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aggression and prowess 8ave way to interpersonal skills, rationality, and
efficiency.

But, what has masculinity been since 19657 For one thing, contrary
to popular opinion, it has not remained static, It is confusing at best to
understand what is meant when someone says that he/she longs for the
days when ‘‘men were men.”* What kind of man? One who writes to an-
other man “‘my dear’’ and ‘[ love you™'? On the other hand, could this
nostalgic person desire a society where men were in control of the family
and granted custody of children in divorce cases? Still yet, could our sen-
timental yearner be a person who would like to see a proliferation of
male-only lodges, clubs, and taverns?

In a very real sense, confemporary society, with its complexity, he-
terogeneity, and rapid change, has responded to the challenge of living
by devising social procedures, establishing social relations, and devising
social institutions in adaptive ways heretofore unseen. The need for such
unique adaptations surely exists because contemporary society contaings
in abundance all the basic features of past American societies. In addi-
tion, changes in Black males’ masculinity along with changes in the mas-
culinities of Hispanic males, Native American males, and Asian-
American males, and others have affected contemporary society,
Certainly, the modern-day Black male-led movement in the late sixties
and early seventies, the gay liberation movement, the modern-day wom-
en’s movement, and the emerging men’s movement (however
fragmented)—all contribute to unique features in contemporary
society—a society that constantly develops advanced technology, com-
plex organizations, and relationships to meet the needs of its members.

Yet, contemporary society is also an American society that today is
beset with social problems: hunger, destructive competition between its
members, violent aggression between racial and ethnic groups, sexual
exploitation of women, intergroup prejudice and discrimination, child
abuse, wife abuse, and in general, dysfunctional living patterns basically
promulgated by men.

As we proceed in the following chapters, the nature of this fifth soci-
ety should become clear. However, we mast keep in mind that contem-
porary society will change—in fact it is entirely possible that a new soci-
ety will emerge.
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Becoming ‘‘Boys,’’ “Men,”’
“Guys,”” and ‘‘Dudes’’

Persons born possessing XY chromosome patierns, male and female
hormones, a penis, testicles, seminal vesicles, and prostate glands gener-
ally are identified as biological males. These biological males, however,
are not born **boys,”’ “‘men,”’ “*guys,”” or *‘dudes.’’ In order for one of
these social beings to come about, a kind of transformation PTOCESS Mmust
occur. Involved in the transformation most generally is a socialization
process whereby biological males learn attitudes, motives, values, skills,
feelings, knowledge, and behaviors assaciated with being boys, men,
guys, and dudes. The critical point here is that biological males mus:
learn to be one of the above social beings; they are not born these social
beings. Stated differently, a given biological male youth becomes a boy
not simply because he has *‘male biological equipment™* but because he
learns to feel, think, and act like a boy. While Zane Grey’s reputed com-
ment that *‘every boy likes baseball, and if he doesn’t he isn't a boy™
might have been insensitive 1o differences among male youth, it was de-
finitely on target with respect to the social determination of * ‘boyhood”’
in America during the times of Zane Grey.

To illustrate further the social nature of being a particutar type of
male, let us consider the term “‘dude,”” most commonly used today
among certain minority groups males in urban inner-city areas. In such
areas, it is a term used frequently by some males to refer somewhat affec-
tionately to a fellow male who is perceived as ‘‘cool,”’ who has the
“right”” attitudes and values (ones similar to the male who is labeling},
and who displays behaviors deemed acceptable by the ‘‘dude’ peer
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group. Obviously, not all biological males are seen by those minority
group males as falling within the ‘‘dude’’ category despite the fact that
they have male biological characteristics. For instance, older males,
much younger males, those males who are not seen as *‘cool,”’ and those
who do not behave in ways deemed acceptable by in-group males are not
perceived as “‘dudes.”’ This means that being a “*dude,’” just as being a
boy, a man, or a guy, involves much that is *‘socially constructed’” and
**socially determined.’’ Yet, to be a boy, man, guy, or dude is not di-
vorced totatly from biology. When these social beings are compared with
femnale social beings, girls and women, biological differences are appar-
ent. As stated in chapter 1, males and females both possess estrogen, pro-
gesterone, androgen, and testosterone. In males, however, the dominant
hormones are androgen and testosterone, while the dominant ones in fe-
males are estrogen and progesterone. Other biological differences be-
tween males and females relate to the different biological equipment the
two sexes bring te the reproduction arena and the different roles assumed
by males and females in the reproduction process.

Additional biological differences between the sexes which are pro-
posed relate to physical strength, mental abilities, sexual drive, physical
appearance, and bonding behavior. Because males have greater upper-
body muscular development than females, they also typically develop
greater physical strength related to lifting and throwing. Females, on the
other hand, develop greater physical endurance. Males and femaies also
seem to develop differently with respect to mental abilities, with females
being superior in verbal development during & particular period of the
life course and males in general being superior at tasks requiring spatial
perception and mathematical skills. This is discussed in more detail be-
low in a brief review of the now classic Maccoby and Jacklin study
(1974).

Males and females generally are also different in physical appear-
ance. Such differences usually are apparent at birth. Newborn males on
an average are longer and weigh more than newborn females (at birth,
American males average 19.8 inches and 8.4 pounds, while American
females average 19.3 inches and 7.5 pounds). Average height and weight
differences between males and females continue into adulthood as sec-
ondary sex characteristics become apparent (e.g., hip contours, muscu-
lar development, body hair, shoulder width, voice tone, ete.).

Lionel Tiger and Robin Fox (1971) offer still another biologically
based difference between the sexes. They contend that males and females
bond differently. Females are said to bond almost instinctively with their
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newborn babies, while males are said to be biologically programmed to
bond with other males similar to themselves. Rooted in evolutionary pre-
history, according to this line of thought, male bonding behavior occurs
because the behavior has been selected and has survived in the course of
evolution.

One of the most comprehensive studies related to psychological sex
differences and one which has been widely cited was published by Eleanor
Maccoby and Carol Jacklin in 1974. The meta-analysis was based on an
examination and interpretation of findings from over sixteen hundred stud-
jes in the gender literature related to psychological sex differences between
males and fernales. Despite some arguments to the contrary (e.2., Block
1976), Maccaby and Jacklin’s conclusions generally are accepted in the
field with minor modifications. They found strong support for greater ver-
bal and physical aggression in males than females; greater visual-spatial
ability in males than females; greater mathematical skiils in males than fe-
males beginning around age twelve; and greater verbal ability in females
than males between the ages of eleven and eighteen years. Mixed findings
were reported by Maccoby and Jacklinen the issues of sex differences with
respect to activism in social play, competitive behavior, intersex domi-
nance efforts, and passive behavior. Since sex differences refer to biclo gi-
cal differences between males and females, contemporary evidence seem-
ingly offers little support for a biological explanation of the vast behavioral
and psychological differences between males and females. Instead, such
differences seem to have a sociocultural basis; biology docs seem to play
some role in psychological sex differences, but the precise nature of this
role remains to be determined.

In Samuel Osherson’s Finding Our Fathers {1986}, one easily can
get the impression that masculinity in its various forms is innate in per-
sons born male. When Osherson suggests that boys in early childhood
(around age three) begin a search for a masculine model on which to build
asense of self, while simultaneously withdrawing from women and femi-
ninity, the die is cast. One senses that for Osherson a kind of masculinity
with stereotyped and dichotomized thinking is lurking inside of the boy
pressing him to identify with his father or a father figure. This rudimen-

tary bit of masculinity which presses the boy to identify with his father or
some father figure is seen as crucial for the development of full masculin-
ity as an adult male. Generally this means that boys have to give up
““mother’’ for “‘father,’” but who is *‘father’*? Osherson says that “‘fa-
ther”’ often is a shadowy figure at best, difficult to understand. The result
is that boys rarely experience fathers as sources of warm, soft nurtur-
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ance, and what actually happens is that mother or some other female pro-

vider picks up the slack. Discussing the implications of this for young
males, Osherson states:

If father is not there to provide a confident, rich model of man-
hood, then the boy is left in a vuinerable position: having to dis-
tance himself from mother without a clear and understanding
model of male gender upon which te base his emerging identity,
This situation places great pressure on the growing son, as well as
the father. We often misidentify with our fathers, crippling our
identities as men. Distortions and myths shape normal men’s pic-
tures of their fathers, based on the uneasy peripheral place fathers
occupied in their own homes. Boys grow into men with a wounded
father within, a conflicted inner sense of masculinity rooted in

men’s experience of their fathers as rejecting, incompetent, or ab-
sent. (P. 4)

Osherson’s ideas about how boys become men seem to be firmly en-
sconced within what psychologist Joseph Pleck calls the Male Sex Role
Identity paradigm discussed in chapter 2.

