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it means to be a ‘real’ man or boy and many males draw inspiration from its cultural
library of resources. Nonetheless, few men can live up to its rigorous standards. Many
may try and many may not, but cither way, according to Connell, they benefit from the
‘patriarchal dividend; the advantage men in general gain from the overall subordination of
women...without the tensions or risks of being the front line troops of patriarchy’ (1995,
p-79). In this sense, he says, in the politics of gender, they are complicitous with
hegemonic forms of masculinity even if they fail to live up to and do not draw moral
inspiration from its imperatves.

Connell (19953, p. 80) says that the three masculinity dynamics mentioned so far are
‘internal to the gender order. The interplay of gender with other structures such as class
and race creates {urther relationships between masculinitics”. In order to explain the
dynamics going on here he argues that there are masculinities associated with the
dominant and subordinate or marginal races and classes. He further notes that these
marginalised masculinitics, which are associated with subordinate social groupings, may
draw both inspiration and legitimacy from hegemonic forms but only wield structural
power to the extent that they are authorised by the dommant class/race (c.g. Magic
Johnson in the USA). Thus, while marginal masculinitics may not be marginal within
their own patch, they are unlikely to exert power beyond it without some sort of
sponsorship by and only within the tolerance limits of the dominant. In summary, what
we see here is the ¢bb and flow of masculinitics in concert and contest.

It is commonly accepted that masculinities cannot be fully understood without
attending to their relationship to femininities within the broader scope of patriarchy. It
is therefore important to identify the sorts of femininities which unwittingly underwrite
hegemonic masculinity. The literature suggests that this particular version of femininity
involves compliance and service, subservience and self-sacrifice and constant accommo-
dating to the needs and desires of males. This indicates that anti violence education is
not a boys’ only matter.

This emphasis on the fragile and fluid nature of masculinities in the context of
dynamic power politics between males and females and between males points to the
uncertainty of settlements about what constitutes masculinity in a given person, ume and
place and between and within groups. It also suggests that some masculinitics may be
more ‘at risk’ than others. Such setdements are challenged both mtentionally and
unintentionally by an array of life forces. The social movements associated with
feminism, gay and lesbian movements and anti racism are amongst such forces, but so
too are other and perhaps bigger historical sweeps associated with such major economic
and cultural shifis as post-modernity. In turn this means that many masculinitics are
constantly on the offensive and the defensive and in need of regular maintenance,
renewal, repair and adjustment (Kenway, 1995). Nonetheless, when insecure, masculinity
is likely to ‘lash back’, to reinvent itsclf and to try to shore up either its old or new
foundations.

It is now possible to make some specific points about masculinity and violence. Some
potential flashpoints should alrcady be evident. If we consider the ongoing project of
sustaining male power and masculine identity, and the individual and group perfor-
mances, repressions, oppressions and contests that this may ‘require’, then we can see
why violence is mobilised. What also becomes ewident is the general interest that
compliant masculinity has in the violence which helps to sustain male/female power
relations. An understanding of the why is crucial to an understanding of the role of
schools in both producing and challenging violence. Let us now consider the character-
istics most associated with physical violence.
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Predictably and in very general terms it is the characteristics most associated with
hegemonic masculinity which are most likely to be articulated with violence, but not in
the obvious way that simplistic discussions of ‘macho values’ might suggest. At this stage
of Western history, hegemonic masculinity mobilises around physical strength, adventur-
ousness, emotional neutrality, certainty, control, assertiveness, self-reliance, individuality,
competitiveness, instrumental skills, public knowledge, discipline, reason, objectivity and
rationality. It distances itself from physical weakness, expressive skills, private knowledge,
creativity, emotion, dependency, subjectivity, irrationality, co-operation and empathetic,
compassionate, nurturant and certain affiiative behaviours. In other words it distances
iself from the feminine and considers the feminine less worthy. Violent males draw
selectively from this repertoire, exaggerate, distort and glorify these values, auributes and
behaviours and blend them into potent combinations. For example, rather than distance
themselves from the feminine they might aveid and even fear it; rather than look down
upon the feminine they might hold it in contempt and despise it; rather than consider
womnen and children their inferior, they may regard them as less than human and more
as objects and possessions to be used and discarded at will. To take some more quick
examples, assertiveness may be exaggerated to become aggression, physical strength to
toughness associated with physically beating others, bravery to bravado and cruelty,
adventurousness to extreme risk-taking, self-discipline to disciplining others as well,
scll-reliance to isolation—preferably from above, emotional neutrality to emotional
repression on the one hand and to extremes of rage and shame on the other,
competitiveness to hostility, rationality to the rationalisation of violence, sexual potency
o control over and contempt for women’s bodies and so on.

