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Male Marginalisation Revisited

Just over 17 years ago, on April 30, 1986, I had the honour to deliver
the first Aubrey Phillips Memorial Lecture here on the Mona Campus
of the University of the West Indies as a tribute to my late mentor and
colleague, Professor Aubrey Phillips. The title of that lecture was:
‘Marginalisation of the Black Male’. What followed was a controversy
that has persisted until the present time.

At that time, some credited me with identifying and highlighting a
dimension of gender that had not previously been explored. Others
accused me of obscurantism, being a male chauvinist parading in the
guise of scientific research and of diverting attention from women’s issues.
My approach was to ignore the inducements to become embroiled in a
futile man versus woman debate but to continue to research the subject,
being convinced that the phenomenon highlighted was not going away
but rather would become more evident and widespread over time. It is
fair to say that the passage of these 17 years has vindicated that position.
The phenomenon is no longer in question. The current puzzlement
centres on explanation.

I therefore welcome the opportunity afforded me by this Mona
Academic Conference, celebrating the tenth anniversary of the Gender
Studies Unit, not only to revisit the subject of male marginalisation, but
also to further advance the discussion of the subject by virtue of additional
insights gained from exploration over these 17 years.

Allow me to join in the celebration and commendation of the Gender
Studies Unit for having reached this milestone in the journey and to
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wish for the unit even greater accomplishments through full exploration
of gender issues as they relate to both women and men.

In addressing the topic, Male Marginalisation Revisited, I am not
going to recite empirical and statistical evidence highlighting aspects
related to the phenomenon such as:

• More male babies being abandoned than female babies;

• More boys suffering from stunted growth than girls;

• The growing tendency for boys to start school later, attend more
irregularly, drop out more often, repeat more grades, have lower
rates of completion of schooling and lower levels of achievement
than girls on most indicators of educational attainment;

• Less males than females being enrolled in and graduating from
tertiary institutions;

• More boys and men becoming patients in psychiatric wards or
psychiatric hospitals than girls and women;

• More men being homeless than women;

• More boys and men committing violent crimes than girls and women;

• Much larger numbers of boys and men being incarcerated in
correctional institutions and maximum-security prisons.

The focus of this paper will be on expanding and refining the
explanation of the phenomenon first advanced by me over a decade ago.
It is important to note that male marginalisation is not restricted to
Jamaica or the Caribbean or to any one racial group or any particular
society; rather, it is a universal phenomenon with different degrees of
manifestation and different forms of expression. It is by no means a
recent phenomenon but its current forms are new expressions related to
the circumstances of contemporary society. I will employ both theory
and history to support these positions.

Defining Patriarchy, Gender and Marginality
While definitions seldom capture the complexity of the phenomena they
seek to describe or specify, they are useful in setting the parameters of
the discourse and of establishing common meaning between those
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engaged in dialogue. Given the widely different approaches that have
been adopted towards the conceptualisation of both patriarchy and
gender, it is necessary to set out as precisely as possible the ways in
which these are conceived in this paper. The conceptualisation and
definition of patriarchy and gender are absolutely critical to any
explanation of male marginalisation. In revisiting the subject, therefore,
it is critical to return to these as the starting point.

Defining Patriarchy

The seminal theoretical contribution of feminist scholarship to social
theory has been that of the radical feminist in firmly placing patriarchy
as an important category in social theorising and analysis. However, the
problematic has become the definition of patriarchy. Weber (1947) had
defined patriarchy as women and younger men being ruled by older
men, who were heads of household. While a few feminist theorists have
followed the Weberian definition, the more common approach has been
to discard the generation difference between men in Weber’s formulation,
and to define patriarchy as that system of social structures and practices
in which men dominate, oppress and exploit women (Dahlerup 1987;
Walby 1990). In other words, the most prevalent tendency in feminist
scholarship has been to adopt a narrower and more exclusive definition
than the Weberian formulation.

To define patriarchy solely in terms of men’s domination of women is
to treat men and women as two separate undifferentiated groups that
have sustained their coherence over time and across different cultures.
This posture has attracted sharp criticism especially from black feminists
and post-structural and post-modernist theorists. Hooks (1984), for
example, argued that while white feminists have traditionally
conceptualised the family and the home as major sources of women’s
oppression, this is not the same among blacks where the family is not a
major source of women’s subordination. Indeed, as more and more black
women become heads of households the family and the home have
become major loci of their liberation from traditional patriarchal roles.

Collins (1990) extended the line of argument advanced by hooks by
observing that race, class and gender constitute three interlocking axes
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of oppression that are part of an overall matrix of domination. She further
made the point that while most individuals have no difficulty identifying
their own victimisation, they routinely failed to see how they contributed
to the suppression of others. White feminists typically point to their
oppression while they resist seeing how much their white skin constitutes
a social privilege. Likewise African-Americans, eloquent in their analysis
of racism, often persist in their perception of poor white women as
symbols of white power. Failure to see gender as part of the matrix of
domination leads inevitably to such contradictions in the approach to
and perception of oppression.

Taking a different line, post-modernist theorists have maintained that
neither men nor women are unitary categories. They argue that the
categories men and women are a number of overlapping and crosscutting
discourses of masculinities and femininities that are historically and
culturally variable. In their view, the notion of women and men dissolves
into shifting and variable social constructs which lack stability and
coherence over time. Walby offered some rebuttal by her observation
that the post-modern feminists draw heavily, theoretically, upon the
deconstructionism of Derrida (1976), the discourse analysis of Foucault
(1981) and the post-modernism of Lyotard (1978) which are all guilty
of not paying serious attention to gender. Indeed, post-structural and
post-modernism theorists have been no different from modern or classical
theorists in their benign neglect of gender in social analysis. The weakness
in the post-modernist conception of gender as highly variable, is that, as
Dahlerup aptly pointed out, men’s domination of society is highly
uniform across cultures and throughout history.

In Men at Risk (Miller 1991), I approached the definition of patriarchy
from the opposite direction of the radical feminists by taking a more
inclusive approach to the definition of patriarchy. I argued that the main
limitation of Weber’s definition of patriarchy was its omission of the
kinship relations, factual or fictive, that usually exist between the older
and younger men and women that constitute the household. In other
words, patriarchy needs to be defined as that system of reciprocal social
obligations in which final authority rests with older men of the kinship
collective, who exercise that authority over their individual male and
female members in the overall interest of the collective.
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The differences between these three sets of definitions of patriarchy
are the elements included. Most feminist scholars have confined their
definition of patriarchy solely to gender. Weber’s definition included
the elements of gender and generation. My definition includes genealogy,
gender and generation and insists that recognition of genealogy is critical
if the complexities of patriarchy and gender are to be better understood.

I argued that the gender and generation elements relate mainly to the
internal relations of the collective while the genealogy element defines
its external boundaries and relations. From one perspective, genealogy
extends kinship outside of the immediate circumstances of the household
or family by establishing links with other collectives through the notion
of common ancestry. At the same time, by default, it defines collectives
that are not kin. This is a critical consideration both conceptually and
empirically.

