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 Raewyn Connell and I (Connell and Messerschmidt, 2005) recently examined the 

history, application, and criticisms of the concept of hegemonic masculinity, arguing that 

for the most part the original conception of the concept is sound—the basic idea has 

withstood well 20 years of research. In particular, a multiplicity of masculinities cross-

culturally and in a variety of institutional settings has been identified in numerous studies. 

Moreover, the idea that hegemonic masculinity is necessarily relational, involving the 

subordination of femininity and non-hegemonic masculinities, has by now been 

documented in many international settings. Finally, research consistently supports the 

idea that this hierarchy of gender relations is a pattern of hegemony, and that cultural 

consent, discursive centrality, institutionalization, and subordination and marginalization 

of alternatives are widely documented aspects of hegemonic masculinities. 

 In “Re-thinking Hegemonic Masculinity in a Globalizing World,” Christine 

Beasley argues that although the concept has much to offer gender scholars, “slippage” 

has occurred consistently. Concentrating on the work of Connell—but also including our 

co-authored 2005 paper in her “critique”—Beasley contends that such slippage has 

transitioned from its meaning as a “political mechanism,” to its meaning as a description 

of “dominant” (or most powerful and/or most widespread) masculinities, to its meaning 

as specifying “actual groups of men.” Beasley additionally argues that unique problems 

arise when this alleged slippage of hegemonic masculinity “goes global,” and concludes 

with her own ideas as to how scholars might reformulate the concept to (purportedly) 

better grasp the gendered nature of a globalizing world.  

 Before I respond to Beasley’s main points, let me note that my co-authored article 

with Connell was intended to review not simply the historical application and criticisms 

of the concept—and thus consider how the concept may be further justifiably 
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developed—but also to encourage continued debate on, and a re-thinking of, the concept 

of hegemonic masculinity. Thus, and despite my critical response below, I welcome and 

appreciate Beasley’s efforts to extend the dialogue on hegemonic masculinity. That said, 

one caveat is appropriate before I proceed: Given that Connell’s most recent writing on 

the topic is our 2005 co-authored paper, that this paper is the only one of my works 

considered by Beasley, and that the journal editor has allowed little space to respond, my 

remarks below focus exclusively on Beasley’s comments on our 2005 co-authored article. 

Slippage 

Beasley argues correctly that dominant forms of masculinity are not necessarily 

analogous to hegemonic forms of masculinity, because the former may not always 

legitimate men’s power over women and they often center only on actual groups of men. 

However, Beasley goes on to argue that in our 2005 co-authored article, Connell and I 

use the term “socially dominant masculinities” as an equivalent to “hegemonic 

masculinities.” I strongly disagree with this conclusion; nowhere in the article do we 

argue that “dominant” masculinities are synonymous with “hegemonic” masculinities. In 

fact, we argue the opposite. For example, in our examination of the literature on 

hegemonic masculinity we point out—in accord with Beasley—that there has been 

considerable conceptual confusion around the concept, and that ambiguities in the usage 

of hegemonic masculinity have indeed transpired over the years. Additionally, we 

confront this confusion and ambiguity by, in part, specifically distinguishing the 

“dominant” from the “hegemonic.” For instance, consider our discussion of toxicity 

practiced in certain dominant forms of masculinities (Connell and Messerschmidt, 2005: 

840): 

 [I]t is difficult to see how the concept of hegemony would be relevant if  

the only characteristics of the dominant group were violence, aggression, 

and self-centeredness. Such characteristics may mean dominant but hardly 

would constitute hegemony—an idea that embeds certain notions of  

consent and participation by the subaltern groups. 

Beasley further inaccurately argues that our “inclination towards the merely 

dominant is evidently deeply implicated in the term, since Connell and Messerschmidt 

state that ‘certain masculinities are more socially central, or more associated with 
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authority and social power, than others’” (p. #; Beasley’s emphasis). This quote is taken 

completely out of context, given that in this statement we summarize what past research 

has broadly found in analyzing masculinities. The actual quote reads as follows (p. 846): 

“It is also a widespread research finding that certain masculinities are more socially 

central, or more associated with authority and social power, than others.” In other words, 

we simply are recording what 20 years of research confirm: A hierarchy of masculinities 

exists in a variety of institutional settings worldwide. And we clarify this finding a few 

lines later by observing that equally well supported in the literature is that a hierarchy of 

masculinities often is a pattern of hegemony, not simply a pattern of domination (p. 846). 

In short, our emphasis is indeed on distinguishing masculinities that legitimate a 

hierarchical relationship between masculinity and femininity, and among masculinities 

(hegemonic), from those that do not (dominant).  

Nevertheless, although dominant masculinities (in the context discussed above) 

are not equivalent to hegemonic masculinities, as I outline in the following two sections 

hegemonic masculinities can be differentiated from each other through the significance 

and scope of their legitimating influence. 

Going Global 

In Beasley’s discussion of problems allegedly associated with the term as it “goes 

global,” she concentrates exclusively on Connell’s notion of “transnational business 

masculinity,” ignoring the breadth of Connell’s discussion of globalization and gender 

relations (which I briefly outline in the next section) as well as our discussion of global 

hegemonic masculinity in the 2005 co-authored paper. In the 2005 paper we show clearly 

that 20 years of research suggest empirically existing hegemonic masculinities at local, 

regional, and global levels. Local hegemonic masculinities are constructed in the arenas 

of face-to-face interaction of families, organizations, and immediate communities; 

regional hegemonic masculinities are constructed at the society-wide level of the nation-

state; and global hegemonic masculinities are constructed in such international arenas as 

geopolitics and transnational business and media.  

