Bordo’s preferred reading, however, for “when the same slender body is depicted in
poses that set it off against the resurgent muscularity and bulk of the current male body-ideal,
other meanings emerge. In these gender/oppositional poses, the degree to which slenderness
carries connotations of fragility, defenselessness, and lack of power over against a decisive male
occupation of social space is dramatically represented” (“Slender” 86).° I dispute nothing in
Bordo’s comments; rather, I question their rigour. In the picture, the central male body is
shirtless, and perhaps in parallel, the female’s midriff is bare. The musculature of the respecti\‘/e
torsoes is similar and both are hairless. In North America, at least, there is a prohibition on
publicly exposed female nipples but this means there is greater exposure of the male, which
suggests a raw sexualization of his body. His tan heightens this impression. She wears a white
skirt while he wears jeans. Whereas the white of her outfit suggests purity, even virginity, his
jeans suggest something much different. The difference might not be as obvious otherwise. John
Fiske’s research on the statements jeans make, depending on who wears them and how they are
worn, has become a staple in Cultural Studies classes. Although his students report that jeans
provide “ﬁie_d@” through their “facade of ordinariness,” Fiske recognizes a normalizing

popular garment. Such a contradiction is played out in Gap ads which feature celebrities wearing

\———\__,.—»
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the company’s jeans while proclaiming, “This is original.” Of course, there is nothing original
about jeans, nor did Gap invent them. The fact that the jeans are torn in the picture is no less
normalizing, for as Fiske remarks, “the wearer of torn jeans is, after all, wearing jeans and not, for
instance the Buddhist-derived robes of the ‘orange people’: wearing torn jeans is an example of
the contradictions that are so typical of popular culture, where what is to be resisted is necessarily
present in the resistance to it” (4). Adolescent rebellion, for example, falls into this category. Its
origins — that is, the source or impetus behind it — and “necessity” are assumed and never

questioned. Frequently, it is little more than a marketing ploy.

[

In any case, the jeans “akx{c'i"thg freedom they suggest also point to a sexualization of the
W Bordo tells us that such advertisements are all about (and only about) sexualizing
:;nd objectifying the female body. If anything, the female figure is de-sexualized through colour-
coding and her androgynous appearance. Moreover, the male is in the fore-ground and the centre
of the picture. This too, undercuts his independence because of the fact that she and we are
looking at him. When Bordo writes of the contrast between the two bodies’ bulk suggesting
female fragility and masculine muscularity, she may be right. But she only considers the former to

be enforced by the normalizing power of this picture and others of the same variety. She does not

consider the implications for masculinities within the same picture. Robert Connell’s statement

cited in the introduction regarding “occupying space’as a requirement of masculinity applies
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as a way of measuring himself against other megn. The automobile (old, big, and “cherry”) is also a

prerequisite for an adult male. This recalls Michael Kimmel’s statement about being a “big wheel,”

the star, the centre of attention.”}Ornamental culture dictates this approach to masculinity. The >~
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impact of the male figure and his positioning calls into question Laura Mulvey’s much cited

assertion regarding the gaze: “the pleasure in looking has been split between active/male and

. ?W (19). In her formulation, the look of the spectator is aligned with the male

character because the male figure is coded as the bearer of the look. Therein lies another paradox:
-he man cannot “decisively” occupy the space without becoming the focal point of the gaze. Itis a
heterosexual gaze, at that, for although he is talking to an off-camera male (based on the pants vs.
skirt coding), he is definitely still the centre; he has the power, yet he is the one who is sexualized.
Focusing exclusively on the female body misses the disciplinary practices required —

legislated in Bordo’s economy — to achieve and maintain the muscular male body depicted in the P

advertisement. Perhaps the most demanding of these practices are those which reshape the body.

b

In this regard, Bordo observes that being thin is insufficient:
The increasing popularity of liposuction, a far from totally safe
technique developed specifically to suck out the unwanted bulges of
people of normal weight (it is not recommended for the obese),
suggests how far our disgust with bodily bulges has gone. The ideal
here is of a body that is absolutely tight, contained, “bolted down,”
firm (in other words, [a] body that is protected against eruption
from within, whose internal processes are under control).
(“Slender” 90.)

This is an important insight because many procedures, such as Botox, liposuction and collagen

injections are not gender specific. In addition, “Areas that are soft, loose, or ‘wiggly’ are

unacceptable, even on extremely thin bodies. Cellulite management, like liposuction, has nothing

to do with weight loss, and everything to do with the quest for firm bodily margins” (“Slender”

90). Bordo claims that this perspective helps illuminate an important continuity of meaning

between compulsive dieting and bodybuilding in our culture. These seemingly disparate images
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are only superficially different for they are both aimed against “the soft, the loose; unsolid, excess

flesh” (“Slender” 90). If we consider the situation as it pertains to masculinities, there is only one

" e e

choice — iwed hard body option —and 'Fhe discipline, and disciplinary practices,

required by such a regime. Youthful firmness, vigour, sex drive, and hair (or lack of hair) are the
only options available. In many ways masculinity has been reduced to these phenotypic features.
Admittedly, the re-reading of the picture Bordo discusses adds another methodology to

her Foucauldian framework. Through the mechanism of the gaze, psychoanalysis is added to the
fold. However, the two approaches are neither mutually exclusive nor incompatible. Jacobus,
Xeiier, and Shuttleworth allow that