The essence of my argument was that, conceptually and historically,
patriarchy did not only involve asymmetry in power between men and
women, but also shared identity, group solidarity, common bonds and
mutual obligations. These differentiated patriarchal collectives from one
another. Further, historically, patriarchal collectives had major difficulties
with other collectives that fell outside the covenant of kinship, particularly
with the men of those collectives.

When patriarchal collectives interacted outside boundaries where
kinship could be established, whether factual or fictive, then one group
had to submit to the hegemony of the other. Failing such compromise,
violent confrontation became the means of establishing dominance. I
traced the practices of genocide, where one collective sought the physical
elimination of another, the killing of male captives, the castration of
male captives and the almost permanent enslavement of men, as historical
outcomes of conflict between collectives which did not share the covenant
of kinship or where that covenant had been breached. In all of these
circumstances I showed that patriarchal collectives found it easier to
incorporate women of non-kin groups than the men of such groups. I
maintained that the external relations with men of hostile collectives are
as much an element of patriarchy as the internal relations with women
of the kinship collective.
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I took the position that, within the patriarchal collective generation,
age in addition to genealogy moderates the relations between men in that,
because age is mutable, in time the younger males succeed the older men.
Genealogy and generation combine to define the younger males as potential
heirs of the older men. Succession dictates male solidarity manifested in
the older men grooming and apprenticing the younger men who reciprocate
by waiting their turn. While genealogy and generation contribute to male
solidarity within the collective through the process of succession, gender
excludes women who are left marginalised within the kinship collective.
Within patriarchy, therefore, women are marginalised in the internal
relations of the kinship collective. However, the genealogical relations
between men and women of the collective ameliorates women’s
marginalisation by virtue of the filial bonds and the obligation to protect
and provide for them.

Further, I argued that the genealogy element, defining the external relations
of patriarchy, defined non-kin men as potential threats and possible enemies.
In these circumstances of relations between unrelated collectives, where the
covenant of kinship did not exist, the subordination of one collective relative
to the other, voluntarily or by violence, becomes the only means of establishing
the bases of interaction. By definition, therefore, patriarchy includes the
marginalisation of men of the unrelated collectives, in one way or another.
Where the men of the subordinated groups accept the hegemony of the
dominant group they have been invariably allowed to maintain patriarchal
dominance within their subordinated groups. Where the hegemony of the
dominant group is challenged, the group that prevails takes severe action
against its challengers resulting in the elimination or marginalisation of the
males of the conquered group.

The essence of my contention therefore is that patriarchy does not
only involve the marginalisation of women within the kinship collective,
but also that of men of unrelated collectives. Put another way, two
elemental features of patriarchy are:

• The marginalisation of women within their kinship collectives, and

• The marginalisation of men of other collectives, outside the covenant
of kinship, over which dominance is established by voluntary or
violent means.
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The implication of this definition of patriarchy is that gender cannot be
understood or interpreted solely in terms of men’s domination of women.
Gender analysis is not simply about the asymmetry in power between
men and women. A gender perspective is not only about women’s issues.
To understand gender as being synonymous with women is to
misconstrue or misinterpret the concept of patriarchy. The point is that
gender analysis cannot assume solidarity between men and women
belonging to different groups in society. This is because gender operates
in conjunction with the other social criteria upon which societies are
organised, and that solidarity among men and women of groups sharing
common identities and common bonds of belonging is much greater
than solidarity of either men or women of groups with different identities
and sharing no bonds of belonging.

In agreement with the line of reasoning set out above, Skjelsbaek
(1997) observed that patriarchy ought to be regarded as domination of
some men over subordinated men and women of groups claiming
relationship of some kind, and that patriarchy is a value system of
dominance which is executed by both men and women. She further
commented that ‘Miller thus deconstructs the inherent dichotomy of
the 1960/70s definitions and opens the way for a more nuanced
understanding of patriarchy’.

Defining Gender

In defining gender it is necessary to differentiate it from sex, although the
essentialist position is that sex and gender are almost synonymous. This
biological reduction implies that gender differences between men and women
relate to size, strength, speed and stamina. These differences all favour men
and determine their leadership in society. It must be noted, however, that
not only is there considerable overlap between men and women in these
traits, but not even among men are these physical differences the defining
features of leaders in society. Indeed, they more aptly describe the
physiognomy of the bodyguards of leaders. The position taken here is that
while sex is biologically determined, gender is socially constructed. The two
often overlap. However, this overlap is by no means total, given the regular
occurrences of masculine females and feminine men, irrespective of how
masculinity and femininity are defined in any particular culture.
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One argument employed to support the claims of the biological
construction of gender is that if gender were only a social construct,
then one should expect to find such wide variations in masculinity in
history and contemporary cultures that they would defy unifying
categorisations. However, there are common themes associated with
masculinity and femininity across widely different cultures and
throughout history. Such common themes, it is claimed, can only be
accounted for by biological factors operating through genetics.

In Men at Risk, I argued that the common themes in masculinity and
femininity are not inconsistent with their social construction when gender
is defined as the sexual division of power related to living, giving and
life-taking. It is the universality of the life-giving and life-taking powers,
and not genetic determination, that accounts for the commonality
observed throughout history and across cultures.

Defining Marginality and Centrality in Society

Marginality and centrality in society can be defined in terms of the
place or location of individuals or groups relative to others with respect to:

• Power: the ability to determine outcomes consistent with one’s
interest, even against opposition. It is the capacity to command,
coerce or co-opt others to perform one’s will.

• Resources: the material means by which needs, basic or otherwise,
may be satisfied. This includes the mode and means of production.

• Status or prestige: the esteem or regard in which one is held; the
capacity to persuade others to show deference; honour or the lack of
it.

• Belief: the ideas, knowledge and values which inform, inspire and
justify action.

• Culture: the acquired way of life; the habitual rules of behaviour in
all fields of endeavour passed on from one generation to the next in
a particular setting.

From this perspective, the egalitarian society would be one in which
all individuals are located at the same position relative to one another;
that is, the society in which all places are equal. In this society all
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individuals would corporately make all decisions, all would command
exactly the same resources, all would enjoy the same status and be
honoured in like manner, all would practice the same material culture
that would make equal treatment of one another routine and habitual,
and all would hold to and be legitimised by the belief system on identical
premises. Put another way, the egalitarian society, in which all places are
equal, is the ethical society marked by equity and social justice. However,
the egalitarian ideal is invariably and almost universally defeated by three
factors:

• The size of society. Direct participation in all decision-making is
only possible in very small societies. In societies of any significant
size, direct participation by all is a practical impossibility. Some
hierarchical form of representation is inevitable.

• The human life cycle. Human beings pass through pre-determined
biological stages of infant, child, adolescent, adult and old person.
Infants, children and sometimes the aged require guardians to act
on their behalf as they are unable to represent themselves.

