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An Introduction to Female
Masculinity:
Masculinity without Men

Judith Halberstam

What’s the use of being a little boy if you are going to grow up to be a man?
(Gertrude Stein, Everybody’s Autobiography, 1937)

The Real Thing

What is ““masculinity’’? This has been probably the most common question that I
have faced over the past five years while writing on the topic of female masculinity.
If masculinity is not the social and cultural and indeed political expression of
maleness, then what is it? I do not claim to have any definitive answer to this
question, but I do have a few proposals about why masculinity must not and
cannot and should not reduce down to the male body and its effects. I also venture
to assert though we seem to have a difficult time deﬁﬁﬁfgm masculinity, as a
society we have little trouble in recognizing it, and indeed we spend massive
amounts of time and money ratifying and supporting the versions of masculinity
that we enjoy and trust; many of these “‘heroic masculinities’ depend absolutely
on the subordination of alternative masculinities. I claim that far from being an
imitation_of maleness, female masculinity actually affords us a ghmpsc of how
mascuhmty is_constructed as masculinity. In other words, female masculinitiés
are framed as the rejected scraps of dominant mascuhmty in order that male
fnasculinity may appear to be the real thing. But what we understand as heroic

This chapter does not simply offer a ‘conventional theoretical 1ntroduct10n to
the enterprise of conceptualizing masculinity without men; rather, it attempts
to compile the myths and fantasies about masculinity that have ensured that
masculinity and maleness are profoundly difficult to pry apart. I then offer, by
way of a preliminary attempt to reimagine masculinity, numerous examples of
alternative masculinities in fiction, film, and lived experience. These examples are
mostly queer and female, and they show clearly how important it is to recognize

Reprinted from Female Masculinity (Durham: Duke University Press, 1998), pp. 1-9, 13-29, 40-1,
279-82.
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alternative masculinities when and where they emerge. Throughout this [Chapter]
I detail the many ways in which female masculinity has been blatantly ignored bot};
in the culture at large and within academic studies of masculinity. This widespreaq
indifference to female masculinity, I suggest, has clearly ideological motivatiopg
and has sustained the complex social structures that wed masculinity to malenegg
and to power and domination/ 1 firmly believe that a sustained examination of
female masculinity can make crudial interventions within gender studies, cultura]
studies, queer studies, and mainstream discussions of gender in general.
Mg_gglli_r;i_ty,j,rlibis_&aciﬁminﬂitﬁbllQQI}EIELQPA!QQQ}},S_QfVP_QVVﬁl' and legitim-

acy and privilege; it often symbolically refers to_the power of the state and to

ons of wealth. Masculinity seems to extend outward into patri-
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archy and inward into the family; masculinity represents the power of inheritance
the consequences of the traffic in women, and the promise of social privilege. But’,
obviously, many other lines of identification traverse the terrain of masculinity,
dividing its power into complicated differentials of class, race, sexuality, and

relation between maleness and power, then it makes 1}§tle sense to examine men
for the contours of that masculinity’s social construction. Masculinity. . . becomes
legible as masculinity where and when it leaves the - white male middle-class body.
@rguments about excessive masculinity tend to focus on black bodies (male and
female), latino/a bodies, or working-class bodies, and insufficient masculinity is all
too often figured by Asian bodies or upper-class bodies; these stereotypical con-
structions of variable masculinity mark the process by which masculinity becomes
dominant in the sphere of white middle-class mﬂenCSQBMLL(&m_a&V_@MES
that currently attempt to account for the power of white masculinity recenter this

WT}E@Q body by concentrating all their analytical efforts on detailing the forms

and expressions of white male dominance. Numerous studics of Elvis, white male

youth, white male feminism, men and marriage, and domestications of maleness
amass information about a subject whom we know intimately and ad nauseam.
This study professes a degree of indifference to_ the whiteness of the | male and the
mascalinity of the white male and the project of naming his power: male mascu-

Jinity figures in my project as afhermencutic;jand as a counterexample to the kinds
\\q of masculinity that seem most informative about gender relations and most gen-
H
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erative of social change. . ..

How else to begin [an essay] on female masculinity but by deposing one of the
most persistent of male heroes: Bond, James Bond. To illustrate my point that
modern masculinity is most easily recognized as female masculinity, consider the
James Bond action film, in which male masculinity very often appears as only a
shadow of a more powerful and convincing alternative masculinity. In Goldeneye
(1995), for example, Bond battles the usual array of bad guys: Commies, Nazis,
mercenaries, and a superaggressive violent femme type. He puts on his usual
performance of debonair action adventure hero, and he has his usual supply of
gadgetry to aid him —a retractable belt, a bomb disguised as a pen, a laser weapon
watch, and so on. But there’s something curiously lacking in Goldeneye, namely,
credible masculine power. Bond’s boss, M, is 2 noticeably butch older woman who
calls Bond a dinosaur and chastises him for being a misogynist and a sexist. His
secretary, Miss Moneypenny, accuses him of sexual harassment, his male buddy
betrays him and calls him a dupe, and ultimately women seem not to go for his
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charms — bad suits and lots of sexual innuendo — which seem as old and as
ineffective as his gadgets.

Masculinity, in this rather actionless film, is pnmanl yand, in this and
countless other action films, has little if anythmg to do. VVlth b1010g1ca1 maleness
and signifies more often as a technical special effect. In Goldeneye it is M who most
convincingly performs masculinity, and she does so partly by exposing the sham of
Bond’s own performance. It is M who convinces us that sexism and misogyny are
not necessarily part and parcel of masculinity, even though historically it has

of women. The action adventure hero should embody an extreme version of
normative m~asculhp1ty, but ins instead we find that excessive masculinity turns into a
parody or expagure of the normy Because masculinity tends to manifest as natural
gender itself, the action ‘flick, with its emphases on prosthetic extension, actually
undermines the heterosexuality of the hero even as it extends his masculinity. So, in
Goldeneye, for example, Bond’s masculinity is linked not only to a profoundly
unnatural form of masculine embodiment but also to gay masculinities. In the
scene in which Bond goes to pick up his newest set of gadgets, a campy and almost
queeny science nerd gives Bond his brand-new accessories and demonstrates each
one with great enthusiasm. It is no accident that the science nerd is called Agent Q.
We might read Agent Q as a perfect model of the interpenetration of queer and
dominant regimes — Q is precisely an agent, a queer subject who exposes the
workings of dominant heterosexual masculinity. The gay masculinity of Agent Q
and the female masculinity of M provide a remarkable representation of the
absolute dependence of dominant masculinities on minority masculinities,