Methodologically dissimilar, psychoanalytic film criticism on one

hand, and a Foucauldian approach to the cultural production of

meaning on the other, suggest some of the ways in which the

feminine body is produced, reproduced, and forcibly reduced in -

popular contemporary representations, mutating in response to the

demands of scientific, political, and economic culture. (8-9)
The major difference between the two approaches lies in psychoanalysis’ emphasis on sexuality as
the bedrock of identity. Nevertheless, the recognition of a plurality of critical approaches stems
from a need to deal with the myriad means by which disciplining discourses are disseminated. In
terms of the “Foucauldian approach” Jacobus, Keller, and Shuttleworth explain: “contemporary
eating disorders can be viewed as an aspect of the regulation of the female body; [therefore,] a
semiotic analysis of the cultural representation of slenderness reveals the contradictions on which
a consumer society is predicated even as traditionally gendered divisions of labor break down”

(8). Observing that the various technologies of visual representation are also technologies of

power, they add: “Here feminist analyses of the functioning of technology in film and the



59

technology of power in contemporary advertising offer an account of the modern (or future) Eve
tamed by the very revisions in the traditional representation of women which she seems to
initiate” (8). It is interesting to note the reference to “Eve” with its connotation not only of the
Biblical, but of the divinely crqated, as well. The analogy is curious in that it also infers that there
is something with which humans should not tamper: something essential, which in this case is the
human (female) body.* However, it was Eve who led Adam to the forbidden fruit. The analogy
then, becomes more questionable given the considerable increase in the occurrence of males
submitting to similar disciplinary practices.

“(Every Girl’s Crazy Bout a) Sharp Dressed Man”: The “New Man”

The primary underlying assumption in critiques of the enforcement of societal standards
regarding the female body is that females are the only ones affected. However, this does not
preclude a complementary analysis of an enforced idealized masculinity. Connell notes that
“Though work on the semiotics of gender has overwhelmingly focused on femininity, 'at times the
approach has been extended to masculinity” (50). But while there is hope for such anélyses, the
- primary focus remains on the female body as the exclusive recipient of societal disciplinary power
over the body. Sufferers of eating disorders represent a small portion of the population who are
outside the norm, but according to Bordo in spite of their obsessive “preoccupation with fat, diet,
and slenderness,” anorexia and bulimia patients are not outside the norm: “Indeed, such
preoccupation may function as one of the most powerful ‘normalizing’ strategies of our century,
ensuring the production of self-monitoring and self-disciplining ‘docile bodies,’ sensitive to any
departure from social norms, and habituated to self-improvement and transformation in the

service of those norms” (“Slender” 85).” She asserts that the focus on pathologizing behaviours
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diverts recognition from a central means to the reproduction of gender, since women are “more
profoundly [and] more ubiquitously” subject to such controls than are men (*“Slender”85).
Without citing any specific sources, Bordo adds that, “It has been amply documented that women

in our culture are more tyrannized by the contemporary slenderness ideal than men, as they
. e e ——— e S e A 5 L

typically have been by beauty ideals in general” (“Slender” 101). One truly hopeful and unique

aspect of Bordo’s analysis is her suggestion that the “tyranny” of slenderness might represent
liberation from “a domestic, reproductive destiny” as much as it represents the containment of
female desire (“Slender” 103). These contradictory aspects. might, she says, be part of the
compelling attraction for such a “look” during periods of gender change. In fact, she sees the
slender image and its anorexic extreme as part of a gender rebellion — by refusing to sustain the
body, the anorexic assumes total control over the body, its future and its shape — against
maternal, domestic femininity. Extreme anorexics will lose their menses which effectively
eliminates (one of the biggest sources of) biological differences. Bordo also sees the slender body
as part of the acceptance of the female into the male world of business because it abandons the
sexualized “hour-glass” figure. However, it could be the opposite, too: female professionals do
not want to be viewed as sex objects or as using sex to further their careers. Either way, the
slender body is related to increased power for women and liberation from reproductive destiny,
although it too has homogenizing effects. .

Sandra Bartky, authof of the influential essay, “Foucault, Femininity, and the
Modernization of Patriarchal Power,” was among the first to apply Foucault’s theory of power to
the study of the disciplined female body. Nevertheless, she finds that this approach has limits:

“Foucault treats the body throughout as if it were one, as if the bodily experience of men and
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women did not differ and as if men and women bore the same relationship to the characteristic
institutions of modern life. Where is the account of the disciplinary practices that engender the
‘docile bodies’ of women, bodies more docile than the bodies of men?” (63). Bartky’s statement
of the problem relies on the same assumptions with which Bordo begins. The problem does not lie
in the belief that diffuse and often contradictory structures or technologies of power work to
produce what Bartky calls a body “which in gesture and appearance is recognizably feminine”
(64). Rather, Bartky’s claim is (perhaps unconsciously) essentialist in that “recognizably feminine”
implies that we all know what that is. Nevertheless, Bartky outlines three key categories of such
practices: “those that aim to produce a body of certain size and general configuration; those that
bring forth from this body a specific repertoire of gestures, postures, and movements; and those
that are directed toward the display of the body as an ornamented surface” (64). In this regard,
she examines the “nature of these disciplines, how they are imposed and by whom” (64) (pun
intended"?).lo Although this suggests that such practices are part of an essentially feminine
“experience,” there is nothing whatsoever which precludes disciplinary practices from producing a
similarly regimented masculine body based on a similarly assumed notion of an essential or ideal
masculine body.