• Individual differences. Each human being is biochemically unique.
Associated with this are variations in abilities and divergence in
thought processes which can potentially lead to pluralism in beliefs,
lifestyles and competence.

While each in itself constitutes a formidable obstacle to equality,
together their impact is devastating in their subversion of the egalitarian
ideal. The interaction of these three factors undermines the establishment
and the maintenance of the egalitarian society in which places are all
equal. Put another way, equality of places in society is a practical
impossibility. The social reality in society is the inequality of places,
with places ranging from being marginal to being central and still others
occupying intermediary locations.

Marginality in society is therefore not a pathological condition or a
terminal social disease but rather a social fact. Marginality is part of the
essence and nature of human society. The same can be said of centrality.
Further, neither marginality nor centrality is fixed or permanent. This is
because the fundamental contradiction in human society is that the
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egalitarian society, which is the only ethical basis upon which society
can be established, is practically an impossibility, while the relative
inequality, resulting in marginality and centrality, which is the practical
reality, cannot be absolutely or permanently or ethically justified. In
other words, the egalitarian society is utopian and just, while relative
inequality, manifested in the centrality and marginality which is the
reality in society, is inherently immoral and unjust. This is the continuing
and persistent dialectic in society. The moral ideal which is just and
equitable is not attainable in reality, but that which is real is inequitable,
immoral and unjust.

The implications of this contradiction are twofold. First, to seek to
achieve the equitable, ethical and just society is to transcend reality, that
is, to take social action or construct society on utopian bases that are at
variance with social facts. In other words, the equitable, ethical and just
society can only be approached through revelation which transcends
reality and goes beyond the facts, and logical reasoning based on those
facts. Second, to accept the social reality or to be bound by reason and
logic rooted in social facts is to rationalise and legitimise inequity and
injustice, which is immoral and perverse.

Confronted with this dilemma, societies are continually faced with one
of two basic options: either to construct society on utopian ideals that are
continually and ultimately subverted by the social reality, or to construct
society on realistic criteria which justify and legitimise particular
inequalities in society as absolute and permanent, but which are
undermined and subverted by its immoral foundations. While the first
option is ethical and moral, it is unrealistic in that it disregards social
reality. While the second is realistic, it is perverse in that it justifies the
unjust and accepts the immoral as an inevitable aspect of society. In either
case the basis upon which any society is constructed is ultimately
undermined and subverted. The first option is undermined by social facts
while the second option is undermined by ethical and moral principles.

As a consequence, on whatever basis any society is negotiated and
constructed at a particularly time in history, it is deconstructed and re-
negotiated at some subsequent time. Accordingly, the bases upon which
society is organised are never permanent and are inevitably changed in
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the course of history. Indeed, over time, societies oscillate between the
utopian and social reality poles that define the basic contradiction of
societal existence. As societies construct themselves and attempt to operate
on the basis of transcendental values and utopian ideals they are
undermined and subverted by the social reality of inequality. On the
other hand, as societies construct themselves and attempt to operate by
accepting the social reality of inequality and injustice, they are
undermined and subverted by the transcendental values and utopian
ideals related to justice and equality. This periodic oscillation between
two poles constitutes one of the major parameters for change and the
renegotiation of the basis of organisation of human societies in history.

Indeed, history can be written in terms of the rise of the marginalised
and the demise of the centralised. From one perspective, civilisation can
be viewed as the cumulative contributions of marginalised groups in
their striving to overcome marginality. Much of the energy in society
can be traced to marginalised groups and/or individuals seeking to
overcome marginality and striving to achieve central places.

The Social Construction of Gender and Patriarchy in
Antiquity

In the final analysis, the exact nature of the social construction of
patriarchy and gender is a matter of speculation. My reconstruction of
the social construction of patriarchy and gender in antiquity, which is
set out in Miller (1991), can be summarised as follows:

• Early humans lived in small isolated groups in relatively hostile
environments of which they had very limited knowledge. Their
primitive technology and shelter made them particularly vulnerable
to ecological calamities. Adaptive advantage rested in group living.
Hence, early humans lived in descent groups essentially to ensure
survival.

• Long life constituted a scarce and treasured resource in pre-literate
communities of antiquity as the aged members of the group
represented the resident memory of the group and its reservoir of
information and past experiences in dealing with the exigencies of
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living. Men lived longer than women, largely due to the risks
attendant on childbearing (Lerner 1986).

• Women were engaged in childbearing and childrearing from puberty
to the grave, as the average life span of females at that time was less
than 30 years. Fertility and a large number of offspring was another
treasured resource of kinship communes as they attempted to survive
the challenges of the time. The veneration of the Mother Goddess
is one of the early motifs found in cave drawings.

• In addition to dealing with bringing life into existence and
preserving it, this small, autonomous, isolated group also had to
deal with the issues of life-taking, as it related to the physical and
ritual defence of the group. Since biology determined that women
gave birth, and were perennially involved in this activity and in the
preservation of the lives that were brought into being, life-taking
fell by default to the men, particularly to the older men of the
group.

• The separation of life-giving and life-taking powers was the original
sexual division of power that separated masculinity from femininity.
Women were socialised principally in relation to all the life-giving
and preservation skills and knowledge, while men were socialised
with respect to life-taking. Accordingly, the basic definition of
femininity and its surviving common themes reside in the honing
of such traits as caring, nurturing, gentleness, kindness, tenderness,
co-operation, accommodation of differences, long-suffering, patience,
acquiescence and passivity. Likewise, the basic definition of
masculinity and its common themes resides in the development of
such traits as assertiveness, decisiveness, ruthlessness, courage, valour,
confrontation, toughness, conquest and the killer instinct. These
latter traits are all related to the capacity to take life with impunity.

• While there was equality, and even a feminine bias, in the initial
separation of life-giving and life-taking powers, in group dynamics
over the long haul, life-taking proved more powerful than life-giving.
While mothers were venerated for life-giving, a one-shot event, fathers
were feared in that they held the power to take life on any given
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day. Fathers exercising the life-taking power became the final
authority in all matters pertaining to the descent group. Men and
women participated in the separation of sexual division of power
without anticipating its long-term consequence for female
marginalisation in the kinship commune.

• While the sexual division of power occurred in antiquity, the father’s
power to take the lives of members of the kinship commune survived
well into recorded history. The Druids, the priests in Britain before
the Roman conquest, had a saying which stated that all masters of
families were kings in their own households: they had the power of
life and death over their wives, children and slaves. Early Roman
law codified this power.

Gender, defined as the sexual division of power, departs from the
commonly accepted definition of gender as the sexual division of labour,
women’s work being restricted to the private sphere of the household
and men’s work being extended to occupations in the public sphere
(Dex 1985 and Reddock 1994). This is not to deny that in the course of
history sexual division of labour has occurred. However, this has come
subsequent to, and as a result of, the prior sexual division of power. In
other words, primacy is accorded to the power relations of gender and
not to labour and work differences.