Despite Osherson’s acknowledgement of Pleck's Myth of Masculin-
iry (1981}, he forges ahead and presents an analysis which, in pant, is
based on a male sex-role identity paradigm. The assumptions underlying
this paradigm have been outlined earlier and will not be repeated here.
One assumption, however, related directly to a biological determinism
view of masculinity should be mentioned. The MSRI paradigm, as out-
lined and explicated by Pleck, presumes an innate psychological need in
males to develop a male sex role identity (pp. 3-4). This feature of the
MSRI paradigm is an implicit part of Osherson’s conception of male psy-
cholegical and social psychological development. Therefore, it is possi-
ble to interpret Osherson’s perspective as saying that males become
boys, men, guys, and dudes because of their innate need to do so. In this
chapter, however, a different position is taken. Males become different
kinds of social beings because of a socialization process which is some
function of biology and environment.

What Is Male Socialization?

By now it should be fairly clear that becoming a boy, man, and so on
from our perspective primarily involves a learning process. The new-
born male, for example, typically has transmitted to him all of the man-
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ners of a boy and simultaneously learns, through interactions with oth-
ers, that he is a boy or at least not a girl. We will return to this point a little
later. The critical idea is that newborn males become socially defined
males and labeled accordingly through a process of learning which in-
volves the inculcation of a culture’s definition of masculinity and the de-
velopment of the male self. This means that male socialization is a dual
process of becoming a male soctal being which involves (1) the develop-
ment and awareness of the male self and (2) learning societal prescrip-
tions and proscriptions for males. Several theoretical approaches have
been developed within the social sciences to understand how persons ac-
quire a sense of self and how they Jearn the ways of a given society. Es-
sentially this is what this chapter is all about. While our concern is re-
stricted to male socialization and only tangentially relates to female
socialization, with one or two exceptions, the materials presented easily
can be modified to inctude female socialization.

Approaches to Male Socialization

Before exploring male socialization in more detail, it should be
pointed out that there is not complete agreement 1n the gender literature
over how we are transformed from biological newbomn males and fe-
males into boys and girls and men and women. Some feel, for example,
that the transformation process occurs primarily via social learming in-
volving reinforcement and modeling, while others contend that cognitive
development is the essential ingredient in the process. Beginning with
Lawrence Kohlberg's cognitive developmental analysis, four ap-
proaches to male socialization as related 1o the development of the male
self are presented below. While the approaches will vary considerably,
one thread of continuity will run throughout the perspectives, and that is
the interaction of biology and environment in producing the social male,
whether he is a boy, a man, a guy, or a dude.

Becoming a Boy:
Lawrence Kohiberg's Cognitive Developmental Analysis

Julius Lester (1973) gives a classic account of numerous incidents
throughout his childhood, adolescence, and young adulthood related to
his process of male association. Consider the following excerpts:

As boys go, I wasn’t much. I mean, I tried 10 be a boy and
spent many childhood hours pummeling my hardly formed ego
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with failure at cowboys and [ndians, baseball, football, lying, and
sneaking out of the house. . . . I tried to believe my parents when
they totd me I was boy, but I could find no objective proof for such
an assertion. . . . Through no fault of my own I reached adoles-
cence. While the pressure to prove myself on the athletic field less-
ened, the overall situation got worse—because now I had to prove
myself with girls. Just how I was supposed to do that was beyond
me, especially because, at the age of fourteen, 1 was four foot nine
and weighed 78 pounds. . . . I tried, but T wasn’t good at being a
boy. Now, I'm glad, knowing that a man is nothing but the figment
of a penis’s imagination, any man should want te be something
more than that. {Pp. 112-13)

Lester points oat in the above account that he was not especially good at
acting out the male sex role societal script. From Lester’s perspective,
his behaviar was not sufficiently masculine to enable him ta ‘‘earn’’ the
label “*boy’’ or *‘young man.’” As he moved from childhood to adoles-
cence to adulthood, Lester, by his own account, moved from one stage of
difficulty fulfilling the male sex role to another, realizing finally that
male sex role requirements indeed were socially constructed rather than
biologically determined.

White Lester was terrorized by the societal sex role script he was
supposed to follow, and seemed not to be able to follow it, numerous
other people we call *‘boys”™ and **‘men’’ act out the script with minimum
difficulty. How do they accomplish this? For an answer, let us examine
several basic ideas underlying the cognitive developmental approach to
male socialization, Psychologist Lawrence Kohlberg (1966) is the fore-
most proponent of the cognitive developmental approach to male social-
ization. He endorses the notion that sex role attitudes are patterned di-
rectly by the child’s cognitive organization of its social world along sex
role dimensions. Many aspects of this patterning of sex role attitudes are
seen as universal and involve ‘*patural”” components. But it is the nature
of the patterning of sex role attitudes that gives cognitive developmental
theory its uniqueness among male socialization approaches. The pattern-
ing of sex role attitudes is essentiaily ‘‘cognitive’” and is embedded in the
child’s conception of physical things which includes his or her own body
as well as the bodies of others. Children’s conceptions of their bodies and
the bodies of others in turn are related to society’s use of sex categories.
Societies tend to use sex categories in culturally universal ways which
contribute to universality in sex role attitudes. The reason universality in
sex role atiitudes exists rests on two basic principles:
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1. The child cognitively organizes social roles around universal
physical dimensions.

2. The child actively organizes his/her perceptions and learnings of
social roles around his/her basic conception of his/her own body and
the world.

What emerges as important in the development of sex role attitudes from
Kohlberg's perspective is the observational learning of social roles rather
than learning as some funciion of reinforcement of one’s own responses
(p. 83). For Kohlberg, learning is cognitive and includes selection and
internal organization by relational schemata. These relational schemata
bind cencepts of the body, the physical world, the social world, and gen-
eral categories of causality, quantity, time, space, logical inclusions, and
so forth. On cognitive organization, Kohlberg writes that the child’s
“*basic modes of cognitive organization change with age,” and this in-
volves changes in the child’s conceptions of its physical and social
worlds (p. 83). These are ‘‘natural’’ changes resulting from
experience—linked changes in the child’s modes of cognition, Because
the child’s sex role concepts are defined in universal physical or body
terms (e.g., males are bigger, stronger, etc.), they also undergo univer-
sal developmental changes.

When considering the role of socializing agents such as caretakers,
parents, etc. in male socialization, attitudes from these sources are seen
as differentially stimulating or retarding development of sex role con-
cepts rather than directly teaching them. Male sex role development, for
Kohlberg (1966, p. 85}, is the result of:

1. The male child actively structuring his own experience.
2. The emergence of basic, normal, adult sexual concepts and atti-
tudes from childish ateitudes.

Thus, male sex role development involves restructuring childish sexual
concepts and attitudes, which occurs because the child uses the experi-
ences of his body and environment in constructing basic sex role con-
cepts and attitudes.

Basic cognitive categorizing of self {gender identity) and others are
critical aspects of male sex role development. The process is initiated
when the male child hears and learns the verbal tabels ‘“boy’ and *'girl.”
A male child learning that he is a boy typically occurs between the ages of
two and four, with most young males learning to correctly label them-
selves in the second and third year. During the third year, a boy may
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begin to generalize sex tabels unsystematically to others on the basis of a
loose cluster of physical characteristics. He remains, however, uncertain
about the constancy of gender and may believe, for instance, that if a boy
wears a dress, he changes into a girl, or if a girl wears pants, she changes
into a boy. Between the ages of three and five, the boy learns to label
others correctly according {o conventional cues but stjl] is uncertain
about the constancy of gender, During ages five through seven, the bay
comes to realize that gender remains constant, and this is a part of the
general stabilization of constancies of physical objects—the general pro-
cess of conceptual growth.

Also critical in Kohlberg’s analysis of male seif development is the
boy’s development of sex roje stereotypes which follows the develop-
ment of gender-constant categories. Suggesting that culturally universal
meanings exist for various objects, including the concepts *‘man’’ and
‘woman, >’ Kohlberg goes on to posit universal meanings of gender
roles. He says that boys develop sex role stereotypes not as a direct per-
ception of differences in role models’ behaviors but as a consequence of
perceived sex differences in bodily structures and capacities together
with the general disposition of humans to concrete symbotic thought,

Awareness of generalized genital differences berween the sexes and
the realization that Benitals are the central basis af gender categorization
nypically occurs between the ages of five and seven. Prior to this, how-
ever, there is the development of diffuse masculine-feminine stereotypes
based largely on the meanings of nongenital body imagery (Kohlberg
1966, p. 104). By age five or six, males are awarded greater power,
strength, competence, and status than females. Females, however, are
awarded superior values on nurturance, moral ‘‘niceness,"’ and attrac-
tiveness. Aside from universal correlations made between bodily struc-
tures and symbolic thought, the boy observes differences in both familial
and extrafamiliar values (e. 8., males are more powerful, more competi-
tive, more aggressive, etc.).

