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The rise of women’s history during the past three decades has led to major innovations in the

writing of history. The uncovering of forgotten and repressed histories, the development of

new means of analysing historical processes centred around the category of ‘gender’, and the

formulation of fundamental critiques of the epistemological assumptions of historiography all

represent the fruits of research efforts made during these years. This session presents work in

one of the most recent fields of inquiry that have opened up in the course of this process of

historiographical innovation: the historicisation of masculinity.1 The seven papers presented

here aim, in various ways, to provide deeply historicised accounts of the representations and

practices of masculinity in the history of politics, the military and war in the long nineteenth

and the twentieth century. This is a field in which the introduction of a gender perspective

focusing on masculinity might prove most provocative and stimulating for empirical and

theoretical discussion.

The study of masculinity as a historical phenomenon is largely an outgrowth of the

introduction of ‘gender’ as a category of historical analysis.2 Not only has the development of

the concept of gender helped to shift the focus from ‘women’ to socially and culturally

constructed notions of sexual difference, it has also facilitated the analysis of men and

masculinity as profoundly historical phenomena. By defining sexual difference as socially and

culturally constructed, the concept of gender has allowed scholars to make men and

masculinity legitimate objects of historical analysis – a status historians long managed to

avoid by taking refuge in the seemingly timeless universals of ‘Man’ and ‘Mankind’. The

historical study of masculinity is an innovation that has resulted from the development of

gender history out of women’s history. This does not imply, however, that women’s history or

gender history have therefore been superseded. The perspectives they have brought to the fore

are of crucial importance to the development of this new line of inquiry. This session intends

to place the history of masculinity squarely within the field of gender history. It seeks to apply

theories and methods developed in gender history to the analysis of masculinity, while at the



same time reflecting critically on the extent to which the history of masculinity requires a

special theoretical and/or methodological apparatus and focus within gender history.

Thus while the history of masculinity can fruitfully build on insights produced by

gender history, it also explores the limitations of earlier work. Women’s and gender history

have long devoted relatively little attention to politics, the military and war.3 This may be

attributed not least to a conscious process of distancing from the political and military history

that have dominated traditional historiography, as well as the corresponding periodisation,

which follows great political and military events such as revolutions and wars. Where

women’s historians have addressed such areas, it was generally from the standpoint of

women’s exclusion or inclusion. The opening up of gender history for questions of men and

masculinities, not only increased the interest in reworking these classic topics from a gender

perspective, but also changed the perspective as well. These fields have been reconceptualized

as the seemingly ‘natural’ homelands of masculinity, i.e., scholars now analyse the historical

process in which politics, the military and war came to be constructed as ‘naturally’ masculine

realms and ask which notions of both – of masculinity, and of politics, the military and war –

result from this. How current frameworks in gender history will be able to accommodate these

new conceptualisations of seemingly familiar fields, or whether they will require us to rethink

aspects of gender history remains to be seen.

The potential need to rethink current assumptions of gender history notwithstanding,

the history of masculinity has the advantage of being able to draw on the analytical apparatus

of gender history. One aspect of this, which is of special importance for a radical

historicisation of masculinity, is the awareness that notions of sexual difference are

constructed in historically variable and specific contexts, and that the meaning and ‘truth’ of

these notions depend strictly on the epistemological and socio-political nature of these

contexts. To those historians familiar with gender history this may seem something of a

truism. In dealing with a category like masculinity, however, which so easily assumes an air

of timelessness, this awareness of the supreme importance of context acquires renewed

relevance.

The history of masculinity could also profit from the insight provided by gender

history that constructions of masculinity and femininity are relational, and thus cannot be

studied in isolation. To understand their meaning(s), specific constructions of masculinity

must be analysed in relation to constructions of femininity, other constructions of masculinity,

and effeminacy (effeminate / efféminé / ‘weibisch’). Constructions of effeminacy are

especially relevant, for they point to the hierarchical nature of the relations that constitute



masculinity. And these relations do more than simply produce hierarchy. They also help to

draw boundaries between, for instance, national selves and others. Whereas the feminine can

be included in the national self – albeit mostly in a subordinate position – effeminacy is

usually placed beyond the line separating self and other and actually helps to create that

boundary. Furthermore constructions of masculinity must also be placed in a field of

categories of difference such as age, class, ethnicity, marital status, nationality, religion and

sexual identity. Only by analysing the nature of these relations and their historically changing

configurations we can fully comprehend the meanings of masculinity.

A third significant insight for a session that focuses on masculinity in politics, the

military and war is that the socially and culturally constructed notions of masculinity and

femininity referred to by the term gender do not simply allude to men and women. They are

also used to create (gendered) meanings for social and political life ‘in general’. These

meanings tend to inscribe the social and political reality they signify with asymmetry and

hierarchy. This fact makes gender a politically contested form of knowledge that is of central

importance to the signification and articulation of relationships of power. The recurrent

representation of the national self as masculine and of ‘other’ nations as effeminate is one

example of the intricate work of gender in signifying power relations in politics and war. It is

only one example of the many ways in which other differences – age, class etc. – are partly

produced through gender, and of their inscription with asymmetry and hierarchy. It is an

example that is highly relevant to this theme. The construction of gendered selves and others

is part and parcel of the construction of ‘the enemy’. As such it is absolutely instrumental to

the mass military mobilisations that appeared in the period of national wars under discussion

in this session.

An overly literal identification of constructions of gender with ‘actually existing men

and women’ is rendered additionally problematic by gender history’s careful analyses of the

production of gendered subjectivities. Rather than assuming a simple and total fit between

gender identity and ideology, gender history has developed complex accounts of the

relationship of subjects to discourses of gender. This is the fourth area where the history of

masculinity can fruitfully build on gender history.

Finally, historians of masculinity can draw inspiration from one of the major

ambitions of gender history, i.e., the desire to rewrite dominant accounts of history. Historians

of gender have often been driven by the ambition to explore the changes that might be

produced in established and dominant historical narratives by a systematic focus on the

importance of gender in the histories these narratives claim to recount. This is a major



challenge for the history of masculinity as well, and all the more so for the histories of politics

and war. Here masculinity is very much present but at the same time, in a sense, invisible

since it has never been explicitly analysed. Thus we have chosen to focus on the history of

masculinity in politics, the military and war in the long nineteenth and the twentieth century.

In this period modern notions of gender difference(s) were constructed and consolidated,

while at the same time modern ideas and practices of war and politics were developed and

implemented. The session seeks to analyse among other things the intersection of these two

developments. Important topics in this respect are, for example, the introduction of general

conscription and inclusive male citizenship; we ask how these modernisations in war and

politics were connected to the development of modern notions of gender difference, how they

reflected and shaped emerging notions of masculinity, and how notions of masculinity

produced the gendered conceptions and practices of citizenship and conscription. It may well

be at this intersection that we can find the keys to writing new narratives of politics, the

military and war.

We will organise our following discussion of the papers around these five insights

provided by gender history. Each section will present the papers against the background of

recent work in gender history and the history of masculinity. Each section closes with issues

raised by the papers which might be pursued further.