While the creation of patriarchy and the original construction of gender
are shrouded in antiquity, with only circumstantial evidence to support
contemporary speculation about their origination, including mine, the
contention here is that the contemporary unravelling of gender and
patriarchy is but a mirror image of the processes involved in their original
construction. In this regard, three observations are necessary with respect
to the definition of gender as the sexual division of power relative to life-
giving and life-taking.

First, war has been, and still is, the supreme expression of patriarchy
and the warrior the ultimate symbol of masculinity. Unmitigated rage,
unbridled fury and unrestrained violence directed at life-taking are the
quintessential and ultimate masculine modes of conflict resolution.
Warriors, men most skilled and successful in taking life with impunity,
are the final arbiters and authorities in deciding differences and in
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determining what will prevail in society. The universality of war in history
and across cultures, and its virtual exclusivity as a male enterprise, testifies
to the primacy and pervasive nature of life-taking in defining masculinity
and in establishing final authority in societal affairs.

Second, at the root of the contemporary controversy on abortion is
the question of whether women should have the right to take life with
impunity. The right-to-life side of the controversy is basically that
women’s commitment is to give life without reservation or caveat. It
asserts the primacy basis of the definition of femininity and the essence
of the ancient social construction of womanhood. The right-to-choose
side of the argument fundamentally changes the ancient foundation of
the definition of femininity and womanhood in that it combines the
life-giving and life-taking powers. In this regard, it not only changes the
primary basis of the construction of femininity but it encroaches upon
and threatens the very essence of the definition of masculinity. By
excluding fathers from the choice, women’s right to choose fundamentally
changes the construction of gender. While the arguments concerning
the rights of the unborn child should not be ignored, the gender
definition implications of women’s right to choose ought to be recognised
as being at the core of the controversy. The deep passions evoked testify
to the centrality of the issues being disputed.

Third, in the course of the evolution of society, the father’s right to
take life was transferred to the king or chief and eventually to the State.
In contemporary times, the right of the State to take life has been
challenged in the movement against capital punishment. In a way, this
can be interpreted as a tendency toward the reform of masculinity. At
the same time, there is increasing escalation of the wanton taking of life
by men in gangs, terrorists, enraged lone gunmen shooting numerous
unsuspecting victims for reasons hard to identify or rationalise. In a
manner of speaking, the move to reform the fundamental life-taking
definition of masculinity, by men and groups who have been empowered,
is counterpoised, counteracted and even compromised by marginalised
men seemingly reclaiming their manhood through life-taking. Mass
murder, terrorism, gangs engaged in savage acts of violence, the escalation
of murder, the move to abolish capital punishment and the counter-
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move to reinstitute it where it has been abolished, all stand in screaming
contradiction. Reform and reaction to the life-taking in society is yet
another example of the fundamental nature of the construction of
masculinity and its continuing relevance in contemporary society.

Gender understood as the sexual division of power is key to
understanding many of the great debates in contemporary society. It is
also critical to the unravelling of many knotty issues related to gender
issues and relationships in society, including male marginalisation.

Macro-factors Driving Societal Change

In the foregoing discussion of patriarchy and gender, I have pointed to
current fundamental changes in society whereby patriarchy is being
unravelled, with all the consequential issues and confusion with respect
to gender roles and relationships. Before probing further, it is necessary
to identify and make brief comments about the macro-factors that have
been driving fundamental change in the form, nature and organisation
of human society. From my perspective there are three such sets of
interacting factors that can easily be identified. These are:

• Demographic changes related to the growth of human populations.
Planet earth is the same size today as it was when no more than
about 1,000,000 people lived in groups of 50 to 100 persons with
little or no contact between them. In these circumstances, the
adaptive advantage resided with group living. Today, with
approximately six billion people, human populations are not only
much larger but also in much greater contact by virtue of sheer
numbers.

• Ecological imperatives when the land-to-person ratio and the
resources for survival are the primary consideration. The living space
for human groups has shrunk considerably resulting in increasing
urbanisation globally. Conflict resolutions by groups putting
physical distance between them by one of them moving to
unoccupied and uncontested territory, have been greatly reduced.
Conflicts between groups are virtually required to be resolved with
both groups remaining in place.
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• Knowledge and technological development that has transformed
all aspects of human existence. This aspect is so well documented
and accepted that it requires no further elaboration here.

Form and Nature of Societal Changes

The scope of this paper only allows me to make the briefest of sketches
of the form and nature of societal changes that have evolved as a result of
these interacting macro-factors. The brevity of these sketches necessitates
simplification of complex phenomena. However, these are almost
unavoidable in the circumstances. A fuller description and discussion is
set out in Miller (2003).

The change in form and organisation can be listed briefly in historical
sequence as follows:

• Relatively small isolated hunter-gatherer nomadic extended families
or lineages or clans that were autonomous and virtually self-sufficient
in the conduct of all human affairs.

• Larger settled lineages and clans living in subsistence farming
communities made possible by the agricultural revolution driven by
the emerging technology of growing crops and domesticating animals.
The temple emerged not only as the first monumental structure but
also as the first public space in intercourse between lineages and clans.
Priests, potters and metal workers were among the first non-manual
occupations. The temple was the place in which agricultural surplus
was stored, redistributed and traded. Economic exchanges between
lineages and clans originated in the temple where they were conducted
under divine scrutiny and sealed by sacred vows. These early villages
were governed by clan democracy loosely linked to the temple, in
which the governor had priestly status. The structure of government
consisted of a governor, a council of elders of the clans and a general
assembly of all free adult males. Together they exercised political,
judicial and executive power in the context of consent and consultation
on various matters. Final authority rested with the general council in
matters of war, with the council of elders in other matters and with
the governor in terms of administrative routine carried out in the
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name of the god. Temple-centred villages worshipped a pantheon of
groups. In each village, however, the task of maintaining community
fell to the temple. Religious bonds were the means of binding blood-
related autonomous clans together in corporate living. Ritual
observances and worship were therefore the first activities transferred
from the private sphere of kinship, to the public sphere of corporate
existence of non-kin. The blood bonds of kinship were dissolved in
the solvent of ritual piety. The common gods worshipped by the
clans became the glue of non-kinship solidarity that made village
community possible. It must also be noted that a dynamic symbiotic,
but also contentious, relationship developed between settled villages
and nomadic pastoral groups.