The development of these three basic and universal conceptions of
gender role in boys between the ages of three and seven are followed by
the developmeny of sex-typed preferences and values. Before discussing
these aoé?g&m:m. let us summarize briefly the above three develop-
ments (Kohlberg 1966, p-107);

1. During ages three through five, there is the development of dif-

fuse masculine— feminine Stereotypes based largely an nongenital
body imagery.
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2. During ages five and six, there is the development of constant
gender categories. o

3. During ages five through seven, an awareness of genial differ-
ences develops.

If one remembers that the boy's basic sex role concepts develop
from his active interpretation of the social order, which defines the sexes
in universal ways, Kohlberg’s analysis of the development of masculine
values easily can be grasped. He feels that the boy’'s sex role oo:nm_uﬂ and
sex role identity result in masculine or sex-typed values and behaviors.
Why should this occur? From Kohlberg’s perspective, the boy spontane-
ously evaluates self and others. Moreover, the boy also hasa umg.:m,_ ten-
dency to ascribe worth to himself, to seek worth, to make comparisons
between his own worth and that of others, and to evaluate others’ worth
(Kohlberg 1966, p. 108). Axiomatically, those who are seen as similar to
self (other males) will be evaluated more positively than those who are
seen as dissimilar (females). This is so because of the boy’s tendency .S-
ward egocentric evaluation, which also leads the boy to value that which
is identified with self and motivates him to enact or conform to é:mﬂ.nﬁ_.
role persons like himself perform (regardless of the rewards mmmon_mﬁ.n
with the role). Conformity to the male role by a male, from the boy’s
perspective, is seen as morally right, and deviation from the male q.n,ao by
a male is seen as morally wrong. Thus, aside from the ::E.E.m_ . ten-
dency of the boy to identify with similar others (male models), identifica-
tion with male models is seen by the boy as morally correct.

In sumnmary, Lawrence Kohlberg views male sex role development
as being a direct result of sex role identity. After the boy _am.:dm 1o label
himself *‘a boy’” and recognizes constancy in gender omﬂnmo:ww, sex role
learning occurs. Typically, the boy acquires those sex role attitudes, ,._,m_-
ues, and behaviors that society deems appropriate for boys to acquire,
The following aspects of sex role development define the typical process
for boys according to Kohlberg's cognitive developmental perspective:

1. Infancy to age two: The male child hears the label “boy"" and
sees it being applied to self and some others. He also hears Em label
*'girl"* and sees it being applied to some others but not to EBmoﬁ.
2. Somewhere between the ages of two and three, the boy learns his
own gender label (‘I am a boy’’).

3. During the age of three the boy comes to know that some c«rﬁm
are also called “*boys.”” However, he may not correctly discriminate
the sex of others,
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4. Between &o ages three and five the boy learns to label others cor-
rectly according to conventional cues. (He knows that the personisa
boy v.nomzmm a boy wears short hair, trousers, and plays with trucks.)
3. Diffuse Emmnc__s?mnaminn stereotypes also develop during the
age three to five period (girls play with dolls and always wear
dresses).

M. During the ages five and six the development of constancy in gen-
¢r categories occurs. (Even though a little boy pla ith

is still a boy.) YRS i doll, he

7. During Eo ages five through seven the boy develops an aware-

ness of genital differences between the sexes.

8. Following the development of sex role identity, the typical boy

cxpresses a preference for masculine values and behaviors ascribing

worth to himself and similar others

Becoming a Man:
The “‘Developmental’’ Work of Daniel Levinson

The biological male develops a male sex role identity and begins to
€xpress preferences for masculine values and behaviors. Attention de-

>

s.rmw: the individual grows biologically, psychologically, and socially
While _.”rm_.m is not complete agreement over the nature and sequence E.n
the periods and transitions jn the formative stages, it is generally ac-
mmﬁﬁa that ““all lives are governed by common developmental principles
In childhood and adolescence and £0 through a common sequence of de-
velopmental periods’’ (Levinson et al. 1978, P- 3). What had been ne-
glected prior to Levinson et al ' groundbreaking ten-year study was an
mnmammﬂm conception of the life cycle as a whole, In The Seasons of a
Kaz. s Life, Levinson and colleagues present what they say is a “‘more
QQE_.&. picture of development in early and middle adulthood*’ (p.4).1
would like to add to this that the presentation is a detailed picture E... Sn“_.m
adulthood and therefore is quite appropriate for our concerns here.

.—.w begin with, “*becoming a man”’ from the perspective of Levinson
etal., involves qualitatively different periods in male development which
follow sequences. The biological male continues to experience growth
aa.,..m_ov:._mnr and character change following the transition from earl .
childhood to adolescence to early adulthood. In other words, the vanmu_\
male, from birth to death, experiences a life course, which _Emw be de-
fined as **the patterning of specific events, relationships, achievements,
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failures, and aspirations that are the stuff of life" (p. 6). The develop-
mental approach proposed by the authors does not suggest a steady, con-
tinuous stream of development. Instead, Levinson et al. view the human
male life cycle as following an underlying universal pattern with numer-
ous cultural and individual variations which possibly alter and sometimes
even stop the developmental process. Nevertheless, if the process goes
on, it is seen as following basic sequences which are discussed below.

Another critical aspect of the Levinson et al. approach is that there
are ‘‘seasons’’ within the life cycle, and each period of aduit male devel-
opment has its own distinctive character—*‘every season is different
from those that precede and follow it, thouwgh it also has much in common
with them'’ (p. 6). Actually, Levinson et al. feel that seasons are rela-
tively stable, yet dynamic. Change occurs from one season to another
and transitions are seen as necessary for these shifis. Let us now turn our
atrention to the seasons in a typical man’s life, keeping in mind that we
are referring to qualitatively different periods in a male’s development.
We begin with the analytical tool used by Levinson et al. to explore the
sequence of periods in a male’s life—life structure. Life structure is
viewed as “‘the basic pattern or design of a person’s life at a given time’’
{p. 14). It connotes the relationship between the individual and society
and involves three elements:

1. The man’s sociocultural world, which entails placing him within
social contexts such as class, race, family economic system, etc.
2. The man’s self, including his wishes, feelings, cognitions, be-
havior, values, and ideals (both conscious and ronconscious)

3. The man’s participation in his social world, the various roles as-
swmed by him such as father, husband, friend, lover, and the like

In describing this life structure for aman, Levinson, et al. believe that the
most useful components are the choices the man makes and their conse-
quences with respect to the above elements. What does it mean for a man
to choose & particular profession? If I choose to become a corporate exec-
utive, what implications will this have for aspects of my self and for the
way I participate in my social world? Marker events signaling the end of
a season and/or the beginning of a season certainly may be influenced by
choices in the above areas, but often marker events are not due to 2 man’s
voluntary effort or choice. Rather, marker events are involuntary, a
result of such circumstances as war, depression, death of others, illness
of others, etc. Such events cause the man to be pushed into a different
period in the life cycle. While the man, in this instance, has no choice but
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to enter the period, his adaptation to the period will be influenced by how
he has developed previously; both will affect his later life. Specifically,

the periods in a man’s adult development outlined by Levinson et al. are
as follows:

1. Early Adulthood—seventeen to forty

a, Seventeen to twenty-two: Early adult transition (links adoles-
cence to early adulthood)

b. Twenty-two to twenty-eight: Entering the adult world (cre-
ates a first adult-life structure)

¢. Thinty: Transition

d. Thirty-three to forty: Settling down period (builds second
adult structure and reaches end of early adulthood)

Middle Adulthood—forty to sixty

a. Forty to forty-five: The midlife transition (links early and
middle adulthood)

b. Forty-five tofifty: Entering middle adulthood (builds first life
structure for middle adultheod)

¢. Fifty to fifty-five: Age fifty transition (works further on tasks
of midlife transition)

d. Fifty-five to sixty: Culmination of middle adulthood (builds
second middle adult structure)

o]

3. Late Adulthood—sixty plus

a. Sixty to sixty-five: Late adult transition {terminates middle
adulthood and creates basis for starting late adulthood)

Growing out of an intellectual tradition begun by Sigmund Freud,
Carl Jung, Erik Erikson, and others, Levinsan et al. set out to gain a
deeper understanding of male adulthood through the construction of a
systematic conception of the male life cycle. The conception of the male
life cycle is facilitated by an intensive exploratory study of the lives of
forty men from *‘diverse sectors of society’ (p. 9).