When you take his toys away, Bond has very little propping up his performance
of masculinity. Without the slick suit, the half smile, the cigarette lighter that
transforms into a laser gun, our James is a hero without the action or the

ity,”” depends absolutely, as any Bond flick demonstrates, on a vast subterranean
nw government groups, well-funded scientists, the army, and an
endless supply of both beautiful bad babes and beautiful good babes, and ﬁnally it
relies he heavily on an immediately recognizable ‘“‘bad guy.” The “bad guy” is a
standard generic feature of epic masculinity narratives: think only of Paradise Lost
and its eschatological separation between God and Devil; Satan, if you like, is the
original bad guy. Which is not to say that the bad guy’s masculinity bars him from
the rewards of male privilege — on the contrary, bad guys may also look like
winners, but they just tend to die more quickly. . ..

the male. If James Stewart, Gregory Peck, and Fred Astaire represent a few faces of
good-guy appeal, James Dean, Marlon Brando, and Robert De Niro represent the
bad-guy appeal, and really it becomes quite hard to separate one group from the
other. Obviously, bad-boy representations in the 1950s captured something of a
white working-class rebellion against middle-class society and against particular

ment_banker, and male rebellion tends toward res espect;

conformity “quickly come to outweight the’ Tewards for “To para-
phrase Gertrude Stein, what’s the point of beingaTebel boy if you are going to
grow up to be a man? Obviously, where and when rebellion ceases to be white

become difficult, if not impossible, to untangle masculinity from the opprcssion :

adventure. The masculinity of the white male, what we might call ‘“‘epic masculin-

There is also a long literary and cinematic history that celebrates the rebellion of

forms of domestication, but today’s rebel without a cause is tomorrow’s invest- |
ty as the rewards for
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a very different threat emerges.

i} motivation, and tomboyism may even be encouraged to the extent that it remains
11 comfortably linked to a stable sense of a girl identity. &%&%d
w‘ hgwgver _when it appears to be the sign of extreme male identification (taking a
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| middle-class male rebellion (individualized and localized within the lone male o
even generalized into the boy gang) and becomes class rebellion or race erelhOH

Tomboys

What happens when boy rebellion is located not in the testosterone-induced poyg
of the hooligan but in the sneer of the tomboy? Tomboyism generally describes g
extended childhood period of female masculinity. If we are to believe genery
accounts of childhood behavior, tomboyism is quite common for girls and doeg
not generally give rise to parental fears¢ Because comparable cross-identification
behaviors in boys do often give rise to quite hysterical responses, we tend to believe
that female gender deviance is much more tolerated than male gender deviance ']
am not sure that tolerance in such matters can be measured or at any rate that
responses to childhood gender behaviors necessarily tell us anything concrete
about the permitted parameters of adult male and female gender deviance. Tom-
boyism tends to be associated with a “‘natural’ desire for the greater freedoms and

mobilities en}ded by boys. Very often it is read as a sign of independence and self-

0y’s name O 1l ¢ Y and when threatens to extend
beyond chlldhood and i into adolescence 2 Teenage tomboyism presents a problem
and tends to be sub]ect to the most severe efforts to reorient. We could say that
tomboylsm is_tolerated as long as the child remains prepubescent; as soon as
puberty begins, however, the full force ~of gender conformity descends on 1 the
girl. Gender conformity is pressed onto all girls, not just tomboys, and this is
where it becomes hard to uphold the notion that male melmn}g presents a greater
threat to social and familial stability than female masculinity, Female adolescence
represents the crisis of coming of age as a girl in a _male-dominated soc1ety\ If
adolescence for boys represents a rite of passage (much celebrated in Western
literature in the form of the bildungsroman), and an ascension to some version
(however attenuated) of soci /power , for girls, adolescence is a lesson in restraint,
_punishment, and repression{ It is in the context of female adolescence that the
“tomboy instincts of millions of girls are remodeled into compliant forms of
femlmmty s

That any girls do emerge at the end of adolescence as masculine women is quite
amazing. The growing visibility and indeed respectability of lesbian communities
to some degree facilitate the emergence of masculine young women. But as even a
cursory survey of popular cinema confirms, the image of the tomboy can be
tolerated only Within a narrative of blossoming womanhood within such a narra-

femlmmty In both the novel and film versions of the classic tomboy narrative The
Member of the Wedding, by Carson McCullers, tomboy Frankie Addams fights a
losing battle against womanhood, and the text locates womanhood or femininity
as a crisis of representation that confronts the heroine with unacceptable life
options. As her brother’s wedding approaches, Frankie Addams pronounces
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herself mired in a realm of unbelonging, outside the symbolic partnership of the |
wedding but also alienated from belonging in almost every category that might
describe her. McCullers writes: “It happened that green and crazy summer when
Frankie was twelve years old. This was the summer when for a long time she had
not been a member. She belonged to no club and was a member of nothing in the
world. Frankie was an unjoined person who hung around in doorways, and she was
afraid.””® McCullers positions Frankie on the verge of adolescence (““when Frankie
was twelve years old”’) and in the midst of an enduring state of being “‘unjoined””:
“She belonged to no club and was a member of nothing in the world.”” While
childhood in general may qualify as a period of ““unbelonging,” for the boyish girl
arriving on the doorstep of womanhood, her status as “‘unjoined” marks her out
for all manner of social violence and opprobrium. As she dawdles in the last light of
childhood, Frankie Addams has become a tomboy who ‘“hung around in door-
ways, and she was afraid.”

As a genre, the tomboy film. .. suggests that the categories available to women
for racial, gendered and sexual identiﬁcation are simply inadequate. In her novel,

structure that fixes people and things in place arnﬁqally but securely Frankie tries
to change her identity by changing her name: “Why is it against the law to
change your name:?”” she asks Berenice. Berenice answers: @ecause things accu-
mulate around your name,”” and she stresses that without names, confusion would
reign and ““the whole world would go crazijut Berenice also acknowledges that Q&iw\ , .

the fixity conferred by names also traps people into many different identities, racial 2 l
as well as gendered: “We all of us somehow caught. ... And maybe we wants to \N,W‘N O
VV1clen and bust free. But no matter what we do we stxll caught.” Frankie thinks /‘\’g,w/

that naming represents the power of definition, and name changing confers the | o
power to reimagine identity, place, relation, and even gender. “I wonder if it is
against the law to change your name,” says Frankie, “Or add to it. ... Well I don’t
care. ... F. Jasmine Addams.”*