• In time, some villages created a federation to form ancient cities in
which one clan owned the government. Several important forces
spurred this transformation. First, the revolution in agricultural
production made possible by the invention of the metal plough,
harnessing animals to draw the plough; the invention of the wheel
and wheeled vehicles; and the invention of writing. This revolution
in agricultural production, which occurred around 4000 BC, allowed
more land to be brought under production at lower cost, and therefore
generated much greater surplus that could be redistributed over larger
areas and accounted for in writing. It allowed for the expansion of
non-manual occupations that could supply the food-producing sector
with technology and could provide more efficient public
administration. This formed the basis for urbanisation. Second, as
cities emerged as walled entities surrounded by a necklace of villages
and hamlets, they had to be defended militarily either against invaders
or by pre-emptive strikes against other cities. The most important
outcome of the military defence of cities was the transformation of
governance from temple-based clan democracy to royal courts ruled
by warrior kings and royal lineages that owned the government. In
this development, the palace joined the temple as another instrument
of binding clans, lineages, tribes and castes in corporate living. Third,
warriors, priests and kings, often interchangeable occupations, ruled
societies through patriarchal succession.
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The cooperation, competition and conflict that characterised the
relationships between cities and their surrounding villages and nomadic
groups can be described as follows:

• City states ruled by kings and boasting temples, writing and schools,
classified themselves as civilised and the nomadic groups as barbarians.

• Imperial city states established empires guaranteeing their client
cities and village protection from invasion from other cities and
marauding barbarians.

• Religious empires replaced imperial cities as the foci of domination
as barbarians successfully overthrew the oligarchy of cities that they
conquered and were converted to universalistic religions.

• These religious empires were governed from an imperial city but
exercised hegemony, in the name of religion, over cities, dukedoms,
earldoms, fiefdoms, sheikdoms, chiefdoms and tribes all structured
along ethnic and patriarchal lines.

• The code of conquest that was practised allowed the conquered city
or village etc. autonomy over its internal affairs provided that they
accepted the hegemony of their conquerors.

Over the last 400 years, nation states have broken the yoke of religious
empires and established themselves as sovereign entities ruled by
constitutional law.

Patriarchy in City States and Religious Empires

It is important to pause and take note of patriarchy as it was originally
constructed and how it was transformed in the era of city states and
religious empires. Both the ancient state and religion had the potential
to alter patriarchy defined in terms of genealogy, generation and gender.
Indeed, the high ethical vision of all universalistic religions declared
men and women equal in the sight of god. The state and religion were
premised on the notion that different kinship collectives owed primary
loyalty to the state or religion and not to blood bonds. While both
could be regarded as forward movements towards non-kinship forms of
association, in fact they both made backward compromises to patriarchal
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organisation. Particular lineages, clans and tribes seized the leadership
of the state and leadership of the religions and passed on these positions
through patriarchal succession resulting in the emergence of royal and
priestly lineages and clans. Far from transforming patriarchy, the ancient
state and religion became structured along patriarchal lines.

It must be noted that competition and conflicts arose between ethnic
groups, cities and religious cadres. However, because the ancient code of
conquest allowed groups that accepted the hegemony of their conquerors
autonomy over their internal affairs, patriarchy was preserved among
both vanquished and victors. Accordingly, conflicts between lineages,
ethnic groups, cities and religious groups practising the ancient code of
conquest, never challenged the foundation criteria of patriarchy:
genealogy, gender and generation.

On the other hand, groups that resisted the hegemony of their
conquerors suffered one of the following fates:

• The physical elimination of the group, in which all members and
the group itself were killed: genocide.

• The physical removal of the political and technical cadres of the
conquered group and their dispersion within cities ruled by the
conquerors, thus leading to at least their partial incorporation into
the empire of the conquerors.

• The killing of all the male captives while integrating the women
and children of the captives into the lineages of the conquerors.

• Allowing male captives to retain their lives while removing, through
castration, their capacity to perpetuate their line. These eunuchs
were invariably integrated into the bureaucracy of the conquerors
as intermediaries between the ruling elites and commoners.

• Enslavement of the conquered group made manumission much easier
for female slaves but resulted in the males of the group remaining
almost permanently enslaved.

In the ancient city states and in religious empires, male marginalisation,
arising as a result of rejection of the ancient code of conquest, manifested
itself in loss of elite status, loss of life, loss of reproductive capacity and
almost permanent enslavement. The point that must not be missed is
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that, in the confrontation and conflict between kinship collectives, ethnic
groups, cities and religions, among the groups that lost the contest and
did not accept the hegemony of their conquerors, it was the males of
those groups who lost the most and whose masculinity was eliminated
or seriously compromised.

The Nation State and Patriarchy

Unlike the city states of the ancient world, nation states encompass both
city and surrounding countryside. Invariably, nation states comprise
several cities, with none having political primacy over the others, hence
the absence of any need for client relationships between cities. Also the
nation embodies cities, countryside, diverse ethnic groups and different
religions, while claiming autonomy and sovereignty in its relations with
other nations. That is, it claims pre-eminence in allegiance and loyalty,
over and beyond every other social and political entity.

Invariably, nation states are premised on the utopian values of equality,
human rights, social justice, and consent as the foundation of government.
Further, the fundamental unit of national organisation is the individual
national, the citizen. Each national, by virtue of nationality, is entitled
to equal treatment, enjoys the same rights, guaranteed the same justice
and is empowered as an elector in determining the government. These
transcendental values are invariably enshrined in constitutional law.
Further, the State has become the principal mechanism and chief executing
agency of the values of nationhood.

By virtue of its construction, the nation state constitutes a frontal
attack on society organised on the basis of patriarchy, that is, on the
criteria of genealogy, gender and generation. The assault has focused
mainly on genealogy as tribe, clan, caste, lineage, race and family and
has been relegated officially to social categories devoid of constitutional
or legal content. If the ethical vision of the universalistic religions has
rendered these categories immoral, then the nation state has added the
adjectives unconstitutional and illegal to their meaning in the political,
economic and social conduct of the nation.

In the nation state, tribe, clan, caste, lineage, race and family are
conceded as having only sentimental, nostalgic and cultural meaning.
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The family itself is reduced to a nurturing unit stripped of its political
and economic relationships that surrounded kinship collectives in
previous civilisations. On the other hand, non-kin forms of societal
organisation are given positive political, economic and social meaning.
These include the State replete with parliament, courts, military
establishment, police force, and civil service bureaucracy and, outside of
these, the political party, the corporation, the trade union, the school
and the church. All of these are constitutionally and legally required to
practise the utopian values on which the nation state is predicated.

At the same time, civil society within each nation carries the legacy of
tribal, clan and lineage society. Kinship allegiance, clan honour,
perpetuation of the lineage and patriarchal obligations continue to be
the supreme values to a greater or lesser degree. In several societies, the
notion of kinship has been transposed to race, with the same assumptions
of blood bonds, group solidarity and mutual obligations as in lineage
society. In all versions of this type of society, the family, organised on
patriarchal traditions, remains the fundamental unit of social organisation.
The social reality of nation states, therefore, is that of civil society organised
on the basis of kinship, clan honour, perpetuation of families, patriarchal
authority and filial obligations and the State predicated on the utopian
values of equality, human rights, social justice and representative
democracy in which sovereignty rests with the people. Further, civil
society presumes the family to be the basic unit of organisation while
the State is organised on the individual as the fundamental unit of its
constitutional structure.

