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An Abstract of the Thesis of Pinar Fanmaz for the degree of Master of Arts from
the Atatiirk Institute for Modern Turkish History to be taken September 2006

Title: The Reconstruction of “Hegemonic Masculinity:” An Analysis
through Erkekge, 1981-1990

This thesis strives to delineate how “hegemonic masculinity™ was reconstructed in the
1980s, especially through focusing on the economic and cultural atmosphere of the
decade. The indispensable motive in designating the 1980s as a proper ground for this
thesis lies precisely behind the notion of “social alteration™ on account that its impacts
on the social codes (morality, culture, and organizations) and on social figures (the
image of woman and man, the perception of masculinity and femininity, and for sure.
ideals conceming these images and perceptions) are precious sources in terms of putting
forth a masculinity study for consideration. In brief, the “socio-economic structure™ of
the 1980s- maybe it does not give the appearance of an indisputable rupture in
comparison with the previous years in which a liberal economic leap was materialized in
Turkey. when it is considered together with the “global triumph of capitalism.” had a
conspicuous influence on the social configuration, in this connection, on the issues of
“gender,” “identity,” and “lifestyle.” Here it is why the 1980s were preferred as a case
for this masculinity study; however, my main purpose is not to claim that the neo-liberal
discourse spreading throughout the world contributed to a dramatic transformation in
gender relations, but rather to insist that gender relations or “sexual politics.” which have
persisted in a certain way (homophobia and subordination of woman) for a long time.
were reproduced in a different state within the discourse of neo-liberalism. At this point.
to support my argument, throughout the thesis, the press will be regarded as an
important mechanism of establishing hegemony to which is applied in the process of
“persuasion.” However, apart from the mechanism of establishing hegemony. one more
definition of the press, especially of Erkekge will be employed in the thesis: it is the
network of “popular culture.” In this manner. Erkekge. as an important part of popular
culture in the 1980s or as an important “persuasion” mechanism in creating the
“consent.” will have the privileged position throughout this thesis. especially while

elaborating on how hegemonic masculinity was reconstructed in the 1980s within the
neo-liberal discourse.
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Atatiirk Tlkeleri ve Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii'nde Yiiksek Lisans Derecesi i¢in
Pinar Farimaz tarafindan Eyliil 2006’ da teslim edilen tezin kisa 6zeti

Baslik: “Hegemonik Erkekligin Yeniden Ingasi:” Erkekce Uzerinden bir
Analiz, 1981-1990

Bu tez, “hegemonik erkekligin”1980ler’de nasil yeniden inga edildigini 5zellikle on yilin
ekonomik ve kiiltiirel atmosferine odaklanarak betimlemeye ¢alismaktadir. 1980ler’i bu
tez i¢in uygun bir zemin olarak belirlemedeki vazgecilmez neden kesinlikle “sosyal
degisim” nosyonunun ardinda yatar ki bu nosyonun sosyal kodlar (ahlak. kiiltir ve
organizasyonlar) ve sosyal figiirler (kadin ve erkek imgesi. kadinlik ve erkeklik imgesi
ve elbette bu imge ve algilara iligkin idealler) fizerindeki etkisi bir erkeklik ¢alismasi
ortaya koymak agisindan kiymetli bir kaynaktir. Kisacas1 1980ler’in sosyo-ekonomik
yapisiin- belki Tiirkiye’de liberal ekonomik atilimlarin gergeklestirildigi onceki yillara
kiyasia kesin bir kopus izlenimi vermez, “kapitalizmin global zaferi” ile birlikte
diistiniildiigiinde. sosyal diizen ve dolayisiyla “toplumsal cinsiyet,” “kimlik™ ve “yagsam
bicimi” meseleleri lizerine ¢arpici bir etkisi olmugstur. Tam da bu nokta 1980ler’in bu
erkeklik calismasi icin neden temel bir gerceve olarak tercih edildigini vurgular, bununla
beraber benim baglica amacim diinyay1 gepegevre saran neo-liberal sdylemin toplumsal
cinsiyet iligkilerinde dramatik bir doniisime yol actifim iddia etmek defil aksine
toplumsal cinsiyet iligkilerinin veya ¢ok zamandir belirgin bir dogrultuda (homofobi ve
kadinin ikincilligi) siirtip giden “cinsel politikalarin™ neo-liberal séylem i¢inde bir baska
kertede yeniden iiretildigi hususunda srarci olmakur. Bu noktada, tez boyuca savimi
desteklemek icin basin, “ikna” siirecinde basvurulan 6nemli bir hegemonya olusturma
mekanizmasi olarak ele almacakti. Bununla beraber, hegemonya olusturma
mekanizmasi disinda basimin 6zellikle Erkekge’nin bir betimlemesi daha yani “populer
killtiir” ag1 seklindeki tammu sikga kullamlacakur. Buna ilaveten Erkekge. 1980ler'de
popiiler kiiltiirin 6énemli bir parcasi olarak ya da “nza™ yaratmada énemli bir “ikna”
mekanizmasi olarak tez boyunca oncelikli bir pozisyona sahip olacaktur bilhassa

hegemonik erkekligin 19080ler’'de neo-liberal séylem iginde nasil veniden insa
edildigini detaylanyla incelerken. ’
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
Background

The aim of this thesis is to scrutinize how ‘“hegemonic masculinity” was
reconstructed in the 1980s, especially through focusing on the economic and cultural
atmosphere of the decade. The emphasis on the term reconstruction here does not
consist of such an unintentional endeavor, but rather it includes very significant clues
concerning the 1980s. In this manner, the 1980s, not as a total differentiation but as a
“new break™' in continuity,” was the setting for a rapid “transformation” related not only
to the liberal economic policies which were declared on 24 January but also to a rooted
social alteration. The essential reason in designating the 1980s as a proper ground for
this thesis lies precisely behind the notion of this social alteration on account that its
impacts on the social codes (morality, culture, and organizations) and' on social figures
(the image of woman and man, the perception of masculinity and femininity, and for
sure, ideals concerning these images and perceptions) are precious sources in terms of
putting forth a masculinity study for consideration. In brief, the “socio-economic
structure” of the 1980s- maybe it does not give the appearance of an indisputable rupture

in comparison with the previous years in which a liberal economic leap was materialized

' Taml Bora. “Son Yirmi Y1li Aynistrmak igin Notlar.” Birikim 152-153 (December 2001- January 2002)

. 56. T
* The definition ofmlhe 1980s as a “new break™ in continuiry stems from my intention in regarding the
*model” of the 24} January not as an original economic model in point neither of the world ngr of
Turkey. It rather includes all known elements of “standard stability policy” imposed by the IMF on
developing countries in the /970s and of “typical structural concordance plan” developed‘hv the World

Bank within the same decade. Korkut Boratav. Tiirkive Iktisar Tarihi, 1908-1985 (Istanbul: Gergek Press
1990). p. 122.



in Turkey," when it is considered together with the “global triumph of capitalism,™ had
a conspicuous influence on the social configuration, in this connection, on the issues of
“gender,” “identity,” and “lifestyle.”” Here it is why the 1980s were preferred as a case
for this masculinity study; however, my main purpose is not to claim that the neo-liberal
discourse spreading throughout the world contributed to a dramatic transformation in
gender relations, but rather to insist that gender relations or “sexual politics,” which have
persisted in a certain way (homophobia and subordination of woman) for a long time,
were reproduced in a different state within the discourse of neo-liberalism, particularly
in the case of Turkey. The importance of the 1980s in revealing the sustained “sexual
politics” will appear especially while studying how “hegemonic masculinity” was
reproduced on an institutional basis through disclosing the exclusion of different sexual
identities (homosexuals, transvestites, and transsexuals) from social institutions because
I will focus exceedingly both on how they were disclosed and instigated as one each
“identity™ by the civil power and on how they were rendered the “other” at the same
time. At this point, my main argument will be that there was no difference between the
civil power promising freedoms to them through the “identity politics” and the emphasis
on “individualism” and the military power prohibiting their public appearance. While
they seemed to be contrary to each other in terms of their approaches to different

sexualities, they were in harmony with each other. Through the same motivation, i

* The emphasized point here is that “there is an obvious parallelism between the {economic) model of the
1980s and liberal orientations experienced in the periods 1923-1929 and 1946-1953 (Truman Doctrine and
Marshall Plan).Ibid. In this manner. especially the congress of the RRP gathered in the 1947 constituted 2
turning point for Turkey in terms of its adaptation to liberal economy policies. Subsequently, the period of

the DP was an absolute symbol of the transition to international market from national economy. See Roger
Owen and Sevket Pamuk. Yirminci Yiicy -

tlda Ortadogu Ekonomileri Tarihi (Istanbul: Sabanc: University
2002), pp. 143- 149, .
* Jean Comaroff and John L. Comaroff.
Public Culture 12.no 2, pp. 291.
* Ibid.. pp. 293-294.

“Millennial Capitalism: First Thoughts on a Second Coming."
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might be claimed that the process of absorbing the post-modern culiural atmosphere
can not be regarded as separate from these two discourses; that is, as separate from the
“prohibitive” discourse and “surrounding” libertarian discourse in the case of Turkey. In
this way, the sense of insecurity implanted by the former and the emphasis on
individualism pumped by the letter constructed the gate of post-modernism in Turkey;®

accordingly, such cooperation had a great impact on the hegemonic masculine figures of

the 1980s.

For sure, the field of gender or, in the case of this study, the field of masculinity,
has such a broad field of literature that to take refuge under an absolute wing of
masculinity literature is inevitable. Through this motivation, so as to examine
masculinity perception in the 1980s, in the light of neo-liberal discourse, the concept of
“hegemonic masculinity” in the words of Connell will be a great and precise guide
throughout the thesis. However, to go into the concept of *“hegemonic masculinity”
deeply, without a doubt, touching on the masculinity as “a socially constructed” issue
and elaborating on Gramsci’s hegemony concept are incontestable necessities. In this
manner, in the second chapter, especially in the first part (Theoretical Framework:
Masculinity as a Socially Constructed Issue), by benefiting from Bourdieu’s “habitus”
formulation claiming that “masculinity functions as the ‘habitus’ will shed light on my
argument in the matter of how masculinity is a “socially constructed issue.” At this
point, from Bourdieu’s point of view, the concept of “objective structure” defining the
social conditions of the production of the habitus which engendered them to the

conditions in which this habitus is operating, that is, to the conjuncture, as a second

“ Ahmet Insel. “Tiirkiye: Kaybolan Giiven Duygusu.” Birikim 152-153 (December 2001- January 2002)
pp. 20-28. T



concept, will constitute the main framework of this thesis. Consequently, while
Bourdieu’s concept of “objective structure,” which is a definite social condition of the
production of masculinity practices, will be regarded as equal to the neo-liberal
discourse; accordingly, his second concept “conjucture” in which *“the habitus of
masculinity” operates will point out the institutions such as marriage, relatively family,
and, for sure, the army.

In this manner, the first chapter of the thesis is allocated to examining the neo-
liberal discourse and post-modern cultural atmosphere as an “objective structure,”
which lead to the reproduction of “hegemonic masculinity.” Nevertheless, the answer to
the question like how the neo-liberal discourse is able to reproduce ‘“hegemonic
masculinity” on the institutional base (marriage, family, and army), that is, on the basis
of “conjucture” will be handled in the second chapter, especially while elucidating the
reproduction of “hegemonic masculinity” by relating it to the subordination of woman
and to different sexual identities such as homosexuals and transsexuals, transvestites,
and androgynous. In addition, in the second chapter through treating with great respect
to Gramsci's “hegemony” concept, admired masculine figures- which is the basic trivet
in establishing a hegemonic masculinity over men,’ that is, the mechanism of forming
ideals- of the 1980s will be discussed, which was related to the contemporary

hegemonic ideology (neo-liberalism) of the 1980s.

K “Hegemonic masculinity™ is reconstructed in relation to the subordination of woman and 1o other
masculinities such as homosexuality. transvestities and so on. It also is established through presenting the
admired figures. ideals and hereos designated by the hegemonic ideology. Because of this. 10 focus on
admired masculine figures. carries a greal importance in illuminating the concept of hcgem.onic
masculinity. The approach of Connell and Gramsci to these issues will be examined in detail at the
begining of the second chapter (Theorctical Framework: Masculinity as a Socially Constructed Issue). so 1
will be satisfied with giving some clues as to “hegemonic masculinity” in introduction. T



Last but not least, the reflection of the model of “New Woman” (“audacious,”
“working” and “self-confident” woman, especially in sexual meaning) coming on the
scene with the discourse of sexual freedom (bursting on the scene in the 1980s) in
Turkey, in this connection, the model of “New Man” (responsible man), which might be
included in the “pro-feminist men’s response” to liberal feminism, will be discussed in
the second chapter. In this way, the point in question in this part will be whether or not
the model of “New Woman” and ‘New Man” was able to wear out the “hegemonic
masculinity” based on the subordination of woman or whether or not it was the
reproduction of “hegemonic masculinity” at a different state and was the repetition of
traditional masculinity and femininity perceptions (the discrimination between the lover
image and image of wife). If that is the case, the last part of the second chapter, apart
from the analysis of the image of “New Woman™ and “New Man”, also will constitute a
significant case so as to criticize liberal feminism, especially by focusing on the issues of
abortion and sexual freedom and to bring the light the deception of the image of “New
Man” and “New Woman,” from the radical feminist’s points of view such as Millet,
Firestone and Mackinnon, who was a supporter of the “New Feminist Morality.”

In the third chapter, with the justification that the emergence of the consumption
sociery, especially after the mid-1980s with the influence of “global™ neo-liberal
ideology on Turkey, led to the transformation of “leisure time,” the concept of lifestyle
concerning how the leisure time, which was regarded as an “economic value.” was
consumed will be taken under examination. However, the important point in the case of
this study is not to list the patterns of leisure time and models of lifestyle in order. but to

illuminate, in relation to the acceleration in the pace of the consumption and the

diversification in them (Harvey), how “hegemonic masculinity” was reconstructed over



men by relating it to a definite lifestyle (yuppified) (Keyder) identified with the notion
of “returning to house” (Sarioglu). In this connection, together with the profile of
successful businessman (the admired figure of the 1980s), which will be examined in the
second chapter, the “yuppie” will be described in the third chapter as another admired
figure in relation to the modern leisure time activities and the preferred model of
lifestyle. At this point, the aforesaid acceleration in the pace of consumption and the
diversification in them will be regarded as a “new routine of exclusion” (Comaroff)
contributing to the “social fragmentation,” from Bourdieu’s point of view. By relying on
such a regard, the metropolis of the 1980s (Istanbul) will be considered as a base in
order to depict this “social fragmentation.” The basic question of this chapter, in the
event that the yuppies were presented as admired figures, especially belonging to the
1980s and to the following years, will be molded around who was the “othered”
masculine figure, which was put contrary to the “hegemonic masculinity” based on the
consumption patterns? As an answer of this question, in response to the yuppified
hegemonic culture, the arabesque culture and its absolute masculine figure, the maganda

(yob) will be taken into consideration.
Why Erkekce?