 Although Beasley briefly comments on this geography of hegemonic 

masculinities, she regrettably disregards our definitions at each level and, in particular, 

she contravenes our notion of global hegemonic masculinity encompassing transnational 



 4 

business as well as geopolitics and international media. Additionally, Beasley further 

regrettably shuns what Connell and I offer about regional and global hegemonic 

masculinities. For example, we argue that hegemonic masculinity at both the regional 

and global levels is constructed discursively through specific practices that have regional 

and/or global significance. Certain individuals—such as feature-film actors, media 

broadcasting/publishing personalities, professional athletes, corporate executives, and 

politicians—play a crucial role in the construction of regional and global hegemonic 

masculinities through their specific individual practices. And although the content of 

these practices varies over time and across societies, by reason of their social position 

these individuals powerfully shape—and encourage all to consent too—a specific notion 

of masculinity that transcends the local to become society-wide and/or transnational. 

However, this sense of masculine reality is never an entirely stable and secure 

construction; regional and global hegemonic masculinities, like local hegemonic 

masculinities, shift with changes in historical and social context. Nevertheless, what 

distinguish local, regional, and global hegemonic masculinities are the significance and 

scope of their legitimating influence. 

Narrow and Expand 

Finally, Beasley argues that to resist slippage in the meaning of hegemonic 

masculinity, scholars now are compelled to narrow the characterization of the concept 

while simultaneously expanding its forms. Regarding the former, I have established 

already that Beasley, Connell, and I are in agreement that gender scholars must 

distinguish hegemonic from merely dominant masculinities. Moreover, while it is true 

that hegemonic masculinities “may not always be socially celebrated or common” (p. #), 

the reverse likewise holds true: In addition to their legitimating influence (which is 

essential), hegemonic masculinities may concurrently be socially celebrated and/or 

common. Arguably, Beasley’s exclusive concentration on its meaning as a “political 

mechanism” immediately disallows any empirical investigation as to when, how, and 

under what particular social conditions hegemonic masculinities may or may not be at 

once socially celebrated and/or common. Regarding the latter, I disagree with Beasley’s 

suggestion of expanding—at least in the way she formulates it—hegemonic masculinity 

to comprise what she labels supra-hegemonic and sub-hegemonic masculinities. My 
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reasons for disagreeing with this suggested expansion include Beasley’s failure to 

provide solid definitions of each, to formulate a theoretical process for distinguishing the 

alleged two forms, and to explain how they may relate to each other, to femininities, and 

to non-hegemonic masculinities.  

Beasley does provide an example of a so-called sub-hegemonic masculinity—the 

Holden Rodeo car advertisement—but because of the problems just noted, we are unable 

to determine specifically what precisely is “sub-hegemonic” about this advertisement. 

Clearly, it is important to examine how social class—as well as race, ethnicity, sexuality, 

and nation—intersects with gender in the construction of hegemonic masculinities. Yet as 

Beasley herself notes: Australians widely accepted the content of the advertisement and 

therefore it contributed to the legitimation of “a generalisable representation of proper, 

honoured manliness—that is, as a form of hegemonic masculinity” (p. #): Again, what is 

sub-hegemonic about it? Although I enthusiastically support new theoretical directions 

and empirical research on hegemonic masculinities, Beasley’s proposal lacks theoretical 

coherence and, more importantly, fails to provide empirical justification. 

Indeed, on the contrary, Beasley’s advertisement seems to confirm and 

corroborate the Connell and Messerschmidt notion of regional hegemonic masculinity. 

The actors involved in the actual face-to-face embodied interaction of shooting the car 

advertisement ultimately construct a particular fantasy masculine model (the husband) 

and a fantasy feminine model (the buxom blonde) that impacts exclusively the regional 

level of Australia. As Beasley put it: This advertisement is “a powerful Australian 

legitimating ideal” (p. #). To be sure, the specific practices of the actors—by reason of 

their social status as actors—have significance outside the particular arena in which they 

occur. Beasley’s example, then, through the society-wide distribution of the Holden 

Rodeo car advertisement—it does not appear to have been distributed outside Australia—

contributed to hegemony in the Australian regional gender order as a whole. In other 

words, what makes this car advertisement regional are its significance and scope beyond 

the local but not into the global. 

 Finally, given that Beasley’s paper on “re-thinking hegemonic masculinity in a 

globalizing world” eschews completely any bona fide discussion or distinct example of 

global hegemonic masculinity, in closing let me briefly outline Connell’s actual 



 6 

approach, which not only transcends our 2005 co-authored paper, but remains the 

signature statement on hegemonic masculinity and globalization. First, Connell (2005: 

72) defines globalization as “the current pattern of world integration via global markets, 

transnational corporations, and electronic media under the political hegemony of the 

United States.” Second, Connell illuminates how a global gender order is articulated as 

part of this larger operation of globalization, pointing to two basic links currently 

constituting a global gender order. The first link involves the interaction, interconnection, 

and interdependence of nation-states and their regional gender orders. As Connell (p. 73) 

puts it: “The gender patterns resulting from these interactions are the first level of a 

global gender order. They are [regional] patterns but carry the impress of the forces that 

make a global society.” The second link creates new “spaces” beyond individual nation-

states: transnational and multinational corporations (that maintain strong gender divisions 

of labor and strong masculinist management cultures), the international state (centered on 

a masculinized character toward diplomacy and war), the international media (consisting 

of multinational firms that circulate gendered meanings through film, video, music, and 

news worldwide), and global markets (the increasing reach of capital, commodity, 

service, and labor markets into individual nation-state economies). The combination of 

these two forms of linkage is “a partially integrated, highly unequal, and turbulent set of 

gender relations, with global reach but uneven impact”—this now is the context for 

considering the construction of local, regional, and global hegemonic masculinities (p. 

74). 
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