The national project, by definition, consists of transforming civil society
from its ethnic roots, kinship structure and patriarchal traditions into
nations in harmony with their constitutions mandating utopian values
which espouse equality, justice, rights and consent. Indeed, the
mobilisation of nations resides in the implementation of the
transcendental values of nationhood and the promise of material progress.
It must be noted that the promise of material progress implied in
nationhood, particularly to the mass of the dispossessed groups, has
added yet another element of meaning to the values on which nationhood
is premised.
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The point that must not be overlooked is that the formation of nation
states has neither been the inevitable result of social evolution nor the
wholehearted embrace of the high ethical vision of nationhood. Nation
states have all been constructed through the processes of dynamic
interaction among groups within nations, where one or two groups
become the ‘chief nationalists’. While leading the construction of the
nation on the utopian values of equality, individual rights and social
justice enshrined in constitutional law, the ‘chief nationalists’ invariably
skew the construction of the nation in their image and garner substantial
advantages to the groups to which they belong. In this context the State,
controlled by the ‘chief nationalists’, becomes the major instrument of
constructing the nation in their image and to their advantage. The
greatest promise for the success of the national project, and threat to its
realisation, resides in the moral conduct, or lack of it, from those groups
claiming and exercising leadership in the implementation of the mandate
of nationhood.

It is this tension between efforts to construct nations out of civil society
rooted in ethnicity and kinship, and the acquisition and consolidation
of advantage by those groups leading the construction of the nation that
has effected several important societal transformations. The essence of
the transformation is from kinship to non-kinship forms of association
and organisation. The national ideal and creed is that nationals of all
families and ethnic groups within the nation should have an equal right
to participate in the parliamentary affairs of the State, to receive equal
justice through its courts, and have equal access to the bureaucracy of
the State including the civil service, military establishment, police force,
schools and colleges, and statutory bodies. Further, all nationals,
irrespective of family or ethnicity, should be unencumbered and free to
become members of political parties, religions, corporations, trade
unions, clubs and all other non-governmental organisations operating
in the public sphere.

The practical reality is that the inequalities of civil society organised
on the basis of kinship and ethnicity, and the asymmetry of the power
implied in this inequality, are not automatically swept away by applying
the national creed. Invariably, in the construction of the nation state
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backward concessions have been made to patriarchy, very similar to what
occurred in the construction of the ancient city states and in the emergence
of the monotheistic religions.

Some of the factors fuelling the compromise of the full implementation
of the transcendental values of the national project can be listed as follows:

• The efforts of those groups (that previously held power, commanded
considerable resources, were accorded high esteem and whose culture
dominated the society), to retain at least some of their former
positions within the nation.

• The attempts of the newly empowered groups, not only to lead the
construction of the nation, but to consolidate their position in the
society and nation. Indeed, the democratisation of political power
has invariably brought about more upward social mobility of those
controlling and administering the machinery of the State than by
the mass of the people themselves.

• The formation of alliances between the old and the new guard, to
their mutual benefit, which are at variance with the utopian values
of nationhood.

The result of the backward concession in that patriarchy is that its defining
features, genealogy, gender and generation, are carried over into the non-
kinship and voluntary entities namely political parties, unions,
corporations, churches, clubs, and the like.

Two additional points need to be noted with reference to the subject
of this paper. First, gender is by no means primary or pre-eminent as a
criterion in the organisation of societies or nations. It is embedded within
other criteria. Second, gender operates in interaction with the other criteria
upon which societies and nations are organised. In other words, in social
and political behaviour in society and nations, the actions of men and
women need to be interpreted within the context of the interactions of
criteria such as class, race, religion, region, generation, ideology and any
other criterion that may be involved. This is not to say that men’s and
women’s actions are entirely predicated on the basis of locating them
relative to these criteria, since individuals may affirm or oppose or adopt
a non-committal stance on any issue. Rather, the identification of the
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criteria, and their interaction, allows the parameters and frameworks of
action to be delineated.

The Transformation of Patriarchy in the Nation State

In the course of constructing the nation state from a civil society structured
on the basis of kinship and ethnicity, patriarchy is transformed mainly
as a result of the operations of two processes. The first process relates to
partnership between the men and women of the groups holding previous
advantage in the civil society and those newly empowered in the nation,
in defending and preserving or enhancing and consolidating their group’s
interests in the nation. These groups can be labelled the dominant groups
in the society and nation. The second process relates to the exclusion of
men of the subordinate groups in the civil society from much of the
opportunities of upward social mobility offered in the nation. Each of
these processes will be discussed in turn.

The Partnership Process

The main elements of this partnership process can be listed briefly as
follows:

• Easy and preferential access to and first choice of members of dominant
groups to the most powerful, strategic, prestigious and lucrative
opportunities available in the particular nation. This results from being
in control of the mechanisms of private and public bureaucracies.

• Patriarchal rank operates in the dominant groups to determine that
greatest access and first preference to these opportunities should go
to older men while last choice and least preference should be accorded
to younger women.

• The magnitude of opportunities available to the dominant groups
outstripping the supply of men of those groups to meet the demand.

• Women of the dominant groups being recruited in these
circumstances in which the supply of older and younger men of the
groups is inadequate in relation to the demand.

The essence of this partnership process is that it operates in circumstances
where the available opportunities to the dominant group exceed its
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capacity to meet the demand through its supply of men of that group.
In these circumstances patriarchal closure is relaxed in the dominant
group and women of the group are co-opted and recruited to satisfy the
demand. Women of the dominant group are recruited to meet the
shortfall or hiatus in supply of men of that group. Failure to recruit the
women of the group would result in such opportunities going to the
other groups competing with or challenging the dominant group for
position. In other words, women of the dominant group are mobilised
to assist the group to maximise its appropriation of available
opportunities. In this process, the defining feature is that men and women
of the dominant group are cooperating and collaborating to advance or
defend the interests or position of their group. Put in the converse, men
and women of the dominant groups are cooperating and collaborating
to exploit or to deny opportunities to the other groups in the nation.

The fact that men of the dominant group retain most of the top
positions and most strategic occupations and women of the dominant
group are assigned mainly to the intermediate positions and less strategic
levels in the occupational structure highlights the demarcation between
senior and junior membership of the partnership. The fact that female
marginalisation in the dominant group is manifest in this arrangement,
is secondary to the fact that men and women of the dominant group are
acting collectively in the interest of the group and against the other
groups in the society. Female marginalisation within the dominant group
represents an internal disagreement and quarrel. This partnership process
is first and foremost a mechanism for defending and promoting the
interests of the dominant group and not that of marginalising and
exploiting the women of that group.

Put another way, equality of access to opportunity within the dominant
group is unlikely to make any material or substantial difference to the
establishment, extension or consolidation of the hegemony of the
dominant group over the other groups in the society. Men and women
of the dominant group are united in their intention to advance the
interests of their group against that of others. It is the marginalisation of
the other groups in the society that is the primary mission, not the
marginalisation of women within the dominant group itself. Men and
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women of the dominant group are partners in advancing the interests of
their group, albeit with the women being the junior and men being the
senior partners. The internal quarrel within dominant groups should
not obscure the solidarity of their external relations with respect to
subordinate groups within their societies.