Violent cultures, be they in the family, the school, the locker room, the pub, the
workplace or the street, draw from, distort and exaggerate discourses from the discursive
ficld of hegemonic masculinity. Nonetheless, their emotional underbelly remains charac-
terised by identity uncertainty, anxicty and fear; with unfortunate consequences. The
consequences involve what Miller (1987a) labels a complicated psycho dynamic mechan-
ism of splitting off from uncomfortable feclings and of projecting such feelings on to an
externalised object or other person. Such splitting and displacement are key features of
violence. Miller (1987h, 88-89) uscs the notion of the vicious circle of contempt to explain
how emotions that cause discomfort are projected on to others. She describes the process
thus:

Contempt for those who are smaller and weaker thus is the best defence against
a breakthrough of onc’s own feelings of helplessness: it is an expression of this
split-ofl weakness.

Let us now consider some more specific examples of violence—male to male, male 10
female and adult male to child.

Male/ Male Violence

The literature on boys and schooling is replete with examples of school boy tribalism and
tribal rivalry. It shows that groups develop a distinctive style cither in line with or against
the criteria mentioned above. Boy groups offer their members peer friendship, pleasure
and pride, identity development, excitement and status resources and goals. However,
there is often a price to pay for both the individual and the group.

In and out of school life for many adolescent boys is characterised by constant
attempts 1o sort out identity issues and dominance relations (Weisfeld, 1994, p. 56).
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Beneath the growing culture of violence, both real and simulated, there lics a
deep-scated racism that has produced what I want to call a white moral panic.
The clements of this panic are rooted, in part, in a growing fear among the
white middle class over declining quality of social, political, and economic life
that has resulted from an increase in poverty, drugs, hate, guns, unemploy-
ment, social disenfranchisement, and hopelessness.

It is_poung men who are most likely to be violent and to be vietims of violence. What is
it, in particular, about young men that makes them prone to violence? There are many
theories put forward and those of particular pertinence relate to the nature of ado-
lescence atself. Adolescence is a tume of striving for independence, searching for and
experimenting with identity, challenging authority, and focusing away from the family to
peer and sexual relationships. Exaggerated hegemonic values are likely both to appeal to
adolescent boys and to spill over into violence for many possible reasons. These include
the following. Firstly, as a function of their move from childhood to adulthood and their
resultant push against authority and scarch for autonomy adolescent boys may be drawn
to risk-taking. Secondly, the exercise of power is most likely to erupt into overt violence
when status and identity are uncertain. Thirdly, inter-male competition is most
pronounced when an interest in sexual activity is highest; at later adolescence it may
become particularly pronounced due to the intensification of sexual activity and sexual
competition.

Male/ female Violence

Violence by males agaimst females most commonly takes the form of rape and sexual
assault, domestic violence and verbal and physical harassment. Most violence against
women and girls occurs within relationships of one sort or another. Intimate relations
and scttings are more likely to result in violence than are stranger relations and public
spaces, although clearly violence erupts there too. Even so there is overwhelming
cvidence to show that verbal and physical harassment, teasing and taunting relaung to
sexuality or gender against girls and women is rife in schools. Most boys either engage
in this or comply with it.

The literature indicates that the males who arc most likely to resort to serious physical
violence against females subscribe to traditional and patriarchal views of male power and
supremacy, traditional gender roles and to the view that violence is an acceptable way
of resolving conflict. They believe that men are superior to women and have natural
rights over them and natural dues from them. These include the following: the male’s
right to regard the woman as property and legitimatcly to control her through violence:
the belief that it is legitimate to use physical violence when the rights and dues are not
fulfilled and to resolve interpersonal conflict through the use of violence. When the
male’s status or power is threatened in some way, violence is regarded as an appropriate
way of restoring the right and proper order—of keeping women in a subservient position.
In this view the male’s sense of his masculine identity 1s caught up in the exercise of
power over women through violence.

Sex and sexuality are a key feature of this scenario. Misogyny casily translates into
sexual violence. Denigrating women and girls legitimates such violence and allows violent
males sclectively to interpret their own behaviour around, for example, ‘only joking
motifs and to ignore the feelings of others. Violent males’ reputations may be based on
obtaining sexual access to women but their self-worth is often caught up in the sexual
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they learn, subconsciously, how to ‘train’ others in turn. Miller calls this process poisonous
pedagogy. She observes that the cflects of this abuse are destined to be repeated by victims
at a later tme in their lives unless they have had an opportunity to acknowledge what
has happened and to work through the associated feclings. The absence of such a
conscious acknowledgement of the powerful feclings associated with abuse leads, she says,
to the ongoing return of repressed anxicties and frustrations and this can sometimes lead
to violent and destructive behaviours. Such behaviour is often rationalised in the
perpetrator’s mind and thus made ‘legitimate’. This in turn leads to further repressions,
and to the cyclical repetition of the behaviour. In order for a person to break out of the
cycle and avoid violent and abusive behaviour, he/she has to be able both to acknowl-
cdge the situation and to understand and integrate anger/fear/frustration as part of
him/herself.