Psychoanalysis posits a crucial relationship between language and desire such i g i r A 7/
that language structures desire and expresses therefore both the fullness and the VoL U v
Tutility of human desire — full because we always desire, futile because we are never | M A

i

satisfied. “Frankie in pamcular understands desire and sexuality to be the most |
regimented forms of social conformity — we are supposed to desire only certain
people and only in certain ways, but her desire does not work that way, and she
finds herself torn between longmg and belonging. Because she does not desire in
conventional ways, Frankie seeks to avoid desire altogether. Her struggle with
language, her attempts to remake herself through naming and remake the world
with a new order of being, are ultimately heroic, but unsuccessful. McCullers’s
pessimism has to do with a sense of the overwhelming ““order of things,” jn order
that cannot be affected by the individual, and works(t'hrough things as basic as |
language, and forces nonmembers into memberships they cannot fulfill. |
My [essay] refuses the futility long associated with the tomboy narrative and
instead seizes on the opportunity to recognize and ratify differently gendered '

roduction of new taxonomies

bodies and subjectivities. ... [I argue] for the don %
what Eve K. Sedgwick humorously called{*‘nonce taxonomies” in Epistemology of %
|

the Closet, classifications of desire, physicality, and subjectivity that attempt to
intervene in hegemonic processes of naming and defining. Nonce taxonomies
tervene 1 ne ming and dchning.
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- homosocial cultures, female masculinity is generally received by hetero- and hopy,,
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are categories that we use daily to make sense of our worlds but that work g wel
that we actually fail to recognize them....I attempt to bring some of the Nonge l
taxonomies of female masculinity into view, and 1 detail the histories of th
suppression of these categories. ... 1 am _using the topic of female masculip;
explore a queer subject position that can s ccéssfully challenge hegemomc modg)
1de 'mity. Female masculinity is a particularly fruitful site of xnvestls
ganon because it has been vilified by heterosexist and feminist/womanist pro
grams alike; unlike male femininity, which fulfills a kind of ritual function in mal

normative cultures as a pathological sign of misidentification and maladjy tment,
as a longing to be and to have a power that is always just out of reach(Withiy ,
lesbian context, female masculinity has been situated as the place where patriarchy
goes to work on the female psyche and reproduces misogyny within femalene@
There have been to date remarkably few studies or theories about the inevitahje
effects of a fully articulated female masculinity on a seemingly fortified mgje
masculinity,/Sometimes female masculinity coincides with the excesses of mge
supremacy, and sometimes it codifies a unique form of social rebellion; often
female masculinity is the sign of sexual alterity, but occasionally it marks hetero-
sexual variation; sometimes female masculinity marks the place of pathology, and
every now and then it represents the healthful alternative to what are considered
the histrionics of conventional fermmmtle(sjj

I want to carefully produce a model of female masculinity that remarks on its
multiple forms but also calls for new and self-conscious affirmations of different
gender taxonomies. Such affirmations begin not by subverting masculine power or

taking up a position against - masculine _power but by turning a blind eye to

convennonal masculinities and refusmg to engage. Frankie Addams, for example
onstitutes her rebellion not in opposition to the law but throug gglffgr

the law: she recognizes that it may be against the law to change one’s name or add

to it, but she also has a simple response to such illegal activity: “Well, T don’t care.’

T am not suggesting in this book that we follow the futile path of what Foucault

calls “‘saying no to power,” but I am asserting that power may inhere within

different forms of refusal: ‘“Well, 1 don t care’

Constructing Masculinities

Within cultural studies itself, masculinity has recently become a favorite topic. 1
want to try here to account for the growing popularity of a body of work on
masculinity that evinces absolutely no interest in masculinity without men. I first
noticed the unprecedented interest in masculinity in April 1994 when the DIA
Center for the Performing Arts convened a group of important intellectuals to
hold forth on the topic of masculinities. On the opening night of this event, one
commentator wondered, “Why masculinity, why now?” Several others, male
critics and scholars, gave eloquent papers about their memories of being young
boys and about their relationships with their fathers. The one lesbian on the panel,
a poet, read a moving poem about rape/ At the end of the evening, only one
panelist had commented on the limitations of a discussion of masculinity
that interpreted “masculinity’” as a synonym for men or maleness.”) This lonely
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atervention highlighted the gap between mainstream discussions of masculinity
d ‘men_and_ongoing queer discussions about masculinity, which extend far
bgyond the male body. Indeed, in answer to the naive question that began the
evening, ““Why masculinities, why now?”” one might state:(Because masculinity in
the 1990s has finally been recogmzed as, at least in part, a construction by female-
s well as male-born people.®
 The anthology that the conference produced provides more evidence of the
_ thoroughgoing association that the editors have made between masculinity and
maleness. The title page features a small photographic illustration of a store sign
advertising clothing as “‘Fixings for Men.’ @ns illustration has been placed just
below the title, Constructing Masculinity, and forces the reader to understand the
construction of masculinity as the outfitting of males within culture: The intro-
duction to the volume attempts to diversify this definition of masculinity by using
Judith Butler’s and Eve Sedgwick’s contributions to suggest that the anthology
recognizes the challenges made by gays, lesbians, and queers to the terms of
gcnder normativity. The editors insist that mascuhrntv is multiple and that “far

from just being about men, the idea of ‘masculinity engages, inflects, and shapes
cveryone »7 The commitment to the representation of masculinity as mulnple is
certainly borne out in the first essay in the volume, by Eve Sedgwick, in which she
proposes that masculinity may have little to do with men, and is somewhat

the editors for having proposed a book and a conference on masculinity that
remain committed to linking masculinity to maleness. Although the introduction
suggests that the editors have heeded Sedgwick’s call for gender diversity, the rest
of the volume suggests otherwise. There are many fascinating essays in this
anthology, but there are no essays specifically on female masculinity. Although
gender-queer images by Loren Cameron and Cathy Opie adorn the pages of the
book, the text contains no discussions of these images. The book circles around
discussions of male icons such as Clint Eastwood and Steven Seagal; it addresses
the complex relations between fathers and sons; it examines topics such as how
science defines men and masculinity and the law. The volume concludes with an
essay by Stanley Aronowitz titled “My Masculinity,” an autobiographically in-
flected consideration of various forms of male power.
None of my analysis here is to say that this is an uninteresting anthology or that
the essays are somehow wrong or misguided, but I am trying to point out that the
editorial statement at the beginning of the volume is less a prologue to what
follows and more of an epilogue that describes what a volume on masculinity
should do as opposed to what the anthology does do. Even when the need for an
analysis of female masculinity has been acknowledged, in other words, it seems
remarkably difficult to follow through on. What is it then that, to paraphrase Eve
Sedgwick’s essay, makes it so difficult zoz to presume an essentlgl relation between
masculinity and men?® T
By beginning with this examination of the Constructing Masculinity conference
and anthology, I do not want to give the impression that the topic of female
masculinities must always be related to some larger topic, some more general set of
masculinities that has been, and continues to be, about men. Nor do I want to
suggest that gender theory is the true origin of gender knowledges. Rather, this
conference and book merely emphasize the lag between community knowledges

extended by Butler’s essay ‘“Melancholy Gender.”@ut Sedgwick also critiques '’
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and practices and academic discourses.” I believe it is both helpful and Importap,

to contextualize a discussion of female and lesbian masculinities in direct Oppos.