The Exclusionary Process

The second process involves the exclusion of men of the subordinate
groups in society from most of the opportunities of upward social
mobility. In terms of the subordinate groups, this results in most of the
opportunities for upward social mobility going to women. This process
has been described by Miller (1994). The core elements involved in this
second process can be listed as follows:

• Conflict between the dominant and other groups in society
concerning the basis on which the society is organised and challenges
that arise from existing inequalities with respect to access to
opportunity within the society.

• The imperative to respond to these challenges by conceding access to
opportunities to the subordinate groups in the society. Concessions
to such challenges are mandated by the constitutions of nations,
required by the ethical vision of nationhood and usually necessary
as a result of elective politics.

• Expansion in opportunities opened up to the subordinate groups
and the prospect of integration into the mainstream of society.

• Control by the dominant groups of the mechanisms and gateways
through which members of the subordinate groups gain access to
the available opportunities for upward social mobility.

• The willingness of some segments of the subordinate groups to accept
the structure of opportunity for upward social mobility as fashioned
by the dominant groups.

These elements combine to shape the exclusionary process so that, in
circumstances where the dominant group has control of the mechanisms
governing access to institutions serving the subordinate group, and where
access to the subordinate group is being expanded, the demand is increasing.
In these circumstances the former prejudices the employment process in
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favour of females of the subordinate groups by excluding most of the males
from that group. Expanded opportunities afforded to subordinate groups
constitute strong incentive to their participation, given the limited scope
of the opportunities for socioeconomic advancement available to them.
Acceptance of the opportunities afforded means the advancement of the
group by way of their daughters rather than their sons. Many members of
the subordinate groups willingly accept sponsored mobility on these terms
and, in so doing, participate in the gendered outcomes.

It is important to observe that men of the subordinate group are
deliberately excluded from the expanded opportunities offered to their
group. The basis of that exclusion is the level of threat they pose to the
dominant group for political, social, economic, ideological or cultural
reasons, or some combination of these. Such exclusion is heightened in
circumstances of conflict between the groups, or challenge by the
subordinate, in the circumstances in which the dominant group is
constrained to concede some measure of expanded opportunity to their
challengers by virtue of constitutional, legal or political considerations
arising from the imperatives of the nation state.

Another observation that needs to be noted is that through the
exclusionary process, men of the dominant groups establish alliances
with women of the subordinate groups. The asymmetry of power relations
dictates that the latter would be dependent on the former for maintaining
their sponsored advancement in the society. Like women of the dominant
group, women of the subordinate group will occupy middle-level and
intermediate positions within the private and public bureaucracies and,
in the process, operate as lieutenants of men of the dominant group
occupying the top positions. These alliances generally earn the resentment
of men of the subordinate group.

A third observation is that those women of the subordinate group
who do not benefit from the sponsored mobility offered, remain the
most marginalised in the society. Indeed, they continue to operate within
the traditional boundaries of patriarchy. Further, many of their sons are
counted among the underclass of men. In other words, it is within the
subordinate group that both male and female marginalisation coincides
and interacts and in a manner that reinforces the other. For example,
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Gregory (1991) found that most of the street children were boys whose
mothers were of low socioeconomic status who, at an early age, had
entered into a series of unions with men, hoping for financial support
that did not materialise.

Implications of Both Processes for the Transformation of Patriarchy

The partnership process redefines, extends and expands patriarchy within
dominant groups to encompass the public as well as the private sphere.
This is because their scope of authority and influence is expanded to
encompass the subordinate groups. The rule of fathers in the family,
lineage, or clan is extended to non-kin groups: political parties, trade
unions, colleges, schools, corporations, religious organisations, the civil
service etc. Accordingly, men of the dominant groups become the leaders
of political parties, executives of corporations, heads of trade unions,
heads of civil service bureaucracies, top officers in the security forces.

The essence of this transformation is that non-kin associations and
organisations within the public sphere of the nation come to have the
same structure of kinship collectives in the civil society. Patriarchy is
transformed from being a feature of tribal groups and kinship collectives
into new forms within non-kin associations and organisations as fathers
within the groups leading the nationalist charge or holding great
economic resources seize or consolidate their places in the new nation.
The end result is the patriarchal state, political patriarchy, religious
patriarchy, corporate patriarchy, trade union patriarchy etc., as men of
the dominant group seize places in these areas within the public sphere
in the nation.

The movement away from the rule of fathers in blood-bonded collectives
to that of men in political parties, corporations, trade unions, colleges,
schools, and other such non-kin organisations, transforms patriarchy from
being the rule of fathers to rule of men. In other words, in the absence of
filial relationship, the rule of fathers is transformed into the rule of men.
Dahlerup (1987) noted the emergence of the patriarchal state and observed
that its defining feature was that it functions in the interest of men. The
position taken here is that men and women of the group controlling the
mechanisms of the patriarchal state commandeer  these mechanisms of
the state to serve their interests and prerogatives.
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While the partnership process extends the patriarchy of the dominant
group from the private to the public sphere and advances or consolidates
the hegemony of that group over the subordinate group in the society,
by according some women of the dominant group the role of junior
partner in advancing group interests in the public sphere, gender as an
organising principle in society is compromised. These junior partners of
the dominant group now exercise power over men of the subordinate
group. At the same time, the junior position in the partnership raises
the question of its justice, particularly in the context of the national
creed professing equal rights and justice.

The second process, involving male marginalisation in the subordinate
group, is even more radical in undermining patriarchy, in that genealogy,
gender and generation are all compromised as organising principles in
the society. By sponsoring the mobility of members of the subordinate
group to positions previously reserved for the dominant group, genealogy
is compromised. By advancing young people over older folk, generation
is called into question. By skipping young women over their fathers and
brothers, and prospective spouses, gender is compromised.

The net result of such sponsored mobility is that some women of the
subordinate group become even more liberated from traditional
patriarchal and feminine roles than their peers in the dominant group.
Not only are they accorded roles in the public sphere, but they also
become heads of households in their own right and not simply substitutes
in one generation until male succession is restored. Patriarchy in the
private sphere is reversed in a large proportion of the subordinate group
as, through the process of male marginalisation, many men are without
the means and symbols through which they may sustain their traditional
masculine and paternal roles as prescribed by patriarchy.

The exclusionary process undermines patriarchy in the subordinate
group. This is accomplished by the following:

• Breaching patriarchal rank by promoting women over their fathers,
brothers and spouses.

• Undermining the material symbols by which the males of the
subordinate group reinforce their authority within the group.
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• Fostering matrifocal forms of socialisation in homes and schools,
consistent with the structure of opportunity in which girls are most
likely to succeed in accessing the socioeconomic opportunities for
advancement open to the group.