What is the nature of each of the *‘seasons’’ of a man’s life? The
typical male derives much of what he brings to the early-adult-transition
period from socialization settings highly supportive of young biological
males’ assumptions of societally sanctioned male sex roles. In many
ways this is quite functional for the first tasks which must be accom-
plished by the early adult male. For example, traits like *‘independence”’
and “‘decisiveness,”” which are nurtured especially in young males dur-
ing childhood, play important roles during the early-adult-transition pe-
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ried. During this period the young male is expected to modify, if notend,
his dependent and nurturing relationships with parents and significant
others as well as groups and institutions which were supportive during
adolescence. He must begin to make choices and preparations for his first
adult male life structure. In our society, traditionally this has meant
*standing up and being a man.”’

While the early-adult-transition period may be somewhat unstable
for our hypothetical young man, he is expected to resolve all of the anxie-
ties, conflicts, and problems associated with the pericd and move on to
the new period, entering the adult world. During this period, beginning
around age twenty-two, the young male is expected to view himself as an
adult with all of the traits society ascribes to as **young adult man.”’
Levinson et al. suggest that societal expectations arg that the male just
entering the adult world should ‘‘hang loose,”” keeping his options open
and avoiding strong commitments (p. 79). If explorations were the only
societal expectations, a young man entering the adult world easily coutd
resolve conflicts and problems with this period of adult development.
However, entering the adult world also means that the young man is ex-
pected to create a stable structure. In addition to ‘‘explorations,” the
young adult male is pressured to ‘‘grow up,’’ set and define goals,
marry, get a job, and, in general, lead a more organized life. Obviously,
the crisis that has 1o be resobved during this period is balancing both ex-
ploration and stabitity in the young adult male’s life structure. Tradition-
ally, the conflict has been resolved by young men actually aitempting to
fulfill the societal expectations of stability as manifested by the propor-
tion of young men who never married.' While this cannot be substanti-
ated here, some male instability during the entering-the-adult-world pe-
riod may be linked to both conflicting societal expectations and early
childhood male socialization, stressing male aggression, violence, domi-
nance and so on.

Levinson et al. see the age-thirty-transition period as *‘a remark-
able gift and burden’” (p. 84). It is a period for working out plans in the
life structure formed during the previous period. Change is characteristic
of this period and men are expected to become more serious and stable

1. In 1970, only 19.1 percent of men 25 10 29 had never married. By 1985, this proponiion
had risen to 38.7 percent. The Bureau of the Census reparts that young people, in general,
are postponing marriage. During Lhe 1960s, the Bureau reports, the median age at first
marriage for men and women rose slowly but has increased dramatically since 1970, with
the median age of first marriage for men and wamen in 1985 being 25.5 years and 23.3
years, respectively (Cutrent Population Reports, Oct. 1985, Population Profile of the
U.S., 1984/85, Special Studies Series, p. 23; No. 150, p. 22}
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with goals set and the means for attaining the goals fulty planned. After
all, this is the end of the preparatory phase in early adulthood.

The settling-down period (ages thirty-three to forty) supposedly fa-
cilitates stability and life satisfaction for males. Change now is seen as
creating much strain and many pressures, because men during this vaao.n_
are expected to anchor their lives more firmly in family, occupation, and
community (p. 140). Working to advance, including building a better
life, becoming more creative, contributing to seciety, and in a nutshell,
fulfitling a dream also are aspects of the settling-down period fashioned
for men by the American social order. Again, stressful aspects of the sex
role men are expected to assume loom as important. Building family and
commaunity ties ¢can create stability for a man, but simultaneous upward
strivings in occupation and society in general may mean that stability in
his life is threatened. Resolving this conflict certainly is no €asy matter
and, perhaps, may only occur with a modification in societal expecta-
tions for adult males during this period.

The midlife-transition period is one in which the man focuses both on
the past and on the future. Because he has begun to recognize his own mor-
tality, our hypothetical man reappraises his past and feels that the time re-
Em.:.:.:m has to be used wisely, Many men during this period begin to ques-
tion their values and beliefs, recognizing that aspects of their lives have
been illusions. Nevertheless, the typical man gradually shifts his focus to
the future, making choices that will modify his existing life structure and
“*provide the central elements for a new one”’ (p. 194). When the choices
and the commitment are made, middle adulthood begins.

The entering-middle-adulthood period is the time when 2 man must
resolve the polarities of young/old, destruction/creation, masculine-

/feminine, and attachment/separateness. Levinson et al. say about these
concepts that:

The four polarities whose resolution is the principal task of
HE-_:.@ individuation are: (1) Young/Old; (2) Destruction/Crea-
tion; (3) Masculine/Feminine; and (4) Attachment/Separateness.
Each of these pairs forms a polarity in the sense that the two terms
represent opposing tendencies or conditions. Superficially, it
would appear that a person has to be one or the other and cannot be
both. _.= actuality, however, the paired tendencies are not mutually
exclusive. Both sides of each polarity coexist within every self.

Regarding the polarities, the midlife man must confront the
young/old polarity within himself, giving up certain youthful qualities
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and retaining and transforming others; he must also recognize and take
responsibility for his destructive actions toward others. Often this is fol-
lowed by creative impulses to bring something into being; to generate;
being confronted with the masculine/feminine polarity, an inheritance
from early male socialization, the man must recognize and integrate the
masculine and feminine in self. Our man must modify his life structures
by forming new relationships with maleness and femaleness. He must
come to recognize that while the masculine is reduced in some ways (de-
cline in physical prowess, ambition, achievement, toughness, etc.), it
may be enhanced in others because of a lesser need 1o inhibit the feminine
(he can care for a younger man without fearing homosexual meanings—
combine work and personal relationships}, and our man must also solve
the problem of finding a balance between the needs of self and society.
Solving this problem means paying more attention to self and becoming
less tyranized by ambitions, dependencies, and passions. It also means
more involvement with others and performing social roles in more re-
sponsible ways such as responding more to the developmental needs of
offspring and other young adults. What is occurring here is an integration
of the attachment/separateness poelarity.

Middle adultthood is followed by the age-fifty-transition period. This
period (ages fifty to fifty-five) is a time when the man continues his
midlife transition. He can experience crises about the character of his life
if this has not been worked out in the midlife-transition period. If our
hypothetical man has not altered the nature of his famiiial relationships or
work life, changes in both may be forthcoming during this time. Levin-
son et al. feel that **it is not possible for the man to get through middle
adulthood without having at least a moderate crisis in either the midlife
transition or the age fifty transition.

The age-fifiy-transition period is followed by the culmination-of-middie
adulthood period (ages fifty-five to sixty}, a time when the man builds a sec-
ond middle adult structure which allows hirmn to complete middle adulthood.
This is a stabler period and often is characterized by self-rejuvenation and
life enrichment. Many men during this time experience great fulfillment,
and if a man has survived the crises which can occur in the age-fifty-
transition period, he can look forward to this rather pleasant experience.

The late-adult-transition period (ages sixty to sixty-five) comes im-
mediately after the culmination of middle adulthoed. During this time a
man finishes all the tasks associated with the previous period and creates
a basis for starting late adulthood. The major tasks to be accomplished
are ending middle adulthood and preparing for late adulthood. Levinson
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et al. feel that this is a significant time for most men, since it is a major
turning point iz the life cycle. The man during this period must be pre-
pared to move from center stage and thus receive less recognition be-
cause he has assumed less responsibility. This can be a traumatic time if
the man does not wisely step aside, allowing his adult offspring and oth-
ers (0 assume major responsibility and authority in the family. Obvi-
ously, similar steps must be followed in the man’s work life lest he be-
comes “‘out of phase’” with his own generation and in conflict with the
new middle-adulthood generation. The man now must find a proper bal-
ance between involvement with society and with self,

If our man can concentrate more on self now, becoming wiser and
using his own inner resources, this season can be full and rich. This is
evidenced by the great works of men like Picasso, Verdi, Freud, and
Jung who entered tate adulthood and made lasting ““wise™* contributions
to society during this time. Near the end of this period, the polarity integ-
rity vs. despair must be reckoned with. A man must appraise his life and
if at all possible find meaning and value—gain a sense of integrity. [f he
does, our man will live his last years without bitterness or despair.

If our man survives various infirmities and chronic illnesses, he will
enter late late adulthood. The chief task of this period is to come to terms
with the process of dying and prepare for his own death. Peace must be
made with dying by the man of this period in order for him to geton with
his Life in late late adulthood, a life where he reaches his ultimate involve-
ment with self—*‘knowing it and loving it reasonably well, and being
ready to give it up’’ (Levinson et al. 1978, p. 39).

In sum, male socialization, from Levinson et al.’s perspective, in-
volves the development of the self and the acquisition of knowledge,
skills, and so on throughout the entire life of a man. Male socialization
means that a given biological male develops numerous selves (even core
ones) which undergo transitions from one self to another. Male socializa-
tion also refers to the fact that the acquisition of skills and knowledge is
an ongoing process with various periods in the male life cycle dictating
that men acquire certain kinds of skills and knowledge which can be used
to construct an appropriate life structure. This process continues unti] the
man reaches the time for which he prepares in late adulthood—death.

