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ABSTRACT 

 This dissertation contains three standalone articles, reporting the initial findings 

from an evaluatory ethnography of a profeminist Batterer Intervention Program (BIP). 

Primary data consists of observations of 37 sessions of the BIP and formal interviews 

with 17 current and former participants in the program. Theoretical framework draws 

from gender and symbolic interactionist principles, including hegemonic masculinity, 

hybrid masculinities, manhood acts, accounts and disclaimers, and the working 

consensus.  

BIPs constitute a major institutionalized response to men’s gendered violence, 

with thousands in operation across the US, primarily treating court ordered men as an 

alternative to incarceration. Workers who administer BIP programs – many highly skilled 

social workers and psychologists – believe their programs have positive effects. 

Quantitative evaluations of BIPs consistently show limited or no improvement in men’s 

behaviors after treatment but are methodologically limited. Quantitative work has 

indicated that adherence to hegemonic masculinity lies at the center of program 

success rates, but all recent studies have relied on interviews or evaluation of course 

documents. As such they lack the capability to expose interactional mechanisms that 

determine shifts in masculinities and other factors that moderate program effectiveness.  

Findings identify the ideal manhood constructed in the BIP as Progressive Hybrid 

Masculinity (PHM). Based in liberal assertions of social justice, PHM discursively 

distances men who adopt it from hegemonic masculinity by subordinating “toxic 

masculinity,” reframes emotional expressiveness and empathy as masculine through a 

discourse of power, and covertly reasserts men’s power through reification of masculine 



roles. The research frames defining the situation as an inherent component of manhood 

acts, and shows that rules in the BIP limit this interactional masculinity, prompting 

resocialization. However this is undermined by false indicators of change and protective 

practices deployed by other men. Finally, intense sex negativity in the BIP interferes 

with program goals, causing student disengagement and a failure to address sexual 

abuse reported by participants. Extreme antipornography position of the organization 

resulted in scapegoating, controlling women’s sexuality, erasing their agency, 

expressing misogyny, and reification of rape myths. Applied and theoretical implications 

are discussed.  
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1 MEN’S INTERVENTIONS AND MASCULINITIES 

For approximately two years I partnered with a nonprofit activism organization 

that seeks to end men’s violence against women. In operation for nearly four decades, 

they have maintained numerous programs that focus on men, educating them about the 

harmful effects of patriarchy and building networks of community accountability to 

prevent gendered violence. While they engage the public through various events and 

programs, the most long standing and well developed is a Batterer Intervention Program 

(BIP) that accepts court ordered and voluntary participants. Developed by the 

organization, this psychoeducational program reflects the philosophies of the 

organization, promoting profeminist and antiracist positions and centering on men 

“doing the work” to end violence against women. While BIPs overall have shown 

inconsistent effectiveness, the staff of this organization strongly believe their program is 

successful, pointing to numerous stand out cases of men who had not only halted their 

violence, but emphatically profess profound changes to their masculinity and 

relationships. In hopes that they could bring empirical legitimacy to these claims, and to 

learn how their program could be improved, they allowed me access for what I describe 

as an evaluatory ethnography. I engaged with the organization across multiple settings, 

but my primary data came from nonparticipant observations of the BIP and interviews 

with current and former attendees of the program. Here I present three articles that 

report the initial findings of this research, critically examining the masculinity deployed in 

the BIP and highlighting the symbolic processes that undermine what might otherwise 

be authentic egalitarian change in participants. I argue that these findings can offer 
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guidance for improving other programs that address men, as the patterns in this BIP 

reflect broader trends in masculinity and the gender order. 

1.1 Background: Men’s Interventions 

The gender order tends toward crisis, meaning the status of the overall relations 

of gender are based in illegitimate claims of male superiority that will almost inevitably 

be challenged (Connell 1995; Kaufman 1987). This crisis has intensified in recent 

history, as evidenced by various social, cultural, and political movements to undermine 

patriarchal power (Connell 1995). One manifestation of this crisis is an increased 

attention towards men and masculinities. This is evidenced not only by a renewed 

public and academic discourse about manhood, but a multitude of programs that seek 

to address social problems by influencing men (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; 

Dworkin 2015; Flood 2015; Price and Rosenbaum 2009). Examples include education 

on college campuses to reduce sexual violence (Kettrey and Marx 2019), international 

efforts to reduce HIV transmission (Dworkin, Treves-Kagan, and Lippman 2013), and 

marketing campaigns to influence masculine values (Murphy 2009). One of the most 

prolific kind of programs is BIPs, which specifically address men who have committed 

gendered interpersonal violence.  

BIPs are a major institutional response to intimate partner and domestic violence 

(Ashcroft, Daniels, and Hart 2003). The women’s rights movement brought considerable 

political pressure to address men’s violence, resulting in increased arrest rates (Price 

and Rosenbaum 2009). Meanwhile, activists were designing and implementing the first 

BIPs, and the justice system saw interventions as an efficient alternative to 

incarceration (Aaron and Beaulaurier 2017). In the time since, they have grown into 
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considerable prominence, with thousands of BIPs operating across all 50 states (Price 

and Rosenbaum 2009). This growth could be attributed to the fact that, in theory, BIPs 

satisfy the demands of several ideological and functional agendas. Pragmatically they 

appeal to judges and public attorneys as a tool to unclog courts by settling cases 

quickly. From a progressive position, they address arguments that removing men from 

their families often causes alternative hardships for victims, and that many abusive men 

(especially those likely to be arrested) are often responding violently to societal 

injustices – a pattern thought better corrected through education and awareness than 

punishment (Davis and Taylor 1999). For conservatives, they control costs by reducing 

or eliminating jail sentences and outsourcing the response – BIPs are often operated by 

nonprofits who primarily rely on donations and tuition paid by program attendees.  

However, this externalization of responsibility correlated with an almost complete 

lack of oversight and regulation regarding design, execution, or evaluation – only more 

recent years have seen states adopt regulatory policies (Price and Rosenbaum 2009). 

Lack of oversight also meant programs varied greatly on almost every imaginable 

factor, from simple facts like program length and content to complex variables like 

whether off-duty police run the meetings. There is no national registry of BIPs, and even 

knowing about the characteristics of the BIPs in operation is exceptionally difficult. In an 

effort to understand the basic characteristics of BIPs across the country, Price and 

Rosenbaum attempted to survey organizations, but only 276 programs responded 

(2009). Even so, their results demonstrated considerable variation on a multitude of 

factors, demonstrating that BIPs cannot be treated as homogenous. This highlights a 

primary methodological challenge facing evaluatory research: program variation makes 
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generalizability virtually impossible. Even within BIPs that use the same curriculum, 

factors like whether the organization or facilitators are religious, the degree of police 

involvement, and whether any women are involved in the program can cause extreme 

variation. 

Regardless of generalizability, the results of evaluatory research have been 

discouraging. The earliest evaluations showed reductions in recidivism, but over time 

these effects diminished (Aaron and Beaulaurier 2017; Davis and Taylor 1999). The 

most recent quantitative evaluations, most of which use pseudo experimental designs, 

consistently show small or no reductions in violence or attitudinal changes (Aaron and 

Beaulaurier 2017; Ashcroft et al. 2003; Gondolf 2004). Qualitative examinations of BIPs 

are infrequent but have consistently pointed to the flexibility of hegemonic masculinity to 

maintain power dynamics. The most foundational of these was an ethnography by 

Schrock and Padavick, which revealed that men only adopted some assertions made by 

the BIP (2007). Primarily, the components accepted could be thought of as symbolic 

changes, such as agreeing to take responsibility for their actions and using egalitarian 

language, while resisting deeper changes like taking the perspective of their victims or 

accepting challenges to masculine roles (Schrock and Padavic 2007). Future studies 

confirmed and expanded on these findings, demonstrating how men discursively 

reframed the narrative of their abuse in ways that recreate gendered power (Kilgore, 

Lehmann, and Voth Schrag 2019; Schrock, McCabe, and Vaccaro 2018). Collectively, 

these studies show that how masculinity is contested and negotiated lies at the center 

of program effectiveness, suggesting a possible commonality among all programs 

regardless of other variations. Unfortunately, these recent studies have relied on 
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interviews with BIP participants or analysis of program materials, with no direct 

observation of BIP meetings, limiting the insights they can offer.  

Whether it is the lack of richness available through quantitative studies, or the 

lack of direct observation in recent qualitative work, methodological limitations have 

largely prevented new insights to why BIPs falter in their effectiveness. This is a crucial 

gap in our understanding that needs to be filled. First and foremost, BIPs are deeply 

integrated into the justice system, and if abandoned the replacement response to men’s 

domestic and intimate partner violence would likely be incarceration – or potentially no 

response at all. More optimistically, BIPs were at one time shown to be effective, and 

still hold promise as a more just and victim centered response to men’s violence. 

Furthermore, even though the evaluatory evidence is grim, we should not discount the 

experiences of those who build and administer these programs. Thousands of 

passionate and well-trained psychologists, social workers, and community leaders 

believe in the work they do in BIPs, pointing to men they have known for years after 

intervention who remain truly changed. It is in our best interest to understand and better 

support BIPs, and with this ethnography I sought to uncover new explanatory factors 

that moderate their success. 

1.2 Theory: Guidance Without Restriction 

I approached this project primarily from a grounded theory perspective, taking 

few if any expectations about what I would encounter or why it unfolded the way it did 

(Corbin and Strauss 1990). What I did take into the endeavor was this general 

understanding of research on BIPs and a broad framework encompassing dominant 

theories from masculinities and symbolic interaction. Previous research made it clear 
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that interactional and symbolic constructions of masculinity are at the center of BIP 

effectiveness. As such, I allowed my initial observations to be guided by Connell’s 

theory of multiple masculinities, which asserts that in any social setting there is a 

contextually specific idealized hegemonic masculinity, forming a hierarchy of all other 

masculinities beneath it and justifying the domination of women (Connell 1995). Since 

the BIP is a small group with distinctly differing gendered norms, of particular 

importance was the idea that hegemonic masculinities can function at local levels – a 

component of the theory often overlooked but quite useful for studying organizations 

(Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). Since the interactional aspects of masculinity were 

of particular importance, I also was guided by the concept of manhood acts – sets of 

interactions that men must learn and perform to both collectively construct the social 

category of “man” and signify themselves as members of that identity to secure the 

privileges it offers (Schrock and Schwalbe 2009).  

Many gender theories draw from dramaturgy, including manhood acts, but for 

examining the BIP I utilized Goffman’s (1959) basic assertions of the working 

consensus. In any social interaction, the actors define the situation by making claims 

about all manner of information – especially themselves and facts important to them – 

which others are morally obliged to respect (Goffman 1959). Since productive social 

interactions rely on maintaining this cohesion, all manner of defensive and protective 

practices are deployed to maintain the working consensus (Goffman 1959). Considering 

the BIP is a space where men are being challenged on their claims of abuse as well as 

their ideas of masculinity, the mechanisms of the working consensus seemed a fitting 

framework for understanding their interactions. Finally, before my official data collection 
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I was made aware that eliminating justifications for abuse was a quintessential 

component of the BIP. To ensure I captured this component I utilized symbolic 

interactionist theories of accounts and disclaimers – rhetorical mechanisms deployed to 

neutralize the negative consequences of a statement or action (Hewitt and Stokes 1975; 

Scott and Lyman 1968). The commonality of these theories is that they are highly 

flexible with broad potential application. As such they served as a loose framework to 

guide my observations without restricting what I would observe. 

As my data collection continued, my ongoing analysis pointed to the usefulness 

of several other theories. Primarily, I realized that the masculinity constructed in the BIP 

had the characteristics of a hybrid masculinity. An increasingly emergent phenomenon 

in masculinities research, hybrid masculinities are configurations of manhood that 

discursively distance the men enacting them from hegemonic masculinity, strategically 

borrow components of marginalized genders, and in so doing obfuscate their continued 

gender privilege (Bridges and Pascoe 2014). This became the common thread of my 

analysis, as I assert that understanding the ideal manhood in the BIP as a hybrid 

masculinity reveals the pathways that allow students to reassert patriarchal domination. 

Additionally, my observations of the BIP revealed a strong sex negativity. Originating 

from the debates over sexual freedom among radical feminists, the theory of sex 

negativity asserts that a mechanism of gendered oppression is treating sex as 

dangerous and corrupting, creating a hierarchy of sexual desires and behaviors that 

elevates heteronormative, patriarchal configurations (Rubin 2011). Often unnoticed due 

to its proliferation in everyday culture, I integrate sex negativity with hybrid masculinities 

as a mechanism for covertly reasserting gendered power. These theories complete 
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framework for this dissertation, and through their application to the subject of a BIP I 

add new understanding and nuance to them.  

1.3 Overview of Findings 

As I began this research project, I was guided by two general questions. I wanted 

to understand the masculinities at play in this setting – those brought in by the various 

men, the ideal masculinity presented by the program, and the masculinities that would 

be associated with abuse. Potentially associated with the negotiation of these 

masculinities, I wanted to expose some of the mechanisms that moderate the 

effectiveness of these programs. My initial findings are presented here as three articles 

intended for independent journal publication. Ethnographic undertakings are often 

presented in traditional dissertation format, as their richness translates well to that form. 

However the applied value of this research was always a focus for me, and succinct, 

specific arguments about intervention effectiveness seemed the best avenue to help 

organizations improve their programs. I have arranged the articles from broad to narrow 

in their scope. 

In the first article, I enumerate the multiple masculinities constructed in the BIP, 

arguing that the inconsistent outcomes found in men’s intervention programming can be 

understood by applying the theories of hybrid and hegemonic masculinities. The ideal 

manhood constructed in the BIP, which I call Progressive Hybrid Masculinity (PHM), 

condemns toxic masculinity and promotes liberal understandings of inequality, reframes 

femininity as masculine through a discourse of power, yet reifies and obscures men’s 

continued privilege by exalting traditional roles and values. While certain outcomes are 

shown to improve with this hybrid reformulation (self-reported reduction in abuse, 
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improved capacity for emotional expression, and increased empathy), the hegemonic 

components of PHM allow for renewed gendered power. In application, programs 

should critically examine the masculinity they construct to look for similar patterns. 

Regarding masculinities theory, I support arguments that Hybrid Masculinity can be 

synthesized with Connel’s original framework of Hegemonic Masculinity as local 

hegemonic masculinities. I also contend that the subordination of gayness in Connell’s 

original analysis of hegemonic masculinity can be replaced with symbolic fields of 

masculine illegitimacy – in this case toxic masculinity. 

In the second article I focus on interactional masculinity, detailing how Goffman’s 

classic theory of the working consensus can be utilized for understanding gender 

resocialization processes. I argue that defining the situation is an integral part of a 

manhood act, and a site for the enforcement of gendered power. I discuss how the rules 

in the class for reporting abuse deny this common gendered mechanism of the working 

consensus, prompting resocialization of participants into the desired hybrid hegemonic 

masculinity. When men in the program perform in alignment with the new idealized 

masculinity, they are rewarded with masculinity affirmations and renewed opportunities 

to define the situation. Respondents overwhelmingly reported that complying with these 

rules was challenging at first but allowed for core changes in their interactions and 

behaviors more broadly, such as listening better and having increased empathy. 

However, demonstrating the flexibility of hegemonic gendered power, actors deployed 

accounts as protective practices to reify exalted masculine values and roles. 

Implications are that attention to the gendered mechanisms of the working consensus 

can be altered to resocialize gender, such that programs attempting resocialization 
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should be attentive and critical of these symbolic processes and their effects. In 

addition, this work exemplifies how symbolic interactionist theories can add nuance to 

our understandings of hybrid hegemonic masculinities. 

Finally, in the third article I document the various manifestations of sex negativity 

in the BIP, and how they serve as a mechanism for reasserting control of women. 

Reflecting the position of sex negative second-wave feminists, the program materials 

and facilitators express an essentialist, conservative sexual ideology that constructs sex 

as a dangerous and corrupting. I highlight the following aspects of sex negativity in the 

BIP: avoidance of sexual topics, sexual essentialism, policing benign variation in 

sexuality, and false claims about sex – especially regarding women and pornography. I 

show how sex negativity in the program resulted in reduced student engagement, a 

failure to address sexual components of men’s abuse, oversimplification of sexual 

consent, framing sexual violence as something done by other men, denial of women’s 

sexual agency, and reifying rape myths. I argue that sex negativity is an insidious and 

covert source of oppression, and all social programs that seek to foster gender equality 

should seek to adopt empirical, sex positive discourses and content. Additionally, I 

argue that sex negativity is likely a common mechanism for the reassertion of 

hegemonic gendered power in hybrid masculinities; future research on hybrid 

masculinities should center the discourse of sex deployed by participants. 
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2 HYBRID HEGEMONIC MASCULINITIES: INTERROGATING THE 

EFFECTIVENESS OF MEN’S INTERVENTION PROGRAMMING 

2.1 Introduction 

Programs that seek to modify the gendered beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors of 

men, such as college rape prevention education and programs for abusive men, have 

become a common institutional response to gendered social problems. Research aimed 

at informing and evaluating such programs is also emergent, and it is now well 

established that when programs are gender-transformative, meaning they intend to 

reshape gender relations, they tend to be more effective than those that are not 

(Dworkin, Fleming, and Colvin 2015; Gupta 2001; McCauley et al. 2019). However, 

within programs that are gender-transformative, evaluations have shown highly 

inconsistent effectiveness, and many studies show men reasserting gendered power 

after intervention (Dworkin et al. 2015; Gondolf 2004, 2012; Price and Rosenbaum 

2009). Several explanations for this have been suggested, including an overemphasis 

on individual behaviors, lack of intersectional approach, poor funding, lapses in program 

fidelity, and using one approach for all men (Aaron and Beaulaurier 2017; Dworkin et al. 

2015; Gondolf 2012). But gender-transformative does not mean the erasure of 

masculinity, and many programs utilize “good” components of masculinity to motivate 

change. Missing from the literature is a critical interrogation of the masculinities 

constructed in men’s programs and the gender order that lies on the other side of a 

gender-transformative program. Drawing on ethnographic data from a Batterer 

Intervention Program (BIP), I show how this program constructs a hybrid hegemonic 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    12 

masculinity that changes symbolic and emotional relations of the gender order, but 

leaves power and production relations largely undisturbed.  

 Gender scholars have demonstrated the socially constructed nature of gender for 

some time, and the rise of gender-transformative programming reflects the shift away 

from more static conceptualizations (e.g. sex role theory) in public health (Dworkin et al. 

2015). But the construction and deployment of gender is strategic, adaptive, and seeks 

to maintain gendered power relations. Politics and social movements, culture, and 

tradition are but a few factors in the momentary realities of gender in a context. As these 

factors shift, old practices are reformulated, condemned, or hidden from view, while new 

gendered ideals are deployed – all to retain an intelligible gender order (Connell 1995; 

Messner 1993; West and Zimmerman 1987). In the case of manhood, a fundamental 

motivation for this constant adaptation is to maintain power – not only over women, but 

also to arrange men in a hierarchy based various identities and traits (Connell 1995). 

While gender-transformative programs may have embraced the understanding of 

gender as a social construction resulting in inequality, it is a much greater task to design 

programs that fully incorporate these complex theories such that they can identify and 

respond to the insidious hegemony of gendered power. The site of my research – a 

respected and long-standing BIP known for a feminist politics, robust curriculum, and 

success in resocializing men’s abusive and controlling behaviors - exemplifies this 

challenge. Despite their egalitarian profeminist philosophy, actors in the BIP construct a 

hybrid hegemonic masculinity that uses progressive rhetoric to distance men from 

patriarchy, reframes feminine behaviors as powerful and manly, yet reifies gendered 

power and control though affirming men’s roles and promoting situational misogyny and 
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violence. This hybrid hegemonic masculinity complies with increasingly progressive 

contemporary understandings of gender while allowing for continued access to the 

patriarchal dividend and providing pathways to reassert gendered power.  

Organizations administering programs to men can utilize these findings during 

evaluation and design. By critically examining the masculinities they are constructing in 

their programs they can identify and eliminate pathways for renewed gendered power, 

increasing program effectiveness. In addition, this work is a unique addition to the 

growing body of research on hybrid masculinities as it details an institutional 

deployment of a hybrid hegemonic masculinity for the express purpose of resocializing 

men. By showing that the hybrid masculinity exalted in the BIP can be effectively 

theorized as a local hegemonic masculinity, I add support for previous arguments that 

hybrid masculinities can be understood in tandem with Connell’s theory of hegemonic 

masculinity. Further, I highlight the contextual flexibility of subordinated masculinity as 

discursive fields of illegitimacy; in this gender hierarchy gay men are replaced in this 

position by toxic masculinity.  

2.2 Men’s Intervention Programming 

There are a multitude of programs intended to help men understand gender 

inequality, be allies to women in this struggle, and end or prevent men’s violence 

against women (Dworkin et al. 2015; Flood 2018; Price and Rosenbaum 2009). Men’s 

programming could be loosely organized as either preventative, seeking to build allyship 

and prevent violence against women, or reactionary, addressing men who have 

engaged in controlling or violent behaviors (Messner, Greenberg, and Peretz 2015). 

Preventative programs are often deployed in educational settings that aim to grow 
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awareness and shift the culture of young men, but the effectiveness of such programs is 

contested, as is the utility of utilizing young men as leaders (Flood 2018; Kettrey and 

Marx 2019; McCauley et al. 2019). Programs that respond to men’s gendered violence 

and abuse are collectively referred to as BIPs, and are often tied to criminal justice 

systems as an alternative to incarceration or in relation to family legal proceedings. 

Gupta (2001) was the first to distinguish programs that are gender-transformative 

(seeking to change gender relations) from those that simply recognize gender as an 

important organizing principle. Since then, public health responses have increasingly 

shifted toward gender-transformative approaches (Dworkin et al. 2015). While the 

language of “gender-transformative” is not common to research and design of BIP’s, 

most easily qualify as such, with the dominant models seeking to reconfigure gender 

relations (Price and Rosenbaum 2009). 

BIPs have become a common institutional response to gendered violence, yet 

standards and regulations for their operation are relatively new and undeveloped 

(Ashcroft et al. 2003; Price and Rosenbaum 2009). Despite this widespread reliance on 

their services, evaluatory research shows their effectiveness is limited and inconsistent, 

but these studies usually have methodological limitations such as limited access, 

response rates and attrition, or examining only one component of a program (Ashcroft 

et al. 2003; Gondolf 2012; Price and Rosenbaum 2009). Furthermore, there is 

exceptional variation in BIPs, making generalized evaluation of them a questionable 

proposition. Direct involvement of police, the presence of women in classes, program 

length and meeting frequency, allowance of voluntary students (as opposed to 

exclusively court ordered), and presence or emphasis on social structure in the course 
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content are all factors that vary greatly and are likely to effect program effectiveness 

(Price and Rosenbaum 2009). In contrast to this variation, all programs seek to affect 

men, and despite differences in hegemonic masculinity at the local level, attitudes, 

ideologies, and behaviors are informed by global hegemonic norms (Connell and 

Messerschmidt 2005). Therefore, focusing on how masculinity is enacted, [re]defined, 

and policed is likely an effective avenue for evaluating existing programs and informing 

the design of new ones.  

The deep significance of hegemonic masculinity to the effectiveness of BIPs was 

demonstrated in by Schrock and Padavick (2007), who showed that men accepted 

symbolic changes but resisted challenges to masculine roles and adopting the 

perspective of their victims. More recent masculinities research on BIPs has focused on 

the discourses produced by men during or after a program, and how that discourse 

serves to reclaim their gendered dominance. One study - a content analysis of a final 

writing project from a BIP - found that a majority of men used at least some language 

that was ideologically sustaining of intimate partner violence (Kilgore, Lehmann, and 

Voth Schrag 2019b). Another, using autobiographical interviews of students who had 

completed a BIP, found that the men rewrote the narrative of victimization suggested by 

the program, constructing themselves as honorable and reasonable men put upon by 

controlling and vindictive women (Schrock et al. 2018). Similarly, in a secondary 

analysis of interviews after completing a program, researchers found that men’s talk 

about violence and change deflect blame and reinforce essentialist notions of men’s 

superiority, reproducing gendered power relations (Seymour, Natalier, and Wendt 

2021). While the evidence in these studies is informative, their methods do not allow for 
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an understanding of interactional processes within the BIP setting that result in these 

discursive productions. Through direct observations of BIP classes triangulated with in-

depth interviews, I address this gap by documenting the masculinity constructed in this 

BIP, and how it provides pathways to recreate men’s power. 

2.3 Theorizing Hegemonic and Hybrid Masculinities 

 Interactionally, gender is the behavioral expression of a given gender order, 

which is constituted by four aspects: production relations, power relations, symbolic 

relations, and emotional relations (Connell 1995). In other words, we do gender and 

hold others accountable for this doing, reflecting and reifying the gendered order as we 

do (West and Zimmerman 1987). Within a given context, there are multiple masculinities 

and femininities functioning in relation to the gendered order, and individuals develop 

gender strategies to reconcile personal traits with societal expectations (Connell 1995; 

Hochschild and Machung 2012; Schippers 2007). Regarding masculinity, Connell’s 

theory of hegemonic masculinity has dominated the research landscape since its 

inception (Connell 1987, 1995). In this framework, masculinities are done to reflect and 

reify a hierarchy of masculinities and justify men’s domination of women (Connell 1995). 

At the top of this hierarchy is hegemonic masculinity, a contextually specific 

manifestation of idealized manhood that, through its claiming of exalted traits, justifies a 

hierarchy where men reap the benefits of women’s subordination (Connell 1995). While 

men with certain devalued traits or identities are marginalized in relation to hegemonic 

masculinity, they are encouraged to remain complicit in exchange for this “patriarchal 

dividend” (Connell 1995). Finally, there are subordinated masculinities, which through 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    17 

symbolic connection to femininity are excluded from any legitimate claim to the 

hegemonic ideal (Connell 1995).  

Connell’s original analysis centered on late 20th century western culture, where 

marginalized masculinities were marked by race or class and the subordinated 

masculinity was gayness (1995). However, the theory is perpetually misapplied, taking 

this original analysis as static, thus failing to recognize and properly consider the 

contextual basis and strategic fluidity of the gender order (Connell and Messerschmidt 

2005). All genders in this framework are entirely contextual. Crucial to localized 

research, hegemonic masculinity varies across scaled locations, having different 

constructions at the global, regional, or local levels (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). 

Over time, as forces like activism, culture, or law place pressures on the existing gender 

order, hegemonic masculinities adapt to maintain patriarchy, discarding some values 

and behaviors, moving others to less visible places of social life, and claiming new ones 

as markers of a “real man” (Connell 1995; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). 

Additionally, as the power attached to characteristics like race or ethnicity vary by time 

or location, so do marginalized masculinities they mark. The subordination of gayness is 

not exclusive or static, just “the most conspicuous,” with other masculinities 

subordinated through an obvious “symbolic blurring with femininity” (Connell 1995:79). 