The thesis, especially in the second and relatively in the third chapters, the

specialized® magazine Erkekce published between the years 1981 and 1990° wil]

* The term “specialized” was used in order to imply a significant diversification in quantities and in tareet
masses of magazines. In this manner. the 1980s was such a period that various magazines came on ;he
scene addressing one by one to men, women. and children. moreover. to diverse occupational fields
* Interview. Hincal Ulug (April 206) (Executive Editor of Erkekce). )



constitute the primary source of this thesis arguing that hegemonic masculinity was
reconstructed in the 1980s. However, before clarifying the reason in giving precedence
to Erkekge over other magazines, I first want to discuss the issue of the “popular culture”
and its interaction with the concepts of “culture” and “hegemony.” My intention inclined
towards examining these issues and their mutual relations with each others springs from
Gramsci's approach to the journalists, which regards them as one of *organizing
intellectuals” or of “weavers of the fabric of hegemony.” In this manner, the press,
throughout the thesis, will be handled as the most prominent agent in establishing and
sustaining the “hegemonic masculinity” in relation to the neo-liberal ideology. That is to
say, this study does not regard the press as an autonomous unit that functions as separate
from the hegemonic ideology, but rather it regards the press as one of “organizing
intellectual [unit],” which plays a great role in designating ideals, in embedding the
perceptions pertaining to the social figures, and as the last in constructing the
“hegemonic masculinity.” In this manner, hegemony, which was developed by Gramsci
to explain “how sovereignty is maintained in the capitalist societies,”'® is sustained
through materializing it not only in the fields of production and economy, but also in the
family and educational system, religious institutions and in means of mass
communication; accordingly, these fields are the essential ones in which hegemony is

completely accomplished through ideology. There is more to come: the “definitions of

reality” (culture) preferred by the dominant classes and institutionalized in the fields of

' Meral Ozbek. Populer Kiiltiir ve Orhan Gencebay Arabeski (Istanbul: Iletisim. 1991), p. 81



mass communication, through ideological discourse, constitute the *“facts of experience”

for the depended classes."!

Through moving from Stuart Hall’s contextualization, which suggested a triangle
in which the notions of hegemony, ideology, and culture (definitions of reality from
commonsense to institutions) intersect with each other, it is possible to claim that the
culture regarded as a “system of ideas, values, and meanings” completely belongs to the
field of ideology.12 In this manner, “hegemonic culture” which will be referred to
occasionally in the third chapter, comprises the “emphasized” or “privileged” meanings
and values, which is “remolded,” “reevaluated,” and “imposed” by changing ideological
discourse because hegemonic culture, in words of Williams “dominant culture,” in
relation to the ideological discourse, is obliged to “reproduce” itself so as to
“incorporate” the oppose values and meanings."?

At this point, in this thesis, the press will be regarded as an important mechanism
of establishing hegemony to which is applied in the process of “incorporation.”
However, apart from “organizing intellectual [unit] and the mechanism of establishing
hegemony, one more definition of the press, especially of Erkekce will be employed
throughout the thesis; it is the network of “popular culture.” Accordingly, to not to give
rise any misapprehension, it is imperative to state that the “popular culture” is not such a
concept independent from the hegemonic culture or ideological discourse; on the

contrary, “fit] is the area in which hegemony is hardened and protected,”" from Hall's

' See for detailed arguments Stuart Hall, “The Rediscovery of Ideology: Return of the Repressed in
Media Studies™ in Culture. Society, and the Media. ed. M. Gurevitch (London: Routlage. 1982)

I* Hall, “Cultural Studies: Two Paradigms” in Culture/Power/Historv: A Reader in Contemporary Social
Theory. ed. Geoff Eley. Nicholas B. Dirks. and Sherry B. Ortner (Princeton: New Jersey: Princeton
University. 1994). pp. 255-256

1 Ozbek. Populer Kiiltiir ve Orhan Gencebay Arabeski, p. 80.

* Cited in ibid.. p. 90.



point of view. Moreover, the term popular, with its “commercial”'® definition, amounts
to one “prevalently consumed and preferred,”'® and any material (Erkekge) of popular
culture are never anything other than the symbol of “consent” displayed in response to
the hegemonic culture or other than the myth’ 7 (public acceptance/halk bunu istiyor)
uttering this “consent;”'® therefore, the relation between the popular culture and
hegemony lies behind the notion of “consent” and such a relationship between them is in
harmony with Gramsci’s view concerning that hegemony is constructed through the
“consent” instead of the “coercion.”"’

Taking these views into consideration, Erkekge, as an important part of popular
culture in the 1980s or as an important “persuasion” mechanism in creating the
aforementioned “consent,” will have the privileged position throughout this thesis,
especially while elaborating on how hegemonic masculinity was reconstructed in the
1980s within the neo-liberal discourse. In this way, the reason of why Erkekce will be
used as a primary source in this thesis is that it first might be regarded as one of
“organizing intellectuals” in imposing any ideal masculine figure, and it is the material
of popular culture through which I can follow a trail of hegemonic discourse pertaining

to the 1980s.

'* This term is used by Stuart Hall related to the definition of the “popular” regarding it as “one
prevalently consumed and preferred.” Ibid.. p. 83. At this point. Gangs argues that popular culture reflects
the 1aste of a great many of people; in this way, it is not a “commercial evil.” but is a culture. See Herbert
31(; Gangs, Popiiler Kiiltiir ve Yiiksek Kiiltiir (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi. 2005).

Siegelaub Seth, “Working Notes on Social Relations in Communication and Culwre.” in
Communication and Class Struggle: Capitalism. Imperialism. ed. Seth Siegelaub and Armand Mal.lelan
(New York: International General. 1983), pp. 11.

' Here the recent definition of popular and popular culture was used: however. it is possible to define it as
“base™ or “low” culure (Williams) for the case of sixieenth century. for example. However. with the
appearance of the mass society. the concept of popular culture began to be used with that definition
xrilten above. Ozbik. P:Ipuler Kiislm'r \ic Orhan Gencebay Arabeski, p. 84.

Siegelaub. “Working Notes on Sacial Relations in Communication and Culwure.” i icati
ClassgSrruggle: Capitalism. Imperialism. pp. 11-17. re.” in Communication and
1 Ozbek. Populer Kiiltiir ve Orhan Gencebay Arabeski, p. 81.



If that is so, then why Erkekgezo chosen among so many materials of the popular
culture? Before all else, its circulation falls in line with the recent definition of “popular”
in a way that it (popular) is “one prevalently consumed and preferred.” If that is the case,
Erkekge was the “most popular” magazine of the 1980s because it was claimed that the
circulation of this magazine was 151,000 ‘and 65,000 of such a high circulation consisted
of woman consumers.”' Such a high circulation in comparison to the other magazines
addressing men, such as Playboy and Playman,”® brings the question to minds: what was
the underlying reason for such a high circulation or what made it the most popular
magazine “prevalently consumed and preferred?” In opposition to the widespread idea
assuming that its high circulation stemmed from the photographs of naked women,
which occupied its almost twenty pages, the Executive Editor of Erkekce Hincal Ulug

2

. . . . 3
claims that it was resolutely the outcome of interviews™ made by Ahmet Kahraman.?* In

 Brief Curriculum Vitae of Erkekge:
“The President of Board: Ercan-Arkl (who is the owner of Gelisim Publishing).
Executive Editor: Hincal Ulug
Assistant Editor: Mehmet Y. Yilmaz
The Manager in Charge: Ali E. Kocatepe
Vice President; Deniz Insel (administration and advertisement)
Sales Manager: Yildinm Unverdi
PR Manager: Inci Kurmus
Technical Manager: Giiman Birincioglu
Technical Secretary: Aziz Yavuzdogan
The Charge in Fitier: Fazil Mecit
The Charge in Typesetting: Cihat S8ylemez
The Charge in Correction: Necati Giingor
The Charge in Photograph: Nermi Erdur
Interviewer: Ahmet Kahraman.” Available in any of Erkek¢e. especially in the last page of it. also
available at hitp://arsiv.sabah. com. t/2002/02/14/y11.himl

2l Interview. Hincal Ulug. Ibid.

% Playboy began to be published in 1986 and the letter in 1988. “Although they wanted 10 imitate the high
circulation of Erkekce. they have never got held of its circulation.” Ibid.

?* List of interview subjects: Turgut Ozal (three times). Banker Kastelli. Adnan Kahveci. Sakip Sabanci
Nejat Eczacibasi. Erdal Inénii. Ozer Ciller, Cem Boyner. Cetin Altan, Orhan Pamuk. Murathan Mungan.
Necip Fazil Kisakiirek. Atilla Ilhan. Yasar Kemal. Biilent Ersoy (her first photograph after she ha(i
unergone a transsexual operation) . Zeki Miiren, Ibrahim Tathses. Ahmet Ozhan. and landlords of the
home in Which Humeyni stayed for a while in Bursa in the 1980.

10



this way, “people already bought Erkekce due to photographs of naked women;
however, the most important point concerning this high circulation was that it was an

9‘2

intellectual magazine.”** In a better expression, “an intellectual identity was dressed in
it; the mass target was ‘everybody’ and ‘everybody’ was reached through the intellectual
and erotic mixture of Erkekge.”*® The secret of this high circulation lay behind such a
“mixture” like Plavboy published in America. Consequently, I believe that Erkekge will
foster my arguments throughout the thesis because I also believe that this magazine,
which had a great “popularity” or *“high circulation,” had a great role in presenting

admired masculine figures™” and the erception of “‘emphasized femininity,” (Connell) in
p

relation to the hegemonic discourse of the 1980s.

Why the 1980s?

To depict the 1980s in Turkey, the concepts of the “end of words” and the

128

“explosion of words™*" constitute the most proper ground in putting forward an idea on

how the decade was for Turkey, especially in terms of its socio-cultural structure. In this
manner, it is possible to present such a description concerning the era: On the one hand,
the living spaces, which was “suppressed,” “prohibited,” and “silenced” by the military

coup. and on the other hand, the “explosion of words,” “image,” and of “display,” which

2“1t took for days to make and complete these interviews. I owe a great deal to Ahmet Kahraman,
ggpecially for the imerview related o Humeyni.” Interview. Hincal Ulug. Ibid.

= Ibid.

* Interview. Fatih Ugurlu (An editor who worked at in Gelisim Publishing in the 1980s) (May 2006).

" “It is the Magazine of Modern Man.” “He. Who Lives in A Manly Way. Reads Erkek¢e.” These slogans
appeared on all cover pages of Erkek¢e.

** Nurdan Giirbilek. Vitrinde yasamak (1stanbul: Metis. 2001). p.21.
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developed in a state of disarray, moreover, which diffused into the each everyday
experiences with a great appetite.29

There is the catch! It is required to state that my intention in touching on these
concepts is not to reveal them as two different poles, which function as separate from
each other, but rather it is to reevaluate them within the close context in which the
former triggered the letter. Accordingly, here my essential intention again is not to
depict the 1980s with a clear contrast; on the contrary, it is to handle this decade as a
whole process because of the fact that the phenomenon of the “explosion of words™
came on the scene within the market conditions which were completely rescued from the
government intervention.’® In this manner, by relying on the straightforward expression
of Fredric Jameson “culture and economic is not a one way street, but a continuous

. . . 3131
reciprocal interaction feedback loop,

it is possible to claim that the neo-liberal
policies® which were absorbed during the period of military power and which came into
power after the military coup in 1980 and were continued without a delay by the new-
right experience (Ozal cabinet), between 1983 and 1989, had a significant impact on the
socio-cultural climate of Turkey.”” In this way, the aforementioned concept, that is, the

concept of “explosion of words” can not be considered without taking the cooperation of

these two powers into consideration. In brief, the “explosion of words™ was an inevitable

* Ibid.

* That is 10 say. market conditions in which the “explosion of words™ came into being. in the case of the
1980s. through the actors of each iwo discourses.

¥ Fredric Jameson. Postmodernism or the Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism (Durham: Duke University,
1991). p. 15.

¥ “New economic policies. which were put into practice. had three basic purposes: 10 regulate the balance
of payments. to reduce the inflation rate in the short run. and to shape a new economic order directed
towards the export and based on market economy in the short run.” Owen and Sevket Pamuk, Yirminei
Yiizvilda Ortado@u Ekonomileri Tarihi. pp. 159-160

¥ Ibid.. p. 159.



outcome of the submission to the market economy, which comprised the years of the
1980s.

In this manner, the main framework of this thesis the “reconstruction of hegemonic
masculinity,” in relation to the issue of the “explosion of words,” will be handled within
the concept of “incitement to disclose” in words of Foucault,™ especially while focusing
on the subordination of woman and the exclusion of different identities (homosexuals,
transsexuals, and transvestites) in the second chapter. That is to say, some discourses
such as “individualism,” “sexual freedom,” and the “identity politics” will be
reevaluated in the perspective of neo-liberal ideology and, in this way, in which
direction all these discourses had an impact on the “reconstruction of hegemonic
masculinity” will be discussed. There is the catch again! As mentioned before, the
integration with the market economy was not the novel issue for Turkey; however, there
is a widespread view in a way that the discourses of “sexual freedom,” “individualism,”
and the “identity politics,” with the effect of global flow, led to a significant
transformation (!) in gender issues, especially in terms of their reflections on the
material of popular culture. Before passing to elaborate on these issues, I first want to
mention general climate of the 1980s in Turkey in short.