To an extent, analyses such as Bartky’s and Bordo’s become critiques of percieved
patriarchal power rather than examinations of disciplinary practices. In Connell’s words, the
advantages of their approach can be a disadvantage:

Social-constructionist approaches to gender and sexuality
underpinned by a semiotic approach to the body provide an almost
complete antithesis to sociobiology. Rather than social

arrangements being the effects of the body-machine, the body is a
field on which social determination runs riot. [However,] with so
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much emphasis on the signifier, the signified tends to vanish [and]

the problem is particularly striking for that unavoidably bodily

activity, sex. (50-1)
it seems that Connell has his terms reversed here. What he means to say is that the signified ~—or
more properly, the ideology it represé@ receives most of the attention while the signifier —
the physical, corporeal body through which the message is conveyed — gets overlooked. Connell
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reminds us that “Bodies, in their own right as bodies, do matter. They age, get sick, enjoy,
engender, give birth. There is an irreducible bodily dimension in experience and practice; the
sweat cannot be excluded” (51). In contrast with purely constructionist approaches, “On this
point we can learn even from the sex role literature. One of the few compelling things the male
role literature and Books About Men did was to catalogue Problems with Male Bodies, from
impotence and ageing to occupational health hazards, violent injury, loss of sporting prowess and
early death” (Connell 51). Indeed, Warren Farrell dedicates eight chapters of The Myth of Male
Power to these topics. His chapter titles reflect both his topic and his personal take on it:

3. Are “Power,” “Patriarchy,” “Dominance,” and “Sexism” Actually

Code Words for Male Disposability?

4. The Death Professions: “My Body, Not My Choice”

5. War Hero or War Slave?: The Armed Prostitute

6. The Suicide Sex: If Men Have the Power, Why Do They Commit

Suicide More?

7. Why Do Women Live Longer?

8. The Insanity Track

9. Violence Against Whom?

10. If We Cared As Much about Saving Males As Saving Whales,

Then. .. (7)
Like some of the feminists he derides, Farrell’s bombast is as laughable as it is typical of the genre

to which his writings belong. This quality of “Books About Men” leads Connell to jest, “Warning;

the male sex role may be dangerous to your health” (51) As simplistic (and silly) as Farrell’s
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contentions appear, a critique like the one Susan Bordo offers for the picture above actually lends
credence to Farrell’s preposterous claims. If, as Bordo claims, the female is coded as fragile and
defenseless, the male then becomes, as Farrell might suggest, her “unpaid body guard.” Such a
role is no less imposed, no less legislated, making a critique more, not less, necessary.

Eventually, depictions of passive and/or sexualized males became common enough for

critics to consider their significance. The term “new man” was applied in recognition of the new

positioning of the male body. Sean Nixon attributes the term to a series of advertisements for

menswear in the mid-1980s that simultaneously depicted muscular masculinity and a passive mode

of male sexuality. Considering the clothing ads, Nixon notes that

It was the innovations in menswear design — for example, broader
shouldered suits, more flamboyant coloured ties, shirts and
knitwear, figure-hugging sportswear lines — which established the
key terms for the coding of the “new man” as a distinctive new
version of masculinity. It was through the presentation of these
menswear designs in popular representations that the “new man”
was often coded. (295)

The trend in clothing has cont{nued, with broad-shouldered double-breasted jackets giving way to
more fitted three and four-button single-breasted jackets (see Appendix A, Figures 2 & 3). The
white dress shirt has been replaced by boldly coloured shirts with matching ties and, more
commonly, knitwear. However, there was more to the “new man” than just wearing the right
clothes. When considering how the image of the “new man” is consumed, we are reminded
immediately of Laura Mulvey’s critique of the male gaze, as was discussed in the Introduction.

In Mulygy’s work, and much of the work that has followed her, the main controlling
figure is assumedto‘b;m-;alé‘aﬁ‘antﬂe ob]e_:ct of the heterosexual gaze; _i's’gonsequentlyfemale.

Given the premise that the visual media exist to portray women as passive sexual objects for the

- ———— R
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consumption of the male gaze, it is not surprising that the “new man” advertisements seemed
somewhat new and paradoxical to scholars. The possibility that men could be anything other than
controllers of the gaze had yet to be given a great deal of critical attention. However, the “new
man” may not necessarily be entirely new. Instead, the ways of looking at the man, both literally
and metaphorically, have changed, and with them, the ways of being and becoming a man may be
shifting. For Nixon, what stood out about the “new man” advertisements was “a new framing of
the surface of men’s bodies; one that emphasized not so much the assertive power of a muscular
masculine physique as its passive sexualization. [. . .] These were men’s bodies openly inviting a
desiring look” (304). Yet this is still in keeping with Connell’s position regarding the body:

in our culture at least, the physical sense of maleness and

femaleness is central to the cultural interpretation of gender.

Masculine gender is (among other things) a certain feel to the skin,

certain muscular shapes and tensions, certain postures and ways of

moving, certain possibilities in sex. Bodily experience is often

central in memories of our own lives, and thus in our understanding

of who and what we are. (52-3)
While Nixon writes about clothed bodies, they are bodies nevertheless. The difference lies
primarily in the fact that these are masculine bodies positioned precisely for being seen.
Examining advertisements of the same era Nixon considers, Andrew Wernick surmises that men

have slipped into a narcissistic mode, “as being naturally in love with an image” of themselves

(292). However, the opposite is the case. Like yvomen,/:ngn are increasingly made to feel that

.- 5 ——
their appearance and their bodies are inadequate.!

“How, Ya Like Me Now?” The “Promise” of Cosmetic Enhancement

The advertisements for the products and procedures of body enhancements for men

provide a prime location of intersection and fusion for the two cultural trends of the “new man”
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and the new body enhancements I have been tracing in this chapter. In keeping with feminist
critiques of analogous cultural texts, the focus of the remainder of this chapter is on the
contemporary preoccupation with “improving” the male body as part of a larger analysis of
representations of contemporary masculinity within a modern normalizing machinery of power in
general, and, in particular, as it functions to reproduce gender relations. Considering the
~eoresentations alone is not enough. In “The Body and the Representation of Femininity,” Bordo
observes that “the study of cultural ‘representations’ of the female body has flourished, and it has
often been brilliantly illuminating and instrumental to a feminist reading of culture. But the study
of cultural representations alone, divorced from consideration of their relation to the practical
lives of bodies, can obscure and mislead” (27). However, representations are still the primary

focus of the discussion for several important reasons. Advertising is omnipresent and invasive. As
———— et

well, ouriis_a}_n_i_rl_cw culture. The images with which we W serve as role
e e .

models and measuring gaugeitjonj both ourselves and ourlifestytes—Fhus,-they become both the
curriculum and the rubric by vx;hich the self is disciplined and evaluated.