This contextual nuance is crucial for the application of hegemonic masculinity to men’s 

interventions, since the men being addressed are navigating shifting values and norms 

not only for their own gendered selves, but cultural changes at multiple levels of society. 

 Global shifts in hegemonic masculinity have been documented by many scholars 

(Kimmel 2018; Messerschmidt 2015; Messner 1992, 1993; Messner et al. 2015). These 
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global changes often involve shifts away from the most harmful components of 

manhood commonly referred to as “toxic masculinity”: aggression, stoicism, control, risk 

taking, and violence. Of central concern to my analysis is Messner’s (1993) discussion 

of the “new man,” as it mirrors many of the traits and assumptions found in the program. 

In this reformulation of hegemonic masculinity, men can claim power through 

contextually acceptable displays of emotion, such as when reflecting on great sacrifices. 

Hegemonic masculinity typically defines any behavior associated with women or 

femininity as a violation that must be held to account (Connell 1995). However, in the 

face of social movements to end sexism & homophobia, shifting expectations of 

fatherhood, and men’s recognition that traditional manhood had a high personal cost, 

the new man was constructed with these softer edges to strategically placate social 

expectations of change and lessen the cost of manhood (Messner 1993). But this is 

largely superficial, reflecting a change in the culture of manhood rather than substantial 

behavioral changes. For instance, men may profess a commitment to being involved 

fathers, but still do little domestic labor (LaRossa 1988). In the case of crying in public, a 

man’s ability to do so underscores his power compared to women, who’s public display 

of emotion is taken as evidence of their essential emotional weakness (Messner 1993). 

Regarding interpersonal relationships, men’s newfound acceptance of emotional 

expression is falsely linked to a lessened desire for domination and violence. Since 

men’s superiority to women is based in essentialist claims that can be disproven, 

gendered violence is often deployed by men in the face of such challenges (Kaufman 

1987). To assert that the new man would abandon this strategy now that he can express 
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pain or sadness is a dubious conclusion that reflects the continued patriarchal 

orientation of this new man (Messner 1993). 

 These broader discussions of hegemonic masculinity’s strategic evolution are 

accompanied by scholars who have documented localized, situational changes in 

manhood. Heath (2003) examined how men came together under a Christian ideology 

to formulate a “soft boiled” masculinity that could allow for emotional expression in 

homosocial spaces. By aligning with changing global hegemonic masculine ideals while 

reasserting men’s traditional positions, this masculinity ultimately allows for a 

reassertion of patriarchal power (Heath 2003). Other scholars have examined 

subcultures where acts of caring are reframed as manly when done so with extreme 

assertiveness (McDowell 2017), and where association with feminist media allows men 

to claim progressive identities and distance themselves from male privilege (Palmer 

2021). Some examinations of localized masculine dynamics have found fundamental 

shifts in the position of gay men as they relate to hegemonic masculinity, calling into 

question whether they still function as a subordinated masculinity (Anderson 2009; 

Pascoe 2007). Constructions of fatherhood are a significant site of research as well, 

with “caring masculinities” as an emergent form of manhood (Elliott 2016; Scheibling 

2020).  

Many of these examples could be situated under the term hybrid masculinities – 

those constructions of manhood that incorporate identity traits associated with 

marginalized or subordinated masculinities and femininities (Bridges and Pascoe 2014). 

Some debate exists regarding whether hybrid masculinities represent an erosion of 

sexual and gender hierarchies, and therefore conflict with hegemonic masculinity. 
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Bridges and Pascoe (2014) identify three broad characteristics of hybrid masculinities: a 

discursive, but not meaningful, distancing from hegemonic masculinity, conceiving 

marginalized masculinities as more meaningful than those white and heterosexual 

masculinities, and fortifying boundaries between groups by obscuring those boundaries. 

They conclude that “the emergence of hybrid masculinities indicates that normative 

constraints are shifting but that these shifts have largely taken place in ways that have 

sustained existing ideologies and systems of power and inequality.” (Bridges and 

Pascoe 2014:247). Using Connell’s framework, hybrid masculinities leave power and 

production relations largely unchanged, and obscure this fact through significant shifts 

in the symbolic and emotional relations, demonstrating the flexibility of gender inequality 

(Bridges and Pascoe 2018). Ultimately, Bridges (2021) suggests these practices be 

labeled Hybrid Hegemonic Masculinities to signify their reassertion of dominance. I 

support this position by demonstrating how the hybrid masculinity constructed in this 

BIP allows men a broader range of gendered behaviors but provides pathways for 

reasserting men’s power. 

2.4 Methods 

My analysis comes from an ethnography of a nonprofit whose mission is ending 

men’s violence against women by entreating men to “do the work” in ending this 

violence. While not all their events are homosocial, many are exclusively limited to and 

staffed exclusively by men, and much of their programming is based in a “community 

accountability model” that aims to develop awareness and accountability by engaging 

men’s social networks. Core principles of the organization are based in feminist and 

intersectional ideas, citing the necessity of addressing an “interconnection of 
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oppressions” when fighting men’s violence against women. The organization runs a 

variety of events and programs, some public, others in partnership with colleges, 

community groups, or churches. These include community discussions, informal men’s 

support groups, a single session intervention class administered at a courthouse, and a 

24-week BIP, which was developed in-house. While it has a small staff, the organization 

is active in the greater network of anti-violence groups, and several times a year they 

offer facilitator training, drawing trainees from across the nation seeking to apply the BIP 

curriculum and techniques to their programs. 

This analysis primarily draws from my nonparticipant observation of the BIP and 

in-depth interviews with current and former students of the BIP. My relationship with the 

organization began in Fall 2019, IRB approval was attained in February 2020 (IRB 

#H20191), and data collection spanned from fall 2020 through summer 2021. Interviews 

began after most observations were complete, allowing me to ask questions informed 

by the observational data so that interviewees could confirm patterns I observed in the 

classes and give their perspective. Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, all observations and 

student interviews were conducted via Zoom (the platform used by the organization). 

Additional ethnographic data were acquired in my attendance of public events and 

completion of the BIP facilitator training. I also conducted numerous informal interviews 

with the staff, current and former executive directors, and BIP students. While these 

informal components were reduced in frequency by the pandemic, I did develop closer 

relationships with several participants, allowing for “revelatory moments” crucial to the 

rich understandings of ethnography (Parvez 2018). 
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Over ten months I observed 37 meetings of the BIP in 2 different classes, usually 

including facilitator discussions before and after students were present. BIP meetings 

were not recorded, but nonparticipant observation allowed for detailed field notes 

following the verbatim and concrete principles, recording statements exactly as they are 

made without interpretation (Spradley 1980). The students I observed had a diverse 

class, race, and age makeup1, and according to facilitators were a representative mix of 

court ordered and voluntary students. Following the practices of grounded theory, 

throughout data collection I wrote expanded accounts and analytical memos to 

document emergent patterns and guide future observations (Corbin and Strauss 1990). 

I analyzed field notes with an inductive coding approach, guided by the theoretical 

framework of the study, while capturing emergent patterns as well (LaRossa 2005). I 

completed all analysis using Nvivo 12 qualitative software. 

The sampling frame for in-depth interviews was constructed of all current and 

former students who had been in the classes over the previous two years and finished 

at least half the program, which resulted in a list of 56 men. Interview recruitment 

consisted of at least three attempts to contact, using emails and phone calls. First 

contact was made by a BIP facilitator the student had worked with, and I made 

subsequent contacts. This strategy resulted in 17 interviews, 5 of whom I had also 

observed. Class, race, age, and court mandated/voluntary status of the respondents 

was varied2, with no discernible correlations (i.e. not all younger participants were 

 
1 The organization did not collect this information on students, so this is my estimation 
based on observations. 
2 I did not collect exact demographics, as doing so may have damaged rapport. So my 
discussion of demographic variation is based on my observation of characteristics and 
indirect references in interviews. 
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voluntary). All respondents identified as heterosexual except one, who identified as 

queer but was not out as such to their peers while attending the BIP. Interviews took 60 

to 120 minutes, and all respondents consented to audio recording except one. Interview 

questions were a mix of grand tour questions like “Tell me about what being a man 

means to you,” and more specific questions to triangulate with observational data: “How 

did it feel when you couldn’t respond to feedback?” Respondents were not directly 

asked questions about whether the program reduced or eliminated their controlling or 

abusive behaviors, as this would likely increase bias. Instead, questions 

conversationally explored attitudes, behaviors, and life events that would indicate 

change. Interviews were coded using the same analytic approach as coding of field 

notes. 

As discussed above, there is considerable variation in BIPs, and as such the 

details of this program are important for situating the findings (Peretz and Vidmar 2021). 

The BIP classes are structured two-hour meetings, with a rolling 24-week curriculum, 

such that new students enter with any lesson in the cycle. This cycle of students is 

central to the functioning of the class, as veteran students take on mentor roles, helping 

new students acclimate and offering advice and feedback. As a manifestation of the 

community accountability model, students must complete a project at 12 and 24 weeks 

where they do an outside activity with men from their life and bring them to class as 

guests (one way the program gets voluntary students). The program accepts students 

who are court ordered as well as voluntary students. Some voluntary students are 

motivated by other legal proceedings such as divorce or custody cases, but many 

attend due to intrinsic personal motivations. In many cases these students had 
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exposure to the organization in another setting, such as a campus event. The 

organization administers several weekly classes (2 at the time of data collection), with 

incoming students assigned to a specific weekly class. Classes typically have two 

facilitators and 7 to 12 students and are entirely homosocial spaces; only men are 

facilitators and only men are allowed as students. This is less common among BIPs, 

which frequently have a man and woman facilitate to demonstrate egalitarian gender 

relations (Price and Rosenbaum 2009). According to staff, some former students openly 

identified as gay, but no trans men had ever applied for classes, and all the students I 

observed presented heteronormative. Individual classes are divided into sections, the 

first where students “check in” with any controlling or abusive behaviors and get 

feedback from other students and facilitators. The second part is weekly lessons on 

topics like structural inequality (e.g. patriarchy & racism), specific actions like stalking or 

sexual violence, and tools to help with communication and anger management. This 

blend of learning, homosocial bonding, and psychosocial group support results in a less 

punitive social atmosphere, with most students reporting an overall positive experience 

in the classes. 

Facilitators of the BIP are acutely aware that multiple masculinities function within 

society and make this understanding salient in class. Masculinities tied to class and 

race are discussed frequently; white supremacy and racism, class inequalities, and 

associated failings of the justice system are all confronted as they relate to socialization 

and enactment of manhood. While the organization does recognize that men face 

different challenges based on the intersection of identities, they do not actively operate 

under any taxonomy of students for the sake of tracking men into different classes, nor 
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are the characteristics of individual men used to customize the curriculum. This “one 

size fits all” approach is typical for the vast majority of BIPs, despite evidence that 

treating men as a monolith may be ineffective (Price and Rosenbaum 2009). 

Regardless of their incoming masculinity, men in the program are expected to condemn 

traditional patriarchal control and adopt the masculinity constructed by the program. 

Finally, it is crucial that this work be contextualized to the Covid-19 pandemic. As 

with many nonprofits, the organization in question functions on a very limited budget, 

has perpetually overburdened employees whose labor is undercompensated, and the 

BIP had been forced into an online setting without the capability to reformulate their 

practices in a meaningful way. This said, the core positions of the organization and BIP 

remained intact and are deserving of critique; it is likely that the additional strain of the 

pandemic exposed or heightened existing flaws in their program and execution.  

2.5 Progressive Hybrid Masculinity 

Through liberal perspective and ideology, the BIP constructs a dominant 

masculinity reflecting many of the complex contradictions documented in hybrid 

masculinities. The program teaches structural perspectives of inequality, condemns 

patriarchy, and gives opportunities to unlearn behavioral expressions of male 

domination. It explains gender difference as a product of socialization and presents 

men’s socialization as an unjust process that limits men’s potential. In response, the 

goal becomes for men to reclaim the full range of human experience by reframing 

traditionally feminine attributes and behaviors as masculine. However, the program 

reaffirms conventional masculine traits and roles and leverages them to motivate and 

appeal to students, but fails to critically interrogate these traits and roles. While these 
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symbolic and emotional shifts potentially allow for more egalitarian gender relations and 

appear to reduce abuse, they decenter women from the discussion of gendered 

domination, and discursively distance men in the class from power and production 

relations of the gender order.  

To reflect the tension between liberal ideology and obfuscated recreation of 

gendered power, I refer to this masculinity as Progressive Hybrid Masculinity (PHM). 

Whether men adopt PHM and how they enact it moderates desired program outcomes. 

Properly enacting PHM necessitates adopting certain symbolic and emotional 

configurations of gender relations, but also offers opportunities to reassert gendered 

power. To what extent students seize these opportunities to claim power determines the 

degree that these emotional and symbolic relations translate to a more robust success – 

changes to power and production relations. Below are my core findings, organized into 

themed patterns that detail the construction of PHM, insights regarding how the 

students responded to it, and some related outcomes indicating variation in program 

effectiveness. 

2.5.1 Condemning and replacing toxic masculinity 

Masculinities are defined as much by characteristics and behaviors they exalt as 

those that are excluded (Connell 1995). Given the context of a BIP, PHM begins with 

condemning abusive behaviors and the ideologies associated with them. Two main 

terms were used in the BIP to label the negative forms of manhood. Patriarchal 

Masculinity was usually used in reference to actions and beliefs rooted in ideology of 

men’s superiority. Toxic masculinity was less tied to specific beliefs, but more in 

reference to traits held by abusive men, such as extreme competitiveness, sexual 
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conquest, emotional withholding, and hyper-aggression. Both terms were vaguely 

deployed, often with overlapping or interchangeable meaning. The man who is 

unabashedly sexist and employs violence to control and dominate was rejected - 

framed as immoral, immature, and unenlightened. One facilitator regularly essentialized 

this masculinity and its behaviors by drawing a distinction between “maleness” and 

being “a man,” implying that violent domination and control emerged from a lack of 

proper and moral masculine socialization. The duality of patriarchy as a belief system 

and toxic masculinity as a set of behaviors carried through many aspects of the 

program, most notably in the structure of class meetings. The check-in and feedback 

portion serving as an opportunity to resocialize men away from toxic masculinity, and 

the lessons intending to undermine patriarchal thinking and beliefs. 

Any indication of patriarchal or toxic masculinity was designated as a 

transgression that demanded accountability. Accountability for the BIP was only 

considered legitimate if it was free from justifications or excuses, and was more likely to 

be interpreted as authentic if accompanied by emotional expression. Accountability was 

a core trait of PHM, but also functioned to designate other traits as central to PHM; by 

taking genuine accountability for their mistakes, a student claims the ideal 

characteristics positioned inverse to toxic masculinity. Several components of the 

course utilized a list of controlling and abusive behaviors including interactional 

transgressions like claiming the truth or interrupting, moral infractions like watching 

pornography, and physical and sexual violence. By identifying these unacceptable 

behaviors, the list constitutes a workable operationalization of toxic masculinity and 

clearly designates these behaviors as violations of PHM. Students were instructed to 
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review the list daily (at a minimum) to monitor their behaviors, and any transgression 

was to be reported at the beginning of class with a check-in. The list was also utilized in 

the creation and ongoing revision of the “new man” (a document which recounts the 

student’s worst incident of abuse), which is read to the class at certain points in the 

program.  

Central to these exercises in accountability is a rule against “storytelling” – 

adding context or narrative that may contain or imply justifications or excuses for the 

abusive behaviors. Storytelling was policed heavily during check-ins and new man 

statements. Facilitators would regularly stop the student, pointing out storytelling and 

making them start over, or storytelling would be called out by facilitators and other 

students during the ensuing feedback. In one instance where a newer student checked 

in after an argument, the facilitator deemed their accountability as inadequate: “Your job 

now is to immediately reflect on what you did. This feels watered down.” Policing 

storytelling in this way constructs a specific type of accountability – an idealized, pure 

accountability that does not evade or misplace blame. This pure accountability is thus 

defined as crucial to PHM, and with it the associated masculine ideals of responsibility 

and respect. Controlling and abusive behaviors were often discussed as disrespectful, 

especially when the level of accountability was deemed insufficient. In contrast, 

behaviors in alignment with PHM, such as active listening, were said to show respect for 

others. 

Curriculum and facilitator interactions assumed a causal relationship between 

patriarchal beliefs and toxic masculinity. Several activities challenged men to identify the 

patriarchal beliefs behind their (or other men’s) actions. During one such activity, the 
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facilitator stated this plainly: “We know that these beliefs are the basis of our actions. If 

you strongly believe women are bad with money, that [control] will seep in … It really is 

the foundation for everything in class.” In addition to exercises, facilitators regularly 

pointed to ideology as the root of men’s actions when giving feedback, as this one 

responding to a check-in for interrupting: “You said ‘get her attention.’ This often has a 

power dynamic. You may not be trying to get her attention as much as shutting her 

down […] We need to think about the beliefs that are under this.” Prompting reflections 

on ideology was a common response to weekly check ins, and facilitators often tied 

these ideas into group conversations. 

However, a manifest adherence to patriarchy was far from universal among 

students of the BIP. Most students did not express patriarchal or sexist opinions in 

class, and occasionally a student would reject the assertion that patriarchal beliefs 

caused their actions. In interviews, only six men (35%) discussed having patriarchal 

beliefs before entering the program. Most students expressed that learning about 

structural gender inequality was informative, and helped them better understand 

women’s oppression, but did not conflict with their existing ideas of gender. Several 

interviewees reported frustration with the assumption of patriarchal beliefs, saying it left 

them without accurate guidance since they didn’t believe such things.  

In contrast to the causal assumption made by the program, most controlling and 

abusive behaviors reported by the men appeared to emerge from the socialized 

behaviors of masculinity. Respondents frequently discussed their transgressions as the 

product of frustration and momentary lapses in self-control, or simply the way they were 

taught to interact with people. Keeping with this, interviewees said they benefited most 
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from parts of the class aimed at resocializing behaviors. Namely, the rules against 

storytelling and not being allowed to respond to feedback were a practical source of 

change. As one student explained: “That’s one of the hardest things about men. We 

always feel like we have the space to give excuses ... It [the rule] modeled it [and] gave 

me a way to practice.” Almost all interviewees cited these rules as difficult to follow at 

first, but ultimately crucial in securing behavioral change. 

In addition to potentially limiting the progress of students, falsely assuming a 

causal relationship between patriarchal ideology and abuse allowed men in the BIP to 

distance themselves from men who held these beliefs. The very act of “showing up” 

(authentically engaging in the class and being genuine about “doing the work”) and 

demonstrating pure accountability created a discursive separation between the men in 

the class and patriarchal abusers. The othering of violent men became most apparent in 

classes covering more stigmatized behaviors. Class materials presented sexual 

violence as largely historic, tied to overt patriarchal attitudes, and committed by men 

with considerable power. Conversation and activities in these sessions framed sexual 

violence in a way that assumed no men in the class had committed it. For one 

homework assignment regarding sexual coercion, men were instructed to come next 

week with an example of “tactics other men have used, or you have used.” Not 

surprisingly all examples were about other men’s coercive behaviors. 

While it was aimed to alleviate shame and promote open engagement in the 

class processes, one facilitator would regularly say “There’s no bad men here.” But the 

students did see some of their more violent peers as worse, and regularly expressed to 

me that they weren’t like them, even if they had enacted serious violence. One student, 
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who earlier in the interview admitted to a pattern of sexual abuse of a former partner, 

explained: “Some of these guys are like – attempted murder. That’s a bit much for me.” 

As long as a man professed an adherence to PHM, and demonstrated unmitigated 

accountability for their violations of its principles, they could distance themselves from 

the men who engage in domination without remorse. Often whether a man’s 

accountability was deemed sufficient hinged on an outward expression of emotion, 

which required the loosening of restraints on access to femininity. 

2.5.2 Reframing femininity  

The ability to understand and express emotions was constructed as a crucial step 

in the resocialization away from toxic masculinity. Part of this process built off the 

principle of accountability. Along with controlling and abusive behaviors towards others, 

behaviors related to masculine stoicism were also condemned. Actions such as 

emotional withholding and refusing to communicate with a partner required reporting 

and were deemed manipulative. Stoicism was also presented as a precursor to other 

forms of abuse and framed as a product of gendered socialization. As one facilitator 

explained, “Emotional withholding can send someone into a tailspin. Women are taught 

when something is wrong they need to fix it.” However, stoic behaviors were addressed 

different than overtly abusive acts. Unlike violent acts that simply needed to end, 

stoicism was discussed as the absence of healthy behaviors, such as how men are 

taught to intellectualize emotions. In a group conversation about identifying feelings, 

one student said plainly, “A feeling can’t be controlled. I think thoughts come from 

control.” In addition, stoicism was expressly presented as psychologically harmful to 

men, and detrimental to their goals for a happier life. Emotionality was framed as 
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something allowed for women, but taken from men through unjust patriarchal 

socialization. In response, the treatment was to spend time learning to be vulnerable 

and empathetic.  

 Curricula, activities, check-ins, and new man statements featured emotional 

perspective taking, usually imagining how a victim of abuse felt. A common facilitator 

response to a check in was overt emotional perspective taking with the victim: “I’m 

wondering about empathy. When I think about this – the horror. Just imagine what it was 

like to be abused like that. Have you gone there? Just held it up and gone there? Did 

you feel it, or was it an intellectual exercise?” Similar to how accountability required lack 

of justifications, empathy was thus framed as something that needed to occur 

uncorrupted by thought; intellectualizing how someone felt was deemed insufficient. 

Facilitators would challenge students to identify and reflect on their feelings and explain 

their reluctance or inability to do so as a product of socialization: “Those feelings are 

hard to access. We’ve been told we need to put them aside.” During activities related to 

feelings, or when prompted to describe the feelings of victims, students would regularly 

use simple or vague terms, such as “they felt hurt” in reference to a victim, or “I was 

happy to spend time with them [child],” prompting facilitators to ask for more specific 

emotions. Frequently this encouragement would be phrased as a suggestion to explore 

deeper, concealed sources for misdirected aggression, such as fear of loss, emotional 

pain, or historic trauma.  

Despite all the encouragement to be emotional, the danger of this openness was 

highly salient in the BIP. Students were clearly reticent to share emotions, and would 

occasionally reflect on their trepidation. To compensate for this danger, facilitators 
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reinforced emotional expression through appreciation, reframed these traits as 

masculine under PHM, and linked them to success. When it was demonstrated, 

emotional expression was always received with abundant appreciation. Statements like 

“I appreciate your vulnerability” were often the first thing said in response to a student 

sharing, and classes ended with every person stating a specific appreciation. If a 

student was particularly emotional – such as weeping during the reading of their new 

man – their vulnerability would be appreciated by almost every member of the class. 

Often these appreciations were accompanied by describing the emotional act as 

“powerful,” and members of the group would state how they were affected by the 

emotional expression. After one particularly emotional new man reading, class members 

responded to the new member with abundant positive reinforcement that affirmed his 

manhood, including: “that was a powerful, powerful statement,” “that [vulnerability] takes 

a lot of balls,” “your story reminds me of my childhood,” and “I appreciate [you] sharing 

one of the most intimate moments of your life.” Through the affirmation of other men, 

and the recognition that they have been impacted by them, formerly feminized 

emotional behaviors were no longer a violation of manhood, but a core component of 

PHM. 

Emotional development was also tied to successes in masculine roles and 

personal relationships. When veteran students would report their progress, often they 

would cite better relationships with coworkers. Work peers were often brought as guests 

for final projects, many of them affirming the student had been more empathetic to them 

since starting the class. Empathy in personal relationships was framed around 

fulfillment of personal goals, such as reestablishing love and trust with children, and 
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having healthier romantic relationships. Facilitators and veteran students would share 

how their interpersonal relationships had strengthened due to their openness and 

empathy, both modeling emotional openness and affirming the desirable outcomes 

related to PHM. When struggling with a new romantic relationship, one student was told 

to “Be vulnerable. Don’t second guess your position. Give yourself permission to love 

again.” Here, vulnerability is merged with boldness and confidence to secure a desired 

outcome.  

Unfortunately, the focus on men’s emotional development had several 

drawbacks. First, it conflicted with the processes of accountability. Men who would 

exhibit extreme emotions would not be policed for transgressions like those who 

remained stoic. After the highly emotional new man reading mentioned above, a 

facilitator pointed out that it contained some storytelling, but this was somewhat 

necessary, saying “I wonder if some of the actions are a call for attention and love – to 

be seen.” I discussed this pattern with several facilitators, and they recognized the 

tension between the goals of emotionality and accountability, saying it was usually a 

quick judgement whether to call out a student for justifications when they were 

emotional. While this is understandable, several students who were particularly emotive 

in their early meetings were given considerable leeway in their behaviors throughout the 

course, even when not currently emotional. Conflicting with the principles of the course, 

feedback given to these students would center their perspective or desires instead of 

their victims’. One got the following feedback after pressuring her to talk about finances: 

“You’re working against your own interest with these check ins. You’re not in control of 

this right now, but you need to respect her.” Similarly, a student who had lied to a 
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woman about his sexual history was told “she may have come back a few days later 

and said ‘Man, I’m really into [him].” Because these students had secured sympathy 

through emotional display, empathy for victims was replaced by strategic approaches to 

achieve their goals.  

Overemphasizing emotional expression, combined with this discursive slippage 

from pure accountability to centering the student, led some men to reframe themselves 

as victims of the women in their lives. When given the opportunity in class, students 

would express frustration that the actions of the women in their lives were never 

considered, and one ongoing discussion among students was whether they were simply 

with the wrong women, mirroring previous research (Schrock et al. 2018). Echoing the 

program’s focus on gender socialization, several I interviewed suggested that the 

women in their lives had been socialized to be toxic, and that programming like the BIP 

should be created or even mandated for women. Similarly, victim blaming by emotional 

men was often justified by misogynistic assertions that women were “crazy.” One 

student, who secured considerable sympathy for being extremely emotional his first 

class, made it known that his wife suffered severe depression and anxiety. In his 

interview, despite admission of ongoing verbal degradation and strict financial control, 

said that he still wasn’t convinced that he was abusive, adding that the cultural backdrop 

of the MeToo movement led to people ignoring his side of the story.  

Reframing feminine traits like emotionality and empathy as major components of 

PHM clearly undermined principles and practices of the BIP. Intense displays of emotion 

reduced accountability and were taken as false indicators of egalitarianism. As a result, 

some emotive students quickly be regarded as leaders, consistently offering advice, 
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feedback, and contributing disproportionately to discussions of curriculum. However, 

these men continued to check in with a variety of transgressions, and at times their 

contributions to the class contained victim blaming, misogyny, and justified violence 

based on masculine roles and values. Combined with the discursive distancing from 

patriarchy and toxic masculinity, these patterns led to larger trends in the BIP where 

gendered domination and hierarchies are reasserted in familiar ways. 