“There is a general acceptance concerning that the world was passing through the
postmodern era, while Turkey welcomed the 1980s.”% Although this determination is
valid for “developed” countries, some “peripheral” countries such as Turkey, which

have been vuinerable to the interference, influence, and orientation of these “developed”

* See for detailed information as to the concept of “incitement 1o disclose™ Michel Foucault . The History
of Sexualiry { London: Penguin Boks. 1979}, pp. 17-36. ’

3 Omer Laginer. “Kapan(may)an Bir Parantez mi”" Birikim 152-153 (December 2001 - January 2002), p
10. ’ e
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countries during their modernization process, this time, were subjected to the global
“flow of postmodern elements.”* For this reason, while studying the 1980s in Turkey,
these postmodern elements should be taken into consideration because in the 1980s- as
the “flow of history gained speed®™- the difference of “phase” between metropolises
and peripheries of the world economy was nearly initialized. Accordingly, the scientific-
technologic developments (products) and some forms related to the popular culture and
lifestvle began to be included in everyday experiences of Turkey at the same time.
Meanwhile, apart from the neo-liberal economic policies first declared in 1980,
Turkey experienced the military coup in the morning of 12 September.”® Despite the fact
that the civil power (ANAP) came to power through the elections in 1983, the political
and legal regime established in accordance with the constitution prepared in 1982 has
exercised its influence up to today.* The basic provision of such a political regime was
to make the society be depoliticized. In this way, the most prevalent political
movement*® of Turkey, which embodied itself in the 1970s, was silenced, plugged, and
wilted through the military coup.‘“ Accordingly, the restoration of 12 September, which
led to decline in “political sensitivity” of the society, brought up a social structure in
which “will of the people” was extremely restricted, excluded completely from the
political issues, and reduced solely to “economic matters.” Following this, social units or

individuals, with the effect of the vertiginous promises thrown into the air by the new-

* Ibid.

Y Ibid. _

¥ Eric Jan Ziircher, Modernlesen Tiirkive nin Tarihi (Istanbul: Iletisim. 2000), p. 405,

¥ Ibid.. p. 410.

4 Here the “left facton™ is especially emphasized. as for the right faction. it is ragarded as a reaction in
response 10 this.

' Ahmet Cigdem, “Yirmi Yilin Hikayesi: Devlet Kapitalizmi ile Tirk Usiilii Fasizm.” Birikim 152-153
(December 2001- January 2002), p. 43.
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right government, lost their belief concerning the “injustice of the opposite side™?
(military power); therefore, if a “lack of belief” is discussed, it is inevitable to claim that
the regime of 12 September fulfilled its main duty; that is, it completed its main mission
in putting the process of depoliticization into practice. From a different point of view,
apart from the “lack of belief,” there is one more issue that triggered the process of
depoliticization; it, however, was to regard the “economic development” only as
“individual acquisition” rather than to consider it as a “dynamics of human, social, and
ultimately political development.” Precisely here, the issue of depoliticization replies to
such a “shrinking” in meaning attributed to the economic development.**

In this manner, “neo-liberalism is also the name of this shrinking” because it
favored each kind of “individual initiative” at the expense of human-social development.
In the previous years (before the 1980s), while economic matters were handled in the
perspective of different modernization, industrialization, and the improvement models;
moreover, while it was evaluated in the axis of “production-based” understanding, the
“export economy” gained a great dominance over other economic models.*
Accordingly, with the declaration of 24 January economic policies, Turkey adopted the
export economy model;* this transition meant nothing other than abandoning the
“national economy” model or the transition to the “global economy.”"’6 At this point, as
for the second significant transformation coming on the scene through this transition was

that the wave neo-liberalism and the “export model” reduced the burden of wage to

** Laginer. Omer, *Kapan(may)an Bir Paraniez mi?" p. 14.

“* Ibid., p. 15. .

4gce Boratav. Tiirkive iktisat Tarihi, 1908-1985.

* Owen and Sevket Pamuk. Yirminci Yiizvilda Ortadogu Ekonomileri Tarihi. p. 159
4 Caglar Keyder. Ulusal Kalkinmaciligan iflas: (Istanbul: Metis. 1996). pp. 25.
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“minimum”*’ and this kind of reduction was legitimized by relating it to the principle of
“competition,” whereas each kind of profit accounts had depended on the principle of
the “fair distribution” in national economies.*® In this manner, the principle of
“competition,” when the threat of exclusion and unemployment is taken into
consideration, which was rendered possible through technological innovations, also
weakened the organizations of solidarity between laborers; there is more to come,
because the laws prepared by the regime of 12 September hindered “union rights,” the
outcome of such a socio-economic structure was obvious for Turkey: “individualism.”
Here the “corporation” between the civil power and military power mentioned before
comes together again in that both were the most effective agents in imposing this neo-
liberal economic policies on society; however, the military was also the significant
bearer in spreading the “post-modern cultural” notions through creating an atmosphere
in which the “loss of confidence” and the concept of “insecurity”*® had a commanding
influence over society. Consequently, 1 want to state that to relate the concepts of
“individualism” and “insecurity” solely to the “loss of confidence” in political
institutions is an incomplete definition of postmodernism. In this way, a vertiginous
economic activity, the impact of scientific-technological developments on each kind of
work, labor, and on economic activity, and the rapid rhythm of the markets leaving an
impression of “instability” on someone are the basic factors which instilled a sense of
“insecurity,”>® If that was so, in which way did all these concepts “individualism,”

“insecurity,” and the *“lack of confidence” have an influence on the reconstruction of

*” Yakup Kepenek and Nurhan Yentiirk. Tiirkive Ekonomisi (istanbul: Remzi, 2001), p. 514.
“* Laginer. Omer. “Kapantmay)an Bir Parantez mi?" p. 16.

“ Insel. Ahmet insel. “Tiirkiye: Kavbolan Giiven Duygusu.” p. 21.

* Laginer. Omer. “Kapan(may)an Bir Parantez mi?" p. 16.
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hegemonic masculinity? The answer of this question will be given, especially in the
second and the third chapters of this thesis in detail through analyzing Erkekge.
However, apart from the notion of “individualism” and the “sense of insecurity,”
which had a great impact on masculine figures of the 1980s, the diminishing of the sharp
demarcation between the public sphere and the private life too contributed the sexual
identities to be “denominated” and “categorized.”51 In this manner, homosexuals,
transvestites, and transsexuals were the “particles” of this categorization and
denomination processes. However, the infinite disclosure of sexual identities in the
1980s did not depend only on the disappearance of the clear boundary between private
life and the public sphere, but also on the emergence of a “privatized” public sphere> or
of publicized private life.3* At this point, why I touch here on the issues of public sphere
and private life is that because 1 firmly believe that there was a close link between the
“abundant” disclosure of private life or the emergence of “privatized” public sphere and
the postmodern culture internalized with the slogan of “no future” among the youth,
especially in Western societies because the meaning of the emergence of “privatized”
public sphere was nothing other than the reformulation of the depoliticization process,**
in other words, other than the “lessening” of political intensity of the public sphere.
Following this, while examining on masculine figures and the perception of masculinity
in the 1980s, all these political “deprivations,” the emphasis on the “individualism,” and

the sense of “insecurity,” that is, postmodern and neo-liberal notions should be taken

3 Giirbilek, Vitrinde Yasamak, p. 54.

5* Siikrii Argin. “1980lerden 1990’1ara: Simdiki Zaman Diktatorliigi,” Birikim 152-153 (December 200]-
January 2002), p. 36.

** Hannah Arendt argues that the reason of describing the modern societies as the “mass society” stems

from the disappearance of the sharp demarcation between the public sphere and private life. See. Hannah
Arendt. Insaritk Durumu (Istanbul: Iletisim: 1994)
 Giirbilek. Vitrinde Yasamak, p. 63.
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into consideration. In this manner, the sexual identities “incited to words,” “the

kAR 1Y

explosion of words, images, and display,” “the privatized public sphere” were each one
symbols verifying the process of depoliticization in Turkey. Therefore, the masculine
figures and the perception of masculinity belonging to the 1980s, in my opinion. did not

come on the scene different from the notions of postmodernism and neo-liberalism.
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CHAPTER TWO

A PANORAMA OF SOCIAL POSTURES BELONGING TO THE 1980S

The 1980s in Turkey, maybe not as a rupture but as originality, provides
significant materials on which to elaborate for the social sciences. Because global neo-
liberal discourse blossomed in this period, new formations or contributions to existed
form had an impact on social verity. Especially, two basic parts of this period, that is, the
central military power together with the coup and the civil power embodied itself in
cabinet of Turgut Ozal, delineated the cultural conditions of Turkey. Although they were
poles apart from each other in case of their strategies, they can not be envisaged as
completely separate from each other in the process of depolitization. The neo-liberal
discourse stressing on individualism, which was backed by the civil power, was in
harmony with the military power which aimed at eradicating the collective activities.
Therefore, the purpose of the latter in eliminating the right and the left political
movements, and the interests of the former steering society towards consumption and
display with richness-oriented promises accompanied to each other to a great degree.

Accordingly, while the freedom of thought, in relation to this, the freedom of
press were restricted, the quantity of the press products, which address to each social
figures of socjety such as women, men, and children, increased dramatically. Through
the effect of neo-liberal discourse and the atmosphere of individualism, the posture of
social figures changed; moreover, with the concept of “identity,” various social figures,
that is, transsexuals, homosexuals, and lesbians showed themselves in society as other

identities. Because of the fact that the consequences of gay movements and woman
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liberation surrounding America and the continental Europe influenced Turkey, the roles
of women, and of men within society have been defined in different ways. In accordance
with this redefinition, new masculine and feminine models came to being in the 1980s,
and the press took the key responsibility both in terms of imposing these figures and
orienting the masses towards them. In this chapter, I will focus on new masculine figures
in illuminating the masculinity concept of the 1980s, and discuss whether or not the
concept of masculinity experienced any transformation in association with the new
masculine models through making use of the habitus concept of Pierre Bourdieu and

Connell’s hegemonic masculinity.

Theoretical Framework: Masculinity as a Socially Constructed Issue

“Sometimes masculinity has got nothing to do with it nothing to do, that is, with
men. And when something is about masculinity, it is not always ‘about men.’”>> This
quotation, from Sedgwick, discloses the intention that I will maintain throughout course
of this study. In other words, this study considers masculinity as a constructed issue
rather than one pertaining to nature. In this case, It is important to elucidate that gender
arrangements connected with society may not respond to “what men actually are, or
desire to be, or what they actually do.”® Surely, masculinity can not be conceptualized

as a social verity separated from men, but it more than implies “the patiern or

* Eve Kiosk Sedgwick. “Gosh. Boy George. You Must Be Awfully Secure in Your Masculinity! in
Constructing Masculiniry. ed. Maurice Berger, Brian Wallis. Simon Watson (New York: Rutledge. i995).
pp- 11-20.

3

R. W. Connell. “Studying Men and Masculinity.” Resources for Feminist Research Y2 (Winter 2001) p
m . P




configuration of social practices linked to the position of men in the gender order, and
socially distinguished from practices linked to the position of women.”’ Considering

masculinity as a “social construction,”®

it is, therefore, the artificial imagery attributed
to the male body, and is the intricate formation arising from the relational social
practices which surround man like a brick. From Sartre’s point of view, “the gender
categories, far from being externally given under a biological statute, are constantly
under construction and are internally contradictory; indeed, a ‘moving relation’ between
various sorts of practice.”59

As for biological determination, its ground in illuminating the sense of
masculinity may be articulated in a way that “bodily dimension remains a presence
within the social practice. Not a ‘base,’ but as an “object of practice.” Accordingly,
the objectification of the body, in the context of social practices, justifies the fact that the
male body constitutes the concrete structure for masculinity so as to enforce its social
bond. That is to say, “masculinity invests the body.”‘" Likewise, Brian Donovan states
that “masculinities are not consequence of male biology, but sets of practices affected by

L9962

power relations between men and women;”™ in addition, by the “power of some men

»63

over other men.”"" These testimonies reveal that the conception of masculinity can not

be reduced to sexuality which is assumed “as pre-social, a nature force belonging to the

% Ibid.

* Ibid.

% R.W. Connell, “Class. Patriarchy and Sartre’s Theory of Practice.” Theorv and Socierv 3 ( May
316.

“ Tim Carrigan. Bob Connell. John Lee. “Toward a New Sociology of Masculinit
(Sep 1985), p. 595.

“ Ibid.

%2 Brian Donovan. “Political Consequences of Private Authority: Promise Keepers and Transformation of
the Hegemonic Masculinity.” Theorv and Socierv 6 (Des 1998), p.817.

6* Michae! S. Kimmel. “Invisible Masculinity.” Sociery 6 (Sep-Oct 1993). p. 3.

1982), p.

y." Theorv and Sociery




realm of the bio]ogy.”64 In this way, the latter refers to body, whereas, the former is
itself social practice and constitutive of the social world.”®® Therefore, masculinity,
which is regarded as a socially constructed issue, may be appraised within the context of
social practices attributed to man instead of considering it as an absolute fact given by

the nature.

It will not be exaggeration to say that, masculinity, when it is studied on such a

basis, “is a fiction or set of fictions;"*

thus, the “real is men’s attempt to live out these
fictions.”®” Neither men nor masculinity itself, as a term, is adequate to comprehend the
conception of masculinity; hence, the emphasis should be on men’s performance, that is,
on social practices over again. At this point, it is inevitable to assert that masculinities
are characterized necessarily within the conception of gender, and gender, as a way in

which social practice is ordered, “is a social arrangement which under different

historical circumstances take vastly different forms.”®® In relation to the gender
conception, “bodies are participants in a historical process; they are both agents and

objects of practice.”® As for masculinities, this point of view, “[they] are materialized as

270

meaningful bodies and embodied meanings,”” and “through body-reflexive practices,

more than individual lives are formed: a social world is formed."”" Being paraliel with

»72

the historical process, gender is “achieved status™ " and “situational accomplishment.””?

* R.W. Connell. “The Big Picture: Masculinities in Recent World History.” Theory and Sociery 5 (Ot
1993), p.602. '
% Ibid.

66 Lynne Segal. “Changing Men: Masculinities in Context.” Theory and Sociery 5 (Oct 1993), p.630

67 : IV,
Ibid.

% Connell, “Studying Men and Masculinity™, p.46.

% Ibid, p.45.

" Ibid, pp. 45-46.
7 Ibid. p.46.
7 Candace West and Don H. Zimmerman. “Doing Gender.” Gender and Socierv 2 (Jun 1987, p.125.
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In this context, gender, and relatively, masculinity, may be regarded as entities
which have been brought into being through historical dynamics; therefore, they are
subject to change." Mumby states this characteristic of masculinity most clearly:

Such identities involve not fixed characteristics or roles carried complete with
each individual, but rather are mundane and routine accomplishments of
everyday social interaction enacted in context of power. In this sense,
masculinity(s) is not a stable feature of specific, individual men, but is
constructed in an ongoing fashion through various discourses, activities, and
micro practices.”