In addition to the coming together of cultural strands, there is a joining of critical thought.
Sean Nixon’s approach to the “new man” is part of a movement to “advance a more general
argument about the representation process itself, its centrality to the formation of cultural
identities (in this case masculinities), and to reflect on the role of spectatorship and looking in this
process” (295). Although he considers the social and economic aspects of power entailed by the
“new man” trend, Nixon does not consider the actual body. Bordo explains the need for the
inclusion of the body in feminist work: “Exposure and cultural analysis of such contradictory and

mystifying relations between image and practice is only possible if one’s analysis includes
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attention to and interpretation of the ‘useful” or [. . .] practical body” (“Body” 27). This type of
analysis, which Bordo characterizes as theoretically unsophisticated, lacking in theoretical rigour
z2nd essentialist (due to the focus on the body), was abandoned subsequently: “for the feminisms
of the present decade, such focus on the politics of feminine praxis, although still maintained in
the work of individual feminists, is no longer a centerpiece of feminist cultural critique” (“Body”
27). Yet Sandra Bartky finds that “normative femininity is coming to be more and more centred
on woman’s body [. . .] its sexuality [and,] more precisely, its presumed heterosexuality and its
appearance” (81). In her work, which precedes Bordo and Nixon, Bartky examines
representations and their impact; however, she considers not the draping but the shaping of the
body through the coercive nature of the exemplary images. She elaborates:

This disciplinary power is peculiarly modern: it does not rely upon

violent or public sanctions, nor does it seek to restrain the freedom

of the female body to move from place to place. [But there is]

regulation that is perpetual and exhaustive — a regulation of the

body’s size and contours, its appetite, posture, gestures and general

comportment in space, and the appearance of each of its visible

parts. (80)
Not surprisingly Bartky claims that “since it is women themselves who practice this discipline on
and against their own bodies, men get off scot-free” (81). In her formulation, men are absolved of
any responsibility for enforcing or serving the “sentence” involved.

However, Bartky’s lack of foresight is not unique, nor should she be dismissed because of

it. Neither Sean Nixon nor Robert Connell, both specialists in Masculinity Studies, foresaw men’s
rush towards cosmetic enhancement as the technologies became widespread. The following

passage from Connell is especially poignant when one recalls that his study was published as

recently as 1995. Connell observes:
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Cosmetic surgery now offers the affluent an extra-ordinary range of
ways of producing a more socially desirable body, from the old
‘face-lifts’ and breast implants to the newer surgical slimming,
height alterations, and so on. [. . .] cosmetic surgery is now thought
natural for a woman, though not for a man. Nevertheless, the
technology now extends to the surgical production of masculinity,
with penile implants, both inflatable and rigid, to the fore. (50)"!

The technologies have not only expanded but so has the acceptability of the procedures for men.
In cases such as body hair removal, it is becoming more socially acceptable to have cosmetic
procedures than not to have had any. For example, male models, for both fashion and fitness,
rarely have chest hair. Back hair never appears. lan Fleming’s James Bond has gone from a hairy

Sean Connery to a hairless Pierce Brosnan. Action heroes, body builders and professional

wres@ihgyg body hair to enhance their muscle definition. In the last instance, only the bad

guys have chest or back hair. Body \hajjir\r’epresents a more brutish, unrefined lifesty!eidan‘d/or
person. Retired professional athletes have lonvg“e;ci;rsed pain medications and, since the late-
1980s, hair replacement products. Such is the reach of the enhancement products that active
professional athletes — the ultimate representatives of mainstream hegemonic masculinity in -
North American culture — including the Texas Rangers’ all-star first baseman, Rafael Palmeiro,
and NASCAR drivers Mark Martin and Derrick endorse Viagra and similar products!

The current emphasis on improving the male body comes at a time when that body is
having its usefulness reduced.'? Connell recognizes new technology’s impact on masculinity. With
respect to the influence of computers, he writes

The new information technology requires much sedentary keyboard
work, which was initially classified as women’s work (key-punch
operators). The marketing of personal computers, however, has

redefined some of this work as an arena of competition and power
— masculine, technical, but not working-class These revised
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meanings are promoted in the text and graphics of computer
magazines, in manufacturers’ advertising [. . .] and in the booming
industry of violent computer games. Middle-class male bodies,
separated by an old class division from physical force, now find
their powers spectacularly amplified in the man/machine systems of
modern cybernetics. (55-6).

This is in partial contrast to the previous emphasis on masculine qualities in the work force. As

opposed to desk work, “Heavy manual work calls for strength, endurance, a degree of

insensitivity and toughness, and group solidarity. Emphasizing the masculinity of industrial labour
T e T —— o X

has been both a means of survival, in exploitative class relations, and a means of asserting
superiority over women” (Connell 55). In either case, competition and power are part of the
equation. It has been a given that superiority over women is inherent to any assertion of masculine
power, but superiority over other men — the perceived main competitors — is just as important.
In terms of the representations of masculinity, one of the more interesting developments
has been the so-called “business casual” or “geek chic” trend in menswear. This look is typified by
Microsoft bosses Bill Gates and Steve Ballmer (see Appendix A, Fig. 4). The primary claim for
this suitless, tieless wardrobe is that it represents a “relaxed” and “non-threatening” manner. The

reality is that the poster-boy, Gates, is incredibly threatening in his business practices and, as

wealthiest man on earth, can dress any way he likes (Rushe)." Mast is the trend of

“bigorexia,” a body dysmorphic disorder which affects men who feel they do not have enough’
muscle development (see Appendix A, Fig. 5) (AP). Admittedly, this condition afflicts a very
small pfoportion of the population. Dr. Eric Holland of Mount Sinai School of medicine explains

that “Body dysmorphic disorder affects probably 1 to 2 per cent of the U.S. population™ (AP).