2.5.3 Renewed domination 

Despite the profeminist underpinnings of the program, intermingled with the 

egalitarian views and emotional reframing of PHM were reassertions of men’s power, 

often rationalized by framing gender difference as socialized. Discussions of gender 

socialization were frequent in the class but were often simple statements of fact with 

little follow-up discussion. Students’ internalization of this was confirmed in interviews; 

all but two students said there were inherent differences between men and women, and 

when asked why, almost all attributed gender difference to socialization. Many of the 

men discussed the possibility of overlap in gendered traits, and several were quick to 

point out that they knew “strong women,” but generally they affirmed common gender 

stereotypes. This belief in gender difference lays the groundwork for their understanding 

of manhood and reaffirmation of men’s roles. When asked their core traits for being a 

man, their answers overwhelmingly focused on typical masculine traits: protector, 

provider, responsible, levelheaded, leadership, and strength were common answers. 

Further, most of the men said the program didn’t change these definitions. When 

specifically asked if they thought it was men’s job to protect women, only three of the 17 

said no. Of those that said yes, four said because women are not as strong as men, and 
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three said because women expect it. These interview responses indicate that men did 

not have their ideas of gender difference and roles undermined by the class, but simply 

adopted the simplified socialization explanation offered by PHM.  

These interview outcomes were predictable, since masculine roles and values 

were heavily policed in the BIP. Much of this policing was based in the strategy of using 

these components of “good” masculinity to foster engagement and motivate change. 

Feedback would often mention the negative effects on men’s professional goals, and 

how their work performance likely suffered. For men with children, parenting was 

fiercely policed. Responses to their check ins would usually consist of multiple students 

and facilitators commenting on their parenting. These comments were usually shallow, 

consisting largely of statements like “You need to think about your kids.” Feedback that 

was more substantive often made assertions about the socializing effect of their 

transgressions, reinforcing gender difference and sexism regarding daughters: abuse 

socializes boys with toxic masculinity, and teaches girls to seek abusive partners in the 

future. Feedback for parents also highlighted the power men have as fathers and head 

of household, as exemplified by this facilitator: “It’s a generational thing, a cycle, and 

you’re the only one who can break it. You’re in control. You’re the thermostat. You set 

the temperature and everyone else has to live with it.” Elevating men’s familial roles in 

this way reasserts two familiar hierarchies: gender difference and sexism in the family 

structure, and defining men who can provide for and protect their families as ideal. 

 Parenting was so central to the construction of PHM that children would be the 

focus of feedback even when the behavior was not toward them or in their presence. 

One father was struggling with drinking and checked in with it several weeks in a row. 
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Although he only drank when his child was staying with the mother, the feedback he 

received consistently focused on how this may be negatively affecting his parenting. 

Another checked in because he had yelled at his wife during a fight. The facilitator 

asked if his children were near, to which he explained they were with relatives, but the 

facilitator continued to focus on the effects if the children would have been there. In 

perhaps the most extreme example, a student checked in with several incidents at 

once: making his daughter cry because he was rough getting her into a car seat, yelling 

and cursing at his wife about a meal, and then subsequently pressuring her for sex that 

night. The only feedback he received was regarding his daughter – no one discussed 

the abuse of his wife, the sex, or the questions of consent this situation should raise. 

These incidents reveal an important pattern where through the intense focus on 

fatherhood, the actual victim of the abusive action – often a woman – is effectively 

supplanted by the abstract wellbeing of the child, in turn centering the man and the 

fulfillment of his role as father.  

 Another consistent narrative in the BIP was valuing women more based on their 

social proximity to men. When men would report abusive behaviors towards women 

who were strangers, they would frequently be posed the question “What if she was your 

mother?” This idea was also utilized to give weight to sexual violence, as one facilitator 

explained: “How many of us here have mothers, sisters, daughters? All of this is part of 

a bigger system of objectification.” Regarding women as partners, two different 

facilitators, both with religious leadership backgrounds, would regularly make assertions 

of reflected degradation: “Whatever your religion, two become one. If you demean her 

you demean yourself.” As with the narrative of fatherhood, the wellbeing and dignity of 
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the woman is replaced by the respect of the man. This narrative was never 

problematized in the class, nor was the inverse implication – that women without a 

connection to men have less value. Whether this was the intended message or not, it 

was clearly taken that way. A veteran student, who had been referred to by peers as 

“our catalyst” the “anchor of the class,” and gave this feedback to a peer:  

The way you talked to her, it’s like the way you’d talk to a girl in a trap house. The 
women in our lives, that we’re romantically involved with, they’re extensions of 
ourselves. We’re reflections of them, and they’re reflections of us. 

His comment was not challenged, but accepted with nods and affirming responses. 

Since no self-respecting man would get involved with them, women at trap houses are 

acceptable targets of abuse. 

 Considering the homosocial space, facilitators needed considerable vigilance 

regarding attitudes and statements expressing gendered power, and would often call 

out statements that were rooted in misogyny, sexism, and homophobia. However, when 

domination aligned with the values of the organization, ideologies of facilitators, or the 

construction of PHM, it would occur unchecked. As stated previously, the organization is 

firmly anti-pornography, and sexuality became a site where women were devalued and 

controlled. Facilitators and course materials condemned pornography and claimed that 

women did not watch pornography. One facilitator occasionally regularly shamed sexual 

women, once saying that if they have sex as depicted in porn “then the women get just 

as toxic as the men.” Another explained that when he was younger, he thought that the 

pleasure made possible by pornography was positive, but now knows that “there is 

never an upside for women. Never.” Through the anti-porn discourse, proper femininity 

is policed, women outside this definition are devalued, and women’s agency is erased. 
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Other concerning interactions went unchecked because they aligned with the 

conventional masculine principles maintained in PHM. On occasion the notion of 

righteous violence surfaced, usually in relationship to masculine imperatives like 

protecting one’s family. In the class on stalking, students were asked what they would 

do if someone in their family were being threatened. A student - who was known to own 

guns and had a violent past - discussed how he would fight the man, or if necessary, 

gather his friends and attack him. The facilitator running the exercise nodded 

encouragingly during this explanation, then later said to him “I feel you on the street 

justice.” These assertions that protecting women justifies violence were not challenged 

or problematized. Trans/homophobia was also tolerated, especially when framed as 

harmless jokes among men. In a replaying activity about bystander intervention, when 

told to play the part of a neighbor, a student asked if the neighbor was a man or a 

woman. The facilitator responded “A woman! And I want you to dress the part too!” to 

which much of the class laughed. Other examples were often to distance the man from 

the potential accusation of gayness, such as when two students talked about meeting 

up for dinner, and they talked so long that the restaurant staff “thought we were 

proposing up in there!” While these instances were not common, they demonstrate how 

holdovers from hegemonic masculinity – especially masculine imperatives like the 

protector role and heteronormative presentation – can emerge and reify gender 

hierarchies. 

2.6 Discussion 

PHM appears to be born of a strange but inevitable social chemistry: privileged 

men, motivated to change by a mix of guilt, ethics, and self-interest, immersed in the 
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unlikely ideological bedfellows of traditional “good” masculinity, second wave feminism, 

and oversimplified structural explanations of inequality. In many ways it is a reflection of 

long-standing trends of the “new man,” further intensified by liberal ideology and the 

polarized politics of our time. But what makes PHM central to the BIP is the recognition 

by facilitators that they have limited resources, a short time with students, and that 

victims urgently need results. When I would question facilitators on their choices, such 

as not intervening at every instance of a student’s misogyny or sexism, or pointing out 

their fierce policing of fatherhood, they would consistently respond with some variation 

of “meeting them where they are.” Rather than an expectation of total reform, they 

target the most egregious manifestations of gender inequality and plant the seeds of 

structural understanding, hoping to set men on a better path for continued change. 

Facilitators were not unified on this – some said they would prefer a comprehensive 

critique of masculinity, while others clearly saw no issue with enforcing traditional male 

roles - provided they weren’t “toxic.” Despite these differing opinions, all facilitators 

agreed on PHM as a strategic choice, shoring up traditional masculine roles and values 

and leveraging them to end abuse. In theoretical terms, they recognize that challenging 

the symbolic and emotional relations of the gender order were possible in the BIP and 

did so in hopes that power and production relations would shift as a result. Thus an 

interrogation of PHM becomes valuable in explaining variation in student outcomes by 

revealing the instances and processes that make it function as a hegemonic 

masculinity, both in its deployment within the class and how the men enact it going 

forward. 
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Students interfaced with PHM based largely in their incoming gendered 

ideologies. PHM discursively distances itself from gendered power through condemning 

toxic masculinity and the patriarchal ideologies that are assumed to cause these 

behaviors, and this manifested in curriculum and interactions that sought to undermine 

this causal relationship. The men claiming the most profound reform discussed having 

highly patriarchal socialization and beliefs, and the structural understanding of 

patriarchy led to cognitive shifts and deep, lasting change. But as discussed, most men 

did not hold overtly patriarchal beliefs, and for these men the assertion of ideological 

causes for their behaviors fell flat, perplexed them, or gave them cause to think they 

weren’t as bad as other men. In some instances, it led to victim blaming similar to the 

findings of Schrock and colleagues (2018), where students would lament that, while 

they regretted their abusive actions, their partner had contributed to the issues and they 

were likely “with the wrong woman.”  

Conversely, these liberal men almost unanimously reported that the rules limiting 

interactional expressions of masculinity (no storytelling, not responding to feedback) 

were highly effective for their progress. What was missing from the educational 

discourse was awareness of how socialization connects between patriarchy and 

behavior - patriarchal beliefs aren’t necessary for abusive behaviors because normal 

socialized masculine interactions have been shaped to enforce male domination. 

Incorporating these elements into the class would solve this disconnect and would 

readily integrate with the program’s discussions of patriarchy and socialization. 

Facilitators could explain that even if students don’t hold patriarchal beliefs, the ways 

they were taught to be men were culturally shaped by patriarchal ideals, and result in 
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women’s oppression regardless of their motive. I shared this perspective with several 

respondents and they immediately grasped this connection, and said it made sense to 

think of it this way. Helping progressive men see that they have been socialized to act in 

a way that enforces systems of inequality they disagree with is likely a crucial step in 

redirecting their behaviors. Conversely, if they never make this connection, they are 

likely to continue hegemonic behaviors, especially in the light of PHM allowing them to 

distance themselves from “real” abusers and reasserting masculine imperatives and 

roles.  

A central understanding about masculinity is that all aspects of manhood – even 

those that seem benevolent - are a source of domination and ultimately used to justify 

gendered violence (Kaufman 1987). But this profoundly important notion does not 

integrate easily with men’s interventions – a more amenable perspective is to carve off 

“toxic” behaviors and act as though they are separate form what we might call 

benevolent masculinity. Since the facilitators, through a deployment of PHM, reassert 

the importance of masculine roles and values that are on their surface positive, conflicts 

between the message of antiviolence and more traditional imperatives of PHM are 

practically inevitable. For example, regarding fatherhood, when the safety of a student’s 

child is threatened, the guidance of the BIP is clear: do whatever it takes to protect 

them. The justification of aggression toward men (especially toxic ones) and women 

with no connection to the student (or those deemed immoral) is readily apparent in the 

class discourse. So if, sometime after the 24 weeks has ended, a student thinks their 

child is being threatened by someone – even the mother - how might they respond? 

This scenario is far from hypothetical – men reported such conflicts in class and shared 
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them with me in our discussions. Such a threat could be real, imagined, or even 

ideological - given the importance placed on fatherhood under PHM, the mother moving 

away with the child could be seen as a threat. Also critical to this formula of conflicting 

masculine imperatives is the discursive pattern in the BIP where women victims were 

displaced by children, thus centering fatherhood. If this narrative is internalized, in the 

face of conflicting imperatives of PHM men may choose violence towards women in the 

name of protection and fulfilling fatherhood. 

Men with limited resources and marginalized identities discussed slipping back 

into controlling and abusive behaviors more frequently than their privileged peers. Often 

this occurred amidst financial pressure, guilt and shame at their failure to meet 

gendered expectations, and pressure to have unrelenting self-control with little social 

support. Immersion in a highly gendered culture that reinforces hegemonic masculine 

aggression, sexism and misogyny is also likely to reduce ongoing success by men 

defaulting to the hegemonic components of PHM. Aside from critiquing pornography 

and other drastic objectifications of women, a critical consciousness of media 

socialization was mostly absent from the course, and none of the interviewees reported 

changing their media consumption after the course. Sports culture was never critiqued, 

and current sports news was discussed in meetings in typical masculine bonding 

fashion. To support students after completion and promote ongoing reform, facilitators 

encouraged men to stay in touch with each other. However, none of the interviewees 

reported maintaining relationships with other students since completion. Without the 

ongoing influence of other egalitarian peers – especially for less privileged men unable 
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to secure ongoing therapy – the hegemonic imperatives of PHM that align with broader 

culture are likely to guide behavior more than the progressive ideas it purports. 

As scholars of gender we have been grappling with the concept of hybrid 

masculinities for some time, attempting to reconcile whether and how theories hybrid 

masculinities and hegemonic masculinity can integrate. While PHM is only one example 

of hybrid masculinity, its formulation is occurring in a context entangled with larger 

institutions, and I conceptualize it as an interactional manifestation of broader shifts in 

masculinity, akin to Messner’s (1993) new man. In many ways, PHM is a compromise 

between exalted yet hegemonic aspects of masculinity (e.g. fatherhood, respect, self-

control) with the wide range of liberal cultural shifts and justice movements that 

emphasize structural inequality. The patterns of PHM and how these men navigated its 

demands can offer some answers to how we can reconcile these theories.  

Connell’s detail that hegemonic masculinity is constructed and functions at 

different scales (local, regional, global) is perpetually overlooked despite its impressive 

utility (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). Specifically, local hegemonic masculinities 

are often tied to organizations, and frequently conflict with the tenets of broader 

hegemonic masculinities:  

… in some contexts, hegemonic masculinity actually does refer to men's engaging in 
toxic practices - including physical violence - that stabilize gender dominance in a 
particular setting. However, violence and other noxious practices are not always the 
defining characteristics, since hegemony has numerous configurations. … one of the 
most effective ways of ‘being a man’ in certain local contexts may be to demonstrate 
one's distance from a regional hegemonic masculinity. (Connell and Messerschmidt 
2005:840) 

Thus, as a gendered pattern of behavior within the social setting of the BIP, I theorize 

PHM as a hybrid hegemonic masculinity that is locally hegemonic. This is a logical and 

analytically useful way to position hybrid masculinity within Connell’s framework: groups 
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of men, seeking a gender strategy to navigate cultural and structural pressures yet 

maintain the patriarchal dividend, formulate a hybrid masculinity that alters the symbolic 

and emotional aspects of gender relations while maintaining and obscuring their 

continued power.  

Another major point of debate regarding these theories emerges from the 

identification and function of the subordinated masculinity. Most notably, Anderson 

(2009), based on his analyses of high school athletes, argues that the rapid decline in 

homophobia makes hegemonic masculinity theory ineffective, since there is no 

subordinated masculinity. However, all masculinities in Connell’s (1995) framework are 

contextually specific, including subordinated masculinity. She explains that while 

gayness is the most conspicuous subordinated masculinity of the time, there are others, 

and the real function of a subordinated masculinity is to be a “repository of whatever is 

expelled from hegemonic masculinity” (Connell 1995:78). I argue that subordinated 

masculinity need not be tied to an actual group of people, but rather a discursive field of 

illegitimacy that serves the function of the gay man in Connell’s analysis. 

Conceptualizing masculine subordination as an ambiguous and shifting set of traits 

mirrors the flexibility of hegemonic masculinity as an indistinct discursive field. In this 

case PHM, again serving as a local hegemonic masculinity, subordinates the discursive 

field of toxic masculinity. Men who are violent, sexist, and racist replace gay men as the 

subordinated masculinity, as these traits make their claim to manhood illegitimate. This 

further demonstrates the synergy of hybrid masculinities in this analysis, as this 

symbolic subordination further obscures power relations because these are changeable 

behaviors rather than static identity categories. Under the logic of PHM, bigoted men 
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can come to understand structural social inequality, and immature hypersexual men can 

learn to claim manhood through enacting exalted roles of the father, protector, and 

provider. Furthermore, the very men constructing and socializing PHM were once (or 

still are) themselves abusers, and through subordination of their former selves they 

further distance themselves from the privilege they still enjoy, even though the threat of 

their violence still lingers. 

2.7 Conclusion 

Crucial to evaluating men’s interventions is determining what constitutes 

success, which likely aligns with one’s position to the problem of gendered violence. As 

privileged academics and policy makers, or in alignment with radical feminist ideals, we 

may demand drastic change – perhaps operationalized as the unequivocal end of 

physical violence, financial control, and emotional abuse. Ideological or attitudinal shifts 

may also be a measure of success, as could substantive shifts in relational power 

between the subject of the intervention and his partner. But these top-down standards 

for success may be unrealistic given the lack of resources available to organizations 

and length of most interventions, and an all or nothing approach to measuring success 

may not align with the real-world experiences and needs of victims. It is in this tension 

of determining success where the facilitators functioned, strategically deploying PHM to 

maximize the time and resources available. However, my findings clearly indicate that 

PHM, despite the intentions of those constructing it, earns the distinction of a hybrid 

hegemonic masculinity, in both how it is constructed by the program and how it is 

enacted by students. But if organizations stand by the strategic choice to deploy hybrid 
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masculinities, an awareness of these processes can result in practical changes to 

lessen their hegemonic tendencies. 

Just as outcomes in programs can have different conceptualizations of and 

degrees of success, so too can reformulations of gender have variation in their move 

toward equality. If program developers and facilitators critically examine the masculinity 

they are constructing in their interventions, they are likely to reveal the pathways where 

hegemonic masculinity insidiously reemerges. In the case of hybrid masculinities – 

which many interventions are likely deploying – there seems to be a continuum of 

egalitarian to hegemonic. Further, this research demonstrates that where on this 

continuum a particular hybrid masculinity rests may shift moment to moment, and when 

adopted by a group of men, there can be significant variation in their deployment of it. If 

hybrid masculinities are allowed to manifest in organizational spaces, being mindful of 

their function could be the difference between movement toward greater equality and 

renewed gender oppression. 
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3 CH 3: UNDERMINING THE MORAL OBLIGATIONS OF INTERACTIONAL 

MASCULINITY 

3.1 Introduction 

Meaningful change toward a more egalitarian gender order is difficult to attain. 

Hegemonic gendered power is highly flexible and strategic, and the attitudes, 

ideologies, and behaviors that support inequality are truly insidious (Bridges and 

Pascoe 2018; Connell 1995; Schippers 2007). Increasingly, scholars have turned 

toward examining men and masculinity for insights, recognizing that the construction of 

and adherence to manhood is central to gendered power (Connell and Messerschmidt 

2005; Peretz and Vidmar 2021). In tandem with increased research on men, a multitude 

of intervention and education programs across various settings have emerged, 

attempting to guide men toward more egalitarian practices (Dworkin et al. 2015; Price 

and Rosenbaum 2009). These include educational programs on college campuses 

(both institutional in origin and emergent from student organizations), groups intent on 

addressing problems of masculinity in community organizations like churches, or 

interventions for men who have committed gendered violence (Banyard, Moynihan, and 

Crossman 2009; Dworkin et al. 2015). However these programs have inconsistent 

effectiveness, and efforts to explain variation in outcomes have been methodologically 

limited (Dworkin et al. 2015; Gondolf 2004, 2012; Price and Rosenbaum 2009). 

Specifically, approaches that can analyze the interactional formulation and 

resocialization of masculinity have been largely lacking from overall research as well as 

program evaluation efforts. This represents a crucial weakness, as what men do in 

social situations lies at the center of maintaining inequality (Schwalbe 2005). With this 
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research, I seek to better understand how interactional masculinity between men 

constructs masculine identities, and how the resocialization of these behaviors can help 

men achieve more equal relationships or recreate gendered power. 

Utilizing ethnographic data from a Batterer Intervention Program (BIP), I 

synthesize Goffman’s (1959) fundamental principles of the working consensus with 

dominant interactional and structural theories of masculinities to understand men’s 

resocialization. I argue that for men defining the situation is often a gendered social 

interaction – part of a manhood act – and under a patriarchal gender order men are 

afforded greater moral claim to impress their social reality on those around them (Sweet 

2019). In the BIP, where core definitions of masculinity are being intentionally redefined 

into a hybrid hegemonic masculinity (Bridges 2021), the moral obligation to allow men 

this control is removed, constituting an ongoing masculinity challenge, thus motivating 

resocialization. As men demonstrate behaviors associated with the hybrid masculinity, 

other men deploy masculinity affirmations to bolster and accelerate the process, and 

men are rewarded with greater opportunity to again define the situation. Unlike the 

ideological and educational components of the BIP, which many respondents report 

they aligned with before the BIP, these resocialization processes were almost 

universally regarded by students3 as critical for their reformation. However, my 

observational data reveals various behavioral patterns – most notably protective 

 
3 In this paper I refer to all participants of the ethnographic process as respondents. I 
adopt the terms used by the program to distinguish among these actors: “students” for 
men attending the BIP and “facilitators” for the employees leading the group meetings, 
referred to as “classes.”  
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practices and false indicators of change – that undermine the effectiveness and depth of 

resocialization. 

3.2 Men’s Intervention Programming 

In the movement for gender equality, a multitude of efforts have gone toward 

addressing men directly, such as college sexual violence prevention and domestic 

violence prevention (Banyard et al. 2009; Murphy 2009). As the main instigators of 

gendered oppression and the primary beneficiaries of women’s oppression, these 

programs assert that changing men’s attitudes, understandings, and behaviors is 

essential. By helping men understand the damage done by gender inequality and 

empathize with the plight of women, organizations and institutions seek to foster greater 

gender equality. Often these programs target specific instances of gendered power, 

such as sexual violence, intimate partner violence, domestic abuse, or workplace 

harassment. Men’s programs often combine educational elements with ideological or 

moral arguments to illicit cognitive change and challenge patriarchal understandings of 

manhood. Less common are activities or interactional changes that aim to resocialize 

behavior – likely due to the assumed (correct or not) resistance men would show 

towards being challenged to act “less like a man.” The program studied here explicitly 

seeks to change the participants’ cognition and socialization, with distinct components 

designed to address each; a redefining of masculinity is occurring in tandem with 

explicit efforts to resocialize behaviors in alignment with this masculinity. This report 

centers on the resocialization efforts, as they are understudied in previous research and 

were reported as highly effective by interview respondents. 
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One distinction in men’s programming is the men they address. Many programs 

target groups considered ripe for broad intervention: sexual violence prevention and 

allyship development for college men; HIV prevention efforts targeting men seen as 

high transmission vectors; men’s support groups based in religious settings; and 

programs targeting fathers. Many of these programs are voluntary, deployed by 

organizations the men are linked to, and focus on men’s individual roles in helping solve 

a social problem without directly blaming them for that problem. Other programs are 

focused specifically on men who have committed some form of gendered violence or 

offense. These are typically more formal, often involuntary or coerced, and can have a 

more punitive approach. While a variety of programs could be included in this 

classification – such as corrective training for employees accused of harassment – most 

fall into the classification of Batterer Intervention Programs (BIP). BIPs are a common 

institutional response to gendered violence, often linked to criminal justice and other 

legal proceedings (e.g. family court). While thousands of BIPs function across the US in 

every state, little regulation is in place for their design or implementation, leading to 

immense variety in their characteristics (Price and Rosenbaum 2009).  

Social research seeking to understand and evaluate BIPs has grown in 

prominence, but the insights offered by these endeavors is usually limited by 

methodological constraints (Gondolf 2004; Peretz and Vidmar 2021). Observational 

access to programs and respondents is cumbersome and ethically complex since many 

men are ordered to attend, resulting in most research utilizing secondary data sources 

like students’ final writing projects (Kilgore et al. 2019b), or interviewing former students 

(Schrock et al. 2018; Seymour et al. 2021). Much of this research highlights the 
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tendency for men to reassert their power and privilege in various ways, often 

circumventing or rewriting the discursive approaches of the BIP. While these studies 

have garnered some valuable insights to BIP outcomes, addressing socialization is 

beyond their scope. The one exception to this pattern is Schrock and Padavick’s (2007) 

ethnographic examination of a Duluth4 model BIP, which found that the program in 

question was largely ineffective because it did not fundamentally alter the masculinity of 

the men in the program. I use a similar ethnographic approach to focus in detail on the 

interactions that occur in BIP meetings, while employing recently developed 

understandings of hybrid hegemonic masculinities. 

The immense variation in programs also presents challenges. Many different 

programs share curriculum, but even when this is the case differences like program 

length (individual meetings and number of sessions), identities and ideologies of 

facilitators, level of attachment to the justice system, and many other variables make 

generalizability of evaluation research findings difficult. However, this examination of 

resocialization transcends many of the issues related to program variation. Gendered 

interactional expectations, while not entirely universal in western culture, will be largely 

informed by global hegemonic masculinity. Therefore, the processes I examine here are 

likely to unfold in a similar way in other programs. With mindfulness toward regional 

variations in masculinity, such as those related to racial or political demographics, any 

organization could utilize these insights to evaluate and improve their socialization 

 
4 The Duluth model is a common curriculum and format for BIPs (see Price and 
Rosenbaum 2009) 
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efforts or incorporate new ones. Similar programs outside of the distinction of BIP also 

could benefit from application of these findings. 

3.3 Theoretical Framework 

3.3.1 Hybrid hegemonic masculinity 

Since its introduction Connell’s (1987) theory of hegemonic masculinity has 

dominated masculinities research. The basic assertions of the framework are that in any 

social context there are multiple masculinities being enacted, with the idealized form of 

manhood – hegemonic masculinity – topping and defining a hierarchy of all other 

masculinities (Connell 1995). Marginalized masculinities have limited access to capture 

hegemonic masculinity, and the subordinated masculinity serves as the “repository of 

whatever is expelled from hegemonic masculinity,” having no legitimate claim to the 

hegemonic ideal (1995:78). Regardless of masculinity, all men are motivated to remain 

complicit to the hierarchy created by hegemonic masculinity because overall it 

subordinates women, delivering to men a collection of benefits and privileges known as 

the patriarchal dividend (Connell 1995). Even in its prominence, and despite clarification 

by Connell and Messerschmidt (2005), the application of hegemonic masculinity is 

perpetually plagued by misapplication as a static system. In Connell’s original analysis, 

which centered on dominant western culture of the late 20th century, marginalized 

masculinities were primarily marked by race and class and the subordinated masculinity 

was gayness, but these distinctions are entirely contextual, changing over time and 

varying at global, regional, and local levels of social life (Connell and Messerschmidt 

2005). 
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Overlooking the flexibility of hegemonic masculinity and the situational definition 

of Connell’s original analysis has led many scholars to challenge the framework, since 

the patterns of masculinity they observe do not readily fit with her original analysis, or 

they do not observe a specific subordinated masculinity (Bridges and Pascoe 2014). 