Becoming a *‘Guy'":
Albert Bandura's Social Learning Perspective

One of the most important periods in the lives of many males is ado-
lescence. It is a time when most young males experience at least rudimen-
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tary development of many ‘‘masculine’” traits which 3: undergo _.oman-
ment later during early adulthood. Traits suchas aoﬁpsmann., aggression,
competitiveness, and even violence often begin to appear in the behav-
iors of many male adolescents. While these traits may rm.fw _uwn,: mz.omna
unsystematically in early and late male childhood cmwme.:.:,, itisin mn_m-
lescence that they become systematic and purposive. While these quali-
ties may not be readily apparent, frequently they are manifesied by ado-
lescent males’ overconforming ‘‘masculine’’ behaviors. Why do
adolescent males behave in ways which frequently are thought 1o be dys-
functional for society and for themselves? Why is such destructive be-
havior so pervasive among male adolescents? o o
A popular view of adolescence in Western societies is that _.a is a pe-
riod of stress and strain, and this is the cause of much inappropriate mate
adolescent behavior. This may be true; however, the social learning pet-
spective offers us a more systematic way of 3@&5 :o,i males going
through adolescence become guys. To begin with, in the view of the chief
proponent of social learning theory, Albert Bandura, :oxnnﬁ: for ele-
mentary reflexes, people are not equipped with inborn repertoires of ﬁ.un-
haviors’” (1977, p. 16). Bandura does recognize, however, that the _,,,,_o-
logical is important. He says, ‘‘Genetics and :Q,Eo:nm mE.wQ. n_dm_nmu
development which in turn can influence behavioral moﬁn:&:._wm (p.
16). Accordingly, while the biological male is born with _umrmﬁ.”.vnw,_ po-
tentialities, these atone do not explain behavior. It is Ech-,. Ew:. inter-
action with experiential influences that male social behavior is deter-
mined. .
Cognition is a critical element in the determination of behavior.
While some approaches to learning by response consequences ,mcmmnmﬂ
responses are shaped automatically by their consequences Aww__oc mma
Baer 1978; Skinner 1974; Burgess and Akers 1966), Bandura's wonmm_
learning approach emphasizes cognition as wa_uozmn.ﬁ in most social
learning. While it may be possible that some relatively simple actions are
modified by their consequences without awareness of the response-
stimulus consequences connection, Bandura feels that the oomz_:wa ca-
pacities of hurnans enable them to profit significantly from experience.
Because humans are cognitive, response consequences serve {wo other
functions in addition to automatic strengthening of responses: (1) they
impart information, and (2) they motivate through Enosaﬁm.
In learning by response consequences during early childhood, m:m
male child learns to respond in various ways 10 his environment ?;:.nr
includes others). At the same time he is learning to respond, the male child
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also becomes aware of the effects hig Tesponses produce. When e ob-
m@?.om Enm.n effects, he then develops hypotheses about the *‘appropriar

ness ,.om his responses which serve a5 information used to mcmnmﬂmmﬂh o
behavior, If hig hypotheses are accurate, this leads g successfiyl _.wcw
Mmances, bt if they are inaccurate, this leads to unsuccessfu| WM_.wM?
Mmances. When the male chiig ’s performances are successful, cognitiong
his cognitions HmmaEm to them are weakened. Thus, our male child } .
to be a boy/guy when he behaves as 3 boy/guy, because he learns EMWH_M

1977, p.18). Ing given Situation, onr potential ““gyy behaves in a way

Eoﬂr Moreover, Bandura feels that the concept ‘‘response Strengthen-
Ing " Is appropriate to yse in describing the effects 01 a response of reip-
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Learning by response consequences isonly une aspect of Bandura's
social learning approach to male socialization. A second aspect of social
learning theory is learning through modeliing. Bandura feels that this is
the process through which most human behavior is learned. By observing
others the young male gets ideas about how new behaviors are per-
formed, which later serve to guide his behaviors. The boy is socialized
by this process because modeling has a direct influence on learning due to
its information function. The symbolic representations of the modeled
activities acquired by the boy during exposure 1o the model serve to in-
form him as to what performances society or significant others deem ap-
propriate. Bandura conceptualizes observational learning as being gov-
erned by four processes: attentional processes, retention processes,
motor reproduction processes, and motivational processes. It should be
pointed out that the processes involved in observational learning are quite
complex and involve response information conveyed in a variety of
ways. Yet, the basic modeling process is the same regardless of whether
behavior is conveyed through words, pictures, or live action.

Bandura’s most impressive discussion of the social learning process
is learning through modeling. People do not learn only from the conse-
quences of their own behavior. In fact, mosz of our behavior is learned by
observing the behaviors of others and the consequences of those behav-
iors for others. We do not have to make needless error or engage in tre-
mendous amounts of trial-and-error behaviors; instead, we learn obser-
vationally via modeling, which is governed by attentional processes,
retention processes, motor reproduction processes, and motivational
processes.

Following social learning theory, then, young males learn much of
their social behavior by paying attention to or observing the behaviors of
older male models—thus, artentional processes. While much of this ob-
servation is casual and direct observation of older males’ behaviors in
everyday social interaction, symbolic modeling is another source of so-
cial learning. Young males acquire many attitudes, emotional responses,
and behaviors through television, films, and a variety of visual media.

One does not have to believe that there is a **natural tendency’ to-
ward male egocentric (as in cognitive developmental theory) preference
m sex role identity to understand why young males learn to engage in sex-
typed behavior. From Bandura’s social learning perspective, young
males come to differentially vaiue older males’ behavior primarily be-
cause they see male behaviors as engaging, influential, and appropriate.
This differential valvation of male and fermale behavior is both promoted
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and supported by formal and informaj support systems in the society
(Block 1983). In addition, young males are instructed both formally and
informally that these are the precise behaviors (e.g., behaviors which are
independent, self-reliant, strong willed) which society says are appropri-
ate for them to adopt. Given this information, coupled with society’s dif-
ferential valuation of adult male/female behaviors, almost axiomaticatly
young males give greater attention to the behaviors of adult male
modeis—both direct behaviors and symbolic behaviors,

If the young male is o adequately learn the male sex role, not only
must he selectively observe older male models’ behaviors, and therefore
give them greater attention, but he also must selectively retain the older
male models’ behaviors. In other words, it is important for the young
male not only to pay attention to male behaviors that **guys’ engage in,
but he must also remember these behaviors—thus, the importance of re-
tention processes. This implies that young males in al! like}ihood develop
male-oriented representational systems. !

Bandura feels that observational learning relies mainly on imaginai

and verbal representational systems related to retention. First of all, im-
aginal systems emerge because exposure (0 and emphases on male model|
behaviors eventually lead to enduring and retrievable images of modeled
performances (Bandura 1977, P- 25). The young males’ images of cer-
tain situations can be mentally called up later, when the situations are ot
physically present. The second representational systern identified by
Bandura is verbal. According to him, most of the cognitive processes that
regulate behavior are primarily verbal rather than visual, Labels are
given for behaviors, and this facititates the retention of behaviors, More-
over, the boy can mentally rehearse adult male behaviors, thus visualiz-
ing himself performing the sex role appropriate behavior,

A third component that Bandura feels is critical in social learning
through modeling is moror reproduction processes. This component rec-
ognizes the necessity for the boy to be able to organize his responses spa-
tially and temporarily with the modeled behavior. In addition to cogni-
tively organizing his response, the boy must be able to physically initiate
the behavior, monitor it, and refine it from information feedback. If any
of these response components are lacking, the boy’s behavioral Tepro-
duction will be faulty. Such faulty behavioral reproductions are quite fre-
quent, for example; in boys’ early efforts to be regular *‘guys’” in boys’
peer groups, Through self-correction adjustments from peer group infor-
mational feedback, the boy refines his performance of the mate/guys role
in social interaction. Moreover, he may begin to focus more on the seg-
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ments of the role that he has learned only partially, which may also en-
his performance. o , .
:m:nm _mmw_,mum is to occur through modeling it is also __Bvczmnw Hwa”_ %“M
modeled behavior is favored over other forms of cowwa%ﬁﬂmmﬁﬂm M_ m: o
iors which result in outcomes vajuabdle 1o .
adopt those behaviors whic pen. 1 e
¥ i raluable to a boy, he wi
outcomes of models’ behaviors are va | e
i iors than if the outcomes are perce
more likely to adopt the behaviorst f the o &
i ishi al processes are Cr
rding or punishing. Thus, motivaion cesses
M”HMM_:@:S@Q the social learning process in male social %_Nm:o%._“m J ”.mmm_.m
i ining desired responses from behav
model is seen as repeatedly obtaining . \dehaving us
" le obhserver is taught 10 reprocu
A heis mﬂm hen he fails and rewarded when
ior. When he tries, he is *‘prompted when he fails and r :
”M<m_m_mnmoam ** Bandura concludes that all of this quite _:wch_nmaw%mc_
. ’ ses. Finally, failure to learn by model-
servers to match models’ responses , e s fn by moder
i ] hing behavior, may result from
ing, as manifested by matc 1 . om oL e
iviti tely coding modele
ing the relevant activiiles, Emamﬂ:m. s for
””mEoQ representalism, failing to retain Er_ﬁ was ~ow~_.wna, vrwm_nﬂ ,\__w
ability to perform, experiencing insufficient incentives (Bandura ,

p. 29).