I. Historicising Masculinity: Constructs and Contexts

Perhaps the most radical historicisation of masculinity (and of femininity) yet has been

produced by historians of the body such as Claudia Honegger, Thomas Laqueur, and Londa

Schiebinger.4 They have all, in different ways, argued that the modern, gendered body is a

relatively recent invention of Western history. It was only around 1800 that the notion of

sexual difference as located primarily in the body, and of male and female bodies as

fundamental opposites, became part of the Western understanding of the body and of sexual

difference. For all of these authors the rise of notions of sexual difference as an opposition

firmly enshrined in the body is an eminently political story. They locate the invention of this

idea of sexual difference in the context of the emergence of political discourses of equality –

discourses that resulted in the re-allocation of inequality in biology and the body. Moreover,

they stress the unstable nature of this modern notion of embodied sexual difference. It

rendered invisible historically available discourses of sexual difference that had presented the

relationship between male and female bodies as a continuum or an analogy rather than as an



irreconcilable difference. These discourses, however, could never be totally effaced and

would continue to haunt the modern gendered body.5

In her paper ‘The Republican Gentleman: Ideological Conflict / Subjective

Uncertainty in the Anglo-American Past’ Carroll Smith-Rosenberg also explores the effects of

the political changes in the years around 1800 on modern constructions of gender. She, too,

finds fundamental instabilities at the heart of modernity’s concepts of gender. But where

historians of the body have focused on the constructions of the gendered body – and their

instabilities – that were produced in the context of political change, Smith-Rosenberg explores

the political discourse themselves, revealing the subjective instabilities produced by the

contradictions within these discourses. In a paper that covers both eighteenth-century England

and the United States in the late eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries, Smith-Rosenberg

recounts the adventures of the masculine, virtuous citizen of classical republicanism. This

brave and virile zoon politikon, who lived to serve the common good of his country, already

had to face serious challenges in eighteenth-century England. His austerity, the autonomy of

his judgement, which was grounded in his solid economic independence, his valour and

willingness to do battle had to give way when, with the rise of fiscal capitalism and

commercial society, the figures of the venture capitalist and ‘the gentlemen of refinement and

fashionable possessions’ entered the scene. They seemed to fare far better in the modern

world than the citizen of classical republicanism did.

In England these ideological conflicts were to some extent resolved in the new creed

of liberalism. Liberalism replaced republican virtue with sentiments and feelings as means of

social bonding and cohesion. It foregrounded an essentially private, property-owning man

foreign to classical republicanism, while at the same time endowing him with qualities that

safeguarded society’s cohesion. In the newly created United States of America these

ideological tensions were to remain very much alive. In this post-colonial nation

EuroAmericans embraced both classical republicanism and the culture of gentility and

consumerism. In an attempt to fashion themselves as both the true, uncorrupted heirs of

classical republicanism, and as white Americans who were as cultured and refined as

Europeans, EuroAmericans fully reproduced the ideological tension between republican

virtue and commercial refinement. ‘Here, then, is where we find ideological confusions

escalating, subjectivities decentering and fragmenting.’ One of the ‘products’ of these

ideological confusions and subjective uncertainties, Smith-Rosenberg writes, was scientific

racism. In an attempt to convince Europeans that they were civilised and cultured,

EuroAmericans embraced racism in order to distinguish themselves from the ‘savages’ with



whom they shared the West. Together with the face of the capitalist and that of the genteel

and feeling man, the face of the white racist constituted an ‘internally contradictory and

inherently unstable national identity’.6

Smith-Rosenberg studies the masculine subject of classical republicanism – and his

adversaries – in the multiple historical contexts of two nations and the various revolutionary

socio-economic and political changes they underwent. In so doing she provides us with an

exemplary exercise in exposing the variability of constructions of masculinity and their

instabilities. She also explores a theme in modern masculinity that reappears in various papers

in this session. Several authors discuss the ensemble of masculinity, virtue, citizenship, and

the valorous willingness and obligation to fight for the nation. They, too, explore the

meanings of and tensions in this ensemble in various contexts. Unstable and contested as he

was, the virtuous citizen of classical republicanism continued to provide a model for

constructions of masculinity in politics and war throughout the long nineteenth century.

Furthermore, the above-mentioned ensemble of masculine political and military qualities

reappears in political discourses and practices that are decidedly non-republican. In the

experiments with liberal mass democracy during the age of revolution this ensemble was very

much visible in the recurring connection of political rights with military duties. In the politics

during their struggle against Napoleon and in the period of restoration that followed his

downfall, the European monarchies reasserted their power through a patriotic-national

military mobilisation that relied on a discourse of patriotism and valorousness that resembled

this republican discourse. They, too, tied the promise of (more) citizenship rights for men to

the duty of (universal) conscription, at least when the ‘fatherland’ was in peril. We must

analyse these discourses and practices in their various political and military contexts. Only

then can we begin to understand the various meanings and functions of the amalgam of

masculine political and military qualities that is such a prominent aspect of political culture in

the long nineteenth and the twentieth century.

By focusing on classical republicanism as a major site for studying constructions of

modern masculinity, Smith-Rosenberg’s paper makes an interesting (implicit) comment on

existing studies of gender and politics in the modern era. Like the above-mentioned histories

of the body, these have often centered on the rise of political discourses of equality, and more

specifically of liberalism, in an attempt to account for the paradoxical relation of women’s

rights to the modern political culture of equality.7 These studies have asked to what extent

liberal notions of equality and inclusion are in fact underpinned by implicit gender exclusions

and inequalities that explain the persistent political exclusion of women from liberal



democracy. Perhaps Smith-Rosenberg’s paper indicates the necessity of foregrounding

classical republicanism in its different variations and relating it both to its antagonists and to

liberalism and nationalism in a political history of gender that fully comprises masculinity. In

order to move beyond an exclusive focus on classical republicanism, one could also argue for

a further analysis of the ensemble of masculinity and political and military patriotic-national

virtues referred to earlier. This virtually all-pervasive discourse reappeared in various contexts

and reincarnations, and thus should be a major element in the history of gender in national

political culture.8

II. Conceptualising Masculinity: Hegemonic Masculinity and its Others

There are currently two influential and interrelated ways of conceptualising masculinity as

relational. Building on linguistics and the philosophy of deconstruction, authors like Eve K.

Sedgwick have analysed masculinity as constituted in relation to ‘other(s)’, i.e., as a category

that derives its meaning from a negation of that which it purports not to be but nevertheless

constantly needs to reinvoke – if only to deny it – in order to acquire meaning at all.9 Taking

elements from this conceptualisation and reinterpreting them in a more sociological vein,

Robert W. Connell has coined the term ‘hegemonic masculinity’ to refer to specific forms of

masculinity that are ‘culturally exalted’ over others at a given time. Connected to other forms

of masculinity through relations of subordination, marginalisation and complicity, hegemonic

masculinity is ‘the configuration of gender practice which embodies the currently accepted

answer to the problem of the legitimacy of patriarchy, which guarantees (or is taken to

guarantee) the dominant position of men and the subordination of women.’10 Connell stresses

that hegemonic and other masculinities are not ‘fixed character types’ but parts of a changing

structure of relationships. Hegemonic masculinity should be understood as a temporary core

of a constantly changing field of relations: it is always contestable. It is not accepted as

hegemonic by all men in a given society, neither is its hegemony secured by direct violence; it

depends on a successful, if contestable, claim to authority. For male subjectivity this means

that it is not necessarily determined by hegemonic masculinity and its ‘others’. The contest

around hegemonic masculinity creates a space in which subjectivities can be negotiated rather

than imposed.