This figure includes both “bigorexics” and male anorexia patients. The latter category represents
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“about one in 10 people currently in treatment” for body dysmorphic disorders (Kane). I have
juxtaposed the images of Gates and Ballmer with the image of the body builder to depict
extremes. Yet this is precisely the method of Susan Bordo and Sandra Bartky; they extrapolate
their conclusions to the general population based on observing the extremes. In “The Body and
the Representation of Femininity,” Bordo concentrates on hysteria, agoraphobia, and anorexia.

What is important is that we find that “all women aspire to a coercive standardized ideal” (“Body”

16). Although she never really addresses the problematics of trying to universalize from the
extremes, as psychology often does, Bordo attempts to extrapolate from the extremes to the
mainstream. While this is also a common practice in social or cultural criticism, the problem is that
the worst-case scenario overlooks the “coercive standardized ideal” that applies to masculinity.

In a later essay, “Reading the Slender Body,” Bordo points out that the body indicates
one’s place in society. As the cultural emphasis on the appearance of the body grows,
“Increasingly, the size and shabe of the body has come to operate as a marker of personal, internal
order (or disorder) — as a symbol for the state of the soul” (“Slender” 94). As proof, she cites the

changes in attitudes towards the muscular body. Whereas “muscles have symbolized masculine
e e L ————

power,” today “the well-muscled body has become a cultural icon; ‘working out’ is a glamorized
‘\.‘_‘\ e, ; o . o .
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and sexualized yuppie activity [. . .] the firm, developed body has become a symbol of correct

attitude; it means that éne ‘cares’ about oneself and how one appears to others, suggesting
willpower, energy, control over infantile impulse, the ability to ‘make something’ of oneself”
(“Slender” 94). The theme of progress, or improvement, entailed in “making something of onself”
is one of the foremost naturalizing techniques employed to sell body improvement products and

programs. That is to say, progress is part of the normalizing discourse.
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Obviously, progress is also part of the normalizing discourse of western capitalism. In fact,
this is part of the argument for cosmetically altering — usually permanently — the body. There is
even a magazine, Elevate, devoted to the subject. Greg Robins, editor of Elevate claims in a
headline, “Cosmetic enhancement is natural” (8). Robins confidently asserts, “People have been
changing their looks for thousands of years, and now we have science and expertise to alter our
very bodies to suit our whim. There is nothing unnatural about this at all” (8). Here, Robins
invokes the nature-culture debate in his defense of cosmetic procedures. In doing so, Robins cites
the second argument offered as a legitimation for cosmetic enhancement: scientific discourses.
Frequently scientific discourses find popular expression in the form of medical practices because
medical expertise is virtually sacrosanct in North America. Feminism has been quick to criticize
these discourses, particularly as they pertain to female bodies. For example, Mary Jacobus, Evelyn
Keller, and Shelley Shuttleworth begin their collection by asserting that “Increasingly in the
modern world, scientific discourses have come to articulate the authoritative social theories of the
feminine body” (1). They recognize the ideological underpinnings of these discourses and how
they function. Instead of empirical objectivity, Jacobus, Keller and Shuttleworth note that the
discourses of science, so far from transparent or objective, are
animated by narratives. Especially [when] peopled by feminine
bodies, they are viewed in ways at once conservative and
regressive, technological, and biologically impelled. [. . .] twentieth-
century discourses make the feminine body the site of its
contradictory desires and social theories, including those of
feminism, itself. (9)
Similarly, perceived shortcomings of the male body, especially those caused by aging, have been

appropriated by scientific discourses. A free mailing I recently received from The Hair Club For

Men, “Hairloss Update,” features an interview with Dr. Angela Cristiano of Columbia University.
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Cristiano explains that there are two basic forms of hairloss, “Androgenetic Alopecia” and
“Alopecia Areata” (4). The latter form affects far fewer people and stems from environmental
causes; it is nobody’s fault. In contrast, Androgenetic Alopecia — “male pattern baldness” —
affects “over 50% of men above the age of 50 [and is] the result of maybe 6 or 8 or 10 genes
working together under the influence of hormones to bring about the disease” (4). Lack of
certainty aside, baldness is presented here as a disease caused by faulty genes. The language puts
it on par with serious, actual diseases with genetic causes.

By itself, baldness is completely harmless. For Bordo, the effect of imposed scientific
discourses is clear: “Through the exacting and normalizing disciplines of diet, make-up, and dress
[. . .] we are rendered less socially oriented and more centripetally focused on self-modification.
Through these disciplines, we continue to memorize on our bodies the feel and conviction of lack,
insufficiency, of never being good enough” (“Body” 14). While researching a story about men;s
increased emphasis on appearz;nce, James Deacon complained to a “representative from one of the
cosmetics companies that her firm was selling to men the way it had ;always snared women — by
telling them they have a problem that they didn’t know they had and then offering the products to
fix it” (32). The response was “Yeah? So?” (qtd. in Deacon 32). Herein lies one contradiction.
Satisfaction is never attainable. Sandra Bartky summarizes nicely:

The strategy of much beauty-related advertising i; to suggest to
women that their bodies are deficient; but even without such more
or less explicit teaching, the media images of perfect female beauty
that bombard us daily leave no doubt in the minds of most women
that they fail to measure up. The technologies of femininity are
taken up and practiced by women against the background of a

pervasive sense of bodily deficiency (71)

Yet this is in keeping' with the underpinnings of North American consumerism. In the famous
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words of Charles Kettering, “the key to economic prosperity is the organized creation of

» dissatisfaction” (qtd. in Rifkin 17). Although Kettering was a top executive at General Motors,
the application of his axiom is in no way restricted to automobiles.