Becoming a *‘Dude’’: . ,
George _M_ Mead’s Symbolic Interaction Perspective
““Mind can never find expression and could =n<n._.. have Mo_sm,v_mhao
existence at all, except in terms of a socia! environment AZ_M: mEE.% .
223}. Symbolic interactionists like Oquwn Wrgwwa,n”m ?:amaa:ﬁ._
. i hers feel that ther
hn Hewitt, Gregory Stone, and ot , ! : ;
MMQW-wrwwwo_ommnE impulses or needs basic to social aw:mw_mq m”a mMM Mw
izati i Mead (p. 228}, include the s
nization. Examples, according to the
M.mwoacn:cn and parental impulses. But the nature and the onw_._wﬂ:“ &w the
umwwn__.m essentially ''social. " On the nature of the seif, Mead states:

Self-consciousness involves the wz&ﬁ.n_cm,_ _.uMno_:,;ﬁnm M“ %W_ﬂp
i i titudes of other individuals tow
to himself by taking the av ; : vidu: ward hirr-
ithi i f social relationships, a

self within an organized setting o | ips. tun
less the individual had thus become an object to himself ”M ,Moowm_
not be self-conscious or have a self at all. Apan ?.o:._:_ social
interactions with other individuals, he would %2 qm_ﬁﬁw _“aﬂ Wacc_a

“subjective’’ fhis experience to himselt, and h
or ‘*subjective’’ contents o ) 1 he could

i h, that is, as an in .

ome aware of himself as such, . a
_mmwmwﬂo merely by means or in terms of these contents of his experi

ence. (Pp. 225-26)
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With this poi i
by 15 Wo:: m:, Amumnwa 1t should be easy to grasp the symbolic inter
o mwo Emvno:{n s basic .a_n::.n that the self is not present at birth, but
mﬁmwanz.o:n M_Wnﬂmm_mm mon_a experiences and activity, in essence ,8__2.&
- dymbolic interactionism su . )

cussed earl: i \ ggests, as the perspectives dis-
O nﬂ”mnm the social environment plays a critical role Eﬁhw_o mwon__m

- What is the nature of male socialization from a symbolic interac

From Cooley's point of view, the nature of this self consists of feel-
ings toward the self. To be sure, self development is accompanied by
reflexive affective experiences (e.g., feelings of pride or mortification],
but Mead feels such experiences do not explain the origins of the self
(1934, p. 173). Instead, the self is lodged in the cognitive. According to

tion perspective? How do biological males become *‘dudes’’? Mead, the self *‘lies in the internalized conversation of gestures which
The process by which a biological male bec o dudes . . constitutes thinking, or in terms of which thought or reflection proceeds.

ent from the process by which biological _o mes a dude s no differ- And hence the origin and foundation of the self, like those of thinking,
males. Tobe sure, the outcome of the n_nmmia_._..mrnm _uoﬂwa.n other social are social’” (p. 173). The pature of the self from this perspective is ex-
may describe a male person who behaves ano ~mm.m_ﬂn:mcm ofa “‘dude” plored below, but first let us review a concept developed by sociologist
from many other males, yet the social ﬁnoommmmmn ey different ways W. 1. Thomas which also plays an important role in symbolic interac-

are the same as the ones producing other social s producing the *‘dude’ tion approach to male socialization—"**definition of the situation.”

typical traditional middie-class American SMW .—mﬂm fes, mo._. nxm@u_n, the W. 1. Thomas (1863-1947), another easly proponent of symbolic
structed and refined form of self-expression ,u.,,___. Macan y moﬂm:w con- interactionism, felt that the individual and society were in constant con-
tures manifesting emotionlessness, fearlessn _n_ may consist of pos- flict because individuals were pleasure-secking while society con-
toughness, and detachment, is cE.: using EMmM. @ oofness, secureness, strained the individual. A main goal of the society is to resolve conflicts
upper-middle-class corporate executive’s, wh e Emn:m:_m_.am as the between it and persons who pursue their own selfish interests. From this
the tenets of the Protestant ethic.? Let :m, o.m% behavior mu:oém all of perspective, society (consisting of such agencies as the family, the
consider mechanisms in male church, the community) exists *‘to define situations’” for individuals, On

socialization designated b ic i
: . y the symbolic interaction perspecti i
ning %hﬁm: early contribution by saciologist Q._m_._nwvw v%“MWn B
lenge _.,MM MM W Cooley ( _‘mm? 1929) was one of the first mnramwmﬂm chal-
ic and lay circles on the issue of biological u._.::mnw in hu

an individual level, Thomas felt that “definition of the situation’” is ¢
phase of examination and deliberation prior to self-determined acts. Us-
ing subjective facts of experience, the individual arrives at a decision o
act or not to act along a given line. Analysis of male behavior from this

man nature. Consciousness and self- : L

action, according to Cooley. M. OMMM”ME.M.%M ﬂﬂq._mn out of .n..oo_m_ inter- point of view must take into account the definition of the situation as it
nature as manifested in the self develops mrwon hs iy ._M__nq.wunnn_<w. :E..:m: : exists objectively (in terms of societal constraints regarding male behav-
primary group. Primary groups such as the m.“_m 3402 interaction with a : jor) and as it exists subjectively (as defined by the male involved).

the neighbors are thought to be responsible fo : ﬂ the play group, and , Both Cooley’s and Thomas” ideas have contributed much to the sym-
unity and social nature, both of which are refle -MM e individual's social _. bolic interactionist perspective on socialization and are very much evi-
the *“looking-glass self.”” The locking-glass woﬂ. in what Ooo_.m« called . dent in contemporary discussions of the topic. Their contributions as
appraisal of others and has three aspects whi consists of the imagined _ well as those of George H. Mead (1863-1931) will be discussed as a sym-

pects which can be used to describe the . bolic interaction approach to male socialization.

male self in the following way:
Because the biological male’s self is derived from his interaction

with others, it is important to examine precisely how such interaction

H. \H_FHO_._W_H mam 1 : .
gination a given male
results in male self-development. To begin with, gaining a sense of male

others (both female and male). perceives how he appears to

2. The male also imagi .

. SO im, . . e ) .

3. The male nxunznwm_zm.w gi others judge his appearance. selfhood oceurs only when the individual male is capable of carrying ona

ing upon how others .an mo.::mm of pride or mortification depend- . conversation of significant gestures with himself using individual others

- Judge his appearance. in the beginning, and later, the generalized other, *‘Conversation of sig-

2. This definiti " _ nificant gestures’” refers to participation in communication whereby the

nition of *'cool dude"” is adapted from Richard Majer’s pa : o - g PENETI P P BT : 4

paper entitled “*Cool gestures an individual makes 10 others are also indicated to himself re-

Pose a5 a Cultural Si o
gnature,
sulting in the same response being called out in self as is called out in
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others, il i
mﬂﬁ:&“ﬂ.&@wmam .:_m_ mﬂ_:q to carry on this conversation of significant
tsinctively human as evidenced b
the developm f
8uage. Language is felt to const igni d bich have i
Itute significant gestures whj
same effect on those makin o whom e ore
g them as they have on tho
addressed or who res i len whea oy 2rE
pond. For example, in some ci
! . rcles when a youn
MM__M _.n,moa 1o another young male as a “‘dude,"’ he experiences _:nwmm-:m
g.m::ww ow ooa:mmw. toughness, confidence, and so on that his Jabel
g5 out in the *‘dude.’” On the concept of language, Mead states:

HLWHHWCNW@ 1n its yﬁ_m::_ﬁmuz sense 1s :—m.w COON_ e :.:0 ;.—_ O:
W -] 1

Conceivably through others’
: . use of the word ‘‘boy** SCri
male child, and with the chilg 's gradual ability to u oy and o

scribed below.