ition to a more generalized discussion of masculinity within cultural studieg that

seems intent on insisting that masculinity remain the property of male bodifas/ﬁle
continued refusal in Western society to admit ambiguously gendered bodicg\i}{t’é
functional social relations (evidenced, for example, by our continued use of eithe, /

or bathrooms, either women or men) is, I will claim, sustained by a conservatiye

E’wh and protectionist attitude by men in general toward masculinity\Such an attityq,

~ has been bolstered by a more general disbelief in female masculinity. I can onjy

- describe such disbelief in terms of a failure in a collective imagination: in othey

words, female-born people have been making convincing and powerful assaults o

——f7 || the coherence of male masculinity for well over a hundred years; what prevents
these assaults from taking hold and accomplishing the diminution of the bonds
between masculinity and men? Somehow, despite multiple images of strong
women (such as bodybuilder Bev Francis or tennis player Martina Navratilova),
of cross-identifying women (Radclyffe Hall or Ethel Smyth), of masculine-coded
public figures (Janet Reno), of butch superstars (k. d. lang), of muscular and
athletic women (Jackie Joyner-Kersee), of female-born transgendered people
(Leslie Feinberg), there is still po general acceptance or even recognition of

masculine women and boyish gir@ This [essay]| addresses itself to this collective

failure to imagine and ratify the masculinity produced by, for, and within women.

In case my concerns about the current discussions of masculinity in cultural

studies sound too dismissive, I want to look in an extended way at what happens

when academic discussions of male masculinity take place to the exclusion of

discussions of more wide-ranging masculinities. While it may seem that I am giving

an inordinate amount of attention to what is after all just one intervention into

current discussions, I am using one book as representative of a whole slew of other

studies of masculinity that replicate the intentions and the mistakes of this one. In

an anthology called Boys: Masculinities in Contemporary Cultuve, edited by Paul

Smith for a Cultural Studies series, Smith suggests that masculinity must always be

v/ thought of ““in_the plural” as masculinities “‘defined and cut through by differ-

ences and contradictions of all sorts.””*® The plurality of masculinities for Smith

encompasses a dominant white masculinity that is crisscrossed by its others, gay,

» bisexual, black, Asian, and ] @Hmigpggjdes. Although the recognition of a host

of masculinities makes sense, Smith chooses to focus on dominant white mascu-

linity to the exclusion of the other masculinities he has listed) Smith, predictably,

warns the reader not to fall into the trap of simply critiquing dominant masculinity

or simply celebrating minority masculinities, and then he makes the following
foundational statement:

And it may well be the case, as some influential voices often tell us, that masculinity or
masculinities are in some real sense not the exclusive “property’ of biologically male
subjects — it’s true that many female subjects lay claim to masculinity as their property.
Yet in terms of cultural and political power, it still makes a difference when masculinity
coincides with biological maleness."*

What is immediately noticeable to me here is the odd attribution of immense
power to those ““influential voices” who keep telling us that masculinity is not the
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property of men. There is no naming of these influential voices, and we are left
supposing that “influence” has rendered the “female masculinity theorists™ so
owerful that names are irrelevant: these voices, one might suppose, are hege-
monic. Smith goes on to plead with the reader, asking us to admit that the
intersection of maleness and masculinity does “‘still”” make a difference. His appeal
here to common sense allows him to sound as if he is trying to reassert some kind
of rationality to a debate that is spinning off into totally inconsequential discus-
sions. Smith-is-really-arguing that we must turn to dominant masculinity to begin » [L }

deconstructing masculinity because it is the equation of maleness plus masculinity
that adds up to social legitimacy. As T argued earlier in this chapter, however, |
el . . « e
precisely because white male masculinity has obscured all other masculinities, we
have to turn away from its construction to bring other more mobile forms of
masculinity to light. Smith’s purpose in his reassertion of the difference that male
masculinity makes is to uncover the ““cultural and political power” of this union in
order to direct our attention to the power of patriarchy. The second part of the

paragraph makes this all too clear:

Biological men — male-sexed beings — are after all, in varying degrees, the bearers of
privilege and power within the systems against which women still struggle. The
privilege and power are, of course, different for different men, endlessly diversified
through the markers of class, nation, race, sexual preference and so on. But I’d deny
that there are any men who are entirely outside of the ambit, let’s say, of power and
privilege in velation to women. In that sense it has to be useful to our thinking to recall
that masculinities are not only a function of dominant notions of masculinity and not
constituted solely in resistant notions of “‘other’” masculinities. In fact, masculinities
exist inevitably in relation to what feminisms have construed as the system of patri-
archy and patriarchal relations.?

terms “women” and “men.” Smith advances here a slightly old-fashioned femi- !
nism that understands women as endlessly victimized within systems of male |
power. Woman, within such a model, is the name for those subjects within -
patriarchy who have no access to male power and who are regulated and confined

by patriarchal structures But what would Smith say to Monique Wittig’s claim

that lesbians are not women because they are not involved in the heterosexual
matrix that produces sexual difference as a power relation? What can Smith add to
Judith Butler’s influential theory of “gender trouble,” which suggests that
“gender is a copy with no original” and that dominant sexualities and genders

are in some sense imbued with a pathetic dependence on their others that puts

them perpetually at risk> What would Smith say to Jacob Hale’s claim that the
genders we use as reference points in_gender theory fall far behind community
productions of alternative genderings?'? Are butch dykes women? Are male trans-
vestites men? How does gender variance disrupt the flow of powers presumed by \\ )Af
EEEEE{SEX 1{1 E—e/lggi_qr_li ch{wfgg_glg;g\w‘n Smith, in other words, cannot
take female masculinity into account because he sees it as inconsequential and
secondary to much more important questions about male privilege. Again, this
sounds more like a plaintive assertion that men do still access male power within
patriarchy (don’t they?), and it conveniently ignores the ways in which gender \
relations are scrambled where and when gender variance comes into pl@ (l\ﬁg) .