The strategy that led to planned obsolescence for computers and cars has been turned, to
an extent, on the male body. The pair of advertisements depicted in Appendix A, Fig. 6 — one for
hair removal, and one for sexual dysfunction — operate together, as one text. In these ads, two
seemingly contfadictory discourses are at work, yet they are part of the same overall process. The
male figure in the first ad has his (muscular and well tanned) back to the camera. This could be
interpreted as refusing to be looked at, but the text indicates that back hair removal is one of the
treatments offered. Once a sign of having reached sexual maturity, male body hair now has
negative connotations attached to it. In this regard, Mark Kingwell observes, “Hair plays a large
role in male entry to adulthood, of course, from the first sproutings on groin and chest to the first
shave, an act of initiation so common and apparently unremarkable as to have escaped sustained
theoretical attention. But that is too bad, because the act of shaving, for many boys, marks their
passage to a self-image of manhood” (336). Dr. Frank Beninger, a plastic surgeon-in Toronto
notes that “approximately 70 per cent” of his patients have back hair removed and “almost 30 %
do their chests” because these are “associated with being older” (qtd. in Paradkar). Erectile
problems and diminished sex drive are also “associated” with getting older.

Bordo acknowledges that much has been made of eating disorders or body dysmorphic
disorders from psychoanalytic and feminist perspectives but she wants to pursue the images in
another direction than that of gender symbolism: “I want to consider them as a metaphor for

anxiety about internal processes out of control — uncontained desire, unrestrained hunger,



uncontrolled impulse” (“Slender” 89). What is interesting is that she then cites several (then)
contemporary films in which images of erupting bodies function symbolically in the way she
describes. Interestingly, all of the movies she cites — The Howling, A Teen-Age Werewolf in
London, The Fly, Alien — feature male, not female, protagonists whose “new, alien, libidinous,
and uncontrollable self literally bursts through the seams of the victims’ old flesh,” yet Bordo does
not remark on this at all (“Slender” 89). For example, the monster bursts from the abdomen of a
male crew member in the legendary scene in Alien. She admits to overlooking gender symbolism
in her study but does not delve into the “deeper psycho-cultural anxieties [which] are being given
form™ when the figure is male (“Slender” 89). In a later essay about the male form, Bordo goes
little farther than expressing surprise and delight over clothing ads depicting men offering
themselves “nonaggressively to the gaze of another” (Male Body 171). She focuses primarily on
the look and asserts that such advertising is not aimed at heterosexual ‘men. Rather, Bordo
suggests the ads and products ‘target gays and minorities so that these already marginalized groups
are further victimized by the power of consumer culture. [ cannot disagree. However, many ads
for products which enhance masculinity appear in newspapers’ “Sports” sections, which are aimed
directly at white, middle-class, heterosexual men. The Hair Club For Men’s “Hairloss Update”
brochure features “before-and-after” montages of thirty clients. Three African-Americans, two
Latinos, one Asian and one South-Asian are depicted. The cover photo and the largest spreads
feature white middle-class males."* I can say middle-class with some certainty since the costs of
the Hair Club’s procedures are substantial. The non-surgical application involves the weaving of a
“matrix of invisible synthetic fibers” to which replacement human hairs are attached “strand by

strand” (8). The process is time-consuming and needs to be repeated every three to five years.
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The remaining hair then has to be cut frequently, using a special technique, to maintain the proper
appearance. Finally, many ads and before-and-after montages feature female companions with the
“finished product.” Hair Club includes two pictures of men with (their) children to emphasize both
heterosexuality and virility. Many of the “after” pictures feature men exercising. None have hairy
backs or chests. Moreover, bald men and men with hairy backs in the “before” pictures are always
alone.

Although they were not published together, the next pair of advertisements (Appendix A,
Fig. 7 & 8) add another layer to the message. Figure 7 exclaims “Sex for life” and depicts a
doctor-figure: he has a lab coat, a stethoscope, a pocket protector, and an authoritative look. This
type of discourse of legitimation was practiced frequently at the “New You” trade show [
attended in Toronto, 11-13 January, 2002. Lab coats abounded among the exhibitors at this
cosmetic enhancement show. It did not matter whether the presenter was a doctor, a technician or
a salesperson. Nevertheless the ad’s message is clearly that being an aging male is a medical
condition. The ad for hair removal in Fig. 8 introduces sex to that procedure. The female is
draped across the man’s chest — a medal or trophy — as he stares defiantly into the camera. He
is demanding to be looked at. The headline directly addresses the viewer, who is most likely
heterosexual. Hair has become a bodily discharge — not unlike urine, feces, saliva or sperm —
that needs to be rejected, and desire is something over which one can now have precise control,
based on the timing and number of pills one takes.

Thus, in consumer culture, we are increasingly what we consume, or purchase. Much has
been written on this topic and I am not really engaged in a study of consumer culture’s effects on