The key point as to masculinity is its dynamism by way of social practice;
indeed, individuals take action in associated with the particular situations within specific

structures of social relations. Accordingly, *“practice relates to this structure, generated

as people and groups grapple with their historical situations, does not consist of isolated

acts 976

that is, the most important issue that should be emphasized in examining
masculinity is “the process of configuring practice”’’ In this context, the concept of
masculinity may be accounted for by making good use of the term habitus. Bourdieu
defines habitus, *the durably installed generative principle of regulated
improvisations,””® is a set of “dispositions” that steers agents towards acting in a definite

way. These dispositions, which constitute the fundamental origin of *“practices,”

“perceptions” and “attitudes,” in spite of their regularity, are not governed by any rule.

™ Dennis K. Mumby. “Organizing Men: Power. Discourses and The Social Construction of Masculinity in
the Workplace,” Commutation Theory 2 (May 1998), p.168.

™ Robert Morrell. “Of Boys and Men: Masculinity and Gender in Southern African Studies.” Journal of
Southern African Studies 4 (Dec 1998). pp. 605-630.

™ Mumby. “Organizing Men: Power. Discourses and The Social Construction of Masculinity in the
Workplace.” pp. 125-126.

7 Connell. “Studying Men and Masculinity.” p. 46.

7 Ibid.

™ Pierre Bourdicu. Qutline of a Theory of Practice (Cambridge: New York: Cambridge University Press.
2004). p.78. \




Moreover, they are “inculcated,” “structured,” *“durable,” *generative” and

“transposable.

279

On the basis of Bourdieu’s view, it is possible to assert that masculinity functions

as habitus. According to his statement, the habitus:

The product of history, produces individual and collective practices, and hence
history, in accordance with the schemes engendered by history. The system of
dispositions — a past which survives in the present and tens to perpetuate itself
into the future by making itself present in practices structured according to its
principles, an internal law relaying the continuous exercise of the law of external
necessities (irreducible to conjunctural constraints) — is the principle of the
continuity and regularity which objectivism discerns in the social word without
being able to give them a rational basis. And it is at the same time the principle
of the transformations and regulated revolutions which neither the extrinsic and
instantaneous determinisms of a mechanistic sociologism nor the purely internal
but equally punctual determination of voluntarist or spontaneist subjectivism are
capable of accounting for.®°

Considering masculinity as the habitus both can be envisaged as conducive to

reproduce practices and as an integrity including practices belonging to past experiences

which will carry themselves into the future, represent past, future and present through

not repeating fixed practices, rather reproduce favorable practices within an “objective

: ” ‘ Tt s8] * .
structure” which is “molding” and “cognitive.”™" Thus, practices “can be accounted for

only by relating the objective structure defining the social conditions of the production

of the habitiis which engendered them to the conditions in which this habitus is

operating, that is, to the comjuncture which represents a particular state of this

structure.”#2

40

" Pierre Bourdieu. Language and Symbolic Power ( Cambridge: Polity Press. 1992), p.12.
Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice. p.82.

¥ Thid. p.78.
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By focusing on the notion of structure, the point which has been put forth is that
it is not the relationship that is immediate in social life, but it is rather one suggesting
complicated interactions that have embodied themselves in institutions.®* In this way,
habitus is not a self-functioned mechanism,; instead, it is one deriving its function from
various institutions embedded in the structure. Precisely, making habitual actions (social
practices) normal has been the upshot of functional institutions while they are normative,
however. And thus, practices can not be scrutinized on the basis of unconsciousness,
owing to the fact that “the ‘unconscious’ is never anything other than the forgetting of
history, which history itself produces by incorporating the objective structures it
produces in the second natures of habitus.”®

Therefore, masculinity and femininity, “historical and differentiated”?’
formulations, are not eternal givens penetrating human activities; they rather are the
constructions endemic in power relations strengthening themselves within an objective
structure through institutions which are able to maintain the power relations.

In accordance with the point of view suggesting the idea that human sexuality is
not socially managed by definite individuals but rather is socially controlled by its
institutionalizing throughout history;86 it is significant to state that “three institutions —

the state, the workplace/ labor market, and the family — are of particular importance in

the contemporary organization of gender.”® Furthermore, by and large, the educational

8 R.W. Connell. Gender and Power, Society, the Person and Sexual Politics, (Stanford: California;
Stanford University Press, 1987), p. 93. *
* Bourdieu. Outline of a Theorv of Practice, pp. 78-79.

% pierre Bourdieu. Masculine Domination, [Electronic Bookshelf] (Stanford: California Stanford
University Press. 2001), p. 104.

#6 perer L. Berger and Thomas LuckMann, The Social Construction of Realitv c. 2

. (Garden City: :
York: Doubleday. 1967). p. 55. ity: New

¥ Connell, “The Big Picture: Masculinities in Recent World History.” p. 602.
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system, the church, and army (which can be illustrated as a significant “homosocial”®
group) are others conducive to foster the gender order. 8 At this point, it is necessary to

discuss the sense of some concepts such as gender regime and gender order,

The pattern that all these relations take within an institution (such as school or a
corporation) may be called its ‘gender regime’. The pattern of gender regimes,
together with the gender pattern in culture and personal life, may be called the
‘gender order’ of a society. It is implicit in these concepts, that gender regimes
and gender orders are historical products, and subject to change in history.*

Pointedly, examining masculinity amounts to elaborating on the history of agents
and institutions in which masculinity is defined and sustained; that is, these institutions
that may “‘vary, at different times, in their relative weights and their functions,”' or may
take different means have contributed masculinity being redefined more or less from
history.

From this straightforward point of view, it, therefore, can be concluded that
masculinities are multiple. There is no one pattern of masculinity which is ready
everywhere. Masculinities are constructed in different ways with respect to different
cultures and different periods in history.92 For instance, some cultures regard violence as
an explicit feature attributed to masculinity, whereas others consider soldiering with
great contempt. Differences in expression of masculinities may be observed in

multicultural societies in that Latino and Anglo men in the United States display

8 Sharon R. Bird. “Welcome to The Men’s Club: Homosociality and the Maintenance of Hegemonic
Masculinity.” Gender and Societv 2 (Apr 1996), p. 121.

* Connell, “Studying Men and Masculinity,” pp. 46-47.50, Connell, “The Big Picture: Masculinities in
Recent World History,” p. 602 and Bourdieu., Ibid, p.83.

% Connell.  Studying Men and Masculinity.” p. 47.

9\ Bourdieu. Masculine Domination. p. 104.

9* Andrea Cornwall and Nancy Lindisfarne. “Dislocating Masculinity: Gender, Power and Anthropology™

in Dislocating Masculinity: Comparative Ethnographies, ed. Andrea Cornwall and Nancy Lindisfarne
(London, New York: Routledge. 1994), p.18.
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dissimilar patterns of masculinity; similarly, Greek or Lebanese and Anglo boys in
Australia.®® Furthermore, masculinity is identified with some place-based or class-
oriented symbols in particular cultural order in the axis of social relations, in this way,

various patterns of masculinity may appear in one society.

More than one kind of masculinity can be found within a given cultural setting.
Within workplace, neighborhood, or peer group, there are likely to be different
understandings of masculinity and different ways of ‘doing’ masculinity. In the
urban middle class, for instance, there is a version of masculinity organized
around dominance, emphasizing ‘leadership’ in management, and another
version organized around expertise, emphasizing ‘professionalism’ and technical
knowledge. o

Connell, at this point, submits “multi-optional"95

masculinities to the literature by
borrowing this concept from Widerspriiche; however, the actuality of multiple
masculinities, either in different cultures or in a given cultural order, do not conceal the
ubiquitous power of masculinity that have diffused into each stratum of society. This

: . (1 4 796
ubiquitous power has led men to an “invisible gender’

that enables us to assume
masculinity as an unquestionable superiority. The advent of women’s liberation, which
puts focus on patriarchy and gay liberation, bringing about a vital critique of
heterosexuality, has oriented gender literature towards the history of men together with

women, that is, a history of masculinity. Taking these studies that elaborate on the

history of men on consideration, it, therefore, is possible to articulate: from where this

** Connell. “Studying Men and Masculinity.” p.49.
* Tbid.

* Kimmel. “Invisible Masculinity.” p.2.




ubiquitous power of masculinity, accordingly, its invisibility that “reproduces
inequality”®’ has sprung is its hegemony.

‘Hegemonic Masculinity”

Hegemony, a vital concept in Gramsci’s Prison Notebooks, is concerned “the
wining and holding of power and the formation (and the destruction) of social groups in
that process.””® The capability imposing “a definition of the situation,” situating the
expressions in which incidents are perceived and issues are argued, designating “ideals”
and delineating “morality” is the crucial fraction of this process. More important are
ways in which the ruling class establishes and sustains domination through which
“persuasion” of the greater part of the population has been acquired. This persuasion is
embedded in society by the organization of social institutions and media in ways of
“normalization” and “naturalization.” Moreover, the state, in these practices of
negotiation and enforcement, applies to punishment for non-conformity, whereas society
manifests its discontent through using the term “others” and ultimately exclusion.” In
this case, in order to establish any hegemonic form within society, there has to be some
“correspondence” between a cultural ideal and institutional power.'® Following this,
Brendan Gough and Gareth Edwards set forth their point of view as to hegemony by

benefiting from Gramsci’s crucial clarification:
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The notion of strength or *hegemony” pertains to various discourses, since they
often function in the interests of particular sections of society struggling to
advance their own version of “reality” to benefit from its cultural acceptance.
The dominance or “hegemony” of a particular version then has to defend its’

position as “the most widely adoPted frame of reference against challenges from
the other, subordinated cultures.”'®!

The opinion quoted above suggests that correspondence, between a cultural ideal
and institutional power, does not embrace all of society or every part of a culture. The
hegemonic form validates its practices, especially in some groups that have overlapping
interests with the institutional power. In this way, the “hegemonic project ... does not
demand the production of consensus ... [or] a process of incorporation. It does operate
through the production of a certain convergence of interests through which
subordination and resistance are contained.”'® What is more is that, alongside this
challenge from others, hegemony constantly requires the subordination, in other words,
the hegemonic form makes some groups into a subordinated structure for the purpose of
reinforcing and reproducing itself.

At this point, it is essential to elucidate the notion of “hegemonic n.\asculinity.”’o3
Explicitly, men are the hegemonic form in itself which subordinates women, and the
struggling group is women as the others and the subordinated. Accordingly, the
privileged group is men having similar interests with institutional power over women,
that is, “it would hardly be an exaggeration to say that hegemonic masculinity is

hegemonic so far as it embodies a successful strategy in relation to women '™

"' Brendan Gough and Gareth Edwards, “The Becr Talking: Four Lads. A Carry Out and The
Reproduction of Masculinities.” Sociological Review3 (Aug 1998), pp. 414-415.

1921 awrence Grossberg. “Bringing It All Back Home.” in Cultural Studies. ed. Lawrence Grossberg. Cary
Nelson, Paula A. Treichler with Linda Baughman and assistance from John Macgregor Wise, (New York:
Routledge. 1992), p. 226.

'* Carrigan. Connell. Lee. “Toward a New Sociology of Masculinity.” p. 587.
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Masculinity, as a successful strategy, is the hegemony within society. Therefore, at this

juncture, “the term [hegemonic masculinity] is defined in relation to the legitimacy of

1’]05

patriarchy.” ™ This patriarchal structure, embedded in social institutions, is the one held

accountable for constructing men as the “invisible gender" and unquestionable
superiority.

On the other hand, “the form of masculinity which is culturally dominant in a
given setting is called ‘hegemonic masculinity.”"06 Here, the hegemony does not imply
the ascendancy based on force, but it rather implies the ascendancy which is embedded
in “religious doctrine and practice, mass media content, wage structures, the design of
housing, welfare/taxation policies, and so forth.”'” The hegemony, between men
groups, is acquired through regarding the others as dishonored (homosexual
masculinities), as marginal (masculinities of disempowered ethnic minorities), or
through displaying admired figures (masculinities of heroes, media images, publicized
models).'® In this way, most prominent agents of “weavers of fabric of hegemony,” or
“organizing intellectuals,” named by Gramsci, are considered to be: priest, journalists,
advertisers, politicians, psychiatrists, designers, playwrights, film makers, actors,
novelist, musicians, activists, academics, coaches and sportsmen.109 In addition,
ideology is the one that triggers these “organizing intellectuals” to function, and
“justifies the holders of physical power (‘law and order’).”"'® In this case, to speak and
write as to hegemonic masculinity is to bring up the political discourse and to become

connected to power and resistance, as mentioned above. The historical construction of

195 R W. Connell. “Connell’s ‘Masculinities:” Reply.” Gender and Sociery 4 (Aug 1998), p. 476.
19 Connell, “Studying men and Masculinity.” p.49.

197 Connell, Gender and Power, Society. The Person and Sexual Politics, p. 184,
1% Connell, “Studying Men and Masculinity.” p. 49.

19 Donaldson. “What is Hegemonic Masculinity?” p. 646.
M0 connell, Gender and Power, Saciety, The Person and Sexual Politics. Tbid.
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the gender order is a practice through which diverse forms of power are structured and
reproduced. In other words, it is unfeasible to examine the historical construction of
gender without speaking about power. Hegemonic masculinity, similar to gender order,
1S a constructed issue deriving its core from power relations. In this sense, hegemonic
masculinity is a symbolic support that extends power, and is an ideological apparatus
that, building up, sustains and legitimates power.