• Fracturing solidarity in the subordinate group by the differential
rates of incorporation of males and females into the mainstream of
the society which, in the long term, results in the men being blamed
for their lack of socioeconomic progress, and men resenting the
advancement of females of the group ahead of themselves.

These two processes are by no means mutually exclusive. Indeed, they
are highly compatible. The first process operates mainly, but not
exclusively, within the dominant group, and those other groups in the
society with which they establish alliances. The second process operates
largely within the subordinate group in circumstances of conflict with
the dominant group.

Ironically, at the same time that patriarchy is transformed and extended,
by both processes, to encompass the private as well as the public spheres
in the nation, it is also compromised and weakened. The factors related
to this can be listed briefly as follows:

• As the authority and power of the men of the dominant groups are
expanded, there is the corresponding marginalisation of large
numbers of men of the subordinate groups, resulting in increased
polarisation between men in the nation. While a few men become
increasingly more powerful, many men become part of a highly
marginalised underclass. At the same time, the position of women
becomes more equalised, as many women of both the dominant
and the subordinate groups come to occupy middle positions in
the public and private bureaucracies in the nation. While these
women are subject to the glass ceiling imposed by the men of the
dominant group, the former are in a much more advantageous
position than men of the underclass.

• The masculine bias in the dominant group and the underclass and
the feminisation of the middle strata result in a state of flux in
numerous relationships previously constructed on the basis of
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patriarchal norms. Patriarchy is compromised as many young women
exercise authority over fathers, several wives become the chief providers
of families, many mothers become heads of households, numerous
women are unable to find husbands of comparable social and
economic status and therefore decide to become single parents, and
large numbers of girls outperform boys in schools.

• The polarised position of men in the nation is marked by the criteria
upon which the civil society is organised. For example, if the society
is organised on the basis of ethnicity, religion, class, gender and
generation, then the men of the dominant group will tend to belong
to one ethnic group, the upper class, a different denomination or
religion and be older than the men of the underclass who will tend
to be of other ethnic groups, lower class, a different denomination
or religion and be younger. These bases of inequality stand
condemned in the national creed and constitution. Hence, the moral
authority of the dominant group is undermined and diminished
by charges of corruption, patronage, clientelism, nepotism,
discrimination and victimisation which they cannot successfully
defend given the marked disparities.

• Political, corporate, union, school and other non-kin association
bonds are relatively weak compared to blood bonds assumed in
kinship collectives. Given this weakness, there is the tendency for
non-kin associations and organisations to fracture and disintegrate
in the face of sustained resistance or gross failure to comply with
their mandate.

• Confusion of roles and relationships results as traditional roles are
undermined and subverted with the new roles and relationships
appearing as deficits, deviations and defaults of tradition.
Accordingly, there is little celebration of the changing roles and
relationships but great condemnation arising from the departure
from tradition.

Implications of Both Processes for Male Marginalisation

Both the partnership and the exclusionary processes contribute to male
marginalisation in the subordinate groups. The partnership process
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contributes to male marginalisation indirectly by diverting opportunities
to females of the dominant group or their clients that would otherwise
have gone to males of the subordinate group. The exclusionary process
contributes directly to male marginalisation in that it actively excludes
these males in preference to the females of that group. The greatest impact
on male marginalisation occurs when both processes are employed.

Changes in the Nature of Power in Society

In Men at Risk, I showed that over the long haul of history, and with the
fundamental changes that have taken place in the form, nature and
organisation of society, some important shifts have taken place in relation
to the exercise of power. The broad dimensions of this shift can be briefly
described as follows:

• The shift in the distribution of power causing power in society to
become increasingly centralised. In ancient society, many men
through patriarchal authority exercised absolute power over the small
autonomous groups to which they belonged. In modern society,
fewer and fewer men exercise absolute power over more and more
people including other men. This centralisation of power has led to
the marginalisation of large numbers of men who hitherto had
exercised power, albeit over small groups.

• The shift in the location of power from the private to the public
sphere. In ancient society, life and death, occupation, discipline of
family members, sexual behaviour, education and all other matters
related to group survival were the prerogative of the autonomous
clan or tribe or kinship collective. Over the course of history and
increasingly in the nation state, authority in these matters has tended
rather to be transferred to the public sphere and to public
bureaucrats in the civil service, courts, schools, parliaments, etc.
Protection and provision have become the responsibility of States,
especially in those states with highly developed welfare systems.
The traditional role of men as protectors and providers for the kinship
collective, of which they are members, has been severely eroded.

• The shift in the main modality of the idiom of power from the
personalistic to the materialistic; the open and transparent exercise
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of power in the personalistic idiom, replete with codes of chivalry
and honour, did much for the male macho image, even if this was
more in its assumptions rather than in practice. Power in the
materialistic idiom is covert, disguised, impersonal and sometimes
deceitful. The materialistic idiom does not inspire nearly the same
allegiance or admiration as does the personalistic idiom.

The point here is that, in the transformation of power as it is located,
distributed and expressed, men have been more seriously affected and in
a more negative way than women. This is because patriarchy as it was
constructed in nascent human society centralised large numbers of men
and socialised them to expect this centralised position to be their
birthright. Fundamental changes in the nature, structure and organisation
of society associated with substantial shifts in the distribution, location
and idiom of power has had much more substantial and negative influence
on men by virtue of their centralisation in patriarchal structures.

The opposite has been true of women. Having been marginalised within
patriarchal structures for thousands of years, many women have indeed been
liberated from their historic marginalisation by the fundamental changes
and consequential shifts in three dimensions of power. While many men
may be confronted by changes that have negatively impacted their expectations
and socialisation, many women are inspired by the new opportunities resulting
from the emerging configuration of society and power.

In the confusion that has surrounded many of these changes, ironically,
some women have not celebrated their liberation from marginalisation
within patriarchy but have instead interpreted their circumstances in
terms of male failure to perform their traditional patriarchal roles.
Likewise, many men have not afforded themselves the opportunity to
understand these changes and have instead embarked on courses of self-
destruction and the destruction of others in a manner consistent with
the traditional definition of masculinity in patriarchy which directs
violence at anything that it does not understand or cannot control.

Concluding Comment

From the foregoing explanation it should be plain that male domination
and male marginalisation are not mutually exclusive phenomena; nor are
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female marginalisation and male marginalisation. These phenomena are
interrelated and are outcomes of the processes of domination and
subordination resulting from the contest, conflict competition and
confrontation between groups in society for power, resources and social
advantage. In these conflicts and confrontations, gender is never the primary
axis of solidarity between groups. Men and women of particular groups
strive to obtain or retain dominance in society. Hence, men and women
are complicit in the marginalisation of members of their own gender.

Further, much of the manifestation of male marginalisation in
contemporary society is related to the transformation of patriarchy within
the framework of a rights-based nation state premised on equality, social
justice, democracy and the individual as the fundamental unit of social
organisation. It is to be hoped that a better understanding of the processes
at work will assist women and men to engage constructively and creatively
and to cope with the challenges posed.
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