the self. Neverthless, the self becomes the contested terrain. This creates a double-bind in that the
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body must be both controlled and satisfied. Bordo neatly summarizes the double-bind: “we must
be capable of sublimating, delaying, repressing desire for immediate gratification;, we must
cultivate the work ethic. [Conversely,] we serve the system through a boundless capacity to
capitulate to desire and indulge in impulse; we must become creatures who hunger for constant
and immediate satisfaction” (“Slender” 96). Bulimia provides an example because of the purges
involved. But going to the gym after a weekend of indulgence is a purge too. The impulses to
consume are turned towards the control of the body, solving the double-bind by fulfilling both
sides alternately; that is, indulgence followed by gym-time. Bordo claims “total submission or
rigid defense become the only possible postures” (“Slender” 99). I disagree. Hair needs “product”
to maintain it. Men embarking on Rogaine applications will have to do so for the rest of their lives
if they wish to maintain their hair. A commercial for the product advocates beginning use before
hair loss occurs, just to be sure. The practice has been extended to commercials for Nicorette gum
and Nicorest patches. These sr;noking cessation gimmicks, or “aids” require similar discipline and
dedication; that is, repeat purchases. The body needs clothes, which have to show off the body
and be updated as part of the ethic of caring for oneself. An entire lifestyle of coﬁsumption can be
built around the precise control of the body in which you live that life. Weekends of indulgence
can be “purchased” through compensatory hours in the gym. The consumer then becomes a self-
regulating and self-perpetuating consumer. The work of control is done entirely by the individual.
This is how power is seamlessly applied, but we need to think of power in terms of acceptance
and proliferation as well as collusion and complicity.

No one is forcing men to attempt to mimic the men in the ads. In the pictures and captions

for Progenis, for example, most if not all of the legitimating discourses come together (Appendix
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A, Fig. 9 & 10). Although it is supposedly a potency enhancing drug, neither Progenis nor the
website has been reviewed by the American Food and Drug Administration (FDA). Since it is a
“natural,” or “organic,” substance — that is, an extract from a plant or animal — as opposed to a
synthetic chemical produced by a pharmaceutical manufacturer, Progenis does not fall under the
auspices of the FDA. This means that neither its safety nor its effectiveness has been evaluated.
These are assumed because the product is “organic.” It is not with a little irony that I recall
Sophocles’ hemlock and-Coleridge’s opium, among other “organic” products. Progenis offers
“nature” as a discourse in other ways. It depicts heteronormative couples, as do the ads for hair
removal. It claims to put a “tiger in the tank.” The tiger, of course is the largest member of the cat
family and a fierce predator. Sadly, its body parts are said to have healing powers and this has led
to its being hunted to near extinction so that several forms of “traditional medicine” can be
practiced, many of which involve supposed aphrodisiacs. There is a discourse of technologization
as well. The slogan, “put a tiger in your tank” is still u.sed by an oil company to sell gasoline. Once
again, the “classic” image of man and auFomobile is invoked and conflated. Moreover, on the
website for Progenis, the manufacturer makes several “scientific” claims for the success rate of the
potion. This is in spite of having neither FDA testing nor approval.'* Ads for similar “natural” or |
“organic” products frequently appear as Internet “spam,” or unwanted emails.

However painful plucking, sugaring, waxing, shaving, lasers or electrolysis might be for
removing body hair, neither these procedures nor pills like Viagra or Progenis are particularly
invasive procedures. Indeed, this is part of their appeal. One of my colleagues who is also a laser
technician reports that many men now have the hair on their necks below the jaw-line removed to

avoid the repeated agony of shaving the area. Kathryn Morgan, épplying Bordo and Bartky’s
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method to plastic surgery observes that “Now technology is making obligatory the appearance of
youth and the reality of ‘beauty’ for every woman who can afford it. Natural destiny is being
supplanted by technologically grounded coercion, and the coercion is camouflaged by the
language of choice, fulfiliment, and liberation” (274). Morgan does not elaborate on her definition
of “natural destiny;” it may mean the aging process, it may suggest something essentially feminine,

or both. Susan Faludi, in Stiffed, expresses a similar opinion regarding masculinity-

the culture reshapes [a man’s] most basic sense of manhood by
telling him as much as it tells the celebrity that masculinity is
something to drape over the body, not draw from inner resources;
that it is personal, not societal; that to embody manhood is
displayed, not demonstrated. The internal qualities once said to
embody manhood — surefootedness, inner strength, confidence of
purpose — are | merchandised to men to enhance their manliness.

What passes for the essence of masculinity is being extracted and
bottled — and sold back to men. Literally, in the case of Viagra.

(35)
The question, then, is not wha;c is the “essence” of masculinity or femininity, but what is the
definition now and who decides what it should be. Morgan points the finger at the
technologization of the body. She summarizes:

The beauty culture is coming to be dominated by a variety of
experts, and consumers of youth and beauty are likely to find
themselves dependent not only on cosmetic surgeons but on
anaesthetists, nurses, aestheticians, nail technicians, manicurists,
dietitians, hairstylists, cosmetologists, masseuses, aroma therapists,
trainers, pedicurists, electrolysists, pharmacologists, and
dermatologists. All these experts provide services that can be
bought, all these experts are perceived as administering and
transforming the human body into an increasingly artificial and ever
more perfect object. (265)

It is the relentlessness and the variety of the procedures available that helps the current

preoccupation with beauty — both male and female — to proliferate In addition, the seeming
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harmlessness of the “treatments” makes them easier to endure.

Dr. Lary Freemont, a Toronto-based plastic surgeon, has made a career out of the speed
and ease of his hair transplantation techniques. He has also made himself famous in the process.
At the “Everything To Do With Sex” trade show, in Toronto, 26-29 October, 2001, Dr. Freemont
performed a hair transplant in his booth. Only a window separated the “client” from the crowd.'¢
Unfortunately, cameras were not allowed inside the building so I was unable to record the event.
A picture from the Toronto Star of Dr. Freemont performing a “hair restoration” on another man
is included in Appendix A, Fig.. 11. Freemont is a world leader in hair transplant technique and he
has clinics in eight countries; like McDonalds, this is a franchised business. Part of his notoriety is
due to frequent “live” hair transplants to attract media attention. At the 2002 “New You” show he
performed an eyebrow transplant! For the 2003 “New You” show, Dr. Freemont went back to
performing a hair transplant. Usually fhe client is a media personality and the event is broadcast on
radio or TV. The surgery at the earlier trade show was representative, so the associates said, of
what happens in the office. The man was seated in a dentist-style chair and alternated among
sipping coffee, reading a newspaper, and listening to music. Dr. Freemont estimates “about
10,000 transplants are done annually in Canada” (Mitchell). They cost between $3,000 and
$10,000, depending on how many 5" x 1", or longer, “donor strips” of scalp have to be removed
and diced into individual hairs. Each donor strip leaves a scar like the one in Appendix A, Fig. 12.
The hairs are then stuffed, like pimentos, into thousands of slits in the scalp. Although they were
not performing anything at the show, Esteem Cosmetic and Laser Centre claims similar comfort
and convenience. A typical laser wrinkle removal is depicted in Appendix A, Fig. 13. The dark