The most noticeable feature of this paragraph is the remarkable stability of the | /




i case of O. J., are not separable into tidy categories. Indeed, one might say that the
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Smith’s attempt to shore up male masculinity by dismissing the importance 0;
other masculinities finds further expression in his attempt to take racialized Mag
culinities into consideration. His introductory essay opens with a meditatiop o
the complications of the O. J. Simpson case, and Smith wonders at the way Popul;
discourse on the O. J. case sidesteps issues of masculinity and male dominatiop, i
favor of race. When he hears a black male caller to a radio talk show link O. J > cas
to an ongoing conspiracy against black men in this country, Smith ponders: “His
spluttering about the attempted genocide of black men reminded me, somehoy,
that another feature of the O. J. case was the way it had started with the prosecy,.
tion trying to establish the relevance of O. J.’s record as a wife beater.””# Noting
that the callers to the talk show did not have much to say about this leads Smith ¢
wonder whether race can constitute a collective identity but masculinity cannog
and finally he suggests that although “‘it might be difficult to talk about race in thl;
country, it is even more difficult to talk about masculinity.”15 If you are a white
man, it is probably extremely difficult to talk about either race or masculinity jet
alone both at the same time. But, of course, race and masculinity, especially in the

caller’s “spluttering’® about conspiracies against black men constituted a far more
credible race analysis in this case than Smith’s articulation of the relations between
race and masculinity. For Smith, masculinity in the case of O. J. constitutes a flow
of domination that comes up against his blackness as a flow of subordination,
There is no discussion here of the injustices of the legal system, the role of class and
money in the trial, or the complicated history of relations between black men and
white women. Smith uses O. J. as shorthand for a model that is supposed to
suggest power and disempowerment in the same location.

I am taking so much time and effort to discount Smith’s introduction to Boys
because there is a casualness to his essay that both indicates his lack of any real
investment in the project of alternative masculinities and suggests an unwillingness
to think through the messy identifications that make up contemporary power
relations around gender, race, and class. The book that Smith introduces also
proves to have nothing much to offer to new discussions of masculinity, and we
quickly find ourselves, from the opening essay on, in the familiar territory of men,
boys, and their fathers. The first essay, for example, by Fred Pfeil, “A Buffalo, New
York Story,” tells a pitiful tale about father-son relations in the 1950s. In one
memorable moment from the memoir, he (Fred) and Dad have cozied up on the
couch to watch Bonanza while Mom and Sis are doing the dishes in the kitchen.
Boy asks Dad “why bad guys were always so stupid,” and Dad laughs and explains
“because they were bad.””*® The story goes on to detail the innocent young boy’s
first brushes with his male relatives’ racism and his own painful struggle with car
sickness. Besides taking apart the dynamics of fathers and sons cozying up together
to watch Bonanza, there most certainly are a multitude of important things to say
about men and masculinity in patriarchy, but Smith and some of his contributors
choose not to say them. We could be producing ethnographies on the aggressive
and indeed protofascist masculinities produced by male sports fans.}” Much work
still remains to be done on the socialization (or lack thereof) of young men in high
schools, on (particularly rich white male) domestic abusers, on the new sexism
embodied by “‘sensitive men,” on the men who participate in the traffic in
mail-order brides and sex tourism (including a study of privileged white gay

P
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masculinity). But studies in male masculinity are predictably not so interested in ||
taking apart the patriarchal bonds between white maleness and privilege; they are { v
much more concerned to detail the fragilities of male socialization, the pains of |i
manhood, and the fear of female t:l‘rlpOW«i:rrnent.18 ~
Because I have criticized Smith for his apparent lack of investment in the project
of producing alternative masculinities, let me take a moment to make my own
investments clear. ... [I]t seems important to state that this [essay], is an attempt
to make my own female masculinity plausible, credible, and real For alarge part of
my life, I have been stigmatized by a masculinity that marked mie as ambiguous and
illegible. Like many other tomboys, I was mistaken for a boy throughout my
childhood, and like many other tomboy adolescents, I was forced into some
semblance of femininity for my teenage years. When gender-ambiguous children
are constantly challenged about their gender identity, the chain of misrecognitions
can actually produce a new recognition: in other words, to be constantly mistaken
for a boy, for many tomboys, can contribute to the producmon of a masculine

dcntlty It was not until my midtwenties that I finally found a word for my
particular gender configuration: butch™.

The Bathroom Problem

notion that anatomy is destiny, that gender is natural, and that male and female are
the only options, why do we still operate in a world that assumes that people who
are not male are female, and people who are not female are male (and even that l
people who are not male are not people!). If gender has been so thoroughly
defamiliarized, in other words, why do we not have multiple gender options,
multiple gen _gfg@ggonesrand_tcal_hfc _nonmale and nonfemale opﬁons““‘for
embodiment and identification? In a way, gender’s very flexibili and seeming 4 A
fluidity is precisely what ﬂoww/\&merggjﬁ?ﬁ@@@ﬂcw
people actually match any given community standards for male or fémale, in other
words, gender can be imprecise and therefore multiply relayed through a solidly
binary system. At the same time, because the definitional boundaries of male and
female are so elastic, there are very few people in any given public space who are
completely unreadable in terms of their gcnde}w

Ambiguous gender, when and where it does appear, is inevitably transformed
intoldeviance| thirdness, or a blurred version of either male or female. As an
example, in public bathrooms for women, various bathroom users tend to fail to
measure up to expectations of fernininity, and those of us who present in some
ambiguous way are routinely questioned and challenged about our presence in the
“wrong” bathroom. For example, recently, on my way to give a talk in Minneap-
olis, I was making a connection at Chicago’s O’Hare airport. I strode purposefully
into the women’s bathroom. No sooner had I entered the stall than someone was
knocking at the door: “Open up, security here!”” I understood immediately what
had happened. I had, once again, been mistaken for a man or a boy, and some
woman had called security. As soon as I spoke, the two guards at the bathroom stall
realized their error, mumbled apologies, and took off. On the way home from the
same trip, in the Denver airport, the same sequence of events was repeated.

If three decades of feminist theorizing about gender has thoroughly dislodged the [
|
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Needless to say, the policing of gender within the bathroom is intensifieq ;
the space of the airport, where people are literally moving through space anlgi
time in ways that cause them to want to stabilize some boundaries (gender) even
as they traverse others (national). However, having one’s gender challengeq in’
the women’s rest room is a frequent occurrence in the lives of many androgyn gy
or masculine women; indeed, it is so frequent that one wonders whether the
category ‘‘woman,” when used to designate public functions, is completely oyt
moded.*’
It is no accident, then, that travel hubs become zones of intense scrutiny apg
observation. But gender policing within airport bathrooms is merely an intensifieq
version of a larger “‘bathroom problem.”” For some gender-ambiguous women, j¢

is relatively easy to “‘prove” their right to use the women’s bathroom ~ they cap
generally back off. For others (possibly low-voiced or hairy or breastless people), it
is quite difficult to justify their presence in the women’s bathroom, and these
Obviously, in these bathroom confrontations, the gender-ambiguous person first
appears as not-woman (‘‘You are in the wrong bathroom!’”), but then the person
in a voice recognized as not-male). Not-man and not-woman, the gender-ambigu-
ous bathroom user is also not androgynous or in-between; this person is gender

For many gender deviants, the notion of passing is singularly unhelpful. (li’assing
as a narrafive assumes that there is a self that masquerades as another kind of self
and does so successfully; at various moments, the successful pass'may coher
something akin to identity. At such a moment, the passer has decome. What of a
biological female who presents as butch, passes as male in some circumstances and