Jacobus A. du Pisani makes fruitful use of Connell’s concept in his paper on

‘Mythmaking and Hegemonic Masculinity in Afrikaner Nationalist Mobilisation’ in South

Africa during the years 1934-1948, a period in which nationalist ‘Afrikanerdom’ rose to



power. The paper combines an analysis of continuities and changes in the hegemonic form of

Afrikaner masculinity with an exposition of the ‘others’ that helped cement it. Produced as

much by a frontier tradition as by Calvinism, Afrikaner masculinity was characterised by

individualism, conservatism and patriarchal authority. In the pre-industrial age ‘the Boer

patriarch was master on his own farm and independence characterised Afrikaner masculinity.’

This Afrikaner hegemonic masculinity succeeded in incorporating modern urban elements

into a rural original, thus helping to maintain and widen its appeal in an urbanising society. At

the same time this ‘sophisticated’ and urbanised masculinity was still firmly wedded to a

masculinity of heroism and valour of republican ancestry. This – heterogeneous –

construction acquired further meaning in contrast to a set of ‘others’ in which the British

‘imperialist Jingo’, the ‘capitalist Jew’, and the ‘uncivilised Black’ figured prominently.

The dense web of relations in which Du Pisani embeds Afrikaner hegemonic

masculinity testifies to the deeply relational nature of masculinity. At the same time the

wealth and diversity of the – historically changing – relations Du Pisani invokes in order to

mark out hegemonic Afrikaner masculinity raise the question of the extent to which

hegemonic masculinity is characterised by stability and dominance. Du Pisani himself points

to something like this when he states that ‘a single type of masculinity, universally accepted

by all Afrikaner men, does not and has never existed.’ Du Pisani’s paper seems to offer a

perfect starting point for a discussion of the merits of conceptualising masculinity using the

notion of hegemonic masculinity. His work, as well as other papers in this session, points to

the embeddedness of masculinity in profoundly diverse and changing fields of relations. It

raises the question of what concepts might best capture the meaning(s) of masculinity in the

unstable fields of relations that historical research has begun to uncover.

In her paper ‘Temperate Heroes: Masculinity in Second World War Britian’ Sonya O.

Rose examines hegemonic masculinity as it was produced in British public discourse during

the war years 1939-1945. Central to her analysis of the masculinity depicted in newspaper

articles, advertisements, propaganda posters and other representations are the disparate

characteristics from which it was fashioned. Her paper suggests that in wartime Britain crucial

aspects of post-World War I ‘anti-heroic’ masculinity were ‘combined with seemingly

antithetical heroic ones most clearly exemplified by combat soldiers.’ After the First World

War a masculinity characterised by love of home, emotional reserve, and ‘good cheer’

replaced the ostentatiously heroic and belligerent masculinity typical of the pre-war period.11

During World War II elements of this anti-heroic masculinity were combined with elements

of a masculinity exemplified by the soldier-hero, producing a ‘temperate masculinity’. This



temperate masculinity was equated with Britishness/Englishness and with good citizenship in

general. The ‘other’ of this equation of masculinity and national identity was the hyper-

masculinity of Nazism. In her analysis of hegemonic ‘temperate masculinity’ Rose points to

the fact that this ‘masculinity was formed in relation to femininity, and … to other

masculinities with predominating characteristics whose fusion had different valences.’ Of

special interest in her untangling of the web of relations that helped constitute ‘temperate

masculinity’ are the divergent roles of effeminacy and femininity in fashioning hegemonic

masculinity.

Rose argues that the Conscientious Objector posed a challenge to wartime hegemonic

masculinity – a challenge that was met with imputations of effeminacy that amounted to

barely veiled accusations of homosexuality. The fact that Rose finds the opposition of

masculinity and effeminacy in the context of wartime Britain testifies to the longevity of this

opposition. Recent work on the history of masculinity has shown the central importance of

effeminacy to eighteenth-century constructions of masculinity.12 Rose’s paper – and other

papers in this session – makes it clear that effeminacy remained an important ‘other’ of

masculinity throughout the long nineteenth and twentieth century. This suggests that

masculinity, despite acquiring a seemingly unshakeable foundation in biology and the body in

this period, remained a precarious construct. Moreover, it suggests the continuous importance

of constructions of gender that competed with the modern binary opposition of masculinity

and femininity.

Although effeminacy appears as an important ‘other’ of masculinity in various papers,

its otherness is mediated through various differentiations in different contexts. In wartime

Britain effeminacy was nearly coterminous with homosexuality. Thomas Welskopp shows in

his paper ‘The Political Man: The Construction of Masculinity in German Social Democracy,

1848-1878’ that in the political culture of mid-nineteenth century Germany social democratic

men equated effeminacy with a lack of steadfastness in political principles. It denoted a

reprehensible and calculating willingness to compromise that characterised the liberal

bourgeoisie and was unworthy of the manly Social Democrat. In his paper ‘Manly

Moderation: Masculinity and the Invention of a Dutch Political Tradition’ Stefan Dudink

identifies effeminacy as part of a late eighteenth-century republican political discourse that

Dutch Patriots used in their struggle with a near autocratic political regime. Here, effeminacy

was the product of wealth and luxury, and threatened to undermine the nation’s ability to

maintain its liberty. These different meanings of effeminacy point to the importance of a

historical conceptualisation of masculinity that takes into account other differentiations than



gender, and that does not equate gender with the modern opposition of femininity and

masculinity.

Rose’s paper offers some intriguing insights on the role of femininity in constructions

of masculinity. She states that the ‘temperate masculinity’ of wartime Britain was constructed

in opposition to femininity but at the same time ‘absorb(ed) and claim(ed) for masculinity

those characteristics and behaviours previously associated with women.’ Rose argues that

masculinity and femininity are not always symmetrically opposed to one another. Whereas

women assuming masculine characteristics often seem to put their femininity in jeopardy,

certain men can – under certain circumstances – ‘adopt the feminine as their own’, retain their

masculinity, and derive power from the femininity they have appropriated. The asymmetrical

relationship between masculinity and femininity is then directly translated into inequalities of

power. This is an insight that deserves further exploration. Especially important in this respect

are the questions of, first, what historical notions of gender allow for this bending of

masculinity and second, under what circumstances this might occur. As Rose’s paper

suggests, one of the circumstances that seem to facilitate such a politics of

masculinity/femininity is, paradoxically, war.

The destabilising effect of war on gender relations is of course a theme that has been

well researched. This work mainly focuses on the temporary broadening of the range of

activities and behaviours deemed appropriate for women – and the unease about, and policing

of, women’s behaviour that this provoked. The period following war is often characterised by

a rigid re-inscription of gender roles and expectations.13 Rose’s paper points to the possibility

that war might also, in some contexts, result in an expansion of notions of masculinity (to the

point where they start to include aspect of femininity). An expansion, moreover, that does not

result in gender panic, but rather helps to create and maintain national unity.