Rzaﬂg&a Mon.mm:.q.m:o: is facilitated by a long period of male infant de
nice during which his attention is foc i ‘
. used on the social environme
that provides Suppert, nourishment, warmth, and protection, The ::,m””
H . . . !
m:%wm:ﬂﬁ?ﬂm s__“__n% his environment (usually his family) can vno&%.
» the child’s gestures must call out jn hi in-
cluding correspondin. e cqpeaponses, i
g vocal ones, made to him by th i in hj
oud ones, Y the caregivers in his
e HMMH__HMM mmﬁ”_.wnn:n_ ”mm this ability, the male infant stimulates himself
TS the caregivers make. This reaction i i i
o0vo ‘ . : . onin a given situa-
tion is determined by the social environment, which means :Wﬂ the Emwn

g
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infant’s social environment determines what responses the infant stimu-
lates in himself and in others. It should be remembered that such re-

sponses and stimulations are quite incomplete and immature. Neverthe-
less, it is this rudimentary process involving interaction with others out
of which the child gradually develops a self and thus becomes a social
being. In describing much of what goes on during this period, Mead
writes:

Its earliest function, in the instance of the infant, is effective

adjustment to the little society upon which it has so long to depend.
The child is for a long time dependent upon moods and emotional
attitudes. How quickly he adjusts himself to this is a continual sur-
prise. He responds to facial expressions earlier than to most stimuli
and answers with appropriate expressions of his own before he
makes responses that we consider significant. He comes into the
world highly sensitive to this so-called “*mirmic gesture,’” and he
exercises his earliest intelligence in his adaptation to his social en-
vironment. . . . In the normal child, the vocal gesture arouses in
himself the responses of his elders through their stimulation of his
own parental impulse and later of other impulses, which in their
childish form are beginning to ripen in his central nervous system.
These impulses find their expression first of all in tones of voice
and later in combinations of phonetic elements which become ar-
ticulate speech as they do in the vocal gesture of the talking birds.,
The child has become, through his own impulses, a parent to him-
self. (1934, pp. 368-69)

I and me: Phases of the male self. Once the male child has developed
some facility with language, socialization proceeds quite rapidly. As a
part of male socialization, male self development is dependent on the
young male’s ability to carry on a conversation of significant gestures.
This ability enables him to becormne an object unto himself.

Actually, these components are considered to be distinguishable
phases of the self as “*I"’ and ‘*me’" and are seen as separate but belong-
ing together (Mead 1934, p. 178). The **T"* is that with which we identify
ourselves. *‘I"’ am a man who is attempting to communicate witk a
reader at this particular time. The *‘I'’ is the subject aspect of the self as
process, while the ‘*me’’ is the object aspect of the self. The *‘I"* aspect
of self responds to the ‘“‘me’’ aspect of self. ‘[ talk to myself, and I re-
mesmber what [ said. . . . The 'I’ of this moment is present in the ‘me’ of
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During the play stage, which Mead distinguishes as one of two in the
full development of the self, the young maie’s self is made up of an orga-
nization of specific attitudes held by others toward himself and toward
each other in specific social acts in which he participates. For example, a
boy in the play stage of self development who interacts with other mem-
bers during a family celebration is capable of assuming the attitude to-
ward himself of each with whom he comes in contact. He can take the
role of each specific other, and he can organize the specific attitudes to-
ward himself and the ones of the others toward each other in the specific
acts in which he and the others panticipate. Still, however, full develop-
ment of the self has not occurred and awaits the game stage.

Self development for the social male reaches a peak when he enters
the game stage. This third stage in the full development of the male seif
consists not only of the male’s organization of specific attitudes of others
toward self, but also the male’s organization of the social attitudes of the
generalized other or the group as a whole of which he is a member.
“Only insofar as he takes the attitudes of the organized social group to
which he belongs toward the organized cooperative social activity or set
of such activities in which that group as such is engaged does he develop a
complete self or possess the sort of complex self he has developed”’
(Mead 1934, p. 155).

If we want to understand how social groups, communities, and the
like exert control over the individual male, it is important to recognize
that it is in the social process, generalized other, that the group influences
male behavior, Let us look at an exanple as it relates to the late adoles-
cent and young adult male becoming, in popular parlance, a *‘dude.™

The influence of the peer group on male socialization during adoles-

cence is weil documented. While this influence often runs counter (o pre-
vailing cultural norms and values (as was pervasive in America in the
1960s and 1970s}, most peer-group influence is decidedly congruent
with coltural values and norms (Reich 1970), Astin et al, (1984) have
noted the distinctive cultural influence of peer groups in the 1980s toward
conformity and tenets of the Protestant ethic with its emphasis on capital-
ism.

Developing alongside these peer influences embracing cultural atti-
tudes and beliefs fostering conformity are those peer groups that embrace
“‘cool”” postures mentioned eartier. How is this possible? It is possible
because of typical adolescent and early adult males’ abilities to reflect on
themselves from the roles of generalized others as well as take the roles
of generalized others toward peer groups as a whole, their individual
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roles do they assume? My response to your probable question is
that these men have not made the impact on American society that
Black males have made, nor has society constructed specific strate-
gies for meting out resources to these men, Men inthe above ethnic
groups usually find themselves assuming either the White mascu-
line role or the Black masculine role. For these men, socioece-
nomic variables usually determine which masculine role model is

assumed. (Franklin 1984, p. 45)

Based on societal expectations for Black males and white males in
American society, the Black male sex role and the white male sex role are
defined as follows: the Black male sex role refers to a ser of expectations
and behaviors which emphasize physical strength, submission and domi-
nance of women, angry and impulsive behavior, Junctional relationships
berween women and men, antifemininity, and strong male bonding; the
white male sex role is defined as a ser of expectations and behaviors
which emphasize male dominance, male competition, maie violence, the
work ethic, and antifemininiry. Let us examine how one of these two sex
roles becomes a constantly constructed feature of most American men’s
lives. A glance at some of the agents responsible for the development and
maintenance of male socialization should contribute to an understanding
of this process. The agents of socialization to be discussed are divided

into those formally charged with the responsibility for male sex role so-
cialization and those that have informal (and often latent) responsibility.

Purposeful Agents of Male Socialization

Each newborn male in society is expected to undergo a lengthy
learning process to acquire appropriate male behaviors. Responsibility
for this process historically lay with such societal agents as the family,
religious institutions, educational institutions, the mass media, and ado-
lescent and young adult male peer groups. A discussion of the roles of
these agents in male socialization is presented in this section. Let us begin

with the family.

The family. The family is a vital agent involved in teaching males appro-
priate attitudes and behaviors. From the moment the newborn is identi-
fied as male, a set of cultural expectations unfolds dictating what behav-
jors may and may not be displayed. The agent charged with initial
vesponsibility for insuring sex role conformity with societal expectations
is the famnily. Studies have suggested (¢.g., Schau etal. 1980, and Fuand
Leach 1980) that if the newborn is male, rather rigid cultural expecta-
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consistent with our contention that male sex role socialization tends to
he more restrictive than female scx role socialization, especially early
in life. A final study which is instructive on this point is one by Eisen-
berg et al. (1985). In this study of mothers' and fathers’ socializationof
one- and two-year-olds’ sex-typed play behaviors, several findings are
notable. On the variables *‘parental choice of toys'" and “*parental rein-
forcement,”’ parents of boys tended to choose neutral and masculine
toys more than feminine 10ys, while parents of girls chose neutral toys
more than the other two types. However, once parents had chosen toys
for their children, they did not differentially reinforce them erneutrally
respond to them for sex-typed or other-sex play. Eisenberg et al. con-
cluded that *“apparently, in the home, parents exert influence over their
young children's play primarily via their selection of available toys™
(p. 1512). Thus, parenial opportunity to select and influence behavior
may be a preferred method of socializing children’s sex-typed behav-
jor. Another finding from Eisenberg et al.’s study of interest is that par-
ents reduced positive feedback for children’s toy play with age, **Par-
ents provided less positive feedback (and thus more neutral feedback}
at age 26 to 33 months than at 19 to 26 months’” (p. 1512). The reduc-
tion in parental reinforcement of play with age of the child occurred
only for other-sex play activities, not neutral or sex-typed behaviors.
This means that boys in all likelihood are aided in the development of
gender constancy by continued parental reinforcement of sex-type play
throughout childhood.
Findings regarding differential parental treatment by sex of child
seern to be mixed at this point. Definite conclusiens about differential
parentai behaviors by sex of child await further rescarch. However, dif-
ferentiated parental reinforcement may not be necessary for the develop-
ment of sex differentiated behavior in children. Simply attending to be-
havior differentially may be enough. Consider a study by Fagot and
Hagan et al. (1985). This study of thirty-four children in infant play
groups revealed no sex differences in assertive acts and atfempts to com-
municate verbaily with adults at ages 13 to 14 months, However, the au-
thors observed learning center teachers attending more to boys’ assertive
behaviors and more 1o girls less infense communication attempis. The
result was that eleven months later twenty-pine of the same children ex-
hibited sex differentiated behavior: boys were more assertive und girls
talked more with aduits. Thus, caregivers seemed to be responsible, in
part, for the development of boys® and girls’ sex differentiated behavior
by guiding infant behaviors in stereotypical directions.
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the boys no longer used it. Phillips concluded: ‘' Boys’ play was prepar-
ing them for future work roles that would consist of the networks of com-
petitively based groups necessary for success and achievement in the
work place’” (Franklin 1984, p. 43},

Jeanne Block’s (1981) summary of the effects of sex-differentiated
socialization in educational institutions suggests that male socialization
in the education institution {which encourages curiosity, independence,
initiative, etc.) extends male experiences, while female socialization in
the educational institution (which discourages exploration, emphasizes
class supervision, stresses proprieties, etc.) restricts the experiences of
fermales. While some changes in the educational institution have oc-
curred in recent years, males and females still have sex-differentiated ex-
periences throughout their tenures in educational institutions.