Both the Gramscian theory of hegemony and the Foucaultian theory of discourse
are key indications for comprehending power as the determinant of masculinities, and of
hegemonic masculinity. In this sense, for the former, by using making good use of the
definition of hegemony and the account of “organizing intellectuals,” “the emphasis is
on popular representations (figures) producing and circulating common-sense notions,
so that hegemonic masculinity is won not only through coercion but through consent,
even though there is never a complete consensus.” "1 For the latter, the emphasis is on
masculine subject-positions (places), as an effect of discursive formations and how these

»l12

positions are taken up or inhabited (practices of everyday life). In this way, Foucault
states that, “specifiable masculinities’ are understood as the effect of specific regimes of
visibility, and such representation are over determined by discursive formations and the
interplay of signifying practices, social processes, historical forces, and the business of
late capitalism.”'"*

As a whole, hegemonic masculinity, which is constructed in relation to women

and subordinated masculinities, confirms its practices in all social interactions with the

"' Robert Hanke. “Theorizing Masculinity with/in The Media.” Communicating Theory 2 (May 1998) p
190. ' | s

" Ibid.
"* Ibid, p. 189.



support of institutions that are in harmony with power relations. Power which diffuses
into each unit of society produces hegemonic masculinity within its inculcated
discourse, and subsequently, the hegemonic masculinity constitutes its discourse and
imposes its own practices on society. That is to say, hegemonic masculinity is a practice
in itself which functions in relation to power relations; however, is the resource of
practices by becoming power all by itself.

The crucial feature of hegemonic masculinity is that it is heterosexual, connected
to the institution of marriage at most''* and to the state by the criminalization of male
homosexuality. In other words, hegemonic masculinity is bolstered by the desultory
subordination of homosexuality. This kind of subordination reveals how “hegemony”
refers to a historical situation, a set of circumstances in which power is acquired and
held owing to the fact that heterosexuality is a *“historically-constructed” issue.
Following this, “the construction of hegemony is not a matter of pushing and pulling
between ready-formed groupings, but it is partly a matter of the formation of those
groupingé.”“s Thus, homosexuality has taken its place within process of this formation

by reducing it to “‘perversion:”

The pattern of exclusive adult heterosexuality is a historically-constructed one.
Its dominance is by no means universal. For this to become the hegemonic form
of masculine sexuality required a historic redefinition sexuality itself, in which
undifferentiated ‘lust” was turned into specific types of ‘perversion.’ ... A
passion for beautiful boys was compatible with hegemonic masculinity in
renaissance Europe, emphatically not so at the end of the nineteenth century, In
this historical shift, men’s sexual desire was to be focused more closely on
women - a fact with complex consequences for them — while groups of men who

"' Connell. Gender and Power, Society, The Person and Sexual Politics. p. 186.
"'* Carrigan. Connell. Lee. “Toward a New Sociology of Masculinity.” p. 594.




were visible not following the hegemonic pattern more were specifically labeled
and attacked.''®

The Complementary Concerns: Marriage. “Emphasized Femininity.” and
“Homosociality”

As a constant institution, marriage, which maintains hegemonic masculinity, is
worth discussing. Its basic circle that enables women to be subordinated and its
heterosexual structure pushing homosexuality out of internalized norms corroborates the
idea that institutions are associated with power relations. In other words, in Bourdieu’s
terminology, they, as a conjuncture, constitute the cogent ground for the habiws of
masculinity in which the habitus operates within a definite structure. Moreover, the
institution of marriage might be examined on the axis of a class-based act of hegemonic
masculinity. In this case, a contemporary ruling-class family is constructed around the
professional career of the husband. “In a typical case, a well-groomed wife is
subordinated not by being under the husband’s thumb but by her task of making sure his
home life runs on wheels to support his self-confidence, his career advancement, and
their collective income.” "7 As for the working-class home, the husband’s dominance is
not attained by the authority based on technological basis, it rather is the authority
acquired by traditional ideology or force; that is, a working class man put the hegemony

in practice through imposing himself on his wife as breadwinner, actually.

' Ibid, p. 593.
"7 Ibid.
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David Collinson’s study''®

on machinists examining multiple masculinities in the
workplace and Gideon Kunda’s research''® were carried out in order to analyze how the
construction of white-collar masculinity brings up the difference between mechanists
and white-collars in construing family in terms of hegemony.

According to these studies, Collinson’s workers identified their masculinity with
the separation of the private sphere and the public sphere, and they sustained the
patriarchal family structure. That is, in the case of the mechanists, there was an obvious
bifurcation of public and private. In Kunda’s case, self identity is very much tied up with
work, and the boundary between private and public is obscured, and family
responsibilities might be negotiated around work demands. In other words, here, the
construction of hegemonic masculinity is dependent partly on the devaluation of family.
Following this, for the former, work is the means to attain the goal to construct the
hegemony in family relations, whereas for the latter, work is the goal in itself and the
institution of marriage is the means as a support fostering hegemonic masculinity.'® In
addition, it is absolutely necessary to assert that “both are the form of patriarchy, and the
husband’s in both cases are enacting a hegemonic masculinity. But the situations in
which they do so are very different, their responses are not exactly the same, and their
impact on wives and on children is likely to vary a good deal.”'*'

The second case, and relatively the first, draws us to a new notion of femininity:

“emphasized femininity.”'** This form of femininity is defined “around compliance with

'!* ‘Managing the Shop Floor." in 1992, see for details, Mumby. “Organizing Men: Power. Discourses and
The Social Construction of Masculinity in the Workplace.” p. 170.

1'% ‘Engineering Culture.” Ibid.

120 Ibid, pp. 171-178.
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this subordination and is oriented to accommodating the interests and desires of men.”'*
In this sense, the “fit” between emphasized femininity and hegemonic masculinity
provides the essential basis for constructing hegemonic masculinity. What means is the
continuation of practices that institutionalize men’s dominance over women. '**

Thus, the marriage or family is an essential institution both in term of its
supplementary position in constructing hegemonic masculinity in relation to
subordinated masculinities, and its origin that contributes to hegemonic masculinity in
relation to subordinated women. Apart from the collective spaces that bring man and
woman together, compositions that completely exclude women instead of subordination
are the constitutive of hegemonic masculinity. In relation to these formations, the vital
basis which perpetuates the competition among men and masculinities is the
subordination of other masculinities. That is to say, at this juncture, hegemony is
constructed through subordinated others corresponding to disfavored masculinities and
to excluded women. The function that is based on these practices might be described as
homosociality.

Homosocial structures, from small male groups (peer, neighborhood, and school),
social organizations (coffee houses, football teams and their supporters), the workplace
supporting division of labor (the finance sector) to state institutions (the army), include
three basic principles: the sexual objectification of women, emotional detachment, and

e 125
competition.

123 Ibid.
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In this case, Sharon Bird defines homosociality by benefiting from Lipman-

Blumen; “homosociality refers specifically to the nonsexual attractions held by men (or
women) for members of their own sex ... [It] promotes clear distinctions between
women and man through segregation in social institutions;”!*® in addition, “between
hegemonic masculinities and nonhegemonic masculinities by the segregation of social
groups.”'?” In this way, homosocial structures are based on identical practices with
hegemonic masculinity. These are the exclusion of women and subordination of other
masculinities through competition. At this point, it is necessary to assert that acquiring
masculinity is a competition, in fact.

Throughout this study, as mentioned many times, masculinity and its hegemonic
form are handled as a historically constructed issue and highlighted as subject to change.
However, it is an obvious fact that history has constituted a very close weave between
power relations and masculine domination. Although the transformation of the gender
order and the reaction to hegemonic masculinity have been experienced, the continuity
of masculine domination might be explained with embedded institutions shaped within
power relations and, surely, the existence of homosocial groups. The historical process
has maintained the subordination of women and its objectification in spite of women's
movements enabling them to gain more portions in the division of labor or social
organizations; furthermore, it, at the same time, has led hegemonic masculinity to take
different forms without diminishing its hegemonic base. Therefore, the fundamental
question should head towards different hegemonic forms changing with respect to their

weight within the historical process. This approach also would draw us both into power

12% Iid.
7 Ibid.



holding capability in molding hegemonic masculinity and into its institutional structures,
“organizing intellectuals.” If the main purpose is to escape completely from
essentialism, “one should not try to deny the permanences and the invariants, which are
indisputably part of historical reality, but, rather, one must reconstruct the history of
historical labor of dehistorization, or to put it another way, the history of continuous

recreation of the objective and subjective structures of masculine domination.”'?
The Configuration of Masculine Figures in the 1980s

Through theoretical consideration on gender, making masculinity dependent on
historical process and power relations requires an association between the historical
background and its figures. The characteristic of the 1980s, a free market economy, free
imports, a consumption society or blossoming consumption, and integration to the world
economy, especially to the United States of America, have brought its required culture;
accordingly, this cultural atmosphere molded its material for plastering and presented its
cast. In this sense, the 1980s did all they could in constructing a favorable masculine
model in accordance with its economic and cultural conditions. Surely, the process of
constructing can not be accounted for only by the spontaneity of the 1980s; on the
contrary, this period led its own discourse to be constituted that supported its functional
mechanism.

More than ever, the press accompanied this neo-liberal discourse; moreover, it
put on an act as a follower of the sysiem by way of displaying encouraging models. and

of assisting in the discourse. The press, apart from instigating consumption and praising

pd . . . .
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imported goods, set forth the terms derived from the neo-liberal economy peculiar to the

Turkey of the 1980s, and carried the terminology of the party in power (ANAP) into its
columns. Together with this, because of the fact that technological innovations require
more capital, ournalism was regarded as business and the press was transformed into
lucrative sector; accordingly, the close relationship between the press and businessmen
displayed its strong examples in this pc~:ric>d.129

Following this panorama, the integration with America, both economically and
culturally, and the America-oriented discourse affecting Europe surrounded the Turkey.
Exactly like this, the term “yuppies,” which came to being in America in the 1980s with
President Ronald Reaganm, constituted the contemporary agenda in the business world
and in the press in Turkey. In this manner, the preferred masculine figures consisted of
yuppies’, who corresponded to “young, urban-based professional individuals,!'3!
mostly, embodied in banking and management with the representation of language skills
and technological sufficiency in computers, in addition to them, the profile of successful

businessmen constituted the important part of the preferred masculine figures.

Admired Occupations and Masculine Figures

He was one of those whose name appears within the first line in “the list of
billionaires™ of Turkey. He was the “super rich one™ known by everybody from
seven to seventy... He was the “super profile” for youth planning to get rich in
the future... That expression was frequently being heard from youth having a

12 Rifat N. Bali. Tarz-1 Havar’1an Life Stvle'a: Yeni Se
fletisim. 2004), pp. 20-21.
™" Here, the important point that I want o emhasize. throuhg touching on the close relationship between

the press and bussinessman is the “transformation of the pres sector into the holding company.” Ibid pp
40-41  Fe

‘lThis term and its hegemonic structure will be taken up in the next chapter.
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dream related to the future: “when I grow up, I will be as rich as Eczacibasi by

hook or by crook,’!32

This passage which is the presentation of Nejat Eczacibasi in Erkekce, as seen,
reveals how this magazine was in introducing his profile to the masses. The ambition of
making money and the purpose of being rich, designated as the imagined ideal, are
disclosed clearly by the way of illustrating the businessman who has already achieved
them. In view of that, the current trend, to attain the (socioeconomic) status one has
wished to achieve, is hardened in relation to the economic atmosphere of the 1980s.
Actually, the ideal imposed on youth (I will be as rich as Eczacibasi by hook or by
crook) is repeated through the youth’s own language; that is, the discourse of magazine
is attributed to youth by making them express the sentence writien above.'®?

To shed light on the desired masculine figures and their features in the 1980s, the
description of two names that appeared in the press, Ozer Ciller and Cem Boyner, will

be useful in examining Erkekce in terms of elucidating fashionable masculine figures.

Who is Ozer Ciller? Engineer, banker, and the joint owner of Seven-Eleven in
Turkey ...That is to say, a perfect man who pursues the success.'?*

Here! A Complete Man: Cem Boyner ... Uneasy and ambitious... The hunter
who always desires more and the man who is not satisfied with what he did. His
targets are further on what he has acquired for all time. Because he does not want

132 O Tiirkive 'deki milvarderler listesinde ilk siradakilerden birivdi. Yediden vermise herkesin tamidigi bir

‘siiper zengin'di...Gelecekte zenginlesmeyi tasarlavan gengler icin siiper tipti' 0. Gelecege iliskin diis
kuran genglerden sik sik sivie sozler duvuluvordu: Biiviince ne vapip edip, Eczasibasi kadar zengi,}
olcagim.” Erkek¢e 9 (Sep 1983), p. 135.

"} “Surely, it happened that we sometimes applied 1o the method of personification while preparing the
S(?OIS of magazine.” Interview. Hincal Ulug. Ibid.

'™ “Kimdir Ozer Ciller ? Mithendis. bankaci ve Seven-Eleven'm Tiirkive'deki ortag

' ... Yani basariv
kovalayan kusursuz bir erkek...” Erkekge 3 (March 1990), p. 18. ’
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to fall behind current topics and novel approaches, he takes education on s?eciﬁc
topics for renovating himself each year, either one month or fifteen days."?

By making good use of these examples, it is valuable to bring to light the
conception of masculinity attributed to the man of the 1980s. Before all else, there is a
close link between acquired occupation and the man; that is, the capacity of man is
determined with respect to job, which has the most consent in the 1980s. Accordingly,
the words like completeness, perfection, and superiority are ascribed to them, though.

Likewise, the conception of masculinity, on account of the job-oriented
precedence or domination over men, goes parallel with the idealized masculine figure. In
that case, the success, the ambition, thinking big, and the ability of competing with time
foster the conception of masculinity in the 1980s. The tie between historical context and
masculinity, by relying on the masculine figures of the 1980s, verifies the social
construction of masculinity in association with the historical process; thus, Segal's
approach to masculinity considering it as a set of fiction finds its right niche again; that
is, masculinity is men’s performance trying to comply with this historical necessity. As a
forth power, with popular idiom, the media are exceedingly active agents in orienting the
masses towards an act in a definite way, especially from the middie of twentieth century
on. In case of Turkey, the press of the 1980s, which was in cooperation with the
hegemonic ideology (neo-liberalism), had an impact on men’s atempt, that is, at
masculinity not only through presentation of popular figures, but also through

normalization, naturalization, and generalization of desired masculine figures of the neo-

liberal discourse.

138 o S Eelol . ;

Iste Tam Bir Erkek : Cem Boyner...Huzursuz ve lursh...Her zaman daha fazlasimi isteven bir avci ve
vapuiklarivia vetinmeven bir erkek. Hedefleri hep elde ettiklerinden daha viiksek. Her vil, ama bir av ama
on bes giin. belirli bir konuda kendini venilemek igin egitim alvor ciinkii veni konularm ve
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Successful Businessman! Not everybody is able to achieve success in business
life, to know how to get what one wants, to make greater the richness day by day.
Only, the “Successful Businessman” can do this. Who is the “Successful
Businessman?” Which character does he have? What is his secret?'*

Erkekge, so as to discover the requirements of being a successful businessman,
translated an interview made with Dr. Sidney Lecker in America, who was the
psychiatrist and author of Personality of Money. According to Lecker, the cornerstone of
being a successful businessman was “insensitiveness” and “competitiveness.”'’