III. Analysing Power Relations: The Politics of Masculinity

Gender history has had a major impact on the field of political history. One reason is gender

history’s emphasis on the symbolic importance of notions of femininity and masculinity in

social and political fields and power struggles that seem to be unrelated, or only indirectly

related, to the socio-political relations between the sexes. In pointing to this role of gender in

the signification and articulation of relationships of power, gender history opens new lines of

inquiry in political history.



The history not just of politics, but also of ‘gender itself’ has been profoundly affected

by this new approach. In helping to construct additional categories of difference, gender plays

a part in other socio-political relations and struggles than those between the sexes. This

insight has resulted not only in a multiplication of the fields of historical study in which

gender might be relevant, but also in a more radical problematisation of masculinity and

femininity themselves. As Mrinalini Sinha recently pointed out in an essay on the history of

masculinity, this approach ‘entails a dislodging of masculinity from its privileged grounding

in (the biologically sexed bodies of) ‘real men’.’ Masculinity, in her analysis, ‘acquires its

meaning only in specific practices: it has no a priori context or origin.’14

One important aspect of masculinity’s power in politics, which is discussed in several

papers, is the way it lends itself to political attempts at creating and maintaining (national)

unity. It is especially in gendered notions of patriotism that this aspect of masculinity’s

political power seems to constantly reappear – and it is subject to constant appropriations and

re-interpretations. Sonya Rose discusses a British ‘temperate masculinity’ that was equated

with good citizenship and with national identity more generally during World War II. Jacobus

A. du Pisani finds a near total equation of Afrikaner national identity with a construction of

Afrikaner masculinity. Stefan Dudink analyses the construction of a unity of the national past,

present, and future in early nineteenth-century Holland through the invocation of imagined

male bonds of kinship. In all of these instances diverging constructions of masculinity

perform political tasks in military and political struggles that cannot be wholly subsumed

under struggles between men and women. None of these authors is likely to deny that the use

of masculinity in these struggles affected (power) relations between men and women. They

do, however, try to avoid equating the struggles articulated through and signified by

masculinity with struggles between men and women. They do so in order to fully grasp the

symbolical meanings – and their effects – of masculinity.

Two papers in this session seek a delicate balance between masculinity as constructed

in/constructing other power relations than those between men and women on the one hand,

and an analysis of constructions of masculinity in precisely those relationships on the other. In

‘The Masculinity of Political Discourse: The Representation of ‘Needs’ as ‘Rights’‘ Marilyn

Lake discusses constructions of masculinity in the building of the early twentieth-century

Australian welfare state. She points to the construction of a specific notion of masculinity and

masculine entitlement that figured in struggles both between employers and trade unions and

between feminists and their opponents. In response to feminist lobbying for motherhood and

childhood endowment, and employers’ pressure to lower wages, Australian male trade union



representatives and Labour party men invoked political arguments in which men’s needs were

translated into rights. They argued for a family wage sufficient to secure men’s rights to the

domestic, companionate and sexual services of women. This, as Lake points out, was an

ambivalent construction of masculinity. The appeal to need could easily be interpreted as

feminine or childlike. Yet many men felt obliged to express their needs to justify their right to

higher wages. Like Sonya Rose in her analysis of the temperate masculinity of wartime

Britain, Lake points to masculinity’s ability to appropriate elements of femininity. And here

too this appropriation serves to create and maintain inequalities of power.

This appeal to masculine entitlement helped to secure political gains on two fronts. It

aided in countering feminist proposals for motherhood and child endowment and it

employers’ attempts to lower wages. In an appeal to the obligation to treat all (white) men

equally – regardless of marital or occupational status – Labour and union representatives

played the cards of (white) male solidarity and maintaining male privilege. This appeal to a

racialised male solidarity proved a powerful move, bringing political victories in the arenas of

gender, class, and race, victories highly dependent on masculinity’s ability to signify and

articulate power relations in multiple arenas of political struggle.

Thomas Welskopp analyses a similar presence of the politics of masculinity in the

arenas of both class and gender. He points to the specific nature of Social Democracy in mid-

nineteenth century Germany in order to explain the sort of masculinity it constructed and was

in its turn constructed by. Not a class movement in the strict sense, but rather a primarily

political movement of artisans, small producers, and radical marginal men, it produced a

collective political identity for its members. The politically charged sociability that formed the

core of this movement was ‘the central stage on which Social Democrats could act out their

imaginations of a complete personality as embodied in the vision of the political citizen.’ This

was a decidedly masculine personality, which found its most complete embodiment in the

figure of the ferocious political orator. Welskopp’s paper foregrounds this political

construction of masculinity, while other studies have tended to emphasise that the male

breadwinner embodied not just middle-class but also working-class notions of masculinity.15

The ‘rhetorical masculinity’ at the heart of Social Democracy was a crucial element in

this movement’s (class) politics. It was important to the construction of both a collective

political identity opposed to the bourgeoisie, the reactionary state, and the church and to the

expression of this collective identity in a public sphere of associations, clubs, and gatherings.

While this masculinity helped to create an oppositional political identity, it also assumed and

actually secured the exclusion of women from the movement’s public realm. Women, deemed



‘profane elements’ in the ostentatiously dignified and respectable public sphere of Social

Democracy, were relegated to a marginal position in the movement. The occupation of the

public sphere by a masculinity that could assert itself, its honour and dignity only there

effectively excluded women. This exclusion proved to be problematic for Social Democrats

who tended to present the ‘miniature republic’ of their associations as blueprints for the

socialist future: this blueprint could not accommodate half of the population. One might add

that in appropriating the right to public speech, which was the self-evident privilege of the

bourgeoisie, Social Democrats reproduced the bourgeois exclusion of women. In terms of

gender, social-democratic practices built on bourgeois assumptions as much as it contested

them elsewhere.

IV. Including the Subject: Masculinity and Subjectivity

The awareness that constructions of masculinity and femininity signify and articulate various

power relations has also influenced historical analyses of gendered subjectivity. It has further

strengthened the argument that the relationship between discourses of masculinity and

femininity and ‘real men and women’ is always mediated. It is this room for mediation,

negotiation and manoeuvre that has been explored in attempts by gender historians to

historicise both discourse and experience, without conceiving of one of these two as

determining the other.16

In ‘Re-Remembering the Soldier Hero: The Composure and Re-Composure of

Masculinity’ Michael Roper explores the space between dominant public narratives of

soldiering and subjective needs in the case of Lyndall Urwick (1891-1983). Urwick served as

an officer in the British Army during the first World War and went on to become a nationally

and internationally renowned pioneer of professional management. Roper makes full use of

the letters Urwick wrote home every two or three days during the war, and of his no less than

six memoirs of his war experiences. These rich sources allow a critical investigation of the

importance of narratives of soldiering in the subjective composure of masculinity. He focuses

on the various ways in which Urwick retold certain events that occurred during his service in

the trenches of northern France. Roper agrees that the succession of accounts of these events

Urwick produced ‘shows the significance of soldiering as a culturally vaunted means of

narrating a man’s life’. He disagrees, however, with those analyses of this compulsion to re-

tell experiences of soldiering that overemphasise the importance of post-war gender scripts in

structuring war memory. In his analysis of the process of re-remembering Roper foregrounds



an ongoing search for ways to deal with the fear of death and dislike of killing that date from

the war itself. Drawing on psychoanalysis, he argues that the ‘composure’ of war memories

should be understood ‘not only as a process of accommodating (...) public histories, but as a

means of dealing with the psychic residues of the event.’