Religious institutions. Almost as influential in teaching males to assume
the male sex role is another agent, the retigious institution. The only rea-
son the religious institution does not assume a more critical role in male
socialization is that the typical child does not spend an inordinate amount
of time in religious settings. The time that is spent, however, generally is
time when gender distinctions are emphasized. Such distinctions, within
Christianity for example, are seen as divinely inspired in that they sup-
port the ideal relationship between husband and wife. On this point, Pa-
wricia M. Lengermann and Ruth A. Wallace (1985, p. 239) state that call-
ing for sex role equality, questioning patriarchy, and critiquing
traditional male dominance and female submissiveness in marriage and
family life are antithetical to the divine plan as visualized by many Chris-
tians. Such a posture on the part of religious agents supports traditional
sex roles against gender equality . Inthe 1980s with the rise of evangelical
Christian movements and retrenchment in Roman Catholicism, we can
only conclude that the refigious institutions in the United States remain
staunchly supportive of traditional female and male sex roles.

Support for the above position is seen in *‘God Goes Back to Col-
lege,” an article appearing in Newsweek’s *‘On Campus’” edition, No-
vember 1986. Noting the fervor with which coltege students on cam-
puses across the nation (those mentioned included Brown University,
Arizona State University, University of lllinois—Champaign-Urbana,
University of Texas, Duke University, Washington University, and
Northwestern University) are embracing fundamentalist religious be-
liefs. Two striking implications for sex role changes are discussed. These
implications center around a great deal of sentiment among religious
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certainly they learn that these same behaviors are expected of them by
significant others in everyday situations. After all, parental brokering,
approval, support, and reinforcement by early age peer groups function
to inform the boy of the importance of this early socialization agent.
An early study by Fling and Manosevitz (1972) on male socializa-
tion found that young males are encouraged to participate in activities
that teach and reinforce male stereotyped roles. There is little reason to
think that such participation has declined in the 1980s. Interestingly,
peer-group influence over males tends to decline as the young male ap-
proaches late adolescence. While in late childhood and early adoles-
cence, male peer groups are quite influential in boys learning competi-
tiveness, aggression, violence, and antifemininity, young males also
learn that they must become independent, self-reliant, and detached from
the peer group. This latter socialization, in a sense, prepares young males
for the role which must be assumed in aduithood, a role which minimizes
male-male relationships. Yet, adolescent peer groups, for most males,
are kinds of references groups providing information which the sixteen-
or seventeen-year-old male actively filters, alters, and modifies to fit his
own perspective. Typically, peer group information, standards, and val-
ues are some variant of those from other socialization agents, including
nonpurposive ones discussed in the next section. Most young males ex-
perience a kind of socialization which teaches them societally approved
sex rojes, dysfunctional ones as well as functional ones.

The mass media. Mass media influences on sex role socialization are
thought by many to be critical in the development and support of sex role
stereotypes specifically and sex role inequality generally. The link be-
tween sex role stereotypes and sex role inequality is a direct one. Sex role
stereotypes (expectations about and attitudes toward the sexes) lead 10
sex role inequality (inequitable actions toward a person based on the sex
of that person). This linkage is consistent with findings in social psycho-
logical literature suggesting that stereotypes are beiter predictors of be-
havior than of attitudes.

Yet, how do sex role stereotypes relate 10 mule socialization? Recall-
ing that male socialization is a dual process, involving male self develop-
ment and the learning of societal *‘shoulds™ and “*should nots™’ for
males, one can see that much male socialization actually involves learn-
ing conceptions of males’ ““make-up’* and “‘places’’ and females’
“‘make-up”” and ‘‘places.’’ Undoubtedly, the mass media play critical
roles in this process. When females in television commercials usually
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Yet, all is not progress in the 1980s on the issue of sex role equality
in the mass media in America. For example, in an anatysis of sex role
stereotyping in the Sunday comics, Sarah Brabant {(1976) found that
males and females were overwhelmingly portrayed in stereotypical
roles. Ten years later, Brabant, along with colleague Linda Mooney,
finds minimal change in the portrayal of males and females jn the Sunday
comics. In fact, the authors are moved to state:

Given that a cultural analysis of sex roles focuses on the shared
meanings individuals use in their interactions, and that develop-
ment of these symbolic meanings are, in part, dependent upon the
mass media, it is especially disappointing to empirically document
the continued depiction of a male-dominated society and the deval-
wation of women in everyday life. How far have women come? If
Blondie, Gladys, and Alice are indicators, not very far at all.

(P. 148)

Brabant and Mooney’s findings are especially important in light of those
from Sanik and Stafford’s (1985) study of adolescents’ contributions fo
household production. They found significant differences beiween fe-
males and males in the amount of time spent on household work in two-
parent, two-child families; adolescent females clearly spent more time
doing household work. Because first- and second-born boys and girls did
not differ on any of the exploratory variables and their responses to inde-
pendent variables were similar, Sanik and Stafford concluded that the
higher participation in household work by females was due to the expec-
tation placed on adolescents. A final statement by Sanik and Stafford on
their findings underscores the necessity for media progress on the issue
of sex role equality: *‘Until we witness equality in the sharing of work in
the home during adolescence, we are not likety to witness it in the lives of
husbands and wives of tomorrow’” {p. 214).

Still, it is difficult to imagine significant changes in the mass media
regarding the issue of sex role equality beyond employing token women
in middle level positions, with minimal change in policy and philosophy
on gender issues. Even when gender issues reach masses of people, often
they take on an extremely negative tone. New York magazine senior edi-
tor Rhoda Koenig’s September 1986 article in Vogue magazine entitled
“*How to Change a Man'' is a case in point. Koenig begins her article
with an acknowledgment of the existence of Men's Studies courses in
what she says is *‘about a hundred colleges.™ Having some contact (it is

not clear if all or some is face-to-face) with Robert Brannon {The Forty-
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teach males conceptions of themselves, other males, and what males
should and should not do. Some of these agents are male-centered bar-
bershops, sports events, taverns, and business meetings, where primar-
ily males engage in social interaction. These are the same agents forming
the core of men’s culture which were discussed inchapter 2. In this chap-
ter, two latent socialization consequences of the above agents are empha-
sized: (1) indirect socialization of young mates and (2) reinforcement and
support of traditional conceptions of the male sex role.
With some exceptions {e.g., unisex hair salons), male barbershops,
topless taverns, male~-dominated business meetings, sports events, and
the like function as social settings/negotiation conte xts where men nego-
tiate masculinity. While the negotiation of masculinity is a complex pro-
cess involving numerous contextual and social psychological variables,
the emphasis here is on the process used by men in certain seftings (©
arrive at conceptions of who men are and how men should and should not
behave. At the same time, they also form conceptions about persons who
are not men and masculine—wosmen and others perceived as feminine.
The **particulars’’ of masculinity negotiations in various social set-
tings will not be discussed here; however, a broad description of such
processes includes verbal and nonverbal behavior by male participants in
social settings which define appropriate male attitudes and behaviors, In
such settings as barbershops and maie-centered sports events, frequently
young, impressionable males are present during the negotiation process.
The young males learn not only what behaviors are expected from the
primary male participants, but also the attitudes that they should hold
about the negotiation process and what outcomes from the negotiation
process are most desirable. For example, a young male attending a pro-
fessional football game learns not only that the mere *‘manly’’ team
wins—the team that is more competitive, more aggressive subdues—but
also how he is to respond to such characteristics. The young boy leaves
the stadium knewing that dominance is a desirable trait for men to have.
After all, an entire group of men have just been rewarded by a host of
other men for displaying the dominance trait. Just as important, too, for
the young boy is the low esteem many others hold for the losing team—
the one that has been subdued.

Young boys generally do not go to topless taverns where women are
seen in various stages of undress. Neverthetess, masculinity negotiations
and male socialization are features of such settings. Men receive support
and reinforcement from other men for certain behaviors they display.
The swaggers, the yells, the obscenities, the sexual references all be-