Together with this, Erkekge completed the interview with its own emphasis:
“‘Man of the Age: Far from Being Emotional and Ready for the Competition’'*® At this
point, apart from success as a key constitutive of masculinity in the 1980s, “ambition”
and “wealth,” “insensitivity” and “competitiveness” were highlighted as factors
attributed to masculinity in accordance with the admired masculine figures of the neo-
liberal discourse. However, at this juncture, these characteristics, used in envisaging the
conception of masculinity, were the common dispositions which embraced the past, the
present, and the future.

The central point here is the reproduction of these dispositions by relating them
10 the objective structure. Thus, by appealing to the view of Bourdieu, the decade of the
1980s, which embodied itself in the free market economy, constituted the grounds to
masculinity functioning as the habitus; furthermore, the economic system and its

cultural effects might be regarded as the objective structure on which the habiug

36w i : >
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operates. Therefore, it is accurate to evaluate the masculinity of 1980s in a way that
dispositions, which prompted the habitus to perform, were not altered drastically, but
they rather were transformed in accordance with the neo-liberal ideology; that is, the
masculinity of man was reproduced within different discourses through transformed
dispositions.

The examples quoted above, at the same time, are in contact with the hegemonic
masculinity. Delineating Cem Boyner as a complete man, Ozer Ciller as a perfect man,
or Nejat Eczacibagi as a super profile, reveals the fact that the culturally dominant form
of masculinity was identified with the successful businessman, absolutely. That is to say,

“ . 139
“ambition,” “success,” “wealth,” and “competitiveness”

were the basic factors
conducive to hegemonic masculinity. In the case of this study, the hegemonic form
between men is based on the ascendancy embedded in the press, which was one taking
place among “organizing intellectuals” pointed out by Gramsci, of the 1980s. From
Connell’s point of view, hegemonic masculinity is constructed on two bases: the
subordination of women and other masculinities. In the case of this analysis, hegemonic
masculinity, through the idealized successful businessman, is constructed by displaying
the publicized figures of society, whereas the others, who can not be described with the
accepted components of masculinity, are subordinated. Following this, in Erkekee, there
is no article or essay related to the other occupations which are in disfavor (except for
politicians, bureaucrats, and artists), even depression experienced by men related only to

. . 1 » 14
the profile of businessman, and regarded as the *‘exhaustion of manager.”'* Moreover,

although 65.000 copies of the circulation of this magazine, which is said to have been

" See Appendix . p. 123.
M “Yénetici Tiikenmesi™ Erkek¢e (Feb 1984), p. 93.



! similarly, there is no writing that includes

= . . 14
151,000 in total, consisted of women,
women in the businesswoman depiction. Nevertheless, it is possible to observe some
pictures which include women looking at well-dressed, young businessmen with

42 In this way, two basic principles of hegemonic

admiration and sexual invitation.
masculinity comprising the subordination of women, and of other masculinities (who
can not reach the success and wealthy in business life) might be monitored; that is, the
subordination of other masculinities by distancing them from being a “complete man,”
and the subordination of women by transforming the business space into a “homosocial
integrity” based on the exclusion of women. In addition, the crucial point here is that
women are the sexual objects of competition between men; thus, the hegemonic form of
masculinity, at the same time, is based on the sexual objectification of women by
making them subordinated. The picture envisaged above, is valuable so as to jllustrate
women's role in reinforcing hegemonic masculinity on account of the fact that the
profile of the businessman who receives the sexual invitations of women contributes to
the hegemonic form to be reproduced among other masculinities.

By relyiﬁg on Gramsci's hegemony concept, it is significant to indicate that the
construction of hegemonic form is connected with power holding and winning the
ability of forming social groups. In the case of this study, power, which designates the
ideals, affects the attributes and perception, might be considered as neo-liberal
discourse; that is, in power, which has a close relationship with the business sector, and
the press as a follower of this civil power established after the coup. Because of this,

there is correspondence between cultural ideals and institutional power not relying on

”1 Interview. Hincal Ulug. Ibid.
"2 See Appendix. p.122.




complete consensus, but rather serving the interests of definite groups such as business
sector. Hence, the hegemonic form of masculinity was embedded within society not

through force, but persuasion by way of the press.

New Identities: Homosexuality and Transsexuality

The characteristics of the 1980s can be identified with great contradictions. In
this manner, the 1980s, as a turning point for Turkey, was the scene of two different
power projects, of two discourses, and of two cultural strategies which were
contradictory to each other.** On the one hand, the repressive and prohibitive military
power and the modern, constructive, and surrounding cultural strategy (embodied in the
first elected government of explicit new-right rhetoric in 1983), which aimed at not
prohibiting but transforming, not excluding but including, and not repressing but
instigating all repressed desires, on the other hand. That is to say, the 1980s was a period
including refusal and denial that could be attributed tc; military power. At the same time,
the period which included opportunities and promises of civil power following the NSC
administration.'™ From another aspect, the 1980s, instead of envisaging them as a ball
of contradictions, they might be regarded as a period in which the more fragmented and
partial characteristic of power, with Foucaultian point of view, were brought to li ght.145

The press of the 1980s, with the “surrounding” discourse, introduced new

identities that had been repressed in the period of military power. In the words of
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Nurdan Giirbilek, these identities were accepted within the “explosion of words.”'* This
surrounding discourse preferred to include them instead of excluding. Transsexuality, as
an example of these repressed identities, was seduced by the press of the 1980s;
however, to appear on the scene of the most famous transsexual fi gure of Turkey, Biilent
Ersoy” was prohibited immediately after the coup. Quoting some sections, from an
interview between Biilent Ersoy and Erkekce made during Ersoy’s banned years, might
be worthwhile so as to enlighten the distinction between central military power and the
surrounding cultural strategy, that is, the press. Some questions from Erkekge, under

“Neither a Man nor a Woman”'"headline, are those:

Before your operation, did you ever define yourself as a homosexual? Did you
ever experience any homosexual relationship? Did you have sex like a woman
after you had transsexual operation? If that’s so then, can you reach orgasm?
Have you ever regretted having a transsexual operation?'*®

On grounds that it causes to moral degeneration in Turkey, the central military
power aimed at drawing homoéexua]s and transsexuals back from the visible spheres
like gazino (a big night club), for sure, from government television —the Radio and
Television Foundation of Turkey (TRT). Nevertheless, common or famous figures in

private life were displayed on the pages of the press in the 1980s; moreover, their private

" Ibid., p. 21.

* She is the most famous transsexual singer of Turkey. who was prohibitied by the military power in
January 1981. She had undergone the transexual operation on 14 Apnl 1981. After her prohibition was
abolished on 8 January 1988, she was able to appear on the scenes. again. Erkekge 10 (Oct 1984), p. 125,
available at www biyografi.net/aylar-ocak.asp
"7 Erkekee. Ibid.. p.25.

Y “Amelivaumzdan énce kendinizi hi¢ homoseksiiel olarak tammiadiniz: m?” “Herhangi bir
homoseksiiel iliskiniz oldu mu?" “Transseksiiel amehvar gegirdikten sonra bir kadwin gibi seks yapabilivor
musunuz?” “O halde orgazma ulasabilivor musunuZ. " “Transseksiiel bir amelivar gegirdiginiz igin hi¢
pismanhik duvdunuz mu:” Erkekge. Ibid., pp. 124-125.



lives were disclosed within detail. In addition, details about transsexual operations were

given in columns to a great degree by way of answering reader letters,"*” or in articles.

Transsexual Operation [...] For common people, to understand and to accept this
concept, is so hard that the first reaction is either a giggle or to despise them
whenever transsexuals become the matter anywhere, but transsexual operations

have been carried out for a quarter of the century. In America alone, almost a

thousand people have undergone this kind of operation. Who are those that can

risk changing their sex? Who are those that take this step? With this article, we
will try to shed light on this topic that has not been handled seriously until
150

now.

Erkekce apprised the agents of these new identities in the category of social
fichters by defining them as “brave individuals who did not conceal their sexual
identities, objected to judgment of conservative society, and struggled against political

. w15
and social pressure on them.”"”' Furthermore, Erkek¢e, apart from the famous figures
and some information on transsexual operations, gave place to significant interviews
made with some common transsexuals or transvestites that had been left no choice but to
turn to prostitution. Accordingly, it assumed that there was a close link between the
using of some novel terms in Turkish such as “transvestite,” “transsexual,” and

ELI

o » G, w152
bisexual,” “homosexual™ and the struggle of those who were able to say “this 1s me.
In this manner, each of these terms symbolized a struggle of “identity” and this

symbolization, at the same time, depicted the general atmosphere of the 1980s on

account that the new extreme figures of this period and the following years were

' Erkekcel] (Now 1981) in “Manly Advice.”

"“Transseksiiel Operasvonlar [...] Sokaktaki insan icin bu kavrami anlamak ve kabul etmek o kadar zor
ki ne zaman transseksiieller bir verde konu olsa ilk tepki va bir kikwrti va da onlart kiigiik gérme. Ancak
transseksiiel operasvonlar g-c\‘r('?\' viizvildir ‘L*f’rg‘t’ki’e,srirf‘hl\f:r. Sadece :hr_ilw-iklu ‘da nerdevse bin kisi ’.ﬁf‘-"‘f."
bir amelivat gecirdi. Kimdir cinsivetlerini degistirmexi goze a.{ﬂn-’af‘ i!\_r‘md‘uk ;‘);.- .\I-m'{:‘ (Idl".l't! c:rr?n!al;-. ; lftf
bu vazivia, vakin gecmise kadar ciddivetle ele alinmavan bu konuya bir agiklik getirmeve ¢alisacagz.

Erkekce 3 (March 1981). p. 32.
" “Erkekge 8 (August 1989) p. 19.
152 3i. -

Ibid.
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composed of these new identities. In other words, these sexual identities that had
emerged within the left in the 1970s began to constitute their autonomous ground in
expressing their own rights in the 1980s. Accordingly, it is possible to monitor the
problems and requests of these sexual identities the pages of Erkekge, for sure, through
the effect of popular discourse blooming in America and Europe with the slogan of
“sexual freedom.” One of interviews, made with a transvestite who was able to working
as a prostitute under the name Demet Demir (Ramazan), is noteworthy from two points
of view for the reason that her statements illustrate how the socio-economic conditions

of other sexual identities subordinated to the hegemonic masculinity and clarifies their

experiences during the coup, also, in the course of civil power.

The night clubs started to close earlier after the coup. Biilent Ersoy was outlawed
one year later. Why? As if they were bad examples to society, for they have an
impact on children in terms of their sexual maturing. It is not true, why do not
other people completely alter their appearance like a women, though? It is fully

up 1o you, to your sexuality which you feel in your spirit ... Transvestites, which
were ‘ot. dbie: to: dance: ged into prostitution because of

o sing. were dragg
government pressure on them. later, the same government began to put them in
prisons (I served eight months

in jail after the coup). or send them to hospitals.
For example, 1 was subjected 1

o a bastinado three times; the ranking police
officer and his team lynched my all body and sent me 10 a w.:ne;;ai hospital by
hitting me with firewood. Furthermore. this government, that 15, Ozal'spower ig
the copy of the former: the military left, but nolhmg has changed, this time it
[ was faced with very coercive factors in

became the police state ... Similarly. 1 :
the labor place; that is, I could not acquire any pert Apent-oeeupatioflihoush 1

took pains in order to act like 2 man. cqqld not be rid of exclusion in _work places
owing to my sexual preference. In addition. I was qften harassed by ‘mPUFﬂllt?ns,
like. “you are like a broad.” 1 have no opuon' b:m o do prostitution.
Astonishingly, 70 percent of my costumers e telgfenc.} mOst are mameq Sven
they have grandchild, but, in respect of their ki, thes .hadwg W% Mocd dn
order to create an impression On society as if they were man. hen they come 1o

, .. however.
bed. they are more woman than you and me, h

21

T e o .en language. Ibid., p.
It implies costumers who are both active and passive in their spoken languag d.P

il . : ; «a basladt. bir vil sonra Biilent Ersoy vasakl
Darbeden sonra gece kliipleri daha erken kapanmay 0% e ' Y vasa andt.
ciinkii cocuklan cinsel gelisimleri acisimdan etkilivorlar.

Neden? Giiva topluma kétii ornek oluvorlar. ior? B bagli, seni
Dogru degil. neden diger insanlar da kadmn kiligina gIrmivor. u tamamen sana bagh, senin ruhundaki
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This passage from the interview, first, indicates, together with the right and the
left political activities, how each lifestyle that jeopardized the homogeneity of society. or
that impeded the continuity of some institutions based on an absolute sexual bifurcation
was enmeshed by the military power in a way of criminalization and violence."™ The
criminalization and exclusion of other sexualities were carried out by the civil power
although famous transsexual or travesty figures who had been banned attained their
rights in this period; in addition, although the press took them under consideration. This
contradictory situation can be accounted for by scrutinizing the position of the press
within the discourse of sexual freedom. In this manner, it is likely that (in the case of
Erkekge) the press demystified the notion of sexual identities in a way that it exalted
them within an individualistic discourse instead of presenting them on an ideological
base. Indisputably, finding many documents about other sexualities the pages of the
press in the 1980s might be not hard, but it, with the ideological deprivation, can be
related to the surrounding wave that mounted rapidly during the 1980s: Diminishing the
impenetrable barrier between the public sphere and the private one; following this, the
public sphere conquered by the private sphere. This was the fulfillment of the 1980s:

that is, “the disclosure of the private life,” “the classification of sexual tendencies.” and

cinsellige bagl ... Dans edemeven, sarki sovievemeven travestiler devler baskisivia fahiselige
siiriiklendiler sonra vine devler onlar hapishanelere ukmava basladr (Ben sekiz av hapis cezast ¢cektim
darbeden sonra) veva hastanelere volladi. Mesela ben ii¢ kez falakava vatnrildim, komiser ve ekibi biiriin
viicudumu ling etti ve ziihrevi hastaneve volladilar odunla diverek. Bu hiikiimer de, vani Ozal iktidar: bir
dncekinin kopvasi; asker brrakti ama hicbir sev degismedi bu sefer polis devleti oldu ... Avm sekilde, is
alaminda da bir siirii zorlavier sevle viizlestim vani bir iste daimi ver edinemedim. Erkek gibi davranmak
icin dzen géistersem de, is verlerinde cinsel tercihimden otiirii drslanmaktan kurtulamadom. Ustelik siirekli
‘sen kari gibisin' gibi ithamlarla raciz edildim. Fahiselik vapmakian baska olanagim vok. Asil sasirnc
olan miisterilerimin viizde vetmisi teleferik, ¢ogu evli hatta torun sahibi. Ama onlarmn anlarnklarina gaire
mphrmdr: erkek gibi gariinmek i¢cin evlenmisler. Yatakta senden benden kadnlar oysa ki.” Thid., pp. 21-23.