Roper’s account of the production of war memories is inspired by psychoanalysis.17 In

his paper ‘the room for mediation’ we mentioned above is thus inhabited by the unconscious

and its ways of dealing with the past. This turn to psychoanalysis is one way of exploring the

mediated nature of the relationship between discourses of gender and gendered subjectivities.

Apart from psychoanalysis, one might also mention the critical interpretations of discourse

analysis that emphasise the importance of the appropriation of discourse ‘at the juncture

between the world of the text and the world of the subject.’18 The differences between these

approaches are considerable, of course, but both could help to produce cracks and fissures in

the compulsive retelling of narratives of masculinity – narratives that never manage perfectly

to construct male subjects in their own image.

IV. Rewriting history: Towards a Gendered History of Politics, the Military and War

The introduction of gender as a category of historical analysis came with a call to rewrite

history. Historians of gender have underscored the need to reconsider dominant narratives of

historical development in the light of the histories produced by a systematic focus on gender.

In the field under discussion in this session such rewriting has only just begun. It is clear

though that the field of politics, the military and war in the long nineteenth and the twentieth

century is a highly promising one for such an endeavour. That this is a gendered field where

constructions of masculinity are of supreme importance is as obvious as the fact that it has as

yet been relatively unexplored from this perspective. The fact that the great changes in

politics, the military and war in this period seem to have occurred more or less simultaneously

with major changes in constructions of gender makes the prospect of rewriting history all the

more promising.19

One such rewriting of existing historical narratives is offered by Stefan Dudink’s

paper. Dudink discusses nineteenth- and twentieth-century representations of the Dutch

political past. These representations have tended to stress the moderate nature of Dutch

political life and have characterised Dutch political culture as one of consensus and gradual

reform. Dudink points out that this notion of the past partly rests on an ‘othering’ of a military

masculinity. In order to assert the moderate nature of Dutch political life, military masculinity



had to be marginalised in representations of the Dutch past. This was especially the case

where a military masculinity was associated with radical politics, as in the example of the

citizen-soldier who figured prominently in the revolutionary turmoil of late eighteenth-

century Dutch politics.

This mode of representing the political past has trouble accommodating the less

moderate and peaceful episodes of Dutch history. Dudink discusses one such episode that

occurred in the 1830’s and was characterised by intense nationalism and martial political

rhetoric. This episode is often portrayed as an anomaly in Dutch history. Dudink tries to show

that it was not so much an anomaly as a crucial episode for establishing a sense of continuity

for the newly created Dutch state. This sense of continuity was created through allusions to

bonds of male kinship that represented the Dutch as the true heirs to a great past. These

references to male bonds of kinship were a common feature of political language in this

period, but served a specific purpose in this context. It was through these imagined bonds of

male kinship, Dudink argues, that a sense of continuity was created for a political community

that could only then begin to imagine itself as always moderate and peaceful.

Dudink’s paper is an attempt to rewrite the dominant historical narrative of one

political community through the lens of masculinity. We also need to ask about the purposes

of the history of masculinity as well as its relationship to historical narrative on a more

abstract level. Lynn Hunt has discussed the tension within gender history between a focus on

the historical deconstruction of categories such as ‘masculinity’ and the objective of rewriting

historical (meta)narratives. Hunt argues that gender history should not stop at the

deconstruction of categories of gender: ‘the disaggregation of categories only gains real force

when it is tied to a reconstruction of metanarrative.’20 Hunt does not embrace the construction

of one new metanarrative. She argues for ‘narrative as a crucial domain of conflict over the

meaning of the past and its relationship to the future.’

The construction of a narrative on the intersection between modern notions of

masculinity and modern ideas and practices of politics and war might be precisely such a

‘domain of conflict’. The conflict over this narrative cannot be limited to its historiographical

accuracy. It should, obviously, also be a conflict over dismantling the seemingly self-evident

conflation of masculinity with politics, the military and war. Furthermore it might be a fruitful

domain of conflict over the hierarchy of historical (meta)narratives themselves. Like other so-

called ‘specialised’ branches of history, gender history has often been regarded as of marginal

interest to ‘general history’. As Karin Hausen recently pointed out, there is a politics of

gender at work within history here. Just as women have traditionally been regarded as



peripheral to politics and war, so gender is thought to be of minor interest to political and

military history.21

The history of masculinity could help gender history make inroads into ‘general

history’. After all, it is hard to miss the obvious relevance of constructions of masculinity for

these fields. It would be a missed opportunity, however, if such an integration of gender

perspectives into ‘general history’ were not to be accompanied by a contestation of the very

idea of ‘general history’ and the (gendered) hierarchies that it rests upon and reproduces. The

history of masculinity has begun to analyse masculinity as a fragile historical construct that is

deeply contextual and constructed through/dependent on relations with various other

categories. If the history of masculinity succeeds in becoming part of ‘general history’, it

should apply these insights on the constructions of masculinity to an analysis of the

construction of general history. In such a manner the history of masculinity could help to

expose the fragile, contextual and relational nature of the ‘general’ in ‘general history’.

List of papers used to write this report:

Stefan Dudink, The Netherlands: ‘Manly Moderation: Masculinity and the Invention of a

Dutch Political Tradition’

Marilyn Lake, Australia: ‘The Masculinity of Political Discourse: The Representation of

‘Needs’ as ‘Rights’ in the Forging of the Australian Welfare State’

Jacobus A. du Pisani, South Africa: ‘Mythmaking and Hegemonic Masculinity in Afrikaner

Nationalist Mobilisation, 1934-1948’

Michael Roper, Great Britain: ‘Re-Remembering the Soldier Hero: The Composure and Re-

Composure of Masculinity in Narratives of the Great War’

Sonya O. Rose, USA: ‘Temperate Heroes: Masculinity in Second World War Britain’

Carroll Smith-Rosenberg, USA: ‘The Republican Gentleman: Ideological Conflict /
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German Social Democracy, 1848-1878’
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Discussant’s Comment

John Horne, Ireland

Masculinity emerges in this session as a broad paradigm (codes and symbols, institutional

practices, experience and memory) that sheds new light on the modern history of politics and

war. Together with women’s history, it can challenge conventional accounts of that history in

strategically important ways – as these papers demonstrate. My remarks will concern this

‘external’ value of the history of masculinity.