glasses are not necessary for most hair removal procedures. The client is able to relax while skin
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and hair are burned away. [ was given a “free consultation” by an associate — it was not free, it
cost $15 to enter the show. The estimate for hair removal was four to six treatments for the chest
and two to three for the back, just to be sure. This is about average. Each session costs $750,
which means a total of $4,500 to $6,000. Competitor LCI boasts a two-year warrantee for its
procedures.
“The Man in the Mirror”: Gaze and Ornamental Culture

The part that struck me most as [ watched the hair transplant was not what this had to do
with sex. That is “obvious™: without a youthful head of hair and a youthful hairless body, sex is
not likely. Sandra Bartky lists the requirements: “skin must be soft, supple, hairless, and smooth;
ideally it should betray no sign of wear, experience, age, or deep thought. Hair must be removed ,
not only from the face but from large surfaces of the body as well, from legs and thighs, an
operation accomplished by shqving, buffing with fine sandpaper, or applying foul-smelling
depilatories™ (68). Since she leaves out chest and back hair, Bartky obviously writes about
women, but the regimes are nearly identical. Rather, what struck me was that I was watching a
man in a fish bowl. Though hardly an original thought, the notion of always being-watched recalls

another critique of the normalizing discourses of the beauty industry. Foucault’s notion of the
 NOrmanzing s

Panopticon, which he borrows from Jeremy Bentham’s prison design, offers an interesting line of

criticism. The major-effect-of Panopticism is its power to

induce in the inmate a state of conscious and permanent visibility
that assures the automatic functioning of power. So to arrange
things that the surveillance is permanent in its effects, even if it is
discontinuous in its action; that the perfection of power should tend
to render its actual exercise unnecessary; that this architectural
apparatus should be a machine for creating and sustaining a power
relation independent of the person who exercises it; in short, that
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the inmates should be caught up in a power situation of which they
are themselves the bearers. (Discipline 201)

According to Bartky, “a panoptical male connoisseur resides within the consciousness of most
women: they stand perpetually before his gaze and under his judgment. Woman lives her body as
seen by another, by an anonymous patriarchal Other” (72). Kathryn Morgan echoes this view. She
believes that

In some ways, it does not matter who the particular judges are.

Actual men — brothers, fathers, male lovers, male beauty “experts”

— and hypothetical men live in the aesthetic imaginations of

women. Whether they are male employers, prospective male

spouses, male judges in the beauty pageants, or male-identified

women, these modern day Parises are generic and live sometimes

ghostly but powerful lives in the reflective awareness of women.

(270)"
Both Morgan and Bartky allow for a same-sex gaze. For Bartky, “who but someone engaged in a
project similar to my own can appreciate the panache with which I bring it off?” (72)
Nevertheless, both Bartky and Morgan posit the female gaze as a surrogate for the male gaze.
Bartky claims the “female gaze is trained to abandon its claim to the sovereign status of
seer” (67). Morgan is more direct and damning: “A woman’s makeup, dress, gestures, voice,
degree of cleanliness, degree of muscularity, odors, degree of hirsuteness, vocabulary, hands, feet,
skin, hair, and vulva can be all evaluated, regulated, and disciplined in the light of the hypothetical
often-white male viewer and the male viewer present in the assessing gaze of other
women” (270). What is interesting is that Morgan and Bartky arrived at the same conclusion —
that a woman’s gaze is actually a white man’s because it has been imposed on her — via different

critical paths.

Bartky bases her conclusion on a combination of Foucauldian thought and object-relations
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psychoanalysis. The leading proponent of the latter school of thought, Carol Gilligan, boldly
states “women have traditionally deferred to the judgement of men” (69). The rationale behind
assertions such as Bartky’s and Gilligan’s is that there is an essential feminine experience and a
resultant essential feminine mode of reasoning, based on an ethic of care. A critique of these
assertions comprises a large part of the next chapter. In contrast, Morgan’s assertion is based on
John Berger’s claims in Ways of Seeing. With respect to the female figure in art, Berger
generalizes:

A woman must continually watch herself. She is almost continually

accompanied by her own image of herself. Whilst she is walking

across a room or whilst she is weeping at the death of her father,

she can scarcely avoid envisaging herself walking or weeping. From

earliest childhood she has been taught and persuaded to survey

herself continually (46).
Berger’s belief is that there is a specific way of looking at women and even a way in which a

woman looks at herself. Naturally, this is different than the ways in which men are viewed. Berger

summarizes the difference between looking at men and looking at women: “men act and women

appear Men look at women. Women watch themselves being looked at. This deterrmnes not only
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most relations between men and women but also the relatlon of women to themselves The
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surveyor of woman in herself is male the surveyed female. Thus she turns herself into an object

e e,
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— and most particularly an object of vision: a sight” (47). One of Berger’s main points of
emphasis is that the person being looked at knows she is being observed. This occurs because of
the arrangement of the image. Berger puts it simply: “Women are depicted in a quite different way
from men — not because the feminine is different from the masculine — but because the ‘ideal’

spectator is always assumed to be male and the image of the woman is designed to flatter him”
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(64). Th