* Rubina Saigol. “Militarizasyon, Ulus ve Toplumsal Cinsiyet: Siddetli Caugma Alanlan Olarak Kadin
Bedenleri™ in Vatan, Millet. Kadinlar. ed. Ayse Giil Alunay (Istanbul: Tletisim. 2000), p. 215.
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“the transformation of the private life into a discourse.”*® Assertively, all these notions
were glamorized with the impetus of individualism and liberation through the press. As
a matter of fact, those, that is, different sexualities were “brave individuals” not
advocates of any ideology in the gaze of the press.

The precise evidence of their hesitant approach might be traced in the socio-
economic condition of other sexualities by relying on the interview made with Demet
Demir; that is, the “military left, but nothing has changed, this time it became the police
state.” In this sense, the civil power, which preferred to transform but to not prohibit,
included the famous figures excluded by the military power, but it did nothing so as to
improve the socio-economic condition of common transvestites, homosexuals and so on.
Therefore, the press and the civil power were in harmony in spreading the discourse of
individualism and liberation throughout society and different sexual tendencies became
the fragment of the private life which was displayed within this discourse. This neo-
liberal discourse including the private life did not constitute any objection for the
military power on account that Erkekge was published immediately after the coup in
1981 even though it had set about taking place in the press in the 1970s: *“We did not
have any problem with the military power. If we did not get any support from them,
there was nothing called Erkekge.”"® Accordingly, surrounding private life and new
sexual identities were not as risky as the leftist and the rightist activists of the 1970s, but,
at the same time. they were taken got under control so as to not give rise to any
departure in society. Consequently, they were both disclosed and criminalized, with

similar contrast; they were introduced ostentatiously as “brave individuals” by the press,

158 ey - .
Giirbilek. Vitrinde Yasamak. pp. 21-22. o .
186 wpioim askerle hichir sorunumuz olmadi. Eger onlarmn destegini almasavdik, Erkekce dive bir sev

vokne.” Interview. Hincal Ulug. Ibid.
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but their position remained as “others” in embedded institutions and in the standard of
Jjudgment of society.

Considering them as new identities without including them in the embedded
institutions of society, undoubtedly, enabled the subordinated position of homosexuality
to continue. Two basic principles of hegemonic masculinity on which it relied, from the
perspective of Connell, are the subordination of women and its heterosexual structure
that subordinates homosexuality to it. From this point of view, the institution of marriage
and the army are the internalized provisions of society which bolster the hegemonic
masculinity owing to their heterosexual structure and additionally homosocial
construction peculiar to the army. In other words, these are the institutional means for
men in proving their masculinity: The teleferic costumers of Demet Demir “had gotten
married in order to create an impression on society as if they were man.”

In the case of the press, whereas it presented the sexual identities within the
discourse of sexual freedom, it perpetuated the constructed masculinity perception on
the basis of institutions, however. For instance, the interview made with Zeki Miiren"
contained audacious questions as to his sexual preference and his sexual life that had
never before been asked to him. These questions can be illustrated in this way: “There is
a gossip about you, do you affirm these rumors?” “The long and short of it, are you

‘homosexual?’” What about ‘bisexuality,” in addition to women, have men ever had a

" He was the most famous homosexual singer who was considered like that in the eyes of society in
Turkey. He was never excluded by scenes like Biilent Ersoy because he did not declare whether or not he
was homosexual. In contrast. Biilent Ersoy underwent a transsexual operation and announced that she was
a woman, but the military power considered her neither a man nor a woman. This was the reason for the
prohibition. which was put in practice by the military power. As for the civil power. in the case of Zeki
Miiren. he acquired the significant titic related to the state in performing his art in the period of ANAP (the
party in power which abolished the prohibition excluding Biilent Ersoy from scenes. at the same time).
available [http//www.sanatgunesi.com] at: www.sanatgunesi.con/Ohakkimizda.htm
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place in your sexual life?” 7 These questions and Miiren's answers like “I have had sex
with women in a real meaning, my contact with men has not gone beyond the bounds of
platonic love, though”158 represented the liberal approach to sexual issues in terms of
their disclosure in the pages of the press, but at same time, the phrase, which belonged to
Erkekge in a way that “it is widespread view about you that ‘you are not man enough to
get married,”"® occasioned hegemonic masculinity to be reinforced through the
institution of marriage; that is, marriage is the male institution inclined towards proving
and strengthening the masculinity concept.

At this point, similar to masculinity, the fixed situation of marriage in this way is a
constructed issue in that marriage, as an official agreement in creating a family,
constitutes the fundamental social unit which enables the state 1o organize the
“physiological reproduction” and “basic socialization of its citizens.”'0 Accordingly, the
prolificacy which should be materialized within the boundary of family might be
considered as a struggle of the state aiming at getting its citizens under control; that is,
“the institution of familv represents the guaranty of the normal life for the state.”'®’
Especially, in the case of national ideology, the institution of family constitutes the
significant basis in constructing the nation-state so as to embed the notion of “national
unity” in society.'® By relying on such a basis, marriage, made up of two “clear”

genders (woman and man), is an institution which deserves an absolute shield against

S w . . 5 ; ST
"1 “Hakkinizda bircok dedikodu var. sOvlenenleri dogruluvor musunuz? Uzun  lafin  kisasi,

‘homoseksiiel misini=?"" * Ya ‘biseksiiellik. kadinlarin yamnda cinsel havanmzda erkekler de oldu mu?"

Erkek¢e 3 (March 1984), p. 113. . . )
% wpadinlarla hakiki temasim oldu. erkeklerle olan temasum ise platonik asktan ileri gitmed:.” 1bid.. p.

114.
159 wei s . Sine=" SO ivor” Ibid., p. 110.
“Sizin ‘ov g, ok olmadiguns’ sdyleniyor P ‘
1o SS;]};Z Se;rlle;;c;z;leajilfénﬁr :;r:;a“s; Modemizasyon Projesi. 1928-1950" in Vatan, Millet. Kadmiar.

157.
if Ibid.

"% Ibid.



any jolt. For this reason, the institution of marriage is covered rigidly against any
differences that could damage its function, as explained above such as homosexuality,
bisexuality and so on.

Thus, it was not confusing to see phrases in the press affirming that it was the
institution of man that helps him in proving his masculinity. Accordingly, marriage, as
male institution of male society, has to sustain its masculinity. In the terminology of
Bourdieu, the habitus of masculinity functions through various institutions embedded in
the objective structure, Marriage, therefore, is the significant condition (conjuncture) in
which the habitus operates, designated by the objective structure. Consequently, the
press, which was in harmony with power relations, was interested in different sexualities
within the discourse of sexual freedom, private life, and individualism without
devastating the basic circle of marriage. Because of this, it used some phrases
perpetuating the belief that marriage is an institution attached to masculinity; in addition,
it is impossible to find any essay or statement in any way legitimatizing different kinds
of marriage based on homosex;}a]it)’, bisexuality in Erkekge although it considered
homosexuality a “social fact”'®" in its answer to a reader’s letter claming that “Erkekce

. . . 16
Incites society to homosexuality.

ily ich i f three
After illustrating the close link between the family, which is one o

which is one of “‘organizing
institutions delineating the gender order and the press, g

' ignificant link
intellectual (units)” of Gramsci. it is inevitable to present another significant

64 Erkekge 6 (June 1982) in “Manly Ad"ic_e'" “ Erkekge 11 (Nowember 1982) in “Manly Advice.”
! “Erkekge. toplumu escinsellige tesvik edivor-— ET



be examined in this context, that is, as an institution instilling masculinity in men.'%® The
army represents the most evident homosocial construction in a way of excluding women
and homosexuals, which is one of the non-hegemonic masculinities, from this
institution; that is, it is an institution revolving about the circle of homosociality based
on the “clear distinctions between men and women through segregation,” in words of
Lipman-Blumen. The army is a homosocial male institution in relation to the exclusion
of women and homosexuals (the institution is completely based on heterosexuality), and
it is a component of the reproduction of hegemonic masculinity by making “others”
dishonored. In that case, the appearance of nation-state and nationalist ideology based on
a standing, pure national army instead of an army of paid soldiers and volunteers
strengthened the hegemonic masculinity because of the fact that nationalism is resolutely
a “male ideology” and it relates the continuity of the nation and the state to masculine
power.l66 Thus, “new nationalism that causes to nation-state has accompanied the
construction of modern masculinity from beginning.”167 At the same time, the notion of
nation-state conditioned the basis of masculinity and male citizenship to do military
service through conscription. Because the army is a coercive institution puts the pressure
on men, men should do military service in order to get married in view of society and to
acquire any public occupation in view of the state. In this manner, homosexuals, in the
event that they can manifest their homosexuality, are exempt from military obligation,

from another aspect, if it is realized during military service, their families might face

% See Ayse Giil Alunay. The Myth of the Military Nation: Militarism. Gender, and Education in Turkev

(New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 2004). . o . S
% Gee Joane Nagel. “Erkeklik ve Milliyetgilik: Ulusun Insasinda Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Cinsellik™ in

Vatan, Millet, K lar. pp. 66-68. - .
16‘71 (g;otfgelell‘l\::(;zsgr %I:‘ Image of Man: The Creation of Modern Masculinity (New York: Oxford
University Press. 1996) p. 7.
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denigration like “please come, take your girl.”'®® This attitude of the Turkish Armed
Forces towards homosexuals shows that they are considered “imperfect men.” similar to
girls who are sent home because they are not virgins.

The same hesitant approach of Erkekge to different sexual identities on the basis of
institutions, similar to the institution of marriage, illustrated in the case of the army; in
other words, its liberal focus on sexual freedom, can be evaluated in a way of its role in
spreading individualism. connected with the neo-liberal discourse, over other
movements based on collectivity. For that reason, the press, which imposed the admired
figures on other masculinities, contributed to the constitution of the hegemonic form of

masculinity within society; however, it participated in the basic ossified determinations

which are necessary for the reproduction of hegemonic masculinity; that is, it repeated
the position of institutions which are capable of instilling masculinity in men. First, in
accordance with the liberal approach to sexual freedom, it is possible to meet with the

passage. especially focusing on “the taboo of homosexuality™ under the headline of “To

Say ‘No' is the Right of Men, too!™"®’

Homophobia begins at school age. It permeates everything deeply from the most
hurtful swearword to various idioms such as “mother’s pet”™ or “sissy.” Men,
beginning from the age of youth, start to get suspicious about their personalities
and their sexual identities. They always worry about whether or not they are
successful in their sexual experiences with women. If any experience of
homosexuality happens to them, they think that they will be perceived as
“perverts” throughout their lives ... The truth is that homosexuality is not such a
thing which comes by way of experiencing homosgxual relation one or two times
Just as alcoholics do not become alcoholics with two goblets. In scientific
definition, homosexuals are only interested in those who have the same sexual
identity as them. “We, as individuals of the new age, should behave such a sexual
preference respectfully™ ... To see two men in the street that are arm in arm brings

16K g o p . . . : : H . . .
™ “Liitfen gelin, kizimzi alin.” Interview. Emre Ak, (May 2006) ( A soldier who has just discharged from

}h.“ Turkish Armed Forces ). —_—
“"““Havir' Demek, Erkeklerin de Hakki"" Erkekge 6 (June 1982). 42.
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“homosexuality” to our minds. Especially, in Western countries, this situation is
found very strange whereas it is regarded as a closeness attributed to friendship in
Latin countries and the Middle East ... “The taboo of homosexuality” in Turkey;
that is, denying man-to-man relations completely, puts the pressure on us in a way
that relations between man and women has to be a sexual relation at all costs. We
believe that the breakdown in society related to “the taboo of homosexuality™ will

lead woman-man relations to go in a reliable wﬂ)’-”
Second, Erkekce, which argued that the “breakdown related to the taboo of
homosexuality” would improve woman-man relations, at the same time, agreed with an
essay which explained a therapy associated with the process of making a normal man of

a man; in addition, Erkek¢e wrote a spot for this essay like “He was a man who suffers

1 . » 171 . i
from anxiety about becoming homosexual. What about now? The underlying point

of this essay is not the magazine’s spot that defined homosexuality as a state of
“anxiety,” but also the content of the essay that enlightened the transformative and
complementary role of the army in the process of making one a normal man. A passage
from this essay, which described the therapy carried on by Psychologist Dr. Mahir
Bozak, gives very important clues about how the army is regarded as an institution

transforming man into a normal and a complete man even in the view of a psychologist.

In the words of a psychologist.