The transformation of politics begun by the revolutions and wars of the late 18th

century took real and symbolic power from monarchic and religious models of fatherhood and

the family and reinvested it in citizenship and the nation. Masculinity was internalised as a

source of political identity and authority in new and reformed polities. Particular models of

masculinity symbolised different political systems – as Stefan Dudink shows in the case of

Holland where revolutionary and military patriotism faded by comparison with a civic

reformism embodied in the renegotiated image of William of Orange. Codes of masculinity

structured male citizenship and political practice, as shown by Caroll Smith-Rosenberg for the

19th century United States and Thomas Welskopp for the mid-19th century German Social

Democratic movement. The invention of national community was a related political

development whose cultural density (already apparent in the German response to Napoleonic

occupation and the Italian Risorgimento) intensified in the later 19th and early 20th centuries.

Here, too, masculinity was a powerful source of identity and legitimacy, as demonstrated by

Jacobus Du Pisani for Afrikaner nationalism. These three vectors of political development –

state authority, citizen activism, national identity – were moulded by symbols and codes of

masculinity which offer scope for extensive investigation.

War was both a vital articulation of political masculinities and a problematic field of

masculine experience. From the American and French Revolutions, military service became a

counter-part of citizenship (through the volunteer or the short-service conscript). As such, it

democratised the warrior ethos, reinforced masculine paradigms, and furnished myths of

national identity. Yet 20th century industrialised warfare destabilised gender categories. It

required the mobilisation of women and men in non-combat roles and also (in World War II)

brought combat to whole populations. Contrasting variants of masculinity (and femininity)

were expressed in different mobilisations for total war, as Sonya Rose shows for Britain (by

comparison with Nazi Germany) in 1939-45. Also, the trauma of industrialised combat was a



pervasive threat to the ideal of the democratised warrior, especially (though not exclusively)

in the warfare of attrition in World War I. Michael Roper’s study of how a troubled masculine

self-image provoked by that trauma reworked memory through a lifetime points to the

complex ways in which conflicts between gender roles and gendered experience both

articulated the experience of war and sought to reabsorb it retrospectively. Post-war periods

(from 1815 to 1945 and beyond) are moments when gender is particularly explicit. 

The authority of the self-constituted citizen (as of the ‘respectable’ bourgeois or

worker) was embedded in the family. Yet the family was located in class, ethnic, or racial (as

well as gender) relationships which defined it in diverse ways as a source of male power and

masculine identity. As direct state intervention in the family grew for medical, social,

demographic or racial ends, it shaped – and was shaped by – considerations of masculinity.

Marilyn Lake’s exploration of how Australian male workers defended their basic family wage

between the wars shows more broadly why welfare was a sphere partly shaped by masculinity

as practice and power, albeit in ways that differed by country and regime. The same point

deserves exploration for other spheres (e.g. education, labour relations) into which the state

expanded in the 19th and 20th centuries.

National politics, war, the social action of the state are identified here as key fields in

which masculinity offers new possibilities of interpretation. Other such fields – colonialism,

racism – are indicated. Hints emerge on how to re-conceptualise mainstream histories in the

light of masculinity and gender. Partly, this relates to the ambitions of cultural history to make

explicit contemporary belief-systems and behaviours, both dominant and subordinate.

However, power lies at the heart of politics and war, and re-examining mainstream histories

means both identifying political moments or conflicts which directly articulate masculinity (as

does Marilyn Lake) and also relating what James Joll long since called ‘unspoken

assumptions’ (e.g. male codes of honour) to the apparently unrelated exercise of power, and to

political causality.



Discussant’s Comment

John Tosh, Great Britain

Through the mounting volume of recent historical work on masculinities in nineteenth and

twentieth-century societies, no theoretical focus has been more illuminating than that of

hegemonic masculinity. This is amply reflected in the seven papers contributed to this session.

All of them acknowledge some such framework, if only implicitly. Rose, in her account of

Britain in the Second World War, offers a revealing analysis of a modified hegemonic

masculinity in the making under the tress of war. But the papers also testify to the lack of

clarity which has beset use of this concept.

Three usages may be distinguished in current work. First, at its most anodyne

hegemonic masculinity may mean no more than those masculine attributes which are most

widely subscribed to in a given social formation: the ‚common sense’ of gender as lived by all

men save those whose masculinity is oppositional or deviant. Such an interpretation may be

linked to the assumption that gender identification is ‚above’ or anterior to other social

categories, and that it moves according to a slower historical tempo (a gendered variant of la

longue duree, as it were). Secondly, hegemonic masculinity may denote the masculinity

which is prevalent in the politically dominant class, with the implication that many of its

features will be imposed on other classes, either by compulsion or through the pressure of

social prestige. This definition draws attention to the fact that hegemonic masculinity is not

merely a code of conduct, but a cluster of inter-related values expressed in civic ideals and

national traditions (of the kind analysed by Dudink, Smith-Rosenberg and Pisani). At the

same time this interpretation is not easily distinguished from the reductionist line that sees

masculinity (and femininity too) as no more than the gendered face of class. Thirdly, in the

analysis developed by R.W. Connell, hegemonic masculinity is centrally related to social

control and cultural ‚othering’ since its rationale is to maintain authority over women and

over subordinated masculinities (especially those defined by their sexuality). This is a model

of conflict and instability which has breathed fresh life into the notion of patriarchy and has

provided the history of gender with much of its internal dynamic.

These distinctions are highly relevant to the overall purpose of this strand to explore

the bearing which the history of masculinities has on ‚general’ history. That task is at present

inhibited by a de facto separation of two levels of scholarly engagement. On the one hand

political historians have made of masculinity a familiar tool for the analysis of political



discourse: its canon of virtues and vices is correctly interpreted as an expression of gender

hegemony, in both metaphorical and literal senses. On the other hand, social historians have

demonstrated how hegemonic masculinity has structured and defined social relations along

the axes of gender, sexuality, age and ethnicity. The first approach takes the field of politics

seriously but is only tenuously connected with actual gender relations; the second approach

reflects something of the historical complexity of gender relations but tends to keep its

distance from the realm of politics and war.

Hegemonic masculinity offers a way out of these limitations. In Connell’s view, the

content of hegemonic masculinity is not to be explained by saying that it is what the

generality of men subscribe to, or by treating it as the gender practices of a ruling class. It is

rather the assemblage of behaviour and belief which, in a given historical conjuncture, best

serves to maintain patriarchal relations. In terms of developing an overarching theoretical

approach, it is important to recognise that this assemblage embraces both the private and the

public sphere: the status of sole breadwinner, for example, has been central to hegemonic

masculinity in industrial society. Patriarchy must be sustained through the exercise of

household authority, as well as through controlling the state’s resources of coercion (a point

which is nicely made by Lake). Because all men have a vested interest in patriarchy, they will

tend to conform to the requirements of hegemonic masculinity without demur; those who fall

short of these requirements are more likely to engage in painful self-scrutiny (as in Roper’s

account) than to divulge their predicament; and those who defy hegemonic masculinity — be

they unruly youth or exclusive (and indiscreet) homosexuals – must be pulled into line.

Political parties opposed to the governing elite of the day — as in the German Social

Democrats described by Welskopp – present a particularly interesting blend of hegemonic and

subordinate elements.

In my commentary I will consider what modifications to the theory of hegemonic

masculinity are suggested by the papers, and how far these might move us towards a

conceptual framework embracing gender at the level of both political discourse and social

relations.