One prominent pattern of findings in the existing literature that seems to conflict with 

hegemonic masculinity has been the emergence of hybrid masculinities – expressions 

of manhood that maintain select aspects of traditional masculinity while loosening 

restrictions on men’s behavior (Bridges and Pascoe 2014). Examples of hybrid 

masculinities have been plentiful, including straight men who incorporate the stylistic 

elements of gayness (Bridges 2014), young men who reframe love and compassion 

through aggression (McDowell 2017; Palmer 2021), reformulations of masculinity as it 

relates to fatherhood5 (Heath 2003; Messner 1993), and changes in sexual practices 

(Arxer 2011; Fefferman and Upadhyay 2018). Drawing on this landscape of research, 

Bridges and Pascoe (2018) have identified three core features of hybrid masculinities: 

discursive distancing from hegemonic masculinity, strategic borrowing of traits of 

marginalized others, and fortifying boundaries of gender inequality in new ways that 

often obscure reification of power. Through this definition, incompatibility between the 

theories of hegemonic and hybrid masculinities have been reconciled. Since hybrid 

masculinities challenge symbolic and/or emotional relations of gender without disrupting 

power and production relations, they do not fundamentally violate hegemonic 

masculinity, but function as “legitimating stories and strategies” for men to navigate 

 
5 Heath and Messner’s work do not utilize the term hybrid masculinity, as these findings 
preceded the term. However their work exemplifies these patterns and is commonly 
cited in this body of work. 
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changes in gender politics (Bridges and Pascoe 2018:269; Connell 1995). Bridges 

concludes that formulations operating in such a consistent way with Connell’s 

framework could be called hybrid hegemonic masculinities, as they demonstrate the 

flexibility of patriarchal domination (2021).  

Such is the case with the masculinity socialized in the BIP, which frames overt 

patriarchy and abuse as immoral and unmanly (discursive distancing), allows men 

access to behaviors typically deemed feminine (strategic borrowing), yet affirms 

traditional men’s roles and values that are a source of structural power (fortifying 

boundaries). I have documented this masculinity in detail elsewhere and refer to it as 

Progressive Hybrid Masculinity (PHM), as it relies on structural cognitive 

understandings of inequality to explain inequality and explains differences between men 

and women as a product of gender socialization. Central to PHM is “doing the work” to 

eliminate “toxic masculinity” from one’s behavior and challenging it in other men. 

Notoriously ill defined, the BIP operationalizes toxic masculinity with a list of controlling 

and abusive behaviors. Among them are interactional behaviors that intend to dominate 

and control, such as “claiming the truth,” “using logic,” and “interrupting.” Because these 

behaviors are so common in men’s behavioral scripts, they are limited in the meetings 

to resocialize the students. Since intentional resocialization of gender is so uncommon, 

it is the focus of this analysis. For this we require an interactional theory of masculinity. 

3.3.2 Defining the situation as manhood act 

Symbolic interactionism can be found throughout contemporary gender theory, 

but research based in these principles is often overshadowed by quantitative studies of 

gender inequality (Schwalbe 2005). Schwalbe urges for a refocus on this work, as the 
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maintenance of inequality fundamentally occurs at the interactional level (2005). 

Regarding men and their masculinity, a direct application of Goffman’s dramaturgical 

principles are manhood acts – sets of interactions hat men must master to both 

construct and maintain the category of “man”, as well as symbolically signal their 

masculine self to secure the associated privileges of this identity (Schrock and 

Schwalbe 2009; Schwalbe 2005). Quite simply, everyday men reproduce patriarchy 

“through dramaturgical action that is so commonplace as to be mistaken for natural: 

human males behaving like men” (Schwalbe 2005:75). As such, manhood acts are 

identity confirming performances that aim to secure privilege, elicit deference, and resist 

being controlled (Schrock and Schwalbe 2009). Manhood acts vary greatly, and include 

all manner of symbols and behaviors relative to the contextual hegemonic ideal and the 

dramaturgical resources available to the particular man (Schrock and Schwalbe 2009). I 

add to our understanding of manhood acts by focusing on one of Goffman’s 

fundamental principles: the working consensus.  

Goffman’s contributions to understanding social interaction are immense, but 

rarely does research apply his quintessential assertions about maintaining cohesive 

interactions, which requires the negotiation and confirmation of core identities like 

gender. When an overall agreement is established and maintained that allows for the 

relatively smooth progression of interactions, this is called a working consensus 

(Goffman 1959). To achieve a working consensus, actors in any encounter define the 

situation by bringing to bear certain information and claims which are negotiated in 

complex ways by all those present (Goffman 1959). Individuals can define the situation 

in various ways – among them are claims about themselves, about others, proposing 
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causal relationships or logical arguments, and general assertions on social reality 

(Goffman 1959). Central to this analysis is what Goffman refers to as the “moral 

obligations” that occur when one defines the situation regarding something they have 

considerably more investment in compared to the other actors (Goffman 1959). 

Personal characteristics one might claim usually carry such a moral obligation; by 

claiming a social identity (in this case manhood) the actor “has a moral right to expect 

that others will value and treat him in an appropriate way” (Goffman 1959:13).  

Under the typical rules of social engagement, moral obligations are sufficient for 

establishing and maintaining the working consensus. However, if multiple definitions of 

the situation come into conflict, and communal agreement of moral obligation is 

insufficient for a resolution, the working consensus becomes disrupted. Disruptions are 

avoided or corrected through defensive practices (to shield one’s own definitions of the 

situation) and protective practices (to shield others) (Goffman 1959). Since gender is 

such a fundamental organizing principle of social life, we are perpetually defining the 

situation regarding our gender through all manner of practices (body language, speech, 

dress, etc.) that is often referred to as doing gender (West and Zimmerman 1987). 

Failure to properly do gender has severe and tangible repercussions, sometimes 

making disruptions to the consensus regarding one’s claimed gender calamitous 

occurrences (West and Zimmerman 1987). In the case of masculinity, these disruptions 

are called masculinity challenges – instances where one’s claim to manhood is 

threatened by peers or situational contexts, prompting behaviors intended to realign 

with gendered expectations (Messerschmidt 2000).  
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I argue that for men, defining the situation is a crucial part of any manhood act 

and therefore of securing masculine identity, and under a patriarchal gender order men 

are afforded greater moral claim to impress social reality on those around them. By 

actions like giving accounts for their transgressions, deploying protective practices that 

defend other men’s masculinity, declaring what is and is not manly, and talking over 

those with less gendered power, they reify hegemonic masculinity and secure privilege. 

When cultural or political pressure comes to bear, and hegemonic masculinity shifts to 

maintain men’s dominance, men may face a masculinity challenge if their enactment of 

manhood is now unacceptable. In response, men wield the disproportionate moral 

obligation they are afforded, redefining their gender situation to resecure compliance. 

These mechanisms are laid bare in the BIP, where the moral obligation normally 

afforded to men is undermined, resocializing this behavior and prompting egalitarian 

shifts in some men. However protective practices by other actors, as well as facilitator’s 

reliance on false indicators of change, frequently interfered with deep, authentic 

resocialization. 

3.4  Setting and Methods 

This report comes from an ethnography of a nonprofit organization based in the 

southeastern US that seeks to end violence against women by directly addressing men. 

Their overall stance is liberal, with philosophies that are profeminist and anti-racist. In 

operation for almost 40 years, many of their principles are based in liberal second wave 

feminist perspectives (e.g. they are expressly anti-pornography), but they do assert 

intersectional principles in much of their content, such as confronting the gendered 

nature of masculinity. They operate several community-based programs, but the most 
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consistent and robust is a 24-week long BIP. The organization is staffed entirely by men, 

and the BIP is an expressly homosocial space. Students enroll in the BIP for a variety of 

reasons, with some court ordered and others authentically voluntary, often having been 

exposed to other programs run by the organization. They maintain 2 to 3 BIP classes 

per week, usually with 7 to 12 students per class and two facilitators. Classes are two-

hour sessions that begin with “check ins” where men report and get feedback on any 

controlling and abusive behaviors they enacted that week, then class moves to weekly 

lessons that address topics like patriarchy, gender socialization, and specific types of 

gendered violence. Throughout this analysis I utilize student check-ins as indirect 

indicators of program impact, often situating these self-reports of abuse parallel to the 

proclaimed values and attitudes of the student. The curriculum and facilitation 

techniques of the BIP were developed by the organization, and several times a year 

training in the curriculum is available for anti-violence activists from other organizations.  

My analysis primarily draws from nonparticipant observation of two weekly BIP 

classes, 37 sessions total, and 17 in-depth interviews with students of the BIP. Due to 

the pandemic, all BIP observations and interviews were completed over video 

conference with a VPN for security (Georgia State University IRB #H20191). Additional 

insights come from other components of the ethnography, such as attending the 

organization’s public events, completing the week-long facilitator training, and informal 

interviews with students and staff. While the richness of the ethnography was limited by 

the pandemic, I became close with several key actors, allowing for important revelatory 

moments of the ethnographic approach (Parvez 2018). Classes were not recorded, but 
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as a nonparticipant I was able to take extensive field notes, following the verbatim and 

concrete principles (Spradley 1980).  

I began formal interviews after most observations were complete so that 

questions could be informed by the observational data and capture student perspectives 

on what I observed. The sampling frame for formal interviews included all students in 

the BIP over the previous two years that had completed at least half the course, 

resulting in a list of 56 potential interviewees. A total of 17 men agreed to participate in 

formal interviews (30.4%). Of these respondents, 5 had been observed in class, and 

key variables of interviewees (age, class, race, voluntary/involuntary attendance, type of 

abusive behaviors) captured the variation in the men who attend the BIP. By including 

men who had dropped out of the course before completing (but had experienced at 

least half), as well as actively recruiting men that I observed, I reduced the chances of 

selection effects making successful men more likely to volunteer for interviews. This 

appeared to be effective, as many interview respondents were disenchanted with the 

program overall or highly critical of certain aspects. Formal interviews ranged from 60 to 

120 minutes, and all interviewees consented to audio recording except one. I used 

Nvivo 12 for analysis of field notes and interviews, coding directly from audio recordings 

to maintain tone and inflection. Keeping with the principles of grounded theory, my 

analysis of observations was ongoing throughout data collection; I wrote expanded 

accounts and analytical memos that guided subsequent observations (Corbin and 

Strauss 1990). In my final analysis I applied an inductive coding approach that captured 

expressions of existing theory as well as emergent patterns (LaRossa 2005).  
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3.5 Findings: Holding Masculinity Hostage 

3.5.1 Undermining moral obligations 

In the BIP, the ability to define the situation was curtailed predominantly in parts 

of class where students would report their abusive behaviors and the discussions that 

would follow. For clarity, from here forward I will refer to these components of the BIP as 

reporting processes, and a single student’s explanation of abuse as a report. I realized 

these dynamics were crucial to the BIP early in my exposure to the organization, as 

facilitators brought up reporting processes when discussing the class, and a 

considerable amount of emphasis was placed on them in the facilitator training. 

Reporting processes consisted of two primary components of the class. First were 

weekly check-ins, where any student who had engaged in a controlling or abusive 

behavior would report what they had done. Second was a document called a “new 

man,” which recalls the student’s worst incident of abuse. While new man readings were 

significantly longer and more complex than weekly check-ins, their execution followed 

the same overall process and rules. The student would state what they had done 

(directly referencing the list of controlling and abusive behaviors), what the effects were 

for the person/people the action was taken against, and a reflection on the emotions felt 

by those involved. After the report was complete, the student would first get feedback 

from other students in the class, then by facilitators. Feedback ranged in complexity and 

content, from suggestions on how to handle similar situations better in the future, to 

prompting reflection on the negative emotions or socialized attitudes that may have 

motivated the abusive action. 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    63 

Reporting processes were openly framed as an effort in resocialization; 

facilitators often reiterated that the intent was to learn accountability without 

justifications, and to teach men to take and reflect on criticism rather than immediately 

defending themselves. Quintessential to this resocialization were two rules: no 

storytelling and no responding to feedback. Storytelling was including discussion or 

statements during the report that might alleviate responsibility for the man’s actions or 

divert blame. In sociological terms, the rule against storytelling limits a student’s ability 

to define the situation by prohibiting accounts – justifications, excuses, or disclaimers 

that linguistically neutralize the consequences of an action (Hewitt and Stokes 1975; 

Scott and Lyman 1968). There was considerable nuance to identifying storytelling and 

how firmly it was policed. For more egregious instances of storytelling students would 

be interrupted mid report by facilitators, while in more subtle instances they might be 

addressed in feedback. Other factors, such as the emotional state of the student, would 

also predict severity of policing, which I will discuss in more detail later. The second 

rule, which was less ambiguous and more consistently enforced, prohibited the student 

from responding to the feedback they received. Feedback is typically gendered in its 

content, such as suggesting an ideological or sexist belief is the root of abuse. In this 

way, feedback often defines the situation of the reporting student’s masculinity for them, 

often in an undesired way. Defining aspects of another’s gender is certainly unorthodox 

in daily life and would typically constitute a disruption to the working consensus. 

Disallowing responses to feedback eliminates defensive actions that might otherwise 

maintain the reporting student’s legitimate claim to manhood.  
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Men clearly struggled with the rules limiting their ability to define the situation. 

Deploying accounts seemed to be a deeply socially learned and accepted behavior 

when discussing their abuse; storytelling was called out during or after almost every 

report. Newer students would sometimes struggle to complete a report, being called out 

for storytelling so often they would sometimes be asked to start over completely. Almost 

every interviewee, when asked about these rules, expressed how difficult it was at first 

to comply. As one student recalled, “When I first started the program, it was so 

frustrating. They would always ‘Stop – you’re storytelling!” When it came to feedback, 

students visibly struggled with not responding – their faces strained with the effort of 

self-control, abruptly readjusting their seating, and sometimes an unintelligible 

utterance, eye roll, or displeased huff. On occasion a student would interject with a “But 

I” or “Well that’s not,” only to be cut off by a facilitator – or by themselves in a renewed 

burst of restraint. 

In formal interviews students confirmed the importance of these rules, as well as 

their effectiveness at changing the interactional ways they would affirm masculine 

identity. One student, who had explained that his ideas of gender had shifted toward a 

much more egalitarian stance because of the course, explained how the rules prompted 

reflection on his defensive reactions, and led to authentic changes in his masculine self:  

It was difficult at first. I didn’t understand the concept of the rule the first few classes. 
To me, initially, it was ‘I think my side of the story matters too here, right?’ and then I 
would make excuses. The more I went to the classes the more I realized: right now it 
doesn’t matter what my side of the story is. Right now to progress in my 
understanding or growth, I need to put that aside. I realize it was more of an anchor 
to the past, or what happened, to why I was here, and not to how I could change. 
And to me that ‘how I change’ part became more important than the why or how I got 
here, in the sense of the blame game or the excuses. 
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When I asked another respondent if the ability to avoid justifications and receive 

feedback had helped him in the year since he completed the class, he simply said “One 

of the things I feel like I’ve gotten better at is literally that.” Even students who had very 

negative experiences and criticisms of class overall found these rules useful. One 

student complained that the feedback he got from other students was useless and that 

much of the course was ineffective because forced participation “generates a lot of 

fakeness.” But when I asked him about the storytelling rule, he explained how it brought 

emotional weight to his new man: “All this emotion would come over me. How I had left 

a negative impact on these people’s lives, and it really affected me. It had a good effect, 

it really did. It made me become more honest about the situation.” Even if the advice a 

student receives does not resonate, or the curriculum doesn’t help them change, the 

practice of not deploying accounts was a powerful resocialization technique that 

changed interactional masculinity in everyday life. 

Several students linked defining the situation in this way to masculinity. One 

interviewee, who previously in the interview had talked at length about being held 

accountable for masculinity, stated this connection directly: “That’s one of the hardest 

things about men. We always feel like we have the space to give excuses, or talk, give 

context … When you know you can’t do it, what you’re fighting against [is] this urge is to 

still relieve yourself of this pressure.” This “pressure” is the fiercely socialized 

interactional habit of maintaining a masculine identity in the face of a masculinity 

challenge; deploying accounts is a crucial tactic for defining the social world and a 

man’s place in it. Another student, after discussing how the storytelling rule was crucial 

for taking accountability for his abuse, said “It’s kinda along the same lines as control, 
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as far as it doesn’t matter what you [the woman] say, I’m a man so they’re going to 

believe me.” These men not only recognized that men are driven to define the situation 

as part of their manhood act, but that this behavior was a tool for securing and 

maintaining privilege.  

From the patterns of behavior in classes and the consistency of interviewees’ 

reflections, I conclude that reporting processes were effective in initializing 

resocialization. Only two interviewees suggested that they did not find the rules on 

reporting useful, asserting that context of their transgressions was needed, and the lack 

of this context made feedback less accurate. However, I observed these two students in 

class, and they both showed changes in their interactions over this period, staying more 

calm and being more reflective in when responding to masculinity challenges. 

Removing key opportunities to deploy accounts and defensive practices kept students 

from defining the situation when facing a masculinity challenge, in turn creating 

opportunities to receive criticism and reflect on their gendered selves. However, the 

destination of resocialization is key to understanding its mechanisms; the BIP seeks to 

instill into students a specific formulation of masculinity, and interactional rewards were 

given as additional motivation. 

3.5.2 Rewarding signs of resocialization 

In his writings on socialization, Goffman discussed the concept of idealization at 

length – the tendency for actors to present themselves in a way that exemplifies the 

dominant values of the society or group (Goffman 1959). Core to resocialization, then, is 

the acquisition and management of a new set of symbolic resources (or sign-

equipment) that aligns with the newly idealized identity performance (Goffman 1959). 
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For students in the BIP, this meant learning and performing PHM. To demonstrate their 

transition to PHM, students were expected to condemn toxic masculinity, as well as 

exhibit behaviors designated as counter to it: policing toxic behaviors in other men, 

extolling structural explanations of inequality, passively and graciously accepting 

critique, sharing social power, demonstrating empathy, and being vulnerable and open 

with their emotions. As students performed the sign-equipment of PHM, other actors 

would actively affirm these gender performances and they would be rewarded with 

renewed opportunities to define the situation – including opportunities to story tell. 

While an array of signs were understood by facilitators as shifts towards PHM, I 

offer two examples that signaled to the group that the masculine identity of a student 

was shifting toward PHM. First, the men outwardly expressed intense emotions 

normally associated with femininity – primarily crying while expressing grief, pain, or 

regret. This, and other less intense feminized emotions, like empathy, are important 

because they constitute PHM’s strategic borrowing from an oppressed gender and were 

reframed as masculine through a celebratory discourse that reframes them as a 

powerful source of change. However, there was no evidence that emotional expression 

was related to reduced abuse. Some of the most emotional men in the class checked in 

the most, sometimes with physical and sexual abuse.  

Tere were various linguistic standards in the class, but one of the most policed 

was to use the proper names of the women rather than phrases like “my wife” or “my 

daughter.” Allegedly, this was to humanize the woman as well as recognize the subtle 

ownership implied by “my.” However, the way it was managed in class was largely 

routinized with little substantial meaning. Facilitators would interrupt a student, who 
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would hastily correct themselves and continue – the purpose of the rule was rarely 

explained or led to deeper discussion. Furthermore, variations in this pattern of 

speaking would occur and go unpoliced; in one lengthy bit of feedback a student 

referred to his peer’s victim as “your woman” twice without interruption. Interviewees 

confirmed these critiques: only five of seventeen said they thought the practice was 

impactful – the rest said they simply complied. Several students said they never 

understood the purpose of the practice at all, and others understood the idea but did not 

find it meaningful. As with emotionality, there was no observable correlation between 

men who consistently used proper names and reduced check-ins. 

Behaviors in alignment with PHM were rewarded through masculinity affirmations 

– direct statements to an individual confirming that something they did aligns with the 

ideal gender identity construction. Masculinity affirmations define the situation in three 

ways: reinforcing resocialization in the subject, reification for the group that the 

highlighted behavior is ideal, and often demonstrating ideal gender alignment for the 

one offering affirmation. PHM demands men change, so affirmations often followed 

demonstrations that the student was oriented towards action, and frequently paired with 

reifications of homosocial bonds: “You’re doing the work. Not to prove anything to 

anyone, but to really do it. You have an older brother vibe here in the group.” Being very 

direct was praised, both reifying a traditional gender norm and affirming the importance 

of accountability to PHM: “To come out and talk about that shit – get straight to the point 

from the get-go.” Sometimes general affirmations were given to students very early, as 

one facilitator said to a first-time student, “I salute you and look forward to working with 

you going forward,” or when a student appreciated another “for fighting through that” 
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after improperly attempting his first report. Being passive in the face of masculinity 

challenges also brought affirmation, such as when one student was notified mid class 

that his ex-wife had requested his key to the house be returned. Later, the facilitator 

thanked him for “taking it in stride,” and said plainly, “I was touched by that.” 

Affirmations would sometimes conjure hyperbolic masculine imagery, like when 

men would demonstrate their willingness to stand up to other men for the principles of 

PHM. When one student criticized his peers for not checking in enough, a facilitator said 

“That took a lot of courage. Like a soldier saying to the other men ‘We need to be 

accountable.’ I commend you.” Here the student’s enactment of PHM is affirmed, and 

two masculine identity norms are linked and reified: accountability (central to PHM) and 

courage (a classic masculine ideal). Some of the most celebratory affirmations were 

offered after extremely emotional readings of new man statements. Again, praise for 

action was common, as when one student nearly broke down completely during the 

second time reading his new man, to which the facilitator told him “Every time you go 

deeper. I see a man that wants to do the work.” Affirmations also highlighted when men 

elicited emotions in others with their emotive reports: “You are by far our catalyst … 

You’re the anchor of our class”. Facilitators served as exemplars of PHM, and after an 

extremely emotional report a student was elevated to their level when a facilitator 

praised “Everyone, including me, is learning from you,” and the other compared him to a 

hero in a western “coming to clear out a town.”  

In general, demonstrating PHM would result in increased power to define the 

situation. For instance, men being emotive in reports were not policed as fiercely for 

storytelling, those who were “doing the work” by engaging would be given space to talk 
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during exercises, and those who reinforced ideological narratives would be allowed to 

express their definitions of masculinity. This was cyclical and cumulative – as a student 

was repeatedly affirmed and given these opportunities, the group looked to him as an 

exemplar and he would be given more space to define the working consensus. 

Facilitators explained that this was intended to occur over many weeks as men would 

demonstrate learning and resocialization, such that these students would define the 

situation in alignment with the egalitarian goals of the program.  

Some men, however, secured hefty affirmations very early in their attendance by 

quickly adopting the sign-equipment of PHM. This was most visible in students who 

were highly emotional in their reports. Several students who were highly emotive during 

the first reading of their new man took leadership roles quicky because of their ability to 

elicit sympathy. When I interviewed one of these men, he explained that the facts of his 

situation – that his wife had completely broken contact with him for many months – 

constituted storytelling and elicited compassion for him but was “a fact” and therefore 

was included in his new man. Another highly emotional student, whose new man 

involved a threat of suicide, had considerable storytelling in his initial new man reading. 

In feedback, a veteran student and a facilitator both stated that there was “some 

storytelling” in his report, but that it was necessary to understand the situation. While 

this may be true, and this student may deserve sympathy, others who were not 

emotional in their reports were stopped for including similar context. This student 

became a leader in class almost immediately and was given considerable sway on the 

working consensus. 
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Other students would secure affirmations and opportunities to define the situation 

based on their idealized performance of progressive and traditional hegemonic 

masculinity. One such student, who was defined by other actors as professionally 

successful, handsome, assertive, and eloquent, was frequently praised for being very 

active at “doing the work” because he checked in every week. His check-ins – almost 

exclusively with verbally controlling behaviors toward women – contained significant 

storytelling, would often minimize their effects, and would be self-aggrandizing, such as 

saying he was “tired from policing myself.” A similarly well-spoken student, who 

presented himself as an entrepreneur and family man, showed excellent aptitude in 

adopting the sign equipment of PHM. In addition to demonstrating emotionality, he 

would correct himself on proper name use – and was rewarded with affirmations for 

doing so. One specific event, early in his attendance, secured his sway over the working 

consensus. He revisited his previous week’s check in, admitting that he had lied about 

the extent of his abuse, and emphasizing that he felt horrible that he had “lied to his 

brothers.” This act garnered further masculinity affirmations: several students lauded 

him for coming clean, one facilitator thanked him for his hard work and honesty, and the 

other commended him, commenting “I love that you said ‘I lied to my brothers.’” In the 

coming weeks this student went on to have significant sway over working consensus, 

such as giving lengthy feedback and advice to other students and making claims about 

women, despite consistently checking in with a wide variety of serious abusive 

behaviors. Whether they secured control over the working consensus through emotional 

display or adopting rhetorical patterns, I refer to these students as symbolic egalitarians 
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- men who adopted the sign equipment of PHM rapidly and were incorrectly identified as 

having egalitarian ideology and behaviors. 

The core directives of the BIP, as stated in the program manual, included 

centering the experiences of women, strict adherence to nonviolence, and building safe 

communities. Symbolic egalitarians often defined the situation in ways that were in 

direct conflict with these core principles without being challenged. For instance, one 

regularly asserted to other students that abusive and controlling behaviors towards 

one’s spouse was degrading to the self – effectively making the value of women 

dependent on their relationships with men. In a hypothetical discussion about 

responding to a friend being stalked, one of these students – at this point a revered 

paragon of PHM – suggested that gathering friends and attacking the perpetrator was a 

proper response, to which a facilitator responded, “I hear you on the street justice.” 

Sometimes a symbolic egalitarian would make definitions that effected classes for 

extended time periods. One example of this was when as student recommended to 

another that a viable strategy when they had engaged in abusive behaviors was to ask 

for a “do-over” – requesting that the other party dismiss what they had done so they 

could try to do better. Such a request clearly conflicts with the principles of the BIP, as it 

puts additional burden on the victim to suppress their pain and emotions for the benefit 

of their abuser. However, this tactic was adopted by both other students and facilitators, 

becoming a common recommendation in feedback to check-ins. At one point, weeks 

later, a facilitator praised the student, saying “We all know you’re famous for the re-do.”  
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3.5.3 Gendered protective practices  

As discussed above, challenging someone’s claim to gender is typically a major 

disruption in the working consensus. Such a disruption causes considerable discomfort 

to the entire group, not just those at the center of the disruption, and would be avoided 

or smoothed through various tactics by everyone present (Goffman 1959). Since the 

rules on reporting largely prohibited defensive practices, an important interactional 

feature in the BIP were protective practices deployed by other men. Protective practices 

softened the blow of direct criticisms toward a respected peer’s performance of gender; 

in this sense they are routine, typical interactional habits for maintaining the working 

consensus. However, they potentially undermine the resocialization process in the same 

way a defensive practice would – by justifying or excusing an abusive behavior. This 

alone makes protective practices worth attention, as they may explain variation in 

overall student outcomes. But for the resocializing environment of the BIP, protective 

practices usually served another important function: maintaining select aspects of 

hegemonic masculinity.  

