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Overview 

This two-day workshop represents a novel attempt to bring together different approaches to and 

understandings of “men in politics” and “political masculinities”. We expect substantial synergies to 

emerge from the dialogue between these two approaches – in which we can anchor the concept of 

“masculinity” as an analytical category and tool within the field of political analysis.  

The workshop invites papers studying gender and politics with a focus on men in politics. Such papers 

may seek to understand men’s over-representation in politics and the means by which this is perpetuated. 

But they may also explore, for example, differences in the extent and nature of men’s political 

participation or men’s different reactions to women’s inclusion and participation. The discussion of how 

central concepts like representation, accountability and political interests are affected by a focus on men 

and masculinities will also be of importance to the workshop (see, for example, Critical Perspectives in 

Politics & Gender edited by Bjarnegård and Murray).  

We also invite papers that can help us explore the merits of the broader concept of “political 

masculinities”, going beyond the study of “men in politics” and including political and historical 

institutions, structures, processes and performances and their relation to masculinity, as well as women 

embodying masculinities or employing masculinist strategies. Moreover, we are interested in how 

different types of political masculinities interact with each other as well as with wider social ideas about 

masculinity.  



Theoretical and empirical papers following both research traditions, or a combination of the two, are 

welcome. We do request, however, that contributors must be willing to engage with the concept of 

“political masculinities” to establish its merits (or not) as an analytical category or tool. (See below for 

some background information about the concept.) 

We do request, however, that contributors must be willing to engage with the concept of “political 

masculinities” to establish its merits (or not) as an analytical category or tool. (See below for some 

background information about the concept.) 

 

Please send your abstracts to: starck@uni-landau.de by 15 February 2021  
 

 

 

 

Political Masculinities 

Christopher Fletcher’s observation that “a state-based approach to politics is not sufficient for an 

effective analysis of political authority and gender” (2018: 3-4) speaks to the potential benefits of the 

concept of “political masculinities”. He points to “unspoken assumptions and expectations of different 

social groups about how government should work” (ibid, 4), this including social ideas about gender 

and masculinity. 

As point of departure, we use the first, albeit introductory, definition offered by Starck and Sauer (2014) 

stating that “political masculinity” is “any kind of masculinity that is constructed around, ascribed to 

and/or claimed by ‘political players’. These shall be individuals or groups of persons who are part of 

and/or associated with the ‘political domain’, i.e. professional politicians, party members, members of 

the military, as well as citizens and members of political movements, claiming or gaining political right”. 

Starck and Luyt have further specified this definition by claiming that there are “political masculinities 

that are more readily identified as such (e.g., professional politicians), those with an upper case ‘P’, as 

well as less readily identified political masculinities (e.g., citizens), those with a lower case ‘p’”, thus 

also focusing on “less overt, or ‘hidden’ political masculinities, such as political structures and processes 

and their relation to masculinity”. They further suggest that “the concept of political masculinities can 

usefully be applied in instances in which power is explicitly either being (re)produced or challenged” 

(2018). More recently, they proposed an “inquisitorial approach” to the concept of political masculinities 

in order to avoid rival definitions of the so-called “first world”, “semi-periphery” and “periphery” (2020) 

being set against each other. They have likewise suggested that distinguishing between different degrees 

of “politicalness” depending on the contextual actors’ own consensual understanding of power being 

reproduced is beneficial in making these power structures explicit and thus create opportunities for 

change (ibid). Thus, questions concerning the concept of “political masculinities” that we would like to 

discuss (in no particular order and with no claim to completeness) are1: 

1. What constitutes the “political domain”? 

2. What constitutes “political structures” or “political processes”? 

3. Who is a “political player”? 

4. What is the interaction between different political masculinities across different levels (e.g. on 

that of the “political player”, including for example identities and social practices, and a 

structural level) of analysis? 

                                                           
1 We would like to thank Jeff Hearn for his insightful critique of the concept of “political masculinities” at the Summer 
School “Political Masculinities in Europe” at Landau University in 2018. 
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5. Is a constructive use of the concept limited to individual academic disciplines, historical periods 

or, indeed, to certain cultures? 

6. At what points and in what form specifically does power come into play? What kinds of power? 

Does it need to be explicit? Does power not often operate implicitly? 

7. Does the concept require a distinction between different “degrees of politicalness” of actors, 

structures and processes? 

8. Can the concept be applied transnationally/globally, and if so how?  

9. Do “political masculinities” need to be conceptualised differently across cultures? 

10. How is it related to violence? 

11. How is it related to technology, culture, science and ideologies? 

12. How does it relate to masculine practices and structures in which power is often exercised, e.g. 

managerial, familial, work etc. masculinities? 

13. Does the concept refer more to a quality of relations (i.e. that these relations are characterised 

by certain attributes) than a specific site, structure, domain, sphere? 

14. What is the relationship between this concept and hegemonic and dominant forms of 

masculinity? 

15. What kinds of “political rights” are claimed by “political masculinities”? What constitutes a 

“political claim”? Who grants these rights? The state? Is politics only about rights and rights 

claims?  

16. What is the relation between “political masculinities” and resistance? 

17. What is the relation between “political masculinities” and the nation(state) and nationalism?  

18. If there are “political masculinities”, what are “non-political” masculinities (particularly when 

one considers the personal as political)? 

19. What is the relation between this concept and transnational patriarchies, neoliberal patriarchy?  

20. What is the relation between “political masculinities” and academia (hegemony of academic 

West in masculinity studies, relative ignorance towards the non-Western “periphery” and “semi-

periphery”)? 

 

 