,| distance from the category ‘‘man’’? For such a subject, identity might best be

|\ described as process with multiple sites for becoming and being. To understand

U such a process, we would need to do more than map psychic and physical journeys
between male and female and within queer and straight space; we would need, in
for example, in her self-definition as a non-feminine, sexually untouchable female,
complicates the idea that lesbians share female sexual practices or women share
their particular masculinities,

I want to focus on what I am calling “‘the bathroom problem” because I believe
despite rumours of its demise. Furthermore, many normatively gendered women
have no idea that a bathroom problem even exists and claim to be completely
use a public bathroom. But queer literature is littered with references to the
bathroom problem, and it would not be an exaggeration to call it a standard
tions of the dimensions of the bathroom problem in Stone Butch Blues. In this
narrative of the life of the he-she factory worker, Jess Goldberg, Jess recounts many

reveal some decisive gender trait (a high voice, breasts), and the challenger wij
people may tend to use the men’s bathroom, where scrutiny is far less intense.
appears as something actually even more scary, not-man (“No, [ am not,” spoken
deviant.

,MA&_/#N:? AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA . e into
reads as butch in others, and considers herself not to be a woman but maintains
fact, to think in fractal terms and about gender geometries. .. {The stone butch,
female sexual desires or evcr};hat masculine women share a sense of what animates
it illustrates in remarkably clear ways the flourishing existence of gender binarism
ignorant about the trials and tribulations that face the butch woman who needs to
feature of the butch narrative. For example, Leslie Feinberg provides clear illustra-
occasions in which she has to make crucial decisions about whether she can afford
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Another time, Remedios tells of being chased from a ladies’ room and beatep, b

bouncer. The bathroom problem for Remedios and for Jess severely limits thy‘

ability to circulate in public spaces and actually brings them into contact W_e T
physical violence as a result of having violated a cardinal rule of gender: ope mlth
be readable at a glance. After Remedios is beaten for having entered a ladies’ mOust
her father tells her to be more careful, and Rodriguez notes: ““She realized thm’
being cautious means swaying her hips and parading her boobs when she ent at
any ladies’ room.””?* o o

If we use the paradigm of the bathroom asta limit of gender 1de—r;t1Ea~t10nJ W

can measure the distance between binary gender schema and lived mult'iﬁloéwgene:
dered experiences. The accusation “‘you’re in the wrong bathroom” really says ty
different things. First, in_@QQ seems at odds with your sey

(your apparent masculinity or androgyny is at odds with your supposed female-
ness); second, it suggests that single-gender bathrooms are “only for those who fi¢

clearly into one category (male) or the other (female). Either we need open-access

PN T T .

bathrooms or multigendered bathrooms, or we need wider parameters for gend
fuiahisiuetniui ot e yeoo ey T pHilder

identification. The bathroom, as we know it. actually represents the crumbl;
0 > DLESC w»-mm-:mw@lb\l}vn

deviant “women® are mistaken for men in public bathrooms suggests that a
large number of feminine women spend a large amount of time and energy
policing masculine women. Something very different happens, of course, in the
men’s public toilet, where the space is more likely to become a sexual cruising zone
than a site for gender repression. Lee Edelman, in an essay about the interpenetra-
tion of nationalism and sexuality, argues that “the institutional men’s room
constitutes a site at which the zones of public and private cross with a distinctive
psychic charge.”?® (The men’s room, in other words, constitutes both an architec-
ture of surveillance and an incitement to desire, a space of homosocial interaction
and of hgqrp_g_cﬂrgp;c‘,irﬂl;cggction.

So, whereas men’s rest rooms tend to operate as a highly charged sexual space in
which sexual interactions are both encouraged and punished, women’s rest rooms
tend to_operate as an arena for the enforcement of gender conformity. Sex-
segregated bathrooms continue to be necessary to protect women from male
predations but also produce and extend a rather outdated notion of a public/
private split between male and female society. The bathroom is a domestic space
beyond the home that comes to represent domestic order, or a parody of it, out in
the world{fhc women’s bathroom accordingly becomes a sanctuary of enhanced
femininity, a “little girl’s room” to which one retreats to powder one’s nose or fix
one’s hair. The men’s bathroom signifies as the extension of t}f}gg_lghﬁggat,ure of
masculinity — it is precisely not domestic even though the names given to the sexual
function of the bathroom — such as cottage or tearoom — suggest it is a parody of
the domestic. The codes that dominate within the women’s bathroom are primat-
lly gender codes; in the men’s room, they are sexual codes. Public sex versus
private_gender, openly sexual versus discreetly repressive, bathrooms beyond the
home take on the proportions of g»gep@c‘rﬁfagcory.\%

Marjorie Garber comments on the liminality of ﬁe bathroom in Vested Interests
in a chapter on the perils and privileges of cross-dressing. She discusses the very
different modes of passing and cross-dressing for cross-identified genetic males and
females, and she observes that the rest room is a “potential waterloo” for both
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female-to-male (FTM) and male-to-female (MTF) cross-dressers and transsex-
uals.2é For the FTM, the men’s room represents the most severe test of his ability
to pass, and advice frequently circulates within FTM communities about how to go
annoticed in male-only spaces. Garber notes: ““The cultural paranoia of being
caught in the ultimately wrong place, which may be inseparable from the pleasure

of ¢ passmg n t_hgt same place, depends in part on the same cultural binarism, the
idea that gender categones are sufﬁc1ently uncomphcated to permit self-assortment
into one of the two ‘rooms’ without deconstructive reading.””®” It is worth
polnnng “out here (if only because Garber does not) that the perils of passing
FTMs in the men’s room are very different from the pCI‘llS of passing MTFs in
the women’s room. On the one hand, the FTM in the men’s room is likely to be less
‘scrutinized because men are not quite as vigilant about intruders as women for
obvious reasons. On the other hand, if caught, the FTM may face some version of
gender panic from the man who discovers him, and it is quite reasonable to expect
and fearﬁ violence lin the wake of such a dlscovery The MTF, by comparison, will be
more scrutinized in the women’s room but possibly less open to punishment if

caught. Because the FTM ventures into male territory with the potential threat of
violence hangmg over his head, it is crucial to recognize that the bathroom prob. em

is much more than a ghtch in the machmery of gender segregation and is better
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~Garber’s reading of ‘the perllous use of rest rooms by both FTMs and MTFS
develops out of her introductory discussion of what Lacan calls “urinary segrega-
tion.” Lacan used the term to describe the relations between “identities_and
signifiers, and he ultimately used the simple diagram of the rest-room signs
“Ladies” and “Gentlemen” to show that witlﬂr;milgggno_ducnonﬁoﬁsexual differ- |
ence, primacy is granted to the signifier over that Wthh it s1gn1ﬁes in more simple |