When considering the potential for a hybrid masculinity to result in greater gender 

equality, a major weakness is that they rarely if ever challenge the more tangible 

components of the gendered order – the relations of power and production (Bridges and 

Pascoe 2018). In the case of PHM, certain vestigial aspects of global hegemonic 

masculinity considered benevolent are maintained and reified, despite being sources of 

gendered power and justifying violence. This inevitably threatens deep disruptions in the 

working consensus, as students report abusive behaviors motivated by these exact 

masculine demands. Since PHM seeks to maintain these exalted roles and values, and 
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they are leveraged to motivate students to engage with the processes of the BIP, 

protecting them from a deeper critique as a source of violence is crucial. Usually 

occurring during feedback, protective practices included building accounts into 

feedback, complimenting the reporting student on a masculine trait related to the abuse, 

and deploying disclaimers during feedback. 

Reports that demonstrated intelligence and wit would receive compliments, such 

as one student who was told “You come off as intelligent, sharp… [Presenting yourself] 

as smarter than them can cause a number of problems,” and “You use words as 

weapons. You’re a smart guy. You know what you’re doing.” These compliments 

suggest that rather than modify his abusive behaviors, he should use his intelligence to 

manage people’s perception of him. Issues of finance – a realm of power for men tied to 

fatherhood, logic, and leadership – often earned minimizing accounts. In one instance, a 

student checked in because he pressured his ex about money owed for their former 

home. The student who gave feedback reframed this as negotiating the price, leading to 

another student saying she may lower the requested amount and he should get it in 

writing – all of which distracts from accountability for the abusive behavior. For students 

who had established themselves as exemplars of PHM, protective practices would 

sometimes mirror everyday minimizations of harassment. One student reported praising 

his boss’s performance (a women) in a way that made his coworkers (also women) 

uncomfortable. A student said simply that it “Sounded like a compliment to me,” 

followed by another student who said “At first I thought you were being sarcastic. At first 

it sounded like a compliment. But I guess in a team environment you gotta make 
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sure…” These patterns of feedback shift culpability from the reporting student to an 

allegedly oversensitive work culture. 

Protective practices were especially predictable if reported behaviors defended 

the progressive ideologies of the BIP. Such was the case with one report, where the 

student got into an altercation with a man at his gym who switched the television off 

CNN without asking. The student indicated the man was hypermasculine, and during 

the interaction told him he should “go jerk off to Newsmax” (students were encouraged 

to repeat their words exactly). Picking up on cues that the man was conservative, and 

entertained by the insult, the feedback contained justifications about the man’s 

hypermasculinity, complimented the wit of the reporting student, and was compared to a 

“roasting session.” Similarly, another student reported sharing some content of the BIP 

with a friend – demonstrating core principles of leadership and action for progress. 

When the friend was critical of the ideas the student responded with aggression. 

Checking in with this, a facilitator encouraged his intentions and capability to spread 

change: “I believe you do have that swagger. You are a leader.” Similarly, students 

would sometimes unduly praise their peer’s commitment to the program. One student 

reported physically abusing his dog in front of his wife, who was scared by the act. The 

student opened his feedback with “Your check-ins blow me away,” the tone and 

explanation implying that the behavior was so minimal to not require attention. 

One unique way that actors in the BIP shielded hegemonic roles from critique was 

through disclaimers. As accounts disarm the damage of a past action or statement, 

disclaimers serve this function for something one is about to do or say (Hewitt and 

Stokes 1975). Disclaimers also serve the unique function of signifying to the audience 
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that the speaker understands the social meaning and potential disruption they are about 

to cause, affirming the actor’s commitment to the consensus (Hewitt and Stokes 1975). 

Feedback to reports on work and fatherhood were consistently navigated with 

disclaimers. For work, this would manifest as a preemptive recognition of difficulty, 

especially with leadership positions (“I know how hard it can be when employees drop 

the ball”). One student, who checked in for berating a coworker, was met with a 

disclaimer recognizing the pressures of work: “I know it can be hard when they’re 

[working you hard] you every day.” In addition, even though he did not indicate this in 

his report, several people’s feedback framed his insult as a misunderstood joke, offering 

an additional excuse. Reframing masculine transgressions as humor is a common 

defense, demonstrating a lingering connection to hegemonic masculinity within the 

group. 

Hedging – a disclaimer that recognizes limited authority – was particularly 

consistent when it came to parenting. If a student or facilitator who did not have children 

gave feedback to one that did, they would frequently lead with “Well I don’t have kids, 

but…” In one instance, where a student checked in because he had yelled at his 

daughter, the facilitator’s feedback started with “I can’t imagine what it’s like parenting 

[during] Covid…” and then later in his response repeated “Again, I don’t have kids…” 

Likewise, before calling out a student for hypocrisy toward his daughter, a student 

disclaimed “I’ve never had a kid. I don’t want to do that for a few years, so take this with 

a grain of salt, but when I hear [that] I translate it as ‘I’m a hypocrite.’” In one intense 

report, a student was driving with his daughter in the passenger seat, when she said 

something self-deprecating. Enraged at her lack of self-respect, he violently grabbed 
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and yelled at her, swerving the car. The student who gave feedback began with “I know 

this trip was important to you, connecting with her. I know it’s frustrating.” These 

disclaimers undermine accountability by implying that the role is so crucial for proper 

manhood that the violent response is understandable, inevitable, and justified. Through 

the covert maneuvering of protective practices, the reporting student gets to remain the 

presentation that he is taking accountability for his abuse and the group gets to avoid a 

direct criticism of the allegedly benevolent hegemonic masculine imperative; the 

symbolic relations of gender are reworked, while the power relations remain untouched. 

3.6 Discussion 

In the BIP, hegemonic masculinity is being reformulated into PHM, which 

explicitly defines abusive men as illegitimate, constituting an ongoing masculinity 

challenge for students of the class. Since there is an implicit power dynamic – students 

must comply with this redefinition to complete the course – they are externally motivated 

to accept the ideological positions and situational performance of PHM. However, it is 

the interruption of a crucial part of their manhood acts – defining the situation 

disproportionate to others as an expression of gendered power – that promotes a 

deeper internalization of these cognitive and behavioral elements. In a typical working 

consensus, this resocialization would be resisted by defensive practices; men would 

give accounts to legitimate their continued claim to manhood and others would be 

morally obliged to accept, but this too is limited. As men demonstrate behaviors 

associated with the hybrid masculinity, other men deploy masculinity affirmations to 

bolster and accelerate the process, and students are rewarded with greater opportunity 

to again define the situation. In this space where power and men’s enactment of 
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masculinity is highly salient, the working consensus has effectively been reverse 

engineered to resocialize core interactional behaviors that recreate men’s power. Most 

respondents expressed emphatically that this resocialization led to fundamental shifts in 

their gendered relations, even when they found the ideological and cognitive assertions 

of the BIP to be ineffectual or contentious. 

This resocialization, when executed in the intended manner, contributed to 

profound results for some students. These men, of which I met many and interviewed 

several, emphatically present themselves as examples of how effective these programs 

can be for halting and preventing men’s abuse, liberating them from the worst 

constraints of hegemonic masculinity. Doubtless, these success stories motivate those 

who do this difficult work and demonstrate that men’s interventions are deserving of 

research, support, and development. But as effective as the BIP was for these men, 

there are still inconsistencies in success. For every man who completes the program 

and points to reporting processes as formative in his growth, there are multiple men 

who do not finish, simply comply without meaningful change, or find new avenues to 

express their power. My explanation of this variation centers on the self and identity 

processes of socialization and resocialization that occur within the BIP classes, and how 

those interactions manifest two factors: the extent the resocialization process is 

undermined, and the degree to which PHM is hegemonic in its construction and 

enactment. 

The first factor I will not belabor, as it is worked out thoroughly above, but in 

summary the primary resocialization tactics – eliminating the ability to define the 

situation and forcing students to accept critique without defensive actions – are 
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undermined in crucial ways. Students and facilitators both deployed accounts on the 

behalf of reporting students, offered inappropriate compliments to students who 

demonstrated masculine ideals during their abuse, and made disclaimers to avoid 

critiquing masculine roles. Undermining behaviors increased as the student being 

protected received masculinity affirmations for performing aspects of PHM. The most 

damaging examples of this involved students who demonstrated false indicators of 

change in highly performative ways. Since they had not themselves experienced 

meaningful egalitarian shifts, their renewed opportunities to define the situation further 

undermined the progress of other students and created unrecognized conflicts with the 

core principles of the program.  

The response to these interactional interruptions, for this or other programs 

attempting to improve gender resocialization effectiveness, would likely entail oversight 

through observations like those I conducted. When I discussed these undermining 

behaviors with facilitators, they frequently had overlooked them or explained that letting 

certain things go was strategic – the latter most often referencing that the student had 

been very emotional, which the facilitators did not want to disrupt. In this program, and I 

would assume in many similar programs, facilitators had a firm understanding and 

commitment to the initial processes (in this case no storytelling and no responding to 

feedback) but did not recognize the secondary patterns such as protective practices. 

One possibility suggested by my data is that ideological similarities between facilitators 

and students led to blind spots around undermining habits. Additionally, such oversight 

should likely include or be conducted by women, as the homosocial nature of the BIP 

likely contributed to oversights concerning masculine exaltation. 
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The second factor addresses the interactional manifestations of a fundamental 

characteristic of hybrid masculinities: to primarily alter symbolic and emotional relations 

of gender while leaving power and production relations unchanged (Bridges and Pascoe 

2018). I emphasize primarily, as this is not an absolute characteristic of hybrid 

masculinities, but rather what distinguishes a hybrid hegemonic masculinity (Bridges 

2021). I suggest additional nuance in this distinction: hybrid masculinities fall on a 

spectrum of egalitarian to oppressive, and the way in which an individual man enacts a 

particular hybrid masculinity recreates structural gendered power to varying degrees. 

Hybrid masculinities could be conceptualized as having a range of possible oppressive 

relational outcomes, and where a man falls within that range when he enacts it would be 

influenced in several ways – including the exact way the hybrid masculinity was 

socialized. 

Considering PHM in this perspective, it appears to have a particularly broad 

range of hegemonic potential. On the egalitarian side, it encourages criticism of many 

structural and ideological sources of inequality and resocializes interactional masculinity 

that recreates power. Conversely, it falsely attributes all men’s gendered violence to 

personally held patriarchal ideology, and presents toxic masculinity as something that 

can be carved cleanly away while leaving exalted masculine values and roles intact. A 

better management of the sign-equipment in the classes – especially empirical 

perspectives on the false symbols of progress – could maximize the egalitarian aspect 

of PHM while minimizing the avenues for reasserting power. Primary to this is the 

strategic borrowing of emotional expression. It is, without question, good for men to 

express and release emotions, and over time doing so is likely to help them build better 
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relationships. So the course activities and group encouragement of emotionality should 

remain, but emotional expression should be neither taken as a sign of egalitarian 

change nor warrant undue opportunity to define the situation. Consistent, nuanced 

practices could be implemented to develop better balance with this endeavor, 

encouraging men to develop emotional awareness and expression without the 

excessively congratulatory response. 

Similar nuance is deserved when dealing with the masculine roles and ideals that 

are maintained by PHM. Values like respect and responsibility can be reinforced while 

critiquing the gendered meaning we attach to them, decoupling them from masculinity 

and highlighting how they can lead to violence. The same is true of roles like fatherhood 

and provider. Many students were parents, and the desire to be better for their children 

was genuine. This can be strategically leveraged without allowing protective practices to 

justify abuse. A fundamental way that these roles and values shifted toward the 

hegemonic was through an oversimplification in how they were deployed. 

Overwhelmingly, these concepts were used as simple imperatives that must be followed 

(“You have to be better for your kid”). These gross oversimplifications rely almost 

exclusively on their attachment to gender for symbolic meaning, emphasizing that they 

are something that must and should be done. Such white-knuckle adherence to 

masculinity is antithetical to the principles of the program, and is likely to lead to 

frustration and justifications for violence. Furthermore, it disallows nuanced discussion 

of these principles – a discussion that many respondents showed me they were ready 

for. At many points, I had complex discussions about these roles and values with 
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students, and how they were important principles but also a source of pressure and 

could justify violence.  

One might suggest that men’s programs should abandon hybrid masculinities 

entirely. While there is certainly merit to this position, we should recognize that the 

choices that result in a hybrid masculinity are often strategic, and there is utility to the 

leveraging of important roles and core values. Hybrid masculinities have been 

increasingly emergent for good reason – they are presumably an easier shift for men 

than a wholesale critique and disavowal of masculinity. Ultimately, if the goal is to serve 

victims of men’s violence, then shifts in masculine identity that men can accept are 

more effective than a radical position that few if any could. To achieve a realistic 

approach that is more likely to balance program success with accessibility, 

organizations should begin by examining how they are constructing masculinity in their 

programs. If they are deploying a hybrid masculinity, and they cannot see a way to 

avoid this, they can adopt practices that minimize the ways hybrid masculinity recreates 

gendered power while maintaining its ability to secure investment from participants.  

3.7 Conclusion 

Arguably, opportunities to examine gender resocialization processes are rare. 

One reason being that gender resocialization is somewhat uncommon – many of us 

maintain a relatively consistent understanding and performance of gender, even if they 

may shift contextually. Additionally, when gender resocialization does occur, it is usually 

diffuse – abundant minute messages received through interactional shifts, media 

landscapes, and various ideologies, more suited for documentation through content 

analysis. While these sources show signs of increasingly overt attention to gender – 
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especially masculinity, as it tends towards crisis (Connell 1995) – discreet spaces where 

gender resocialization is happening with intention and observable intensity are 

uncommon. Further, those spaces are often difficult to access, and the methodologies 

required to capture and understand gender resocialization are laborious. However, I 

have demonstrated that turning a critical eye to these processes, when and where they 

occur with suitable salience, can offer important insights to the maintenance of gender 

inequality by exposing the insidious flexibility of gender hegemony. 

Central to this endeavor is the synergy between symbolic interaction and gender 

theories, which has a rich past. The central claims of the most prolific gender scholars – 

that gender is an ever present organizing principle of social life that must be done (West 

and Zimmerman 1987), that multiple hierarchically organized genders function in any 

given context (Connell 1995), and that an endless performative cycle defies the 

existence of a pre-discursive sexual or gendered self (Butler 1990) – are all deeply 

connected to theories of symbolic interaction. This has manifested in some modern 

theoretical applications, such as masculinity challenges and manhood acts 

(Messerschmidt 2000; Schrock and Schwalbe 2009). However, I would argue that 

interactionist principles are disappointingly underutilized in examinations of gender. I 

have drawn on a variety of symbolic interactionist principles in this analysis – defining 

the situation, idealization of identities, group definitions of sign-equipment, defensive 

and protective deployment of accounts and disclaimers – all in reference to 

reconstruction of and resocialization of masculinity. I have organized this analysis under 

the blanket of Goffman’s (1959) working consensus for its utility in organizing these 

principles, and the theories I have utilized here are hardly exhaustive – a multitude of 
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interactionist principles could offer deep insights into the everyday interactions that 

reproduce inequality. I have shown how these theories can bring important 

understanding to men’s intervention programming; hopefully these principles will see 

renewed application across a variety of research and evaluation endeavors. 
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4 “THERE’S NEVER AN UPSIDE FOR WOMEN. NEVER.”: HOW SEX 

NEGATIVITY UNDERMINES MEN’S INTERVENTION PROGRAMMING 

4.1 Introduction 

Batterer intervention programs (BIPs) continue to be a dominant institutional 

response to men’s violence against women, with thousands of programs in operation 

across the US (Price and Rosenbaum 2009). Despite their prevalence and the justice 

system’s reliance on them as an alternative to incarceration, BIPs are loosely regulated, 

vary widely in their design and implementation, and have inconsistent effectiveness 

(Gondolf 2012; Price and Rosenbaum 2009; Schrock and Padavic 2007). Unfortunately, 

with rare exception (see Schrock and Padavic 2007), research on BIPs is limited in 

methodological scope such that it cannot reveal interactional mechanisms that 

undermine program goals. For this report I draw on ethnographic data from a BIP – 

designed and operated by a long-standing men’s activism nonprofit – to elucidate a yet 

unaddressed factor in the performance of men’s intervention programming: sex 

negativity. Despite a progressive, profeminist rhetoric guiding the organization and 

program design, sex negative curriculum and social interactions in this BIP reduced 

program effectiveness. Not only did observational data clearly indicate negative effects, 

but interview participants (N=17) almost unanimously rejected the program’s approach 

to sexuality, expressing more gender egalitarian ideas about sexuality than found in the 

program. When asked about the sexual discourse of the BIP, responses from 

interviewees ranged from amusement at absurdly false claims to outrage at what they 

perceived as hypocritical misogyny. 
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Using Rubin’s (2011) classic conceptualization of sex negativity and related social 

mechanisms, I highlight the following patterns in the BIP: sexual essentialism, 

avoidance of sexual topics, false claims about the dangers of sex (especially 

pornography), and construction and policing of acceptable sexuality. I trace how these 

patterns hindered engagement of men in the BIP, interfered with the sexual violence 

components of the program, reinforced rape myths and victim blaming, and ultimately 

led to extreme misogyny and reassertion of men’s power over women. I situate these 

findings within the ongoing discussion regarding prominent masculinities theories, 

arguing that sex negativity and the gendered power it recreates are one mechanism by 

which hybrid masculinities qualify as hegemonic. Applied implications for these findings 

are that eliminating sex negativity should be a crucial focus during the design and 

evaluation of BIPs – and indeed all manner of men’s intervention programming. Finally, I 

critique the patterns of academic research that continue to lend a disturbingly tenuous 

legitimacy to the kinds of false claims undermining this program. 

4.2 BIP Research Challenges 

In the wake of second wave feminism, numerous actors recognized that 

addressing men was a crucial strategy for fostering gender equality. A myriad of 

programs emerged in the coming decades, usually rooted in activism and social work 

and often nested within institutions. Many efforts targeted general groups of men who 

had been identified as vectors for particular gendered problems, such as sexual 

violence education targeting college age men, HIV prevention programs for men in high 

risk social conditions, and groups formed to address the changing definitions of 

fatherhood (Dworkin 2015; Dworkin and Barker 2019; Peretz and Vidmar 2021). BIPs, 
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conversely, were designed for men who had actively committed domestic or intimate 

partner violence. As pressure mounted to address domestic violence as a social 

problem, the justice system increasingly relied on BIPs as an alternative to 

incarceration, leading to their current prevalence (Price and Rosenbaum 2009; Schrock 

and Padavic 2007). However, since BIPs are usually run by small organizations (often 

non-profits), and scant government resources are devoted to their development or 

oversight, little is known about them. Though thousands of BIPs operate in the US, even 

general details like the exact number in operation, the content of their curriculum, 

ideological foundations (e.g. feminist, religious) characteristics of those leading the 

groups, direct connection with police (some BIPs are run by officers), or the proportion 

of attendees that are court ordered are largely unknown (Price and Rosenbaum 2009). 

All these unknowns about BIPs make them difficult to evaluate, and any sense of 

generalizability tenuous. One approach has been to focus on BIPs that use the Duluth 

model – a design that has taken a prominent place in BIP and has many of the core 

elements common to BIPs (Pence and Paymar 1993). However, even programs who 

use the same models or descriptors for their programs (i.e. “profeminist” or 

“psychoeducational”) often vary greatly in execution (Price and Rosenbaum 2009). 

Regardless of these complex challenges, quantitative evaluations, such as those that 

compare recidivism after BIP treatment to probation, show marginal or insignificant 

results (Aaron and Beaulaurier 2017). 

Arguably the most useful insights about BIPs come from qualitative studies that 

focus on common threads among BIPs – like efforts to shift narratives of violence, 

getting men to take accountability for abuse without justifications, and how masculinity 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    88 

itself is reformulated by programs. The most comprehensive of these – an ethnography 

on a Duluth model BIP – showed that BIP participants took accountability and adopted 

egalitarian rhetoric, but resisted deeper changes like taking their victims perspective or 

accepting challenges to masculine roles and subsequent claim to the patriarchal 

dividend (Schrock and Padavic 2007). Studies since have shown similar resistance to 

changes in masculine identity and roles, such as one interview study that found that 

men’s talk about violence and change since completing a BIP reproduced gendered 

power (Seymour et al. 2021). Similarly, another study found that men reworked the 

narrative of abuse constructed by the BIP, presenting themselves instead as rational 

and honorable men that were corrupted by manipulative, vindictive women (Schrock et 

al. 2018). A content analysis of a BIP final project continued this pattern, showing that a 

majority of participants used language that was sustaining of intimate partner violence 

(Kilgore et al. 2019b). Cumulatively, this landscape of research shows the flexibility and 

tenacity of hegemonic masculinity to strategically adapt and continue, discursively 

justifying men’s power. 

Unfortunately, secondary data sources like interviews and course content have 

limited ability to reveal other factors that moderate BIP effectiveness, especially 

regarding interactional social patterns. In the fifteen years since Schrock and Padavic’s 

ethnographic report, no substantial observational studies of BIPs have been published. 

This is, with all likelihood, a matter of the many barriers and challenges to grounded 

theory approaches: ethical complexities of studying court ordered participants, 

challenges in obtaining IRB approval, highly laborious data collection and analysis 

processes, gaining trust of participants, and access to BIP spaces. Endeavors like these 
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are risky and can collapse should any number of factors shift.6 Regardless, without this 

grounded research, the collective understanding of what may impact BIP effectiveness 

has effectively stalled. Research has identified that men resist many assertions made 

by BIPs, that this resistance often regards constructions of masculinity, and that 

discursive hegemonic strategies are often deployed to rework narratives of power, but 

we have little insight to how these outcomes occur. Through an ethnographic approach I 

was able to examine the constructions of masculinity being done in the BIP, and several 

interactional patterns emerged that had undesired effects. With this report I focus on 

one of these patterns: an intense sex negativity that led to misogyny, victim blaming, 

and removing women’s agency. Program approaches towards sexuality are entirely 

absent from previous research on BIPs, making this is an entirely new factor in 

explaining why they may falter in their goals. 

4.3 Sex Negativity as Expression of Masculine Domination 

The inverse concepts of sex negativity and positivity, as they are relevant to gender 

politics, gained prominence in the early 1980’s with the rise of radical feminism. In 

opposition to liberal feminism’s stance that gender equality was best realized by working 

within existing systems, radical feminists took a more revolutionary approach, focusing 

on consciousness raising and presenting men’s control of women as “the most 

fundamental of all oppressions human beings visit on each other” (Tong 2009:49). 

However, radical feminists were fiercely divided over issues of sexuality, with cultural 

 
6 I saw several major setbacks of this kind, including a complete reworking of IRB due to 
the pandemic, distrust from some organization members, and an entire group of men 
declining to participate, leaving me to wait until those men had completed the BIP 
before collecting data in their weekly meeting. 
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feminists asserting that heterosexual sex is a quintessential source of women’s 

oppression, and sex-positive feminists claiming that the opportunity to explore sex 

unhindered was fundamental to women’s liberation (Rubin 2011; Tong 2009). This 

fissure, commonly referred to as the feminist sex wars, captured much of the public 

consciousness – mostly on the cultural feminist side due to the inflammatory rhetorical 

proclivities of Andrea Dworkin and political clout of Catherine MacKinnon (Tong 2009). 

Cultural feminists placed pornography at the center of this debate, legally framing the 

business of pornography as sexual discrimination such that women allegedly harmed by 

pornography could bring civil action (Tong 2009). When other radical feminists (a 

diverse coalition collectively known as sex positive feminists) – many of them with 

marginalized sexual identities and behaviors – pushed back against this attempt at 

social control, cultural feminists claimed they were the victims of false consciousness 

(Tong 2009). While there was no discernable direct link to cultural feminism in the BIP 

materials or the organization (none of the participants were familiar with this history), 

these perspectives were clearly echoed by facilitator presentations, in curriculum, and in 

the rules of the program. Most overtly, men in the program are prohibited from 

consuming pornography, and if they do they are supposed to report it as they would 

other abusive and controlling behaviors. This implies consuming pornography was an 

inherently harmful act to women, regardless of context or content of the material.  

Building their argument against cultural feminism, sex positive feminists 

enumerated a theory of sex negativity/positivity, arguing that the position of cultural 

feminism was rooted in sex negativity and reaffirmed the essential category of “woman” 

(Brown 1995; Tong 2009). Rubin, whose enumeration of sex negativity I use for this 
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analysis, called the position of the cultural feminists “some of the most retrogressive 

sexual thinking this side of the Vatican,” and wrote that cultural feminists “simply want to 

purge sexual dissidents” (2011:166–67). While these comments may seem hyperbolic, 

the Canadian supreme court ruling on obscenity law known as the Butler decision – 

based on the legal arguments of MacKinnon – was widely used to suppress, control, 

censor, and criminalize gay and lesbian activists, leaders, culture, and art (Cossman et 

al. 1997). This pattern if frighteningly familiar to the US “sexual psychopath” laws of the 

40’s, which medicalized sexual deviance to completely bypass due process and 

maximum sentences (Halperin and Hoppe 2017). Sexual psychopath laws – sponsored 

and defended by representative George MacKinnon (Catherine MacKinnon’s father) first 

in the state of Michigan, then in US congress – were widely deployed to imprison and 

medically torture harmless homosexuals with shock therapy, chemotherapy, and 

lobotomies (Halperin and Hoppe 2017). For sex positive radical feminists the pattern is 

clear: surging cultural anxieties from legitimate threats spur moral panics that scapegoat 

sexuality, resulting in renewed oppression and murder of sexual dissidents (Halperin 

and Hoppe 2017; Herdt 2009; Rubin 2011; Weeks 1985). 

Rooted in Christian tradition but now entrenched in everyday culture, sex 

negativity is the assertion that sex is dangerous and destructive (Rubin 2011). This is 

automatic – all things sexual are inherently corrupting unless they fall within the 

“charmed circle” of behaviors with cultural exemption from this stigma - namely 

marriage, procreation, and love (Rubin 2011). One component of sex negativity is what 

Rubin (2011) calls the fallacy of misplaced scale – that sex is always a special case, 

given more weight, importance, and disproportionate response than is rational. From 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    92 

the imperative to justify sex, and the disproportionate wight it is afforded, emerges a 

hierarchy of sexual acts with no acceptance of benign variation; as behaviors like sex 

for pleasure, masturbation, adolescent sex, queer sex, and kink become more 

distanced from these justifications they are increasingly stigmatized and persecuted 

(Rubin 2011). Sex negativity, and it’s oppressive results, rely on the pervasive western 

idea of sexual essentialism – the assertion that sex is an unchanging biological and 

psychological reality rather than something shaped by social life (Rubin 2011). Sexual 

essentialism makes sex a characteristic of individuals, making it immune to political 

analysis and allowing for punitive social control (Rubin 2011). Sex-positivity rejects 

these notions, seeing sex as a socially mediated component of life that can be healthy, 

fun, and liberatory. Sex positive positions encourage open dialogue about sexual power 

and desire, embrace variety in sexual practice, and accept any sexual activity that is 

fully informed and consensual (Queen 2002; Weeks 1985). 