The Republican Gentleman: Ideological Conflict/Subjective Uncertainty in the Anglo-

American Past

Caroll Smith-Rosenberg, USA

This paper explores the ways the eighteenth-century’s multiple revolutions – political,

national, economic – recast the concepts of citizenship and masculinity that, as the nineteenth

century developed, became the defining characteristics of modernity. It reflects on the

ideological contradictions these revolutions revealed and the subjective instabilities they

produced.

Focusing on England and the United States the paper discusses the contradictions and

instabilities that emerged in the gendered figures of political and economic discourses that had

long been valorised. The brave and virile citizen of classical republicanism who risked life

and fortune in his country’s service, the frugal and industrious tradesman, and the man of

liberal education who scorned the duplicity and self-interest of commercial and fiscal

capitalism began to seem increasingly anachronistic in the context of an emerging commercial

capitalism. Whereas these ideological conflicts were to some extent resolved in England in

the new political creed of liberalism, they remained alive in the newly created United States

of America. EuroAmericans embraced both classical republicanism and the new culture of

commercialism and consumerism in an attempt to fashion themselves as both the uncorrupted

heirs of classical republicanism and as white EuroAmericans who were as cultured as

Europeans.

Four `faces of modernity’ emerged in this process. The rise of commercialism came

with the faces of the venture capitalist and the eighteenth-century gentleman of refinement

and fashionable possessions – both of them very dissimilar from the zoon politikon of

classical republicanism. The post-colonial anxieties and tensions in the United States

produced the face of the racist – an outcome of the will to convince Europeans that

EuroAmericans had remained civil and cultured. Together these three resulted in an internally

contradictory and inherently unstable American national identity that might well be the fourth

face of modernity – the face of self-doubt and inner confusion.



Manly Moderation: Masculinity and the Invention of a Dutch Political Tradition

Stefan Dudink, The Netherlands

Masculinity studies have often tended to identify ‘hegemonic masculinity’ with masculinities

of a military kind. In contrast to this, this paper argues that hegemonic masculinity in the

context of Dutch political culture of the nineteenth century was constructed through the

‘othering’ of the soldier hero. Nineteenth-century Dutch political culture, and especially the

invented political tradition that provided it with historical precedents, rested to some extent on

the marginalisation of the soldier hero. In this political culture and invented tradition, that had

the moderate and stable nature of Dutch political life as their main characteristics, the

classical soldier hero did not occupy a major place as representative of the nation and its

distinctive qualities.

The paper traces this gradual ‘othering’ of the soldier hero to the period around 1800

when Dutch politics went through a period of revolutionary and profound political change.

The political instability and political struggles of these years were gradually ‘forgotten’ in the

course of the nineteenth century. Both the desire for national reconcilliation and a successful

politics of gradual reform forced the revolutionary years of Dutch politics to the background

of collective memory. An essential character of the revolutionary years that was to be

‘forgotten’ was the citizen-soldier, who had figured prominently in revolutionary politics.

The paper analyses this process of forgetting. It also aims to show, however, that the

invented political tradition was dependent on the ‘othering’ of the soldier hero and could –

therefore – never totally divest itself of him. An analysis of the cult of worship of the early

nineteenth century hero Jan van Speyk shows that the soldier hero – before being ‘forgotten’ –

provided a crucial link in the process of establishing a sense of continuity in national(ist)

accounts Dutch history. The soldier hero was an important link in the construction of an early

nineteenth-century sense of continuity that centered on notions of male kinship. Once

established, this masculine continuity allowed for a gradual transformation of the masculinity

deemed to be representative of the nation. The masculinity of the nation became a masculinity

of moderation and contemplation – a construction that to some extent rested on the

marginalization of the soldier hero.



Defining Masculinity Politically: The Construction of Masculinity in German Social

Democracy, 1848-1878

Thomas Welskopp, Germany

Nowadays, the consciously male character of most 19th century labour organisations has

become common knowledge in current history of labour and gender. Yet the different modes

and practices workers and their unions, co-operatives, and workingmen’s parties employed in

representing masculinity as both means and end of their organisations need further

exploration. There was no ‘one paradigmatic way’ workers understood themselves and their

comrades as ‘male’ or ‘manly’. Asa Briggs has demonstrated how American printers and

typesetters virtually ‘re-invented’ their profession as a purely male occupation. German and

American steelworkers took great pains to show off their ‘manly’ skills and physical strength

as attributes of a ‘man-sized job’. Both groups of workers, in sum, located the workplace as

the main realm of their masculinity. In contrast, Anna Clark’s research has unearthed the

‘making of the British working class’ as a project of artisans and skilled textile workers, who

developed a mixture of patriarchal household behaviour and hard-drinking club life in order to

justify their claims to political participation. Their masculinity rested – in contrast to liberal

bourgeois men – on a rather rude ‘manly’ habitus vis-a-vis their wives instead on material

independence.

My paper introduces a spectrum of the early German labour movement, that

constructed masculinity neither as a workplace requirement nor as an attribute of household

life. The young journeymen, petty artisans, and radical outcasts of bourgeois extraction that

made up the bulk membership and leaders of early German Social Democracy focussed the

representation of their masculinity on the public sphere of political discourse – a discourse

which had the professionally unspecific political ‘workers’ clubs’ – the local units of Social

Democracy – as its background. Lacking both occupational cohesion and the privacy of a

family household (in at least 50 per cent of cases), German Social Democrats turned towards

their clubs as centres of fraternisation, emotional gratification, drink, and political furore in

order to express themselves as men. Not surprisingly, the rhetorically brilliant public orator,

the charismatic – and well-educated – leader of peers, the courageous defender of steadfast

political and ethical principles advanced to the apotheosis of Social Democratic manliness. In

consequence, women were barred from club life to an extent that easily surpassed restrictive

German laws governing public life. In this case, the exclusion of women was a prerequisite



that male tailors, shoemakers, cabinet makers, weavers, cigar makers, and badly paid

journalists could express themselves as political citizens and revolutionary subjects.

Interestingly enough, social practice translated into the modes and themes of

discourse. In a mixture of misogyny and chivalry, Social Democratic speakers depicted

women both as the weak victims of immoral capitalism and the retarded half of mankind that

had to be liberated and educated by the men’s political action – the political revolution.

German Social Democrats did not so much define their masculinity in contrast to women as

the imagined ‘other’. Rather, the male bourgeois liberals with their diverging understanding

of masculinity, condescending on the role of workers, served as their main counterparts.



The Masculinity of Political Discourse: The Representation of ‘Needs’ as ‘Rights’ in the

Forging of the Australian Welfare State

Marilyn Lake, Australia

In the context of Labour party men’s struggle to build a welfare state in Australia that secured

their ‘independence’ through the payment of a higher ‘family’ wage, masculinity was

represented as a condition entailing ‘needs’ which were, perforce, expressed as ‘rights’. In

defending their right to a wage sufficient to support their dependants, men were forced to

speak their own dependence on women ( ‘a man cannot work if he has not someone to look

after him’), but such admissions threatened fundamental gender identities which equated

masculinity with independence and femininity with dependence. There was a rhetorical

imperative then to insist that men’s rights inhered in the condition of manhood itself.