‘Schooling the Violent Imagination’ [1]

What does all of this imply about school education? Here are the hard truths as we see
them based on our preceding analysis. If schools implicitly subscribe to and endorse
hegemonic versions of masculinity, particularly in their more exaggerated forms, then
they are complicit in the production of violence. If they fear ‘the feminine’ and avoid and
discourage empathetic, compassionate, nurturant and affiliative behaviours and
emotional responsibility and instead favour heavy-handed discipline and control then
they arc complicit. If they seek to operatc only at the level of rationality and if thev
rationalise violence then they are complicit. If they are structured in such a way as to
endorse the culture of male entitlement and indicate that the needs of males are more
important than those of females then they are complicit. If they arc repressive in their
adult/child relations and do not offer adolescent students in particular opportunities to
develop wise judgements and to exercise their autonomy in responsible ways then they
are complicit. If they operate in such a way as to marginalisc and stigmatise certain
groups of students then they are complicit. The following remark speaks volumes in this
regard:

It is easier for politcians, educators and service providers to manage racism
when it is defined in terms of visible, face-to-face incidents. What this implies
is that the only perpetrator of racism is the racist aggressor and it exempts
Australian systems, structures and institutions. It leaves invisible racism and
racist structures in place and untouched. Common sense, day-to-day practises
arc never questioned, therefore we continue to offer services to all Australians
without any thought of how, through these structures, we are reproducing
inequality. (Indigenous Australians, 1995, p. 8)

It is our view that interventions which do not attend to all these matters will be limited
in their effects and conversely that whatever schools do to address the issue of violence
must attend to them (Fitzclarence ef al. 1995). However, how schools might best do this
is not at all clear. We do not know as much as we need to know about schooling and
violence, let alone about making gender and related matters central components of
educational challenges to it. That aside, the main difficulty in all of this is firstly that
gender, age and marginality are central structuring features of school cultures and education
systems, and secondly that emotional neutrality and hyper-rationality arc core structuring
values. Hence, to attend to the matters mentioned is to go right to the heart of school
culture (Fitzclarence, 1995b).
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courage, yearning, security, strength, comfort, amusement, delight, connectedness, ex-
citement, gratfication and even gusto, but, to be honest, less often. As a result the effects
of gender reform were not casy to predict (Kenway ef al. 1996). Nonctheless, on the hasis
of this rescarch it is possible to make some poings which pertain to anti-violence
education.

This rescarch suggests that approaches which preach rather than teach and which are
destructive rather than deconstructive and reconstructive do not work. Adolescents da
not like to be told and they particularly do not like to have the things they do and value
criticised by older generations. Peer relations are generally considered far more import-
ant than tcacher—student relations. The implication here is that a socially critical/decon-
structive negotiated curriculum is preferable; one which guides and encourages students
both to discover their own truths about gender, marginality and age and violence and
to develop their own responsible preventatve practices. This should be a curriculum
which is oriented towards action. It should treat students as agents of rather than passive
recipients of anti-violence reform. There is another implication here about discipline. As
we indicated above, repressive practices help to produce violence and alsol prevent
victims/survivors from addressing its conscquences for them as individuals.

Equally counter-productive in our research schools were approaches which failed ta
recognise that adolescence 1s a ume at which young people are shaping up their identities
in the context of individual, and indeed economic and cultural uncertainty and
instability. Destabilising gender can be very disruptive, particularly for those who have
invested heavily in particular types of masculinity or femininity. This has implications for
those anti-violence programmes which seck to encourage students to rewrite their gender
identity through pedagogies which attend to the emotions. Arguably, it has particular
implications for those boys who fecar ‘the feminine’ and who see no worthwhile
investment in emotional reworking; indced, who may well sce such work as risky in the
context of the pecking order of schoolboy culture. Clearly a pedagogy of the emotions needs
(o be carcfully thought through. It must attend to the ways in which the big picture is
represented in students’ emotional worlds and it also must help them develop the
‘emotional intelligence’ (Goleman, 1996) to understand the implications of their emotions
[or the ways they behave. We will offer some suggestions for such a pedagogy shortly.

A final point to be made about the sociocultural perspective is that despite its
sociological insights, this set of approaches generally fails to attend to one set of school
practices which is particularly complicit in producing violence. We refer o the relations
of power between adults and children, a particular feature of schooling, and particularly
to the verbal, emotional and sometimes physical violence associated with certain
disciplinary practices. Such understandings of violence are likely to make teachers and
policy-makers uncomfortable. But let us take a closer look to sce why.

Poisonous Pedagogy

Alice Miller’s work offers new insights into the relationship between schools and violence.
Gencrally, her ideas suggest that mass education, with its penchant for order and control
and for privileging the rational and the instrumental over the relational and aflective
provides a fertile sced-bed for advancing the culture of violence through ‘poisonous
pedagogy’. Sendak commenting on Miller’s (1987a) work says

She makes chillingly clear to the many what has been recognised only by the
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