It is crucial to recognize that sex negativity is rampant in knowledge production – 

especially regarding research on pornography. The anti-porn rhetoric of radical cultural 

feminism still grips most of the research on pornography consumption, despite 

continuous lack of empirical evidence; researchers continue to argue sex negative 

positions that have been disproven, including: pornography causes aggression, women 

do not enjoy pornography and are harmed by a false consciousness when consumed, 

and pornography use causes erectile dysfunction (Brem et al. 2021; Charig et al. 2020; 

Ciclitira 2004; Fisher et al. 2013; Prause and Pfaus 2015). Many of these claims have 

conflicting empirical evidence behind them or emerge from theoretical writings based 

only on anecdotal patterns. When based in peer reviewed empirical articles, these 
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claims rely on small correlations in cross sectional survey data – and therefore lacking 

the ability to claim causality (Charig et al. 2020; Lim, Carrotte, and Hellard 2016). 

Others utilize experimental methods on narrow sampling frames, calling into question 

their generalizability and external validity (Lim et al. 2016). Meanwhile, these sex 

negative arguments have been disproven by research that is more methodologically 

sound, usually showing more complex and nuanced relationships. For instance, positive 

and negative effects often coexist regarding pornography consumption, negative effects 

mostly appear among adolescents, and that sexual scripts in porn are readily countered 

by more realistic discourses of sexuality like those in comprehensive sex education 

(Dawson, Nic Gabhainn, and MacNeela 2020; Lim et al. 2016; Litsou et al. 2021). 

Additionally, pornography considered “extreme” (sadomasochism, bondage, etc.) is not 

associated with a likelihood to use sexual force, most people are critical of depictions in 

pornography, and women have varied and complex experiences with pornography as it 

relates to their feminist ideals (Charig et al. 2020; Ciclitira 2004; de Heer, Prior, and 

Hoegh 2021). This continued sex negativity in research – and the mainstream sex-

negative discourse they reify – promote the kind of false claims about sexuality I 

observed in the BIP. Facilitators, while not referencing any studies directly, spoke about 

the harms of pornography with complete confidence, as though they had undeniable 

empirical backing. 

Several aspects of sex negativity emerge in Connell’s (1995) theory of multiple 

masculinities. The most used framework for conceptualizing masculinities, it asserts that 

multiple masculinities exist in a given social situation with hegemonic masculinity 

dominating all other masculinities and femininities (Connell 1995). Hegemonic 
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masculinity is rarely realized in its entirety, but rather men seek complicity with it to 

secure the patriarchal dividend, encouraging the investment of all men to the gender 

order – even men who’s racial or class identities marginalize them (Connell 1995). 

Sexual acts and roles associated with hegemonic masculinity are typically those within 

the charmed circle of sexual behaviors, as ideal men are heterosexually virile (withing 

the context of marriage), attractive, procreative, and care for their families (Connell 

1995; Rubin 2011). Thus, in western culture, the reification of sex negativity and 

hegemonic masculinity is often reciprocal, as the domination and control of women 

inherent to manhood synergizes with defining what sex is proper.  

Another contemporary theory of masculinity salient to my analysis is hybrid 

masculinity. Hybrid masculinities are characterized by a discursive distancing from 

overtly patriarchal masculinities, strategic borrowing of the traits and symbols of 

marginalized gender identities, and an obfuscated fortification of gender inequality 

(Bridges and Pascoe 2018). Hybrid masculinities have been increasingly emergent in 

recent research, as they are often strategic reformulations in response to cultural 

pressure for gender equality. The term emerged from the work of Messner (1993) and 

Demetriou (2001), but has come to reference a considerable body of work that may not 

include the term, such as research on changing fatherhood practices in religion and 

policing of masculinity in adolescence (Heath 2003, Pascoe 2007). In one of the most 

pertinent empirical uses of the theory, Bridges (2014) documented straight men 

incorporating stylistic elements of gay culture to distance themselves from traditional 

manhood. In younger subcultures, hybrid masculinities have been documented that 

strategically borrow behaviors usually considered feminine by reframing them as 
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aggressive, such as Christian punks expressing love and the performatively assertive 

care and tolerance of “Bronies” (men immersed in my little pony fandom) (McDowell 

2017; Palmer 2021). Some debate lingered among scholars, with some asserting that 

hybrid masculinities reflected an erosion of gender inequality such that these 

masculinities defied analysis under hegemonic masculinity. However, due to their 

tendency to shore up gender inequality and reify certain masculine values and roles, 

most simply reflect the flexibility of the gender order to ensure men’s power; these 

hybrid hegemonic masculinities are most akin to local hegemonic masculinities – 

dominant forms of manhood for a specific cultural location (Bridges 2021; Bridges and 

Pascoe 2014; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). 

I have established that sex negativity is a tool of patriarchal domination and 

deeply embedded in documented constructions of hegemonic masculinity. As I have 

reported in detail elsewhere, the masculinity constructed by the BIP meets the 

characteristics of a hybrid masculinity. Therefore, understanding whether the BIP is 

effective in making men more egalitarian rests in discovering the mechanisms that 

make their enactment of this hybrid masculinity likely to reproduce domination. The 

evidence I present below elaborates how sex negativity became one of these 

mechanisms, as men deployed sex negative discourse to reassert their power over 

women. 

4.4 Setting and Methods 

This report draws on an ethnography I completed with a profeminist nonprofit that 

seeks to end men’s violence against women by engaging men directly (Georgia State 

University IRB #H20191). The organization has been in operation for nearly four 
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decades, is staffed entirely by men, and is based in a variety of progressive 

philosophies, expressing antiracist and intersectional ideologies. They maintain several 

programs – public events, informal men’s discussion groups, educational programs with 

fraternities and churches, and the BIP. The BIP curriculum was developed in house, and 

the organization hosts weeklong training sessions several times a year for those who 

wish to incorporate the system into their organization. The BIP is 24 weeks long, 

consisting of weekly two-hour meetings of 7-12 men on average, with two facilitators. 

Other than the occasional observer from a training group, the BIP is exclusively a 

homosocial space. BIP meetings are referred to as classes, and men in the program as 

students – language I adopt in this report. Students in the BIP consist of a wide variety 

of class, race, and educational backgrounds, and while many are court ordered, many 

students are in the class voluntarily – often having been exposed to the course through 

a friend or one of the organization’s other programs. I detected no discernable pattern 

between these variables (i.e. not all voluntary students were upper class). 

Classes are split into two sections. The first consists of “check-ins” where, using 

a list of controlling and abusive behaviors, students report any transgressions from the 

previous week. The same list is utilized in the “new man” – a document the men refine 

throughout the program that details their worst instance of abuse. The new man is read 

by the student at landmarks in the program, and they are expected to read it when 

asked, such as to demonstrate for a new student. After any check-ins or new man 

readings the student receives feedback from other students and then facilitators. The 

second part of the class consists of lessons on a variety of topics, such as structural 

sources of inequality, unhealthy masculine socialization, and specific types of gendered 
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violence like stalking or sexual assault. Lessons consist of material presented by 

facilitators, discussion, activities, and practicing communication and behavior 

management techniques. Lessons are grouped into three units and are delivered in an 

ongoing cycle, so students can join at any point and should be exposed to all course 

material over their 24 weeks.  

My data collection began with varied exposure to the organization and its 

programs, such as spending time with staff and facilitators in their office, attending 

public events and discussions, and attending the weeklong BIP facilitator training7. After 

I was familiar with the organization, I began nonparticipant observation of the BIP 

classes. Due to the pandemic all classes were held via zoom, and I observed with my 

camera and microphone off. In total I observed 37 sessions under the supervision of 

five different facilitators. Classes were not recorded, but nonparticipant observation 

allowed me to take detailed field notes, keeping with the verbatim and concrete 

principles as outlined by Spradley (1980). During this time, I regularly conducted 

informal interviews with facilitators and students via phone and zoom to capture their 

thoughts and perspectives relative to my observations. Although the pandemic did limit 

the depth of the ethnographic process, I was able to form several strong relationships 

resulting in revelatory moments (Parvez 2018). 

In the final weeks of the observations I began formal interviews of students, so 

that the interview questions could be informed by my ongoing analysis of observational 

data. The sampling frame for student interviews consisted of all students from the last 

 
7 These in-person interactions occurred before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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two years who had completed at least half of the program. Having students from the 

previous two years allowed me to gauge whether the patterns I saw in the observations 

(which occurred over nine months) were representative of a longer time span, and were 

not solely the result of the classes shifting online for the pandemic. I included students 

who did not finish to counter a likely selection effect; students who were successful and 

satisfied with the program were more likely to agree to be interviewed. This sampling 

method produced a list of 56 students, of which 17 agreed to be interviewed - five of 

these were men I had observed in class. Interviewee characteristics (age, class, 

voluntary/involuntary) were varied and representative of the men that attend the BIP. 

Interviews were conducted over zoom, lasted between one and two hours, and all 

interviewees agreed to be audio recoded except one.  

Keeping with the principles of grounded theory, my analysis was ongoing 

throughout the observations (Corbin and Strauss 1990). In addition to field notes, I 

produced expanded accounts and analytic memos about emergent patterns and how 

they related to theory and previous research (Corbin and Strauss 1990). Sex negativity 

was not a factor I had considered before beginning data collection, but I took note of sex 

negative patterns early in my observations. I devoted the final section of the formal 

interviews to sexuality, allowing us to establish a rapport before these questions. I 

began by asking for the participant if they were comfortable with discussing sex and 

reminded them that they could skip questions; none indicated discomfort or declined 

questions. All questions about sex were worded in a neutral way, such as “What did you 

think about the program’s position on pornography?” I completed all analysis with Nvivo 

12, using an inductive coding approach that allowed me to detect emergent patterns but 
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also situate findings into existing theories (LaRossa 2005). This analysis process – 

ongoing analysis during observations, triangulating observational data with interviews, 

and final inductive coding – led to three aspects of how sex negativity moderated 

program effectiveness. 

4.5 Findings 

Progressives who would be ashamed to display cultural chauvinism in other areas 
routinely exhibit it towards sexual differences. (Rubin 2011:154) 

Despite the other progressive philosophies of the organization, sex negativity 

was a defining characteristic of the BIP curriculum and weekly meetings. Course 

content relating to sexuality was anecdotal and hyperbolic, reflecting the sex negativity 

of cultural feminism. For instance, readings assigned to students for the lesson on 

pornography were not empirical, but narratives from two anti-porn activist authors. 

Following this anti-empiricism, plainly false claims about sex were common, such as 

that woman do not watch pornography and presenting sex addiction as a legitimate 

psychological phenomenon8 equal to drug addiction. Benign variation was treated with 

suspicion, and anything other than vanilla, emotionally committed sexual behavior was 

interrogated. Sex for the sake of pleasure was framed as immature and linked to 

essentialism about men’s biological drive for sex. To use the language of one facilitator, 

there existed a biological problem of “maleness” that needs to be overcome by proper 

socialization into “men.” The kind of sex negativity expressed by facilitators was linked 

to their ideologies – those with social work and psychology backgrounds often relied on 

essentialist claims (often false or empirically contested), while those with community 

 
8 Sex addiction was rejected as a diagnosis by the American Psychological Association 
(2022). 
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leadership and religious backgrounds promoted moral positions rooted in traditional 

gender norms and sexism. 

Patterns of sex negativity were often the precursor to unchallenged expressions 

of sexism, gender policing, misogyny, and controlling women by both students and 

facilitators. In classes and during interviews, students demonstrated considerably more 

egalitarian and progressive ideas about sex than the program and indicated that the 

handling of sex in the BIP hindered their engagement. Students occasionally contested 

sex negativity in classes by expressing counter-narratives but were rebuffed by 

facilitators when they did, and in interviews several said they did not contest sex 

negativity because they were court ordered and feared repercussions. Almost all 

respondents disagreed with the program’s position on pornography and most 

disregarded the rule prohibiting its consumption. Finally, the data revealed that 

problematic messages from the class – such as the myth that a substantial amount of 

rape accusations are fabricated – were internalized or reinforced. I present the findings 

here divided into three interconnected and escalating themes: avoidance and 

distancing, the dangers of porn, and simplified consent and rape myths. 

4.5.1 Avoidance & discursive distancing 

One of the most easily overlooked manifestations of sex negativity is the 

absence of sexual discourse. The harm of this absence in daily life is difficult to 

conceptualize or measure, but in a space intended to address inequality between men 

and women who likely have a current or previous sexual relationship, the impact is 

tangible. In the BIP, sex was only included in the conversations when there was 

seemingly no way it could be ignored, such as during lessons that directly related to sex 
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(2 of 12 lessons), or when a student checked in with something exclusively sexual, 

which I observed once. Even in lessons that were inherently sexual, conversations 

would quickly shift away from sex toward other topics. For homework during the sexual 

violence lesson, students were told to bring examples of sexual violence from media. 

Most of the examples given were not sexual, but general examples of control and 

misogyny. This was not corrected by facilitators, and the conversation did not focus on 

sexual violence. Regarding subjects where sex could (and arguably should) be included 

in the conversation it was not. For instance sex was not included in the lesson on 

stalking, in the discussion of allyship and community accountability, nor in discussions 

about unhealthy coping mechanisms of men. Interviewees confirmed the overall 

absence of sex as a topic. In the interviews, the first question I asked on the topic was 

“How do you feel sex was handled in the classes?” Note that the question is phrased 

such that it assumes sex was discussed in the class. Despite this, 14 of the 17 

interviewees gave a response indicating it was absent, saying things like “I don’t know 

that it was,” or “It never really came up.” Many commented that on the rare occasions 

sex was discussed it was due to a student. Several interviewees asserted that the lack 

of sexual talk was problematic, like one who said “It didn’t come up that much. It really 

didn’t, and it probably should have,” and another who said sex wasn’t discussed, and 

when it was “Everything around sex seemed to have a negative connotation.” 

When sex was discussed, facilitators approached the topic indirectly and used 

vague language. Regarding the alleged effects of pornography use on sexual 

behaviors, one facilitator said people who watch porn are “Letting certain things happen. 

Maybe doing certain things.” Speaking indirectly about sexual violence was typical, both 
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in speech and in course content. In addition to using vague language, discursive 

distancing from sexual violence was a continual pattern in the BIP. Surprisingly, this 

began with facilitators, who consistently presented sexual violence as something 

perpetrated by other men. For one homework assignment, the facilitator told students to 

come next week with examples of “tactics other men have used or you have used.” 

Students seized this opportunity for distancing – all their contributions the next week 

were generalized cultural examples, like one student who discussed alcohol and drugs 

“to ply women – just something I heard about. Not in my social circle.” Examples of 

sexual violence provided by facilitators were committed by men far removed from 

identities of students. During the sexual violence lesson a video shown was about how 

plantation owners would rape slaves, examples of sexual violence given by facilitators 

were consistently about powerful executives and politicians, and the only empirical 

evidence provided was referencing studies from the 80’s and early 90’s where 1 in 3 

college men reported they would rape a woman if they wouldn’t get caught. Again, 

students followed this lead, consistently referencing sexual violence as an offense 

committed by other men, and primarily an issue of the past.  

Continual avoidance of sex and discursive distancing from sexual violence had a 

demonstrable impact on how men reported their abuse and the responses to those 

reports. First, men almost never checked in with anything sexual – I only saw two in all 

my observations. Interviewees – many from the period before my observations – 

confirmed that sexual check-ins were rare, with several saying they remembered none. 

Of the two check-ins I witnessed, one was entirely sexual – the student had lied to a 

woman about how many previous partners he had before having sex with her. At the 
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time of the meeting, he had since contacted her after and told her the truth, which he 

said upset her. The feedback he received demonstrated several forms of sex negativity. 

Only one student responded, exclaiming only “Don’t lie!” to which the group laughed. 

This was a typical pattern – making jokes rather than meaningful discussion. The 

instructor’s feedback began with a long condemnation of him as a deceitful opportunist, 

concluding with this: “It’s manipulating in its worst possible form. You took a lot of 

control to expose her to whatever you’ve been exposed to. She may have come back a 

few days later and said ‘Man, I’m really into [him].’” Generally the facilitators went to 

considerable lengths to avoid shaming students, as it was thought to discourage 

honesty. The belabored criticism of this student as deceitful was a harsher response 

than students committing direct physical violence, demonstrating the fallacy of 

misplaced scale. Next, the facilitator focuses on the threat to her health (the student did 

not specify condom use), accentuating the danger of sex and the fragility of women’s 

bodies. Finally, he reframed the act around how the student missed out on potential 

future opportunities, objectifying her as a vehicle for his masculine fulfillment. This 

conflicts with the first objective of the program stated in the facilitator manual – to center 

the experiences of women. With such a disproportionate, shaming response to a rare 

sexual check-in, it is not surprising that students would be disinclined to share sexual 

transgressions. 

While disproportionate responses likely harm the program, worse was that all 

other reports of abuse involving sex went unaddressed. In addition to the other check-

in, I witnessed seven new man statements that contained sexual components; all of 

these reports shared quality of having multiple types of abuse reported in addition to the 
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sexual component, allowing those giving feedback to only address other forms of abuse 

reported. For the weekly check in, the student had physically forced his daughter into 

the car and subsequently argued with his wife, during which he degraded her. He then 

pressured her for sex that evening, but did not give any details about her response or 

what happened after he pressured her. The feedback he got focused on parenting and 

how to better manage his anger, with no follow up questions about the sexual pressure 

or addressing the ethics of sexual consent in the context of abuse. The seven new man 

statements – several of which I saw read multiple times – contained cheating, 

sexualized verbal abuse, and pornography consumption, none of which was discussed 

in the feedback received. Several of the men mentioned cheating in their new man but 

gave no details such as whether they had told their partners or how it had hurt their 

abuse victims, and no one broached these concepts. An interviewee who I had not 

observed reported the same – that he had cheating as part of his new man. When I 

asked him if anyone ever commented on it, he said “No, everybody was good with it.” 

Another student’s new man contained a pattern of degrading sexual comments toward 

his partner, along with other emotional and verbal abuse. Again, the sexual components 

were avoided whenever he got feedback after reading it in class. Clearly, avoiding sex 

and discursive distancing allowed the group to collectively ignore sexual abuse, even 

when it was reported. 

One of the most conspicuous examples of avoiding sex involved a student who 

had choked his wife after she had an affair. This event came up in the class on two 

occasions. The first was during a reading of his new man, where he presented the event 

as her initiating sex and him declining her advance. After her continued pressure for 
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sex, he pushed her down, choked her and yelled at her about her affair. After this 

reading, the feedback he received did not address any of the sexual components of the 

incident – not that it began with a proposition of sex, his emotions regarding sex with 

her, her alleged pressuring, nor the affair. He was just told by a facilitator that 

mentioning her affair served as a justification for his violence. Weeks later, the students 

were tasked with rewriting their new man from the perspective of their victim. When they 

were expected to discuss this, the student said he had not completed the assignment 

because it made him so mad he “couldn’t think straight.” After some of the other 

students discussed their experience with the exercise, a facilitator asked him what 

happened and again he discussed her affair in more detail. He revealed that before the 

night he choked her she had revealed to him she liked to be choked during sex. He 

implied that she had discovered this desire during her affair, and he said that his violent 

choking of her was because he “wanted to take that from her.” After he shared this, 

none of the facilitators addressed any of the sexual aspects of the incident, again 

asserting that he was justifying his violence with her actions. The class ended with the 

students being told to contact each other in the coming week to continue refining this 

activity. However, this student was absent from class the next week, and the incident 

was not discussed again. I saw him read his new man one more time during his final 

class, and he did not include that she was trying to have sex with him or the affair and 

how it related to his motivation – just that he choked her. It’s clear that the avoidance of 

discussing sexuality in the BIP kept men from being held accountable for their sexual 

abuse. However, the avoidance of frank, open discussion of sex also prevented this and 

other students from getting assistance in making sense of the sexually charged 
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components of their abuse, leaving them unequipped to deal sexual issues in 

relationships. 

4.5.2 The dangers of porn 

Despite the position of the organization to listen to women and respect their 

agency, the anti-porn rhetoric of cultural feminism was clearly present, resulting in 

considerable essentialist thinking, rigidly defining and policing women’s sexuality, and 

legitimizing men’s control over women and their bodies. Pornography was consistently 

presented as a fundamental source of violence against women and equated to 

prostitution. Many aspects of sex negativity seen throughout the class were 

demonstrated by this facilitator’s explanation of men’s culpability regarding 

pornography:  

The people selling fantasy are pimps. The people buying are Johns. You’re there 
masturbating to it … Even if you’re not handing money to a pimp, if you’re engaging in 
pornography, if you’re going to the strip club, you are part of the system. We need to 
be men who don’t contribute to that system. 

While there is some merit to a nuanced discussion of supporting exploitive sexual 

industries, the assertion that pornographers are equivalent to pimps demonstrates the 

fallacy of misplaced scale and erases any agency of women to participate. Masturbation 

is devalued as well in his statement, demonstrating the hierarchy of sexual acts 

produced by sex negativity. Facilitators regularly framed masturbation as corruptive and 

a lesser activity to partnered sex, asserting that masturbation with pornography “keeps 

men from working on intimacy and closeness with their partners.” Finally, the above 

quote positions pornography as inverse to masculine honor. Framing pornography as 
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harmful to masculinity was a consistent pattern as well, frequently associated with 

immature “maleness.”  

At a fundamental discursive level, pornography was given weight it does not 

deserve; all members of the organization used the word “use” in reference to 

pornography consumption, as opposed to a neutral or positive term like watch. This 

infused it with undue weight, laying the foundation for essentialism and claims about the 

effects of pornography. Sometimes these claims would be loosely based in fact, such as 

the assertion that pornography can lead to unrealistic or unhealthy sexual scripts. But 

again, in the BIP these notions were overinflated and presented as indisputable 

outcomes, rather than situationally true with contradictory findings. Other claims about 

pornography were simply false, often rooted in unbacked biological essentialism, such 

that pornography has “negative neurological effects” that were equal to drug addiction. 

Several students reinforced this notion, one stating plainly “It’s a substance - you’re 

putting it in your brain.” Another turned to anecdotal evidence to confirm: “I talk to a lot 

of men about pornography … I’ve done a lot of research on [it]. It really changes your 

chemical balance.” Other falsehoods were infused with a dangerous threat to manhood, 

like one facilitator who claimed that watching pornography is a main cause of erectile 

dysfunction, which is not only false, but the opposite effect has been shown (Prause 

and Pfaus 2015). It is important to recognize that hyperbolic or false claims of this kind 

are not harmless. These narratives serve as a scapegoat to deflect blame – a tactic for 

evading more authentic critique of men and their power. In addition, they can serve as a 

false indicator of egalitarianism; men can stop watching pornography (or just claim to) 

and assert they are then better men. 
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Facilitators were so committed to these narratives of danger that when men said 

they or their partner’s porn use was healthy they were challenged. Several students 

brought up watching pornography with their partners, which was still condemned by a 

facilitator through psychological essentialism: “I can’t say there’s an upside to it. I know 

some couples watch it together, but I think it still gets into the man’s psyche.” Several 

interviewees discussed how the idea of watching pornography with their partners was a 

point of conflict, with one man saying, “They didn’t know what to do with that.” During a 

lesson on socialization, one student said pornography hadn’t affected him because he 

hadn’t watched it since he was an adolescent, and only then a few times because he 

didn’t like it. The facilitator pressed this several times, insisting that it likely corrupted his 

view of women. Visibly frustrated, the student held firm, to which the facilitator said he 

should spend time the coming week to consider the possibility. A working-class parent, 

this student had shared in class that he was facing significant financial pressure during 

the pandemic and was struggling with verbal outbursts. With such tangible challenges 

facing him and his family, insisting that minor pornography exposure from decades ago 

is so crucial, and that he would have a false consciousness regarding the impact, 

demonstrates how the fallacy of misplaced scale can disrupt the program. 

While it is uncommon for men to be accused of a false consciousness regarding 

sexuality, it is typical towards women. As Rubin keenly observes, “Part of the modern 

ideology of sex is that lust is the province of men, purity that of women (2011).” When 

talking about depictions of sex in pornography, facilitators presented sexuality rigidly 

essential: “Women are emotional. They want you to be in the moment with them. We 

just want to satisfy the physical.” Facilitators stressed that pornography harms women 
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while framing pleasure as juvenile and inconsequential: “There’s never an upside for 

women. Never. When I was younger, I would have said one positive aspect of porn was 

the pleasure, but now I know better.” The notion that a woman might authentically enjoy 

sex outside of the kind defined for them by men was out of the question. In a 

misogynistic defining of proper femininity, one facilitator said that when exposed to 

pornography “the women get just as toxic as the men. If you can’t beat them, join them.” 

Another facilitator simply claimed that women do not watch pornography. This blatantly 

false claim was referenced by several students in interviews, with one saying the BIP 

doesn’t present “realistic notions about how a lot of people live their lives sexually. I 

think that denying a woman, saying a woman doesn’t watch porn … That should be 

addressed.” Connecting it to hegemonic masculinity, anti-pornography sentiment often 

leveraged the benevolent sexism of protecting women: “How many of us have mothers, 

sisters, daughters? All of this is part of a bigger system of objectification.” In addition to 

defining a rigid femininity and removing sexual agency from these women, it also 

designates them as more valuable based on their proximity to men. The other facilitator 

solidified this misogynistic assertion of valuable and dispensable women with an obtuse 

reference to the film Mandingo, saying the movie made a clear distinction between 

“women” and “wenches.” 

Women acting in or watching pornography were said to be acquiescing to men’s 

desires, and as a response to trauma. When one student said he and his wife watch 

porn on their own and together, the facilitator said it might still be a problem because 

“women sometimes go along to get along.” The notion that a woman could have sexual 

desires and agency comparable to a man’s was never recognized – womanhood in the 
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BIP was defined as an essential identity, perpetually victimized because they were 

weaker than men. Women in pornography were assumed to be victims of child abuse, 

with claims made about their bodies: “Most of them [are] suffering from PTSD. After that 

[sexual] abuse, a woman’s body starts do develop prematurely as a result.” One 

conservative student reinforced this discourse of repulsion and danger by saying “These 

are real people. You can fake murder. You can’t fake this.” Not only are these 

comments rampantly sex negative, but they reinforce rigid, traditional boundaries of 

femininity that are fundamental sources of oppression. They completely dehumanize 

and ignore the agency of women whose sexual desires and choices fall outside this 

definition. 

This sex negativity regarding pornography had clear negative consequences for 

students. First, it limited engagement and diminished respect for the program because 

most students were more sex positive than the BIP. Many students said they 

disregarded the rule prohibiting pornography, and several said they didn’t understand or 

even know about the rule. Students agreed that men almost never checked in for 

watching pornography; one interviewee said he checked in with it, laughing about the 

story because “nobody had anything to say about it” when it came time for feedback. 