Mythmaking and Hegemonic Masculinity in Afrikaner Nationalist Mobilisation, 1934-1948

Jacobus A. Du Pisani, South Africa

The years of the United Party government, 1934-1948, represented a crucial period in the rise

of Afrikaner power in South Africa. During this period of hectic Afrikaner mobilisation the

Christian-National ideology was promoted under the banner of volkseenheid (Afrikaner

unification). Successful Afrikaner nationalist mobilisation culminated in the 1948 election

victory of the National Party, which heralded the 46 year long apartheid era. Religion, class,

race, ethnicity and gender played an interactive role in Afrikaner mobilisation during the pre-

apartheid years. The first four of these have been the focus of studies dealing with religiously

inspired ideology, racial and ethnic mobilisation, and changing class alliances. Gender issues

have, however, been neglected in the analysis of this phase of South African history.

It is the objective of this paper to analyse the construction of a hegemonic form of

Afrikaner masculinity, which was in line with the Christian-National ideology, as an integral

part of the process of Afrikaner nationalist mobilisation and empowerment. The mobilisation

process was managed by a male-dominated elite consisting of academics, clergy and

politicians. They made use of a romanticised and heroic past to create a mythical Afrikaner

man as hegemonic ideal. The following aspects of the construction of hegemonic Afrikaans

masculinity are analysed:

– Impact of urbanisation: Urbanisation of Afrikaners reached its highest level in this

period and the Afrikaner culture had to adapt to industrialisation and modernisation. Elements

of urban life were incorporated into representations of masculinity to broaden the scope of

Afrikaner hegemonic masculinity. Because of more inter-group contact an intense awareness

of racial and ethnic issues emerged. The most favoured response by Afrikaner nationalists

was to withdraw into an ethnic laager, i.e. to seek isolation from volksvreemde (foreign)

influences. Globalising influences in the urban environment were successfully neutralised.

– Education and sophistication: Improved education brought more sophistication to the

Afrikaner culture. Through intellectuals who had completed their graduate studies abroad the

European influence in the Afrikaner culture was strengthened. Afrikaans poetry experienced a

peak with the work of the Dertigers (poets of the thirties). The Afrikaner man started

assuming a cultivated image.

– Loss of individualism: The combination of urbanisation and ethnic mobilisation

resulted in the loss of the former individualistic nature of Afrikaner masculinity. The



beginnings of an urban mass culture can be discerned. Afrikaner nationalist mobilisation

facilitated greater conformism within an organised establishment.

– Challenges to hegemony: It was a period of division and struggle for ideological

hegemony in Afrikaner ranks. Challenges from various quarters within Afrikaner ranks first

had to be warded off before Christian Nationalism emerged victorious.

The paper focuses on the forces and agents which shaped Afrikaner hegemonic

masculinity, the strategies employed in its construction, and its response to societal change. It

is shown how Afrikaner hegemonic masculinity was constructed in particular ways around

particular symbols, how myths played an important role in its construction and how

alternative masculinities were marginalised by silencing or stigmatising them. The main focus

of the paper is on the merging of traditional rural and modern urban representations of

masculinity as part of the Afrikaner nationalist project of volkseenheid and negative

stereotyping of alternative masculinities or ‘others’, e.g. the British jingo, the capitalist Jew

and the uncivilised black.



Temperate Heroes: Masculinity in Second World War Britain

Sonya O. Rose, USA

In this paper I examine how masculinity was depicted in a host of representations including

newspaper articles and stories, trade union publications, advertisements, propaganda posters,

and first-person accounts. I argue that hegemonic masculinity was fashioned from seemingly

opposing sets of characteristics. It was composed of crucial aspects of both the post World

War I ‘anti-heroic’ masculinity and the stereotyped adventurer or soldier-hero most clearly

exemplified by combat soldiers. The characteristics of masculinity depicted in the popular

culture of the World War II years were also those that composed wartime Britishness or

Englishness. Moreover, ‘good citizenship’ and masculinity were virtually the mirror images

of one another. Masculinity, in other words, was ideal personhood.

Although scholars such as Alison Light have suggested that the reaction to the horrors

of the First World War led to a reformulation of the nation as a more feminine one, one that

featured middle-class and conservative values, I suggest that in the context of the Second

World War, these anti-heroic traits, including kindliness, humorousness, fairness, decency,

and ordinariness, were reclaimed for masculinity and were generalised to ‘the people.’ By

being joined to the attributes of the soldier-hero, including adventurousness, emotional

reserve, bravery and courageousness, willingness to take personal risks to defend women and

children and the country, strength, endurance, and youth, British citizenry and the nation were

portrayed as virile. But this was a tempered virility that was fashioned in opposition to the

hyper-masculine characteristics of the Nazi enemy.

Conscientious Objectors were subordinated to this hegemonic masculinity, and

contested it. By examining the reactions to C.O.s, characteristics of hegemonic masculinity

not immediately apparent in popular representations, such as the presumption that the

performance of manliness involves protecting women, and the centrality of heterosexuality

come into view. In addition, the hostility meted out to those suspected of being C.O.s simply

because they were not in military uniform suggests the instability of this World War II

hegemonic masculinity tied as it was to the figure of the combat soldier. Since the war was

defined as a ‘People’s War,’ and victory depended on the active participation of men, as well

as women on the homefront, hegemonic masculinity was unstable, and had the potential of

undermining the unitary identity of the nation, itself.



I conclude the paper by speculating that as unstable as it was, its hegemony was due,

in part, to the capacity of masculinity to claim aspects of femininity without being diminished.

‘Real men’, and in World War II those ‘real men’ were soldier-heroes, could absorb and claim

for masculinity those characteristics and behaviours previously associated with women.



Re-Remembering the Soldier Hero: The Composure and Re-Composure of Masculinity in

Narratives of the Great War

Michael Roper, United Kingdom

This article explores the compulsion to re-tell experiences of soldiering. In Soldier Heroes

(1994), Graham Dawson stresses the importance of war stories in the subjective composure of

masculinity. A focus on one man’s experience of a single event in the First World War, and

how his narration of that event changed in a succession of accounts written between 1914 and

the 1970s, shows the significance of soldiering as a culturally vaunted means of narrating a

man’s life. Whilst undoubtedly hegemonic, the image of the soldier hero is not cast in stone,

however. The qualities ascribed to it may change with ageing. In the case of the officer

Lyndall Urwick (1891-1983), youthful derision towards the ‚old incompetents’ of the army

staff gave way to forgiveness in late career, whilst memories of trench warfare and the

experience of death resurfaced in old age. A study of these narratives shifts provides insights

into the burdens and discontents of masculinity in the here-and-now of writing. However, the

paper warns against too great an emphasis on the role of post-war gender scripts in the

composure of war memory. Equally important is the experience of war itself: how trench

warfare in particular, confronted men with feelings which could not be accommodated within

the prevailing ideals of masculinity. Drawing on Freud’s definition of war neurosis, the article

argues that re-remembering can be understood as a part of a continued search for ways of

dealing with fear of death and dislike of killing, feelings which date from the war itself. This

‚underlay’ of memory has tended to be ignored in recent work , which has emphasised the

role of public and collective gender discourses in shaping personal testimony of war.