" “Homofobi okul caglarinda baslar. En agir kiifiirlerden “ana kIJ‘:I.t.'Fh" va da ‘hanim evlad:’ gibi cegitli
dfﬂl\'j””grelkadar her vere sinmistir. Erkekler genclik fﬂf!ﬂr{ndﬂ{f mhgren. kisilikleri ve cinsel kimlikleri
hakkinda siiphe dulmia.\'a baslarlar. Kadmlarla olan cin.s‘r,’f. denq_‘.‘urr.-'r:!'ur{ff _I'Jﬂszb"”_f Ofﬂlf_ O{F?!ffdf'kfm‘”idwi
siirekli kaygianriar. Eger baslarmdan herhangi bir escinsellik ff"""."{”lf gegmigse, I-‘Jf?ifir:f(‘rr !{(il\'lf!"IC(.’
‘cinsel sapik’ gibi algilanacaklarn diistiniirler ... Gergek su ki, 'e,s'cmsc.-'hk bir iki Q-F?IPT-S‘EF iligkivle
olunacak bir sev degildir nasil ki alkolikler ki kade:‘f‘ie {h’ffoh.k q!rrf::_roriﬂrm. B:_!misei’ fqmm!cl
homoseksiieller sadece kendilerivle avmi cinsel kimlige mf”{’ birilerine ilgi dff.‘-‘ﬂi"f_m_‘ . 'Bizler, veni cagmn
birevieri olarak bovie bir cinsel tercihe saygr duymaltiz’ ... Sokakta el ele iki adam gor mek bf-:f’
‘escinselligi® cagrisnnr. Ozellikle Ban iilkelerinde bu dﬂ””” ('f’ﬁ‘_f.f{rfif!f‘ '(ml'}”{{””_’_" O;‘I‘a_ Dogu ve Lam:.
iilkelerinde ise arkadashga dair bir vakinlik olarak gaoriiliir. Tmﬂrl\‘:.’ dm{: e=Tc:{rse!f:A rgimm._ e.n'keﬁl
erkege iliskilerin tamamen vadsinmast, bizde kadmla e.l"kck {u'(:smdak.' 1..’1.,9!‘:..-‘831'” ille de cinsel bir iliski
olmasi véniinde bir baskt o lusturur. Biz toplumdaki '(’;c'msc'h’fk I{J‘b.l'.ﬂ.[.ﬁiil dfuj':‘?t:"Al'frf!.niam.n kadin erkek
iliskilerinin daha saghkli bir sekilde ilerlemesine n eden o‘.’u(ja gu f{{::'s:!flri_f_j.'rl.f h‘ Erkek¢ ; mf@ B

U0, homoseksiiel olma endisesivle kivranan bir erkekii. Ya simdi™" Erkekge 10 (October 1984) p. 33.
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He asked me that “Is it understood if I am homosexual when someone gazes at me
while I walk in the street?” We had been together during the therapy more than
three years ... In this period, he was twenty-four years old and taking the university
education, but was not successful because he was not able to concentrate on his
lessons. He was paying attention to each striking woman to the extent of pictures
that he saw in the street, and was testing whether or not they aroused him. The
questions like “Can I be successful if have sex?” was the focal point of his all life.
With the effect of therapy. there is an improvement in his psychology. He
graduated from university, now had to do his military service, but this situation
was making him worried. What would he do among so many healthy men? If it is
understood that he was homosexual, what would happen? He was afraid “bad
things™ that would happen to him in the army ... When he returned; there was a big
difference to the extent that he was not recognizable. He was purified from his
entire phobia, and became a complete man. The military service was the most
important test that he had passed ... He is a successful businessman now, and his

sexual life is healthy like every normal man. '™

By way of this passage, especially the way of attracting attention to adjectives that
were used so as to define a man as a real man, it is clarified what the contrasts of these
adjectives represent: It is homosexuality. According to Erkek¢e, homosexuality as “a

social fact,” amounted to “incompleteness,” “abnormality,” and to “unhealthiness” on

the basis of masculinity by giving a place to this kind of essay in its pages. however.
Here, hegemony based on persuasion, which is embedded in society by the organization
of social institutions and by the press in a way of normalizing and naturalizing the root
of hegemonic form, was perpelualed through referring to the role of the army instilling
masculinity in man and through ascribing the notions of completeness, healthiness, and

normality to heterosexuality; therefore, hegemonic masculinity was reproduced. In a

" “Sokakta viiriirken bana bakiyorlar, homoseksiiel f"'d'fgm‘n (.I,”m"ﬂh'\w ool ‘.}i';‘\‘.(‘ “”T‘f“' Terapi
bovunca ii¢ vili askin bir siire birlikte olduk ... Bu sirada _\'iff?”‘df’” '.\‘f‘fs"f”d?,"d_*_ Ve univer. 5*‘“’}“' di’_"ﬂ”!
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contradictory way, the press had a direct impact on hegemonic masculinity in a way of
imposing admired figures on society, as for this case, while Erkekge naturalized and
normalized homosexuality as an identity in its various issues, it, similar to the matter of
marriage, reinforced the “persuasion” in a way of normalizing and naturalizing the
masculine characteristic of jnstitutions (the army), and it led to the reproduction of
hegemonic masculinity, on the other hand. In addition, it did not avoid giving some parts
of this essay as spots; “Now had to do his military service,” “What would he do among
so many healthy men? If it was understood that he was homosexual, what would
happen?” “He was purified from his entire phobia, and became a complete man.” From
another aspect, the last significant point of this essay was the presentation of this man,
who became a complete man after doing his military service, as a successful man. This
presentation, in addition, was in harmony with hegemonic masculinity related to his
occupation, which was regarded as a superior one within masculine figures by the press
in the 1980s, as illustrated earlier in this study. |

Apart from homosexuality and transsexuality, Erkekge threw a new identity out for
consideration, classified as “androgynous.” By relying on the study of Elizabeth
Badinter, it defines androgynous as “the transitivity of gender roles between man and
woman.” ' Following this, “androgynous came to mean not the effeminacy of man or
manliness of woman but it rather means becoming distant from the dominant gender
roles.” ' The introductory paragraph of this essay was like that:

The masculine and feminine characteristics of personality, which stems from social

division of labor, are not regarded as two extreme points complet.el).' _differem from
each other anymore because “the perfect one” can have peculiarities, related to
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other sexuality, in its own in an indistinguishable way. In other words, it is

impossible to distinguish between man defined as “logical, independent, and

ambitious” and woman defined as “‘emotional, sensitive, and dependent” from each

other in a clear way this much anymore.m

The increase in the proportion of women in the division of labor, advanced
methods connected with the birth control, the existence of the genderless educational
system and mass media, and, for sure, the industrial mass production enabled women to
take charge of the reproduction of society; in addition, the effect of women’s liberation
and mass media products led genders to resemble each other. As will be examined in the
section of this chapter (The Position of Women), it is possible to see plenty of essays in
Erkekce about birth control, the social division of labor, and so on, with the effect of
neo-liberal discourse. For that reason, it is usual to see with androgynous as an onward
step in the arena of gender. especially when Erkekge is considered as the representation
of the 1980s in every respect. However, the paragraph putting forth the conception of
androgynous for consideration paved the way for elaborating on the masculinity
concept; with this presentation of androgynous, Erkekge, above else, ratified the validity
of the masculine (logical, independent, and ambitious) and feminine (emotional,
sensitive, and dependent) characteristics; in this way, it reproduced them at one different
state. Therefore, it, together with not eradicating the discrimination of female-masculine,
perpetuated the imposed feminine and masculine characteristics by making reference to
them while defining the androgynous. That is 10 say. by way of keeping dispositions,

which constitute the center origin of practices, in an objective structure, the function of
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the masculinity habitus is sustained. Here, the crucial point which is under consideration
is the transformation of the objective structure towards making masculine domination
continue by way of repeating dispositions, which is regarded as peculiar to the habitus of
masculinity. Similar to case of the “perfect one,” Erkekce did not avoid repeating clear
dispositions attributed to women and man, while presenting androgynous as the most

balanced personality,

“The mfst balanced people” are those who blend both feminine characteristics

such as “compassionateness,” “tenderness,” “sensitivity,” “closeness,” and “having

an aptitude for cooperation” and masculine characteristics like “leadership,”

“taking the initiative,” and *“‘competition” in their personalities.'”®

Last but not least, the issue which might be scrutinized in this part of the study is
the ironic headline of this essay related to androgynous. Similar to the case of marriage
and the army, another ossified doctrine repeated in Erkekce is “male fraternity” in
constructing a nation,'”” ironically. The basic purpose of this essay, by relying on a poll’,
is to reveal that 29.5 percent of men in Turkey have characteristics of androgyny.'"™

However, in the case of this study, the importance of this essay does not underlie its

disclosure of such a scientific finding but rather lies behind the ironic headline given by
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Erkekge: “It Is Not Like We Are A ‘Male Nation’ At AIL"'" Potency, which provides
the power to the masculinity, or brings forth the masculine domination, that is, which
enables the habitus of masculinity to function in a hegemonic way, springs from the
construction of nation upon a male manifestation. The male manifestation, which is
concretized through institutions such as marriage, the army, envisages the homeland as a
“female body.” The imagination of homeland which is “possessed” and “protected” as a
female body.'® at the same time. like a sovereignty of nation (identified with man
concept) over homeland, necessitates the subjugation of woman to man in social
practices. Accordingly, the ideology based on such a basis excludes women from social
agreement,'®’ or subordinates them in social organizations. This construction is the
artery of hegemonic masculinity from which it is cherished, and Erkekce repeats the
legitimacy of this artery in an ironic way.

Now and then, the perception of hegemony is more difficult when it is not extreme.
This was the accomplishment (!) of the 1980; to weaken the extremity of hegemony by
presenting, &isclosing. glamorizing new identities such as homosexuals, transvestites,
transsexuals, and androgynous, but hegemonic masculinity clung to embedded
constructions so exceedingly that it was ridiculous to expect the press in the 1980s to
demystify the notion of hegemonic masculinity, especially when it was conceived of as a
fragment of these constructions. Consequently, each one of those was material for the
market, particularly towards the 1990s. each was a particle of the discourse of private
life, and a symbol of the classification of sexualities: however, all were “brave
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approach of the press to subordinated masculinities Wwas not rara avis for depicting the
1980s, in the same way, the position of women was very valuable issue to touch,

especially so as to shed light on the 1980s.
The Position of Women

The habitus of masculinity might be delineated as a severe battle in which serious
games of competition between men are performed that: “Real honor is determined by
another man who is regarded as a rival in the process of the struggle for honor,”'** from
the straightforward view of Bourdieu. In this manner, man first has a tendency to
establish power over other men; however, hegemonic masculinity is merely hegemonic
in so far as it confines women to subordinate position from all institutional stratifications
to mediocre interactions observed in society. Accordingly, the role undertaken by
women in this gender order is never anything other than that of a “mirror” reflecting,
verifying, and solidifying the hegemony of men.'®* In other words, by reckoning upon
Bourdieu’s estimable approach to masculinity, the process of becoming men or of
constructing hegemonic masculinity can not be envisaged as independent from the
continuous submission of women to men. In addition, the significant constituent factor

T 84 .
of hegemonic masculinity is the infinite appreciation displayed by women,™ or is the

. i e 9186 .
historic ‘sexual politics’'®® that makes women “willing accomplices.” ™ For sure, this
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submission, appreciation, and, in general “sexual politics” are not women's own
preference; the highlighted point here is that the necessity of hegemonic masculinity so
as to be hegemonic is to reduce women to “mirror” positions that incessantly appreciate
men. In this manner, the process of rendering woman to the mirror position or of making
them “willing accomplice™ is fulfilled by an “ideological persuasion™ according to Kate
Millett.'"’

With the theoretical framework of hegemonic masculinity, it was elucidated that
there are three trivets that sustain hegemonic masculinity: sexism, homophobia, and
racism.'® However, today, masculinity studies more than ever focus on its construction
on a social base., owing to the fact that there is a heated debate on whether or not
hegemonic masculinity is in crises. This heated debate has surfaced within last thirty
years with the effect of both women and gay, lesbian movements that triggers to rapid
change and transformation in gender order. Accordingly, in the case of the 1980s in
Turkey, I have tried to reveal how hegemonic masculinity was reproduced in relation to
the subordination of such groups as homosexuals, transvestites, and transsexuals, despite
Erkekce’s tolerant attitude towards them. In that part, my basic purpose was to bring the
rigid tie between hegemonic masculinity and power relations out into the open through
accentuating the ossified structure of hegemonic masculinity on the basis of heterosexual
(marriage) and homosocial institutions (army). In this way. I have converged on the
ambivalent approach of Erkek¢e to these subordinated identities by giving attention 10 its

cooperation with the civil power, relatively the military power, and the market.

" Sadja Goldsmith. “Birth Control and the New Women.” Review, Family Planning Perspectives 2
(April 1971), p. 64. _

”" Josephine Donovan. Feminist Teori (Istanbul: Iletisim. 2005). p. 276

"™ Kimmel. “Invisible Masculinity.” p.3.



Beyond a doubt, considerable movements attributed to different identities such as
gays, transsexuals, and bisexuals have paved the way for examining homophobic
masculinity and proposed a threat against heterosexuality, which is the basic trivet of
hegemonic masculinity, for the agenda. During the 1980s, these publicized social figures
(different sexual identities such as homosexuals) were to be included but excluded,
disclosed but concealed, and in a comprehensible way, they were individualized but
collectivized. In the event of considering Erkekce as a clear representation of hesitancy
of the 1980s, it is clarified that the pile of hegemonic masculinity based on
heterosexuality was not uprooted, albeit these different identities were approved as a
social fact by Erkekce because the heterosexual structure of hegemonic masculinity,
constructed by subordinating homosexuals, transsexuals, and transvestites as others, was
perpetuated; it, furthermore, was reinforced in a way of stabilizing institutional
approvals that can be bestowed merely upon heterosexual masculinity.

As for the case of women, in the 1980s, the position of women might be evaluated
from two aspects, or the posture of woman might be photographed with two different
objectives. The former of these represents the type of the New Woman who “challenged
existing gender relations and the distribution of power” and “fought for professional

189 .
n the

visibility and espoused innovative. often radical economic and social reforms,
words of Smith and Rosenberg. Especially, “the rise of women’s collages, women's
increased literacy, delayed age of marriage. an ideology of upward mobility, and

capitalist development™'®” led to the New Woman, who was an avowed feminist all over

the world. At this point, within the same decade in Turkey, Erkekge supported this type
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of New Woman by giving place to some issues considered as peculiar to women such as
contraception, birth control in its pages and by keeping some legal arrangements like
abortion and the headship of household on the agenda. In response to this type of New
Women, Erkekce presented the model of the New Men oriented towards giving support
to women who demanded the right to limiting her own reproduction with the slogan “the
uterus belongs to me,”'®! that had spread throughout America and who struggled in the
matter of taking place in the public sphere and in the social division of labor. This type
of New Woman undertook a significant function in undermining the traditional
perception of femininity within society. In this manner, they adopted an attitude on the
side of refusing the destiny of prolificacy imposed on them by the existing gender order,
which portrays women as only a wife and a mother in the social configuration. They, in
this respect, asserted the notion of “sexual equality” that indicates a social construction
in which women would take on the diverse roles independent from their bonds of
domestic life.'*?

When it comes to Turkey, the feminist movement breeding the type of the New
Women broke out with the relevance of the publishing business, before all else. In other
words, feminism, with the discovery of the mass named “woman reader,” came to a state
of popular material for the capital of the press,193 for sure, the marketization of feminist

elements contributed the ideological aspects of feminist theory to be dismantled, it,
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