Several interviewees recognized that pornography did contain problematic 

representations about women, and a few agreed with the rule that students abstain from 

pornography, but expressed more nuanced ideas than presented in the BIP. After 

recognizing that pornography can encourage objectification, one student explained “I 

think you need to have the discussion around [the rule] … to understand the reasoning 

behind it, because you don’t want to shame people … Again, it’s not inherently bad – it’s 
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more how you’re using it.” Like him, nearly all of them rejected the assertion that 

pornography was inherently bad. A few students were less casual about the issue, 

expressing anger at the misogyny of the BIP’s anti-porn stance. One said he felt that the 

BIP used pornography as a scapegoat because it was an “easy target,” and that the 

program should focus on the socializing effects of other media. Another, referencing the 

claims made about women’s sexuality, said this about the facilitators: “Assuming 

women aren’t as sexual as we are. They’re assuming [women are] different than us - 

they don’t have these certain things - only we do because we’re men. That in itself is a 

toxic attitude. It’s not the truth, it’s furthest from the truth.” Only two students 

demonstrated critical thinking about how the discourse of pornography led to misogyny 

and control of women. This is highly concerning, as many students professed 

developing a deep respect for facilitators and their guidance, potentially internalizing sex 

negativity as a way to reassert masculine domination.  

For the few students who actively agreed with the BIP’s assertions of 

pornography there were more troubling patterns. While it is unclear whether these were 

new ideas or existing ones that were confirmed in the BIP, students who repeated 

facilitator claims about pornography also expressed sexism, misogyny, and victim 

blaming in subsequent observations or interviews. One, demonstrating policing of 

unacceptable femininity, told another student he was treating his wife “like a girl in a trap 

house.” Another, who during his interview affirmed the notion that pornography causes 

men’s violence, made several essentialist assertions including that women’s attraction 

was dependent on relationship potential. Later he claimed he was “guilty until proven 

innocent” when his wife accused him of abuse. Only one respondent in the study 
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admitted to sexual abuse – an ongoing pattern with his former wife. He framed himself 

as a victim of pornography addiction, and agreed entirely with the idea that pornography 

had caused his actions:  

For men watching it, if they’re in a relationship with a woman, porn will destroy your 
whole perspective on sex. It will warp it, and it will eventually leak into your personal 
sex life. And you won’t even realize it. That’s what it did to me. 

Throughout the interview he presented himself as less dangerous than other students, 

saying that one student held someone hostage, and “some of these guys are like, 

attempted murder! That’s a bit much for me, I’m not there.” Conversely, he blamed the 

victims of these men, saying that “the things that [these students] had to put up with, I’m 

surprised they did that little! The people in their lives, just trying to push their buttons.” 

When asked about the difference between men and women, he expressed explicit 

biological essentialism, saying that women are naturally more nurturing than men, and 

benevolent sexism, claiming they need protection: “If we don’t protect [women], some 

other guy is going to put them in danger. Those of us who love women should protect 

them.” This demonstrates the potential for students to use pornography as a scapegoat, 

limiting their accountability for their abuse by externalizing blame, while simultaneously 

positioning them as allies of women. Students also adopted facilitators’ patterns of 

defining and policing femininity, essentializing women as emotional beings in perpetual 

states of sexual victimhood, and excusing misogyny toward women with unacceptable 

sexual lives. These patterns undoubtedly moderate the effectiveness of the program 

since they conflict with the messages of equality the organization is based in. 
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4.5.3 Simplified consent & rape myths  

Avoiding discussions of sex led to simplified ideas of consent, and severe 

mishandling of the topic of sexual violence that reinforced rape myths. The word “rape” 

was rarely spoken; in one full class on sexual violence it was only used twice. When it 

was used, it almost always referenced very powerful people or in historical context, 

discursively distancing it from the men in the BIP. In the place of rape, the organization 

used the term “male sexual violence,” for which they had the following definition: “Male 

expectation of sexual acts combined with tactics to compel submission.” My discussions 

with facilitators indicated that they found this term and definition useful in engaging men, 

and they thought it captured a wide variety of phenomena. However, this discursive 

maneuver allows the continuation of a common myths about rape. First, the use of the 

word “male” underscores essentialist understandings that men’s biology drives them to 

commit sexual violence – an assertion long used to justify rape (Brownmiller 1975). 

Next, the definition implies that anything short of physical force are mere “tactics,” 

affirming the myth that if a woman says yes after being pressured this encounter no 

longer qualifies as rape. Keeping with this, in BIP meetings the topic of consent was 

often reduced to “no means no,” an inadequate understanding of consent that 

contributes to sexual violence (Jeffrey 2022). A significant mechanism for allowing 

sexual violence to continue is the cultural minimization of rape rates, especially by 

narrowing what constitutes a rape (Brownmiller 1975). Making men in a BIP feel more 

comfortable should not come at the cost of affirming rape culture, essentialist notions of 

men’s uncontrollable libido. 
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By using this indistinct idea of “tactics” rather than taking a firm position on what 

constitutes rape, the BIP immediately muddied the waters, making a meaningful 

discussion of power and consent highly improbable. Facilitators attempted at points to 

address everyday gendered power like financial control and the lingering threat of 

physical abuse, but these discussions never came to fruition. One specific sequence of 

events demonstrated this. At the end of one meeting, a facilitator gave the homework to 

consider whether someone could consent sexually to an abuser. When it played out the 

next week, it was introduced as a discussion to “unpack the tactics to compel 

submission.” Students brought up drinking and drug use, financial pressure, and 

emotional manipulation like offering comfort or professing an inauthentic emotional 

connection. But the vague framing of “tactics” prevented broaching the issue of consent 

and the effect of power, and it was never stated that a heavily intoxicated person cannot 

consent to sex. Instead the conversation shifted to more overt threats like street 

harassment and murder of women. This led to talk of how “women are always having to 

navigate” these interactions, but these “rules women have” were never problematized 

as a pathway to victim blaming. Continuing this misogynistic pattern, a facilitator said 

some women think there is “something wrong” with men who do not use these tactics to 

get sex. To this, a student centered the experience of men in these relations: “It’s not 

fair. Our immaturity has caused hardship for [other men]. In a fucked-up way, the upside 

is it gives the next man [opportunity] to show he’s not like that.” By starting on a 

foundation of sex negative avoidance and unclear positioning to make men feel safe, a 

conversation meant to address power and consent devolved into misogyny, victim 

blaming, and how men can benefit from performative egalitarianism. 
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As I mentioned previously, examples of sexual violence always focused on 

powerful men. In addition to encouraging discursive distancing, these examples failed to 

communicate how power can erode or invalidate consent; no facilitator ever directly 

stated that when a person is in a situation where they feel that they can’t say no their 

consent is invalid. Again, rather than a clear conversation about power and consent the 

group diverged to other topics, resulting in misogyny and rape myths. After the video 

about the rape of slave women, students made several comments that positioned this 

as something that happened “back in the day.” The racial framing of the video backfired, 

leading a student to point out the violence inflicted on black men in the defense of white 

women’s purity. This was followed by another student, who was white, exclaiming “Lots 

of false accusations!” No one specified that these racist false accusations should be 

historically contextualized, and that false accusations of sexual violence are 

exceptionally rare in modern day. At this point a student attempted to address the 

weakness of passive consent, saying that consent is just giving permission, and “I think 

it has to be ‘I want this just as much as you.” Unfortunately, the facilitator did not seize 

this opportunity, instead discussing a public official who was accused by several 

women. The lengthy anecdote did not address consent, never used the word rape, and 

was rife with victim blaming. He concluded the story saying the man got away with it, 

but the students would not be so lucky: “The way it worked out for him, with his power - 

you need to think about how it will be different for you.” In addition to avoidance, 

distancing, and failing to interrogate power and consent, this facilitator directly 

presented sexual violence as something that should be avoided because of 

consequences – not because women shouldn’t be raped.  
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This was not the only time the ideology of this facilitator overtook the values of 

the organization leading to extreme examples of victim blaming and reinforcing rape 

myths. He frequently used “male” and “maleness” to refer to unsocialized sexuality, as 

in one instance when discussing adolescent sexual socialization: “We’re still working on 

malehood, and we’re learning to expect sex… The male side of us is driven by the lower 

head. We’re not a man yet.” Later that same class, he turned to the current climate of 

sexual relations, opening with the statement “Now there’s this new thing - the MeToo 

movement.” He went on to assert that some women take date rape drugs voluntarily, 

then proposed a scenario to the students: “You worked your magic. You’ve used your 

tactics - and she still doesn’t want to. What do you do?” The students, obviously 

confused by his messaging, asked for clarification. The facilitator replied with “I’ll say 

this: You have to be very careful in this day and time, because women have been 

pressured, said yes, and then regretted it the next day.” Clearly this facilitator was 

unequipped to lead an ethical, evidence driven BIP class on sexual violence, instead 

falling back on his own sexist and misogynistic ideology regarding sexual politics.  

Unfortunately there was ample evidence that interviewees had accepted these 

positions and ideas; understandings of consent were overly simple and expressing 

belief in rape myths was common. When asked about sexual consent, over half simply 

repeated that “no means no,” and many of them confidently asserted they had never 

had a problem with consent. One student, who attended before my observations, said 

“they really focused on verbal consent,” and that they did not address how power 

invalidates consent. When I asked interviewees what they thought of the MeToo 

movement, most of them said they thought it was needed but had gone too far. As one 
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said, “It went from zero to a hundred, and a hundred is catching everybody, and 

sometimes for the smallest, minor infraction, which might be overblown.” When I asked 

whether women’s accusations should be believed, most of the men stressed that proof 

was needed. Sometimes this position came interlaced with victim blaming:  

Not everything everyone says is real, but you have to take it serious. Maybe 
sometimes people bring stuff on themselves. At [the BIP] the whole reason why, how 
I understood it, is why women dress the way they dress, is because of the men. 
Charitable view, but then again, sometimes women just like dressing provocative, 
and that does create the wrong intention. I believe a person has to be responsible 
for what they’re doing in life, and how they’re behaving, what we’re attracting. We all 
play a part in everything that happens to us. 

Two of the interviewees inverted the question, stressing that it was hard to believe men 

were innocent when they had multiple women accusing them. Several interviewees 

asserted that men were falling victims to false accusations, and that women were 

motivated by financial gain. Two students said their personal situation was worsened 

due to the MeToo movement, suggesting the consequences they faced were 

disproportionate. These consistent responses show that the way the BIP mishandled 

consent and sexual violence reinforced rape myths and undermined the messaging of 

systemic power from other parts of the program. Students who demonstrated 

thoughtfulness in other realms of gender relations displayed essentialism and victim 

blaming regarding sex. When it came to sexual relations, and especially the MeToo 

movement and women’s experiences with sexual violence, students consistently 

centered men, reframing them as victims. Rather than emerging the program with 

nuanced and realistic understandings of power and consent, the BIP appeared to 

reinforce rape culture. 
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4.6 Discussion 

There is good reason why such fierce conflicts emerged in feminist discourse 

regarding sex – you simply cannot claim to respect women’s agency and autonomy 

while also telling them they can’t have certain desires or perform sexual acts you find 

distasteful. Further, there is no viable middle ground in this conflict, as the two positions 

are not equally extreme; cultural feminism attempts to define acceptable behavior and 

restrict others to those standards, but sex-positive radical feminists only want to define 

the acceptable for themselves – no sadomasochistic lesbian activist has ever asserted 

that everyone should be a sadomasochist (Rubin 2011). Even though there were no 

direct links of the organization to cultural feminism, this same conflict appears in the 

BIP. Their core values claim to center the experiences and voices of women, yet they 

maintain a homosocial environment where men actively define rigid sexual boundaries, 

deploying gendered repercussions to those who deviate. Women who are “too” sexual 

or engage in socially proscribed sex acts (e.g. rough sex, cheating, sex work) are 

treated with misogyny and victim blaming, and men who do not demonstrate sexual 

restraint have their masculinity marginalized. 

This demonstrates a crucially important fact: sex negativity is inherently tied to 

gendered power. Sexuality is deeply entangled with gender – frequently an expression 

of it in various ways. But sexual desire and identity are cultural productions; while 

dependent on biological and psychological functions, they emerge from this natural 

basis through a profoundly complex formula – a unique combination of socializing 

forces punctuated by random events and moments of agency (Butler 1990; Rubin 2011; 

Weeks 1985). As such, while we may seek experiences to foster, suppress, or realize 
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our desires, we do not choose them. Therefore the presence of a sexual desire cannot 

be unethical – only the enactment of it, and all desires have the potential to be acted 

upon in an unethical way. Sex negativity does not concern itself with these complex 

truths, instead assuming sex is dangerous unless certain criteria are met - making 

hierarchies of sexual acts and identities that are deeply entangled with hegemonic 

masculinity and femininity. If sex negativity cannot be decoupled from gendered power, 

then it has no place in programs intended to produce equality among genders. In this 

paper I have enumerated the ways that sex negativity undermined the efforts of just 

such a program, giving empirical backing to this theoretical and ethical argument about 

sex and gendered power.  

Design and evaluation of all programs concerned with fostering equality should 

turn a critical lens toward the discourse of sexuality they promote, striving for sex 

positive approaches. A defining characteristic of hegemonic oppressions are their 

flexibility; when challenged they strategically recede from that part of social life only to 

emerge through another avenue. As my research has shown, if organizations intent on 

equality ignore sexuality as a site of oppression, it will continue to be a place where 

inequality will fester despite their hard work in other realms of life. As demonstrated by 

this BIP, avoidance of sexual discourse is not a solution, it only invites the sex negativity 

of our broader culture to manifest, recreating oppression. Fortunately, addressing sex in 

an open and balanced way – just like many other topics – is the first step in fostering a 

sex positive social environment. Often, this discourse naturally undermines the fallacy of 

misplaced scale, creating opportunities to challenge the hierarchy of sexual acts and 
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dispel false dangers of benign sexual variation. Through a thoughtful sex positive 

approach, programs can promote robust understandings of sexual ethics. 

In addition to the applied usefulness of my findings, there is an important 

implication for social theories of masculinities. In another report on this ethnography, I 

identify the masculinity constructed and deployed in the BIP as a hybrid masculinity. I 

do so by identifying within it the three criteria of hybrid masculinities: that it discursively 

distances itself from hegemonic masculinity by condemning “toxic masculinity,” 

strategically borrows emotional expression and vulnerability from femininity, and 

reinforces existing gender inequality by positioning traditional “benevolent” masculine 

roles and values as the solution for toxic masculinity. The processes of sex negativity I 

have examined here add detail to this argument, showing how sex negative attitudes 

and behaviors contributed to discursive distancing and reasserting hierarchies of 

gender. Additionally, there has been debate whether and how hybrid masculinity theory 

integrates with hegemonic masculinity. Bridges (2021) argued that hybrid masculinities 

that reinforce gendered systems of power (which most do to varying degrees) should be 

designated as hybrid hegemonic masculinities, and could be considered local 

configurations hegemonic masculinity. My findings here support the merger of these two 

useful theories and demonstrate that sex negativity is a likely mechanism by which 

certain hybrid masculinities become hegemonic. 

It is unsurprising that sex negativity has never been noted in research on BIPs. 

Indeed, a review of previous research shows that sexuality in BIPs has never been 

addressed at all – the word “sex” is only utilized when discussing the distinction from 

gender or in admonishing sex-role theory. This may indicate two possibilities: that BIPs 
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overall, similarly to the one I studied, are largely avoidant of the topic, resulting in 

researchers not discussing it; or those researching BIPs are reticent to address sex as a 

factor in BIP effectiveness – out of their own inherent sex negativity or potentially to 

avoid the politically contentious intersection of abuse and sex. Regardless of these 

speculations, presumably the vast majority of men who attend BIPs were previously or 

are currently having sex with their partners, whom they have previously and may again 

abuse. As such, a BIP not fully confronting these realities in an open and direct way is a 

major failing, as is the social researcher’s neglect in centering sexual discourses (or 

their absence) when investigating BIPs.  

Doubtless we live in a sexually saturated and polarized time. Sex is, increasingly, 

everywhere in our culture, and for once this saturation seems related to signs that sex 

negativity has decreased. Sexual minorities that were once pariah are achieving 

increased acceptance, mainstream performance artists are challenging the stigma of 

pleasure for its own sake, and national data suggests support of progressive sexual 

policies. Conversely, hyperaggressive heteronormative extremism proliferates the dark 

corners of the internet, conservative agendas are restricting access to gender affirming 

medical treatments, and as I write this, we collectively hold our breath for the supreme 

court to officially deny the right to abortion. I have shown that even in social spaces 

challenging gender and its oppressions, sex negativity thrives. Even those who espouse 

progressive ideologies and perspectives like intersectionality fail to recognize how their 

sex negativity and heteronormative privilege undermine their stated goals. It is long 

overdue that we take tangible steps, as researchers and as citizens, to shine a light on 
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sex negativity, as it is clearly functions as a covert avenue to disrupt efforts for justice in 

related fields. 
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5 IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

 

Crucially, this endeavor was never meant to be a direct evaluation of whether this 

program is successful, but rather to inform what evaluations might contain. Success in a 

program like a BIP means different things to different people, involves a multitude of 

outcomes that should be conceptualized on continuums, and needs to examine 

sustained changes after intervention. My goal was to explore the gender dynamics in 

the BIP, noting trends in discourse, patterns in interactions, and claims made by various 

actors. From these details, indications of change in students emerged, as did the 

mechanisms that moderated that success. Most of the changes I witnessed in students 

of the BIP were symbolic and emotional shifts rather than of power or production. First, 

this is certainly a function of my level of access to their lives – with rare exception I was 

not privy to the reality of their gendered interactions outside of class. As such, their 

emotional displays and discourse about gender was all I could see. However, my 

interviews with students revealed their conceptualizations of masculinity still reflected 

global hegemonic masculinity, and they still expressed essentialist notions of gender 

difference – just explained as a product of socialization rather than biology.  

Despite this, one could argue that symbolic change presupposes more tangible 

shifts – a person’s ideas often must change before their behaviors will. Further, 

emotional growth could serve as a vehicle for symbolic change to manifest as 

egalitarian sharing of power. While I have no evidence beyond their word, many 

students I met and interviewed discussed that these deeper changes had occurred, and 

that in the time since completing the BIP their relationships were much more egalitarian. 
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While there may be some bias in these answers – students may appreciate the program 

and want to present it as successful – it seems unlikely that multiple students with no 

meaningful change to the power dynamics in their relationships would be so emphatic. 

However, previous research has suggested that if any change results from exposure to 

a BIP, it often stops with the symbolic and emotional (Schrock and Padavic 2007). What 

I hope to contribute to with this research is our understanding of why these symbolic 

and emotional changes are accepted by some men more than others, and what might 

influence the expansion of this change to the more crucial realms of power and 

production. 

At the center of my analysis is the enumeration of masculinities constructed, 

identified, and negotiated in the BIP. Through their assertions of progressive ideologies, 

the BIP constructed PHM as the ideal masculinity and the antithesis of patriarchal 

ideology, which leads to toxic masculinity. Facilitators and students discursively 

distanced themselves from patriarchy by condemning toxic masculinities, framing them 

as disrespectful, illogical, immature, and weak – the opposite of many traits central to 

both global hegemonic masculinity as well as PHM. In this way, toxic masculinity 

became the mark of illegitimacy – a symbolic field of subordinated masculinity that if 

embraced made it impossible to claim real manhood (Connell 1995). But facilitator 

assumptions of a causal relationship between ideology and abuse undermined the 

program. Most students were already progressive in their gender ideologies – very few 

indicated strict patriarchal or overt sexist beliefs before exposure to the program. As a 

result, when facilitators asserted that students needed to interrogate their beliefs it left 

them frustrated, disengaged, or assuming they had less work to do than other men.  
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While the false assumption of patriarchal ideology fell flat, and many students 

already agreed with gender equality in principle, almost all students professed that the 

rules for reporting abuse were extremely impactful. These rules – not storytelling during 

reports and not responding to feedback – were discussed by students in a way that 

demonstrated their effectiveness in resocialization. By being denied the opportunity to 

define the situation, they were left to grapple with the consequences of their actions in 

ways they had not previously, and they were forced to accept and reflect on critique 

rather than deploying defensive practices to retain their masculinity. As men 

demonstrated adoption of PHM they were rewarded with masculinity affirmations and 

more leeway to define the situation, encouraging further resocialization in themselves 

and other students as they became “veterans.” Since gender inequality is so regularly 

enforced through interactions (Schrock and Schwalbe 2009), altering the rules for 

establishing the working consensus is an effective tool to help men change. 

Unfortunately, this process was undermined in the class by false indicators of change 

and other actors providing protective practices to students. Students who gained 

renewed access to defining the situation without authentic egalitarian changes harmed 

the goals of the course, attaching value of women to men and suggesting strategies that 

burden abuse victims. 

A major component of PHM was that men should develop emotional awareness 

and expression, which was framed as unjustly taken from them by toxic masculine 

socialization. Emotionality was encouraged by reframing it as powerful and courageous, 

but the emphasis on emotional development interfered with program goals by 

undermining accountability processes, promoting a sense of victimhood in some men, 
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and functioning as a false indication of egalitarianism. In addition to the progressive 

components, PHM reaffirmed vestigial hegemonic roles and traits like fatherhood, 

physical attractiveness and prowess, work, leadership, and self-control. Many of these 

holdovers from conventional masculinity were leveraged heavily to motivate change. 

Since even these allegedly benevolent aspects of masculinity are sources of power and 

domination (Connell 1995; Kaufman 1987), focusing on them so intently undermined the 

principles of the program. Fierce policing of parenthood, for instance, led to shallow 

feedback and focus on the enactment of the role instead of the experience of the victim. 

Intense focus on familial ties, respect, and protector roles also led to devaluing women 

not connected to the men in class and justifications of righteous violence. In many ways, 

PHM exemplifies how men can respond to social pressures for equality by accepting 

symbolic and emotional changes to the gender order but maintain their claim to the 

patriarchal dividend by leaving power and production relations untouched.  

Men’s reassertion of gendered power was most apparent in matters regarding 

sex. Various core principles of the organization – primarily to center the experiences of 

women and respect their agency – were overridden by the sex negativity of the 

curriculum and facilitators. Other than when it had to be addressed, sexuality was 

distinctly avoided, leading to men not being held accountable for sexualized forms of 

abuse. When it was discussed, sex was presented as corruptive and dangerous. 

Pleasure was framed as inconsequential and immature, and sexual acts were used to 

police PHM. Women were constructed as essentially different than men, and the course 

reified a hierarchy of sexual acts where loving, heterosexual, committed sex was 

exalted. False claims about sexuality were abundant, especially regarding pornography 
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and its harmful effects. The undue power allotted by pornography allowed it to be used 

as a scapegoat by some students, and women associated with pornography had their 

agency erased, were identified as toxic, and the target of misogyny. This led to 

simplistic ideas of consent and the reinforcing of rape myths, including that women 

regret sex and then reinterpret it as rape after the fact. Students showed indications that 

these ideas were adopted or reinforced by the class, professing a distrust for women’s 

claims of sexual violence and victim blaming. Some students pointed out the hypocrisy 

of the BIP’s sex negative misogyny, and most disregarded the program’s claims and 

position on pornography. Overall, sex negativity harmed program outcomes, leaving its 

primary purpose in the BIP as a vessel for PHM to reassert hegemonic control. 

5.1 Applied Implications 

My findings have extensive implications for the design and evaluation of men’s 

programming. Many of my conclusions can readily transfer to program design and 

evaluation, such as the chapter on sex negativity, which can easily be adopted into 

design principles, training, and operationalized into evaluatory measures. Collectively, 

my set of findings affirm that contested definitions of masculinities are at the center of 

men’s programming effectiveness. While many program designers and facilitators likely 

know this, their frameworks for conceptualizing masculinity are underdeveloped and as 

a result they underestimate the strategic flexibility of gendered power. Toxic masculinity 

is not separate from allegedly benevolent masculine values and roles; if men’s 

controlling and violent behaviors could be cleanly cut away from the rest of their gender 

performance, gendered violence would not persist as it has. In reality, gender scholars 

have been arguing for decades that all aspects of manhood are actually sources of 
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power that often lead to and justify violence (Connell 1995; Kaufman 1987). Thus, for 

those whose goal is making more effective programming for men, the first step is to 

adopt more nuanced conceptualizations of masculinity – namely hegemonic and hybrid 

masculinity theory. Armed with this understanding, they should investigate the 

masculinities constructed in their programs and how those masculinities allow for 

reassertion of men’s domination. Program messaging can then be adjusted to help 

participants see their place in the gender order with clarity, increase accountability, and 

increase the probability that symbolic changes translate into shifts of power and 

production.  

Crucially, this does not mean that men’s interventions need to completely 

condemn all things associated with masculinity. As I discussed in chapter three, hybrid 

masculinities are likely so prominent in the current culture because they are easier for 

men to adopt, and the degree to which they recreate hegemonic power varies. Some of 

the conventional values and roles associated with masculinity can be enacted in a way 

that fosters equality. Furthermore, these ideals can be leveraged as ways to motivate 

change while also raising critical awareness of their potential to recreate power and 

encourage violence. Men can strive to be good fathers while recognizing that 

fatherhood is a source of power and privilege that they must be mindful of. They can 

value and promote respect without allowing transgressions against them or those they 

love to escalate into violence. By recognizing these complexities in the masculinities 

they construct and deploy, interventions can help participants balance the cultural 

demands of masculine roles and values with true shifts in the power of their 

interpersonal relationships. The student participants I worked with demonstrated they 
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were capable and ready for these more complicated discussions, exhibiting nuanced 

thinking when discussing the tensions of masculine roles and values. 

In a related matter, my findings confirm that a major weakness of programs is 

treating all men the same (Aaron and Beaulaurier 2017; Gondolf 2012). This manifested 

throughout my analysis, but first in the assumption that all men in the program held 

patriarchal beliefs. As a result, the few students who did have such beliefs before the 

program professed the most profound change, but for the rest of students who entered 

the program with liberal gender ideologies, it was less effective. Similarly, facilitators 

assumed that men in the program shared their sex negative ideology and assumptions 

about women. Again, this led to a range of negative student outcomes from simple 

dismissal of program positions to disengagement and accusations of hypocritical 

misogyny. Finally, facilitators assumed that all men would struggle with emotional 

expression. Because of this, students who were highly emotive were not held as 

accountable as those who were not, and were allowed to unduly influence the class and 

undermine core principles of the organization. Programs should be aware of these 

differences and adjust for them. Specifically, if programs have an intake interview, as 

this one did, they should seek to identify salient characteristics of the incoming student. 

Many of the issues I’ve identified with this program were likely exacerbated by its 

homosocial design. It appears as though most BIPs do involve women as facilitators, 

under the assertion that when paired with a man they can model egalitarian relations 

(Price and Rosenbaum 2009). Including women could buffer the tendency of hybrid 

masculinities to reassert power in covert ways; if women were present in the meetings 

or evaluating the program, they would likely be more sensitive to the ways that power 
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was reasserted. In addition, they would likely prevent or address ideological 

contradictions made by men – especially for the false sexual claims made about 

women, related essentializing and misogyny, and reification of rape myths. This is not to 

say that all women are sex positive, nor that they do not police femininity – women 

involved with interventions need to be reflexive about their ideologies just as men must. 