sygtgn.af_.unnarv segregauon creates the\__y functlonahty of the categories

“men” and “women.” Although rest-room signs seem to serve and ratify distinc-
. Itions thmdy exist, in actual fact these markers produce identifications within
(| these constructed categories. Garber latches on to the notion of “unnary seérega-
’ txon” because it helps her to describe the processes of cultural binarism within the
production of gender; for Garber, transvestites and transsexuals challenge this
system by resisting the literal translation of the signs “‘Ladies” and “Gentlemen.”
Garber uses the figures of the transvestite and the transsexual to show the obvious
flaws and gaps in a binary gender system; the transvestite, as interloper, creates a
third space of possibility within which all binaries become unstable. Unfortunately,
as in all attempts to break a binary by producing a third term, Garber’s third space !
tends fo stabilize the other two. In “Tearooms and Sympathy,” Lee Edelman also
turns to Lacan’s term ““urinary segregation,” but Edelman uses Lacan’s diagram to
mark heterosexual anxiety “‘about the potential inscriptions of homosexual desire
and about the possibility of knowing or recognizing whatever might consntute
‘homosexual difference’. 729 Whereas for Garber it is the transvestite who marks
the instability of the markers ‘“Ladies” and “Gentlemen,” for Edelman it is not the
passing transvestite but the passing homosexual.

Both Garber and Edelman, interestingly enough, seem to fix on the men’s room
as the site of these various destabilizing performances. As I am arguing here,
however, focusing exclusively on the drama of the men’s room avoids the much
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more complicated theater of the women’s room. Garber writes of urinary segre.
ﬂ gation: “For transvestites and transsexuals, the ‘men’s room’ problem is really ,
| challenge to the way in which such cultural binarism is read.””*® She goes on tq lis
some cinematic examples of the perils of urinary segregation and discusses sceneg
from Tootsie (1982), Cabarer (1972), and the Female Impersonator Pagey,,
(1975). Garber’s examples are odd illustrations of what she calls “the mep,
room problem”” if only because at least one of her examples (Tvotsie) demonstrateg
gender policing in the women’s room. Also, Garber makes it sound as if vigorgyg
gender policing happensin the men’s room while the women’s room is more of
benign zone for gender enforcement. She note@fr fact, the urinal has appeareq
in a number of fairly recent films as a marker of the ultimate ‘difference’ -
studied indifference.”? Obviously, Garber is drawing a parallel here between the
conventions of gender attribution within which the penis marks the “ultimate
difference”’; however, by not moving beyond this remarkably predictable descrip-
tion of gender differentiation, Garber overlooks the main distinction between
gender policing in the men’s room and in the women’s room. Namely, in the
women’s room, it is not only the MTF but 4/l gender-ambiguous females who are
scrutinized, whereas in the men’s room, biological men are rarely deemed out of

place. (Garber’s insistence that there is “a third space of possibility” occupied by
the transvestite has closed down the possibility that there may be a fourth, fifth,
sixth, or one hundredth space beyond the binar?.\f]? he ‘‘women’s room problem”
| (as_opposed to the “men’s room problem”) indicates a multiplicity of gender
displays even within the supposedly stable category of “woman.”

"So what gender are the hundreds of female-born people who are consistently
not read as female in the women’s room? And because so many women clearly fail
the women’s room test, why have we not begun to count and name the genders
~ that are clearly emerging at this time? One could answer this question in two ways:
1On the one hand, we do not name and notice new genders because as a society we
are committed to maintaining a binary gender system. On the other hand, we
icould also say that the failure of “male” and “‘female” to exhaust the field of

\gender variation actually ensures the continued dominance of these terms. Pre-
Icisely because virtually nobody fits the definitions of male and female, the cateé(\f—
flexibility and elasticity of the terms “man’ and “‘woman’’ ensures their longevity.
To test this proposition, look around any public space and notice how few people
present formulaic versions of gender and yet how few are unreadable or totally
ambiguous. The ““It’s Pat” character on a Saturday Night Live skit dramatized the
ways in which people insist on attributing gender in terms of male or female on
even the most undecidable characters. The “It’s Pat” character produced laughs
by consistently sidestepping gender fixity — Pat’s partner had a neutral name, and
everything Pat did or said was designed to be read either way. Of course, the
enigma that Pat represented could have been solved very easily; Pat’s coworkers
could simply have asked Pat what gender s/he was or preferred. This project on
temale masculinity is designed to produce more than two answers to that question
and even to argue for a concept ofif/%cnder prefere}%j;s opposed to compulsory
gender rism—Fhe hunman potential for incredibly precise classifications has
been demonstrated in multiple arenas; why then do we settle for a paucity of
classifications when it comes to gender? A Wld
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dpﬂ_@Lg@QQLDcllt[a]]~] runti] such-a time.when the child or young adult 144,
announces his or her or its gender. Even if we could not let go of a binary gender 9

system, there are still ways to make gender optional — people could come out as a

gender in the way they come out as a sexuality. The point here is that there are  Jp

rﬁY ways to depathologize gender variance and to @%Wih&mlﬂﬂpl& M
enders that we alread uce and sustain. Finally, as I suggested in relation to
Garber’s arguments about transvestism, “‘thirdness” merely balances the binary
system and, furthermore, tends to homogenize many different gender variations
under the banner of “other.” e
It is remarkably easy in this society not to look like a woman. It is relatively
difficult, by comparison, not to look like a man: the threats faced by men who do
not gender conform are somewhat different than for women. Unless men are
consciously trying to look like women, men are less likely than women to fail to
pass in the rest room. So one question posed by the bathroom problem asks, what_ |
makes_femininity so approximate and masculinity so precise? Or to pose the i
question with a different spin,vwmmggilyi@ﬂgsonategog,pggfogm;d zl

while 1 @g&qligl_'_txsgc;mswﬂxgsihc;nﬂtgtgimjgg;ion? Of course, this formulation does not
casily hold and indeed quickly collapses into the exact opposite:@hy is it, in the
case of the masculine woman in the bathroom, for example, that one finds the
limits of femininity so quickly, whereas the limits of masculinity in the men’s room
seem fairly expansivcb

We might tackle these questions by thinking about the effects, social and
cultural, of reversed gender typing. In other words, what are the implications of
male femininity and female masculinity? One might imagine that even a hint of
femininity sullies or lowers the social value of maleness while all masculine forms of
femaleness should result in an elevation of status.>* My bathroom example alone
proves that this is far from true. Furthermore, if we think of popular examples of
approved female masculinity like a buffed Linda Hamilton in Terminator 2 (1991)
or a lean and mean Sigourney Weaver in Aliens, it is not hard to see that what
renders these performances of female masculinity quite tame is their resolute < W™
heterosexuality. Indeed, in Alien Resurrection (1997), Sigourney Weaver combines %
‘her hard body with some light flirtation with co-star Winona Ryder and her i
masculinity immediately becomes far more threatening and indeed “alien.”” In AN
other words, when and where female masculinity conjoins with possibly queer
identities, it is far less likely to-meet with approval. Because female masculinity ~
e e T . . ' " . .
seems to be at its most threatening when coupled Wlthm TTconcem—,
trate on queer female masculinity almost to the exclusion of heterosexual female
masculinity.(ﬁlﬂe no doubt that heterosexual female masculinity menaces gender )
conformity in its own way, but all too often it represents an acceptable degree of
female masculinity as compared to the excessive masculinity of the dyke) It is) V'~
important when thinking about gender variations such as male femininity and
female masculinity not simply to create another binary in which masculinity always
signifies power; in alternative models of gender variation, female masculinity is not
simply the opposite of female femininity, nor is it a female version of male
masculinity. . ..