A major finding of my research dealt with the effectiveness of restricting 

interactional masculinity – specifically denying men the ability to define the situation at 

crucial points. Even when there were ideological mismatches, students cited this part of 

the program as effective. Programs should explore ways to recreate these results – 

since gendered power is recreated through interactions, preventing those interactions 

can be an effective catalyst for personal change. However, programs that attempt this 

should be mindful of protective practices and false indicators of change. My findings 

demonstrate the damage that can be done by symbolic egalitarians who have quickly 

adopted the sign-equipment valued by the program. Luckily, facilitators are often keen 

social observers and can be trained to detect symbolic egalitarians. When considering 

student progress, facilitators should remain critical by conceptualizing their behaviors 

into Connell’s (1995) four relations of gendered order, remembering that symbolic and 

emotional changes do not often indicate or result in changes to power and production. 

Overall, future evaluatory research should seek to operationalize my set of 

findings into their methodology. Including measures of sex negativity, essentialist 

thinking about genders, and overemphasis on masculine role taking could bring 

nuanced understanding to BIP evaluations. Additionally, I strongly propose that all 

evaluations should include observations of the social interactions so that evaluatory 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    131 

measures can be customized. Finally, we should strive for better financial support for 

BIPs, but also encourage regulatory policies that ensure best practices and make robust 

evaluations mandatory. If we are to continue to rely on BIPs we need to ensure they are 

supported and held accountable – just like they treat their participants. 

5.2 Theoretical Implications 

My research demonstrates that hegemonic masculinity theory is still a useful 

analytic framework and shows that hybrid masculinity theory synthesizes with it 

productively. There is no doubt that global hegemonic masculinity has shifted since 

Connell’s original analysis, but this change is central to the theory and should be 

expected. The gender order tends toward crisis, and hegemonic masculinity evolves 

and shifts to best maintain men’s power in that context. Anyone asserting that 

hegemonic masculinity theory no longer functions is likely overlooking some aspect that 

has changed as part of this evolution. Hybrid masculinities not only interface with this 

well – such as to serve as local hegemonic masculinities – but can also help us identify 

obfuscated changes in the hierarchies of masculinity. For example, my findings reveal 

that in the hierarchy created by PHM, the category of subordinated masculinity is 

occupied by the discursive field of toxic masculinity. This is crucial because PHM 

expressly prohibits homophobia, making the conventional subordinated masculinity of 

gayness invalid for the mark of illegitimacy. Anderson argued for the idea of inclusive 

masculinities based on his observations of high school students who did not 

subordinate gayness and did not exhibit a rigid hierarchy of masculinities (Anderson 

2005). A similar discursive field of subordination may have been functioning in this 

space. The recent emersion the insults “cuck” and “simp” in youth culture, slang insults 
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debasing men who are subservient to women, may be one such discursive field, and 

are worthy of interrogation using this framework. 

A major contribution of my set of findings is bringing nuance and details to how 

hybrid masculinities produce opportunities for reassertion of men’s power, but these 

exist to varying degrees within a particular hybrid and can be expressed with varied 

intensity by the men enacting that masculinity. By way of example, in the case of PHM 

some facilitators allowed their traditional ideologies to influence their deployment of 

PHM, constructing it further along a continuum toward a hegemonic masculinity, as it 

contained more extreme control over women’s bodies and decisions – a reassertion of 

power allowed by the discursive distancing inherent to a hybrid masculinity. These 

facilitators were deploying the same hybrid masculinity, just with more oppressive 

discourse. But this construction does not necessitate that the student learning PHM 

from these sex negative facilitators seizes this opportunity to reassert domination. In 

fact, many students who showed other signs that they had internalized PHM rejected 

the sex negativity of these facilitators as misogynistic. So I theorize the oppressive 

potential of hybrid masculinities along two continuums: their construction and 

enactment. 

Another development I think deserves further exploration is the potential for 

hybrid masculinities to function as regional or global hegemonic masculinities. As I was 

documenting PHM it repeatedly occurred to me that this is not a strictly localized 

configuration of masculinity. Certainly within the BIP it functioned as a local hegemonic 

masculinity, but indications of PHM can be seen in the ideal masculinity of the 

progressive movement more broadly. A similar masculine configuration likely dominates 
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progressive corporate culture, academia, and liberal popular culture. If this is the case, 

and regional hybrid masculinities are taking root, it is only more imperative that we 

understand how to minimize the ways they shore up gendered power and authority.  

One major goal I had for this project was to find new ways to synthesize gender 

and symbolic interactionist theories. Manhood acts exemplifies the value of this 

synthesis, and I added to this the notion that defining the situation is a core component 

of a manhood act. I believe this deserves more attention in further research – men’s 

capability and presumed authority to dominate social interactions is referenced regularly 

in common discourse. Perhaps a study on “mansplaining” could benefit from this 

theoretical framing. I also contributed the concept of masculinity affirmations, a 

discursive device where a person’s gender performance is affirmed by another actor, 

likely in a situation where the performance the person being affirmed may be of 

questionable alignment with global hegemonic norms. In the case of the BIP, behaviors 

outside of typical manhood (i.e. vulnerability) are encouraged through affirmations to 

reinforce them in that person but also to redefine what is acceptable gender 

performance for the group. Certainly this could be expanded to femininity affirmations 

(or simply gender affirmations) and applied to all manner of social situations. 

I also demonstrated that the working consensus is a useful starting framework for 

studying interactional gender. In my future research I intend to develop this further – 

there are such complex inner workings regarding who’s definitions are given priority and 

accepted, how claims to gender effect the acceptance of other attempts to define the 

situation, and how other identities effect these processes. Another theory I intended to 

incorporate was that of self-concept (Gecas 1986). Of the three components of self-
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concept, self-esteem and mastery have been explored thoroughly, but authenticity 

remains relatively undertheorized. As it is a fundamental organizing principle of social 

life, gender performance must contribute to our sense of fulfilling our authentic self. 

Perhaps the role of gender to authenticity could help explain men’s ability to adopt a 

hybrid masculinity, but not critique masculinity entirely.  

5.3 Reflections, Limitations, & Future Research 

One of the most frequent pieces of advice I heard throughout graduate school 

was “A good dissertation is a finished dissertation.” Never one for taking good, 

pragmatic advice, I chose to complete an ethnography. It was an intense process, and 

took far longer than other options, but offered me profound opportunities for personal 

and professional growth. I confirmed my suspicion that accessing men is a valuable 

place for me as a researcher – while I reject most homonormative ideologies, my 

presentation of self seems to put men at ease and we quickly establish rapport. 

Additionally, this project revealed to me the complexities of not only men’s struggle with 

the pressures of masculinity and violence, but the lives and work of those who try to 

serve their victims by helping men change. We need to understand these men, and that 

requires investigating their experience and having empathy for them. To be clear: 

nothing excuses their violence, but like most unethical behaviors there are structural 

factors leading to it. For many of them, it was purely interactional socialization – they 

simply were acting like men, responding to perceived threats with aggression, masking 

insecurity with control. Others were facing monumental challenges, like one who had a 

low wage job, a baby to care for, and had lost several family members over the previous 

year to violent crime. Regardless of what got them to this point, by and large they 
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wanted to change, and helping them do so is an important part of moving toward a more 

just society. 

I would be remiss to not discuss the limitations of this research or the context that 

it occurred in. First, as a qualitative study my conclusions have limited generalizability. 

While I am confident they will find similar patterns, additional observational studies need 

to replicate my findings in other men’s intervention settings. One potential trajectory I 

am considering for my career is to do just that - create a standardized but customizable 

mixed methods evaluation process that could be adapted to various intervention 

programs. Beyond the issue of generalizability, it is also necessary to clearly stare that 

the only indication I have that men’s violence was reduced by exposure to the program 

was what they told me and my interpretation of indirect measures. There is also the 

threat of selection effects – it is unlikely that men who are still highly abusive would 

volunteer for participation. However, these limitations do not interfere with the goal of 

this research: to explore how masculinities is constructed and contested in the BIP, and 

how that moderated student outcomes. I also want to highlight that my data collection 

occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic. All classes were online, which made the 

highly social work of facilitators much more challenging and put the organization under 

considerable stress. That said, all signs indicate that these factors exacerbated existing 

flaws in the program. First, my observations support this position, such as the routinized 

nature with which facilitators deployed course content and gave feedback to students, 

indicating little change from previously. Second, most of my formal interviews were with 

students who completed the class before the pandemic, and their answers confirmed 

the patterns I observed. 
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In addition to the replication and expansion of this work to create evaluation 

tools, my intent is to further explore hybrid masculinities and progressive men’s 

gendered ideologies. I believe there is value in exploring how progressive men that 

identify with regional or national organizations – such as the democratic party or 

outwardly liberal global companies – construct their masculinity. If there are 

consistencies that can be exposed, it might help me develop a theoretical framework for 

regional hegemonic masculinities. I also want to redirect some of my future work 

towards sexual ideology and behaviors. I believe sex negativity is an underutilized 

concept in social research, and I would like to explore the possibility of developing a 

scale measure to capture it. Returning to the topic of progressive men, I would like to 

explore their conceptualizations of egalitarian pleasure and whether their attitudes 

towards women’s sexuality aligns with their other liberal positions. 

 I feel this project brought important insights to the landscape of BIP evaluations, 

as well as contributions to masculinities theory. I feel that my skillset has grown 

significantly over these two years, and I am now confident presenting myself as a mixed 

methods researcher. I look forward to further honing the three articles contained in this 

dissertation and submitting them for journal publication, and there are still more to tell 

from this rich ethnographic data. I hope that the insights from my work help 

organizations refine their interventions to help the victims of men’s violence.  



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    137 

REFERENCES 

Aaron, Sharon M., and Richard L. Beaulaurier. 2017. “The Need for New Emphasis on 

Batterers Intervention Programs.” Trauma, Violence, & Abuse 18(4):425–32. doi: 

10.1177/1524838015622440. 

American Psychiatric Association. 2022. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 

Disorders: DSM-5-TR. American Psychiatric Association Publishing. 

Anderson, Eric. 2009. Inclusive Masculinity : The Changing Nature of Masculinities. 

Routledge. 

Anderson, Kristin L. 2005. “Theorizing Gender in Intimate Partner Violence Research.” 

Sex Roles 52(11):853–65. doi: 10.1007/s11199-005-4204-x. 

Arxer, Steven L. 2011. “Hybrid Masculine Power: Reconceptualizing the Relationship 

between Homosociality and Hegemonic Masculinity.” Humanity & Society 35(4):390–

422. doi: 10.1177/016059761103500404. 

Ashcroft, John, Deborah J. Daniels, and Sarah V. Hart. 2003. Batterer Intervention 

Programs: Where Do We Go From Here? National Institute of Justice. 

Banyard, Victoria L., Mary M. Moynihan, and Maria T. Crossman. 2009. “Reducing 

Sexual Violence on Campus: The Role of Student Leaders as Empowered Bystanders.” 

Journal of College Student Development 50(4):446–57. doi: 10.1353/csd.0.0083. 

Brem, Meagan J., Alisa R. Garner, Hannah Grigorian, Autumn Rae Florimbio, Caitlin 

Wolford-Clevenger, Ryan C. Shorey, and Gregory L. Stuart. 2021. “Problematic 

Pornography Use and Physical and Sexual Intimate Partner Violence Perpetration 

Among Men in Batterer Intervention Programs.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 

36(11/12):NP6085–6105. doi: 10.1177/0886260518812806. 

Bridges, Tristan. 2014. “A Very ‘Gay’ Straight?: Hybrid Masculinities, Sexual Aesthetics, 

and the Changing Relationship between Masculinity and Homophobia.” Gender & 

Society 28(1):58–82. doi: 10.1177/0891243213503901. 

Bridges, Tristan. 2021. “Antifeminism, Profeminism, and the Myth of White Men’s 

Disadvantage.” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society 46(3):663–88. doi: 

10.1086/712076. 

Bridges, Tristan, and C. J. Pascoe. 2014. “Hybrid Masculinities: New Directions in the 

Sociology of Men and Masculinities: Hybrid Masculinities.” Sociology Compass 

8(3):246–58. doi: 10.1111/soc4.12134. 

Bridges, Tristan, and C. J. Pascoe. 2018. “On the Elasticity of Gender Hegemony.” Pp. 

254–74 in Gender Reckonings: New Social Theory and Research. NYU Press. 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    138 

Brown, Wendy. 1995. States of Injury: Power and Freedom in Late Modernity. Princeton 

Univ Pr. 

Brownmiller, Susan. 1975. Against Our Will : Men, Women and Rape. Simon and 

Schuster. 

Butler, Judith. 1990. Gender Trouble : Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New 

York : Routledge, 1990. 

Charig, Ruth, Nima G. Moghaddam, David L. Dawson, Hannah L. Merdian, and Roshan 

das Nair. 2020. “A Lack of Association between Online Pornography Exposure, Sexual 

Functioning, and Mental Well-Being.” Sexual and Relationship Therapy 35(2):258–81. 

doi: 10.1080/14681994.2020.1727874. 

Ciclitira, Karen. 2004. “Pornography, Women and Feminism: Between Pleasure and 

Politics.” Sexualities 7(3):281–301. doi: 10.1177/1363460704040143. 

Connell, Raewyn. 1987. Gender and Power : Society, the Person and Sexual Politics / 

R.W. Connell. Stanford, Calif. : Stanford University Press, 1987. 

Connell, Raewyn. 1995. Masculinities / R.W. Connell. Berkeley, Calif. : University of 

California Press, c1995. 

Connell, Raewyn, and James W. Messerschmidt. 2005. “Hegemonic Masculinity: 

Rethinking the Concept.” Gender and Society, 829. 

Corbin, Juliet, and Anselm Strauss. 1990. “Grounded Theory Research: Procedures, 

Canons and Evaluative Criteria.” Zeitschrift Für Soziologie 19(6):418. 

Cossman, Brenda, Shannon Bell, Lise Gotell, and Becki Ross. 1997. Bad Attitude/s on 

Trial: Pornography, Feminism, and the Butler Decision. University of Toronto Press. 

Davis, Robert C., and Bruce G. Taylor. 1999. “Does Batterer Treatment Reduce 

Violence?” Women & Criminal Justice 10(2):69–93. doi: 10.1300/J012v10n02_05. 

Dawson, Kate, Saoirse Nic Gabhainn, and Pádraig MacNeela. 2020. “Toward a Model 

of Porn Literacy: Core Concepts, Rationales, and Approaches.” The Journal of Sex 

Research 57(1):1–15. doi: 10.1080/00224499.2018.1556238. 

Demetriou, Demetrakis Z. 2001. “Connell’s Concept of Hegemonic Masculinity: A 

Critique.” Theory and Society 30(3):337–61. 

Dworkin, Shari L. 2015. Men at Risk : Masculinity, Heterosexuality and HIV Prevention. 

New York: NYU Press. 

Dworkin, Shari L., and Gary Barker. 2019. “Gender-Transformative Approaches to 

Engaging Men in Reducing Gender-Based Violence: A Response to Brush & Miller’s 

‘Trouble in Paradigm.’” Violence Against Women 25(14):1657–71. doi: 

10.1177/1077801219872555. 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    139 

Dworkin, Shari L., Paul J. Fleming, and Christopher J. Colvin. 2015. “The Promises and 

Limitations of Gender-Transformative Health Programming with Men: Critical 

Reflections from the Field.” Culture, Health & Sexuality 17(sup2):128–43. doi: 

10.1080/13691058.2015.1035751. 

Dworkin, Shari L., Sarah Treves-Kagan, and Sheri A. Lippman. 2013. “Gender-

Transformative Interventions to Reduce HIV Risks and Violence with Heterosexually-

Active Men: A Review of the Global Evidence.” AIDS and Behavior 17(9):2845–63. doi: 

10.1007/s10461-013-0565-2. 

Elliott, Karla. 2016. “Caring Masculinities: Theorizing an Emerging Concept.” Men and 

Masculinities 19(3):240–59. doi: 10.1177/1097184X15576203. 

Fefferman, Ann M., and Ushma D. Upadhyay. 2018. “Hybrid Masculinity and Young 

Men’s Circumscribed Engagement in Contraceptive Management.” Gender & Society 

32(3):371–94. doi: 10.1177/0891243218763313. 

Fisher, William A., Taylor Kohut, Lisha A. Di Gioacchino, and Paul Fedoroff. 2013. 

“Pornography, Sex Crime, and Paraphilia.” Current Psychiatry Reports 15(6):362. doi: 

10.1007/s11920-013-0362-7. 

Flood, Michael. 2015. “Work with Men to End Violence against Women: A Critical 

Stocktake.” Culture, Health & Sexuality 17(sup2):159–76. doi: 

10.1080/13691058.2015.1070435. 

Flood, Michael. 2018. Engaging Men and Boys in Violence Prevention. 1st ed. 2019 

edition. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Gecas, Viktor. 1986. “The Motivational Significance of Self-Concept for Socialization 

Theory.” Pp. 131–56 in Advances in Group Processes. 

Goffman, Erving. 1959. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. Garden City, N.Y. : 

Doubleday, 1959. 

Gondolf, Edward W. 2004. “Evaluating Batterer Counseling Programs: A Difficult Task 

Showing Some Effects and Implications.” Aggression and Violent Behavior 9(6):605–31. 

doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2003.06.001. 

Gondolf, Edward W. 2012. The Future of Batterer Programs : Reassessing Evidence-

Based Practice. Northeastern University Press. 

Gupta, Geeta Rao. 2001. “Gender, Sexuality, and HIV/AIDS: The What, the Why, and 

the How.” SIECUS Report 29(5):6–12. 

Halperin, David M., and Trevor Hoppe. 2017. The War on Sex. Durham [North 

Carolina] ; London : Duke University Press, 2017. 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    140 

Heath, Melanie. 2003. “Soft-Boiled Masculinity: Renegotiating Gender and Racial 

Ideologies in the Promise Keepers Movement.” Gender & Society 17(3):423–44. doi: 

10.1177/0891243203017003008. 

de Heer, Brooke A., Sarah Prior, and Gia Hoegh. 2021. “Pornography, Masculinity, and 

Sexual Aggression on College Campuses.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 

36(23/24):NP13582–605. doi: 10.1177/0886260520906186. 

Herdt, Gilbert H. 2009. Moral Panics, Sex Panics : Fear and the Fight over Sexual 

Rights. New York : New York University Press, c2009. 

Hewitt, John P., and Randall Stokes. 1975. “Disclaimers.” American Sociological 

Review (1):1. 

Hochschild, Arlie Russell, and Anne Machung. 2012. The Second Shift : Working 

Families and the Revolution at Home. New York, N.Y. : Penguin Books, 2012. 

Jeffrey, Nicole K. 2022. “Is Consent Enough? What the Research on Normative 

Heterosexuality and Sexual Violence Tells Us.” Sexualities 13634607221096760. doi: 

10.1177/13634607221096760. 

Kaufman, Michael. 1987. “The Construction of Masculinity and the Triad of Men’s 

Violence.” in Beyond Patriarchy Essays by Men on Pleasure, Power, and Change. 

Oxford University Press. 

Kettrey, Heather Hensman, and Robert A. Marx. 2019. “The Effects of Bystander 

Programs on the Prevention of Sexual Assault across the College Years: A Systematic 

Review and Meta-Analysis.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 48(2):212–27. doi: 

10.1007/s10964-018-0927-1. 

Kilgore, Christopher D., Peter Lehmann, and Rachel Voth Schrag. 2019a. “Discourse 

After a Batterer Intervention Program: A Qualitative Analysis of ‘Letters From the 

Future.’” Violence Against Women 25(5):593–613. doi: 10.1177/1077801218794296. 

Kilgore, Christopher D., Peter Lehmann, and Rachel Voth Schrag. 2019b. “Discourse 

After a Batterer Intervention Program: A Qualitative Analysis of ‘Letters From the 

Future.’” Violence Against Women 25(4):593–613. doi: 10.1177/1077801218794296. 

Kimmel, Michael S. 2018. Manhood in America : A Cultural History. New York : Oxford 

University Press, [2018]. 

LaRossa, R. 2005. “Grounded Theory Methods and Qualitative Family Research.” 

Journal of Marriage and Family 67(4):837–57. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00179.x. 

LaRossa, Ralph. 1988. “Fatherhood and Social Change.” Family Relations 37(4):451–

57. doi: 10.2307/584119. 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    141 

Lim, Megan S. C., Elise R. Carrotte, and Margaret E. Hellard. 2016. “The Impact of 

Pornography on Gender-Based Violence, Sexual Health and Well-Being: What Do We 

Know?” J Epidemiol Community Health 70(1):3–5. doi: 10.1136/jech-2015-205453. 

Litsou, Katerina, Paul Byron, Alan McKee, and Roger Ingham. 2021. “Learning from 

Pornography: Results of a Mixed Methods Systematic Review.” Sex Education 

21(2):236–52. doi: 10.1080/14681811.2020.1786362. 

McCauley, Heather L., Rebecca Campbell, NiCole T. Buchanan, and Carrie A. Moylan. 

2019. “Advancing Theory, Methods, and Dissemination in Sexual Violence Research to 

Build a More Equitable Future: An Intersectional, Community-Engaged Approach.” 

Violence Against Women 25(16):1906–31. doi: 10.1177/1077801219875823. 

McDowell, Amy D. 2017. “Aggressive And Loving Men: Gender Hegemony in Christian 

Hardcore Punk.” Gender & Society 31(2):223–44. doi: 10.1177/0891243217694824. 

Messerschmidt, James W. 2000. “Becoming ‘Real Men’: Adolescent Masculinity 

Challenges and Sexual Violence.” Men & Masculinities 2(3):286. 

Messerschmidt, James W. 2015. Masculinities in the Making : From the Local to the 

Global. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. 

Messner, Michael A. 1992. Power at Play : Sports and the Problem of Masculinity. 

Boston : Beacon Press, c1992. 

Messner, Michael A. 1993. “‘Changing Men’ and Feminist Politics in the United States.” 

Theory and Society 22(5):723–37. 

Messner, Michael A., Max A. Greenberg, and Tal Peretz. 2015. Some Men : Feminist 

Allies and the Movement to End Violence against Women. Oxford University Press. 

Murphy, Michael J. 2009. “Can ‘Men’ Stop Rape?: Visualizing Gender in the ‘My 

Strength Is Not for Hurting’ Rape Prevention Campaign.” Men & Masculinities 

12(1):113–30. doi: 10.1177/1097184X09331752. 

Palmer, Zachary. 2021. “‘I’m Going to Love and Tolerate the Shit Out of You’: Hybrid 

Masculinities in the Brony Community - Zachary D. Palmer, 2021.” Men & Masculinities 

19(1). 

Parvez, Z. Fareen. 2018. “The Sorrow of Parting: Ethnographic Depth and the Role of 

Emotions.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 47(4):454–83. doi: 

10.1177/0891241617702195. 

Pascoe, C. J. 2007. Dude, You’re a Fag : Masculinity and Sexuality in High School. 

Berkeley : University of California Press, ©2007. 

Pence, Ellen, and Michael Paymar. 1993. Education Groups for Men Who Batter: The 

Duluth Model. Springer Publishing Company. 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    142 

Peretz, Tal, and Chris M. Vidmar. 2021. “Men, Masculinities, and Gender-Based 

Violence: The Broadening Scope of Recent Research.” Sociology Compass 

15(3):e12861. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12861. 

Prause, Nicole, and James Pfaus. 2015. “Viewing Sexual Stimuli Associated with 

Greater Sexual Responsiveness, Not Erectile Dysfunction.” Sexual Medicine 3(2):90–

98. doi: 10.1002/sm2.58. 

Price, Bethany J., and Alan Rosenbaum. 2009. “Batterer Intervention Programs: A 

Report From the Field.” Violence and Victims 24(6):757–70. doi: 10.1891/0886-

6708.24.6.757. 

Queen, Carol. 2002. Real Live Nude Girl : Chronicles of Sex-Positive Culture. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. : Cleis Press, c2002. 

Rubin, Gayle. 2011. Deviations : A Gayle Rubin Reader. Durham, NC : Duke University 

Press, 2011. 

Scheibling, Casey. 2020. “‘Real Heroes Care’: How Dad Bloggers Are Reconstructing 

Fatherhood and Masculinities.” Men and Masculinities 23(1):3–19. doi: 

10.1177/1097184X18816506. 

Schippers, Mimi. 2007. “Recovering the Feminine Other: Masculinity, Femininity, and 

Gender Hegemony.” Theory and Society 36(1):85–102. doi: 10.1007/s11186-007-9022-

4. 

Schrock, Douglas, Janice McCabe, and Christian Vaccaro. 2018. “Narrative Manhood 

Acts: Batterer Intervention Program Graduates’ Tragic Relationships.” Symbolic 

Interaction 41(3):384–410. doi: 10.1002/symb.340. 

Schrock, Douglas P., and Irene Padavic. 2007. “Negotiating Hegemonic Masculinity in a 

Batterer Intervention Program.” Gender & Society 21(5):625–49. doi: 

10.1177/0891243207304975. 

Schrock, Douglas, and Michael Schwalbe. 2009. “Men, Masculinity, and Manhood 

Acts.” Annual Review of Sociology 35(1):277–95. doi: 10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-

115933. 

Schwalbe, Michael. 2005. “IDENTITY STAKES, MANHOOD ACTS, AND THE 

DYNAMICS OF ACCOUNTABILITY.” Pp. 65–81 in Studies in Symbolic Interaction. Vol. 

28. Bingley: Emerald (MCB UP ). 

Scott, Marvin B., and Stanford M. Lyman. 1968. “Accounts.” American Sociological 

Review 33(1):46–62. doi: 10.2307/2092239. 

Seymour, Kate, Kristin Natalier, and Sarah Wendt. 2021. “Changed Men? Men Talking 

About Violence and Change in Domestic and Family Violence Perpetrator Intervention 

Programs.” Men and Masculinities 1097184X211038998. doi: 

10.1177/1097184X211038998. 



THE GENDER CONSENSUS                                                                                    143 

Spradley, James P. 1980. Participant Observation. New York , NY: Holt, Rinehart and 

and Winston. 

Sweet, Paige L. 2019. “The Sociology of Gaslighting.” American Sociological Review 

84(5):851–75. doi: 10.1177/0003122419874843. 

Tong, Rosemarie. 2009. Feminist Thought : A More Comprehensive Introduction. 

Boulder, Colo. : Westview Press, ©2009. 

Weeks, Jeffrey. 1985. Sexuality and Its Discontents : Meanings, Myths, & Modern 

Sexualities. London ; Boston : Routledge & K. Paul, 1985. 

West, Candace, and Don H. Zimmerman. 1987. “Doing Gender.” Gender and Society, 

125. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