éﬂw«. ——

In this [essay] I have tried to chart the implications of the suppression of female
masculinities in a variety of spheres: in relation to cultural studies discussions, the



372 Judith Halberstam

suppression of female masculinities allows for male masculinity_to stand unchq).
lenged as the bearer of gender stability and_gender deviance, The tombOy;the
masculine woman, and the racialized masculine subject, I argue, all contribute tq 1
mounting cultural indifference to the masculinity of white males. Gender policing
in public bathrooms, furthermore, and gender performances within public Spaces
produce radically reconfigured notions of proper gender and map new genderg
onto a utopian vision of radically different bodies and sexualities. By arguing fo,
gender transitivity, for self-conscious forms of female masculinity, for indifference
to dominant male masculinities, and for “nonce taxonomies,” I do not wish tq
suggest that we can magically wish into being a new set of properly descriptive
genders that would bear down on the outmoded categories “male” and “female
Nor do I mean to suggest that change is simple and that, for example, by simply
creating the desegregation of public toilets we will change the function of domin-
ant genders within heteropatriarchal cultures. However, it seems to me that there
are some very obvious spaces in which gender difference simply does not work
right now, and the breakdown of gender as a signifying system in these arenas can
be exploited to hasten the proliferation of alternate gender regimes in other
locations. From drag kings to spies with gadgets, from butch bodies to FTM
bodies, gender and sexuality and their technologies arqg‘l‘rcadyg sively stran Q

It is simply a matter of keeping them that way. ...

Notes

1 For an extension of this discussion of tomboys see my article ““Oh Bondage Up Yours:
Female Masculinity and the Tomboy,” in Sissies and Tomboys: Gender Nonconformity and
Homosexual Childhood, ed. Matthew Rottnek (New York: New York University Press,
1999).

2 For more on the punishment of tomboys see Phyllis Burke, Gender Shock: Exploding the
Miyths of Male and Female (New York: Anchor Books, 1996). Burke analyzes some recent
case histories of so-called GID or Gender Identity Disorder, in which little girls are
carefully conditioned out of male behavior and into exceedingly constrictive forms of
femininity.

3 Carson McCullers, The Member of the Wedding [1946] (reprint, New York: Bantam,
1973),p. 1.

4 Ibid., pp. 107,113, 15....

5 The conference papers were collected in a volume called Constructing Masculinity, ed.
Maurice Berger, Brian Wallis, and Simon Watson (New York: Routledge, 1996), and the
one intervention on behalf of nonmale masculinities was made by Eve Kosofsky Sedg-
wick.

6 1 am using the terms “female born” and “male born” to indicate a social practice of

assigning one of two genders to babies at birth. My terminology suggests that these

assignations may not hold for the lifetime of the individual, and it suggests from the
outset that binary gender continues to dominate our cultural and scientific notions of
gender but that individuals inevitably fail to find themselves in only one of two options.

Berger, Wallis, and Watson, introduction to Constructing Masculinizy, p. 7.

More and more journals are putting together special issues on masculinity, but I have

yet to locate a single special issue with a single essay about female masculinity. The

latest journal announcement that found its way to me was from The Velver Light

Trap: A Critical Jowrnal of Film and Television. They announced an issue on “New
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Masculinities” that featured essays titled “The ‘New Masculinity’ in Tootsie,” “On
Fathers and Sons, Sex and Death,” “Male Melodrama and the Feeling Man,” and so
forth. This is not to say that such topics are not interesting, only that the “new
masculinities” sound remarkably like the old ones. See The Velvet Light Trap, ‘New
Masculinities,” no. 38 (fall 1996).

Berger, Wallis, and Watson, Constructing Masculinity.
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See Monique Wittig, “The Straight Mind,” in The Straight Mind and Other Essays
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1991), pp. 13-31; Jacob Hale, “Are Lesbians Women?” Hypazia 11 2 (Spring 1996):
94-121.

Smith, Boys, p. 14.

Ibid., p. 1.
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Indeed, one such ethnography has been carried out, but significantly it took English
soccer hooligans as its topic. See Bill Buford’s remarkable Amonyg the Thugs (New York:
Norton, 1992). A similar work on American male fans would be extremely useful.

For verification of such topics of concern just check out the men’s sections that are
popping up in your local bookstores. More specifically see the work of Michael Kimmel
and Victor Seidler: Michael Kimmel, Manhood in America: A Cultural History (New
York: Free Press, 1996); Victor J. Seidler, Unreasonable Men: Masculinity and Social
Theory (New York: Routledge, 1994).

The continued viability of the category “woman” has been challenged in a variety of
academic locations already: Monique Wittig, most notably, argued that ““lesbians are not
women” in her essay “The Straight Mind,” p. 121. Wittig claims that because lesbians
are refusing primary relations to men, they cannot occupy the position “‘woman.” In
another philosophical challenge to the category “woman,” transgender philosopher
Jacob Hale uses Monique Wittig’s radical claim to theorize the possibility of gendered
embodiments that exceed male and female (see Jacob Hale, “Are Lesbians Women?”’
Hypatin 11 2 (Spring 1996)). Elsewhere, Cheshire Calhoun suggests that the category
“woman’> may actually “operate as a lesbian closet” (see Cheshire Calhoun, “The
Gender Closet: Lesbian Disappearance under the Sign ‘Women,””* Feminist Studies 21
I (Spring 1995): 7-34).

Leslie Feinberg, Stone Butch Blues: A Novel (Ithaca, NY: Firebrand, 1993), p. 59.

Nice Rodriguez, Throw It to the River (Toronto, Canada: Women’s Press, 1993),
pp. 25-6.
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Lee Edelman, “Tearooms and Sympathy, or The Epistemology of the Water Closet,” in
Homaographesis: Essays in Gay Litevary and Cultural Theory (New York: Routledge,
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