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Abstract 
This paper concerns the masculinities under construction during adolescence. 
We discuss the results highlighted by a typological analysis. The research re-
sults presented are drawn from a sample of male adolescents living in the ar-
rondissement of Liege (Belgium). Based on a quantitative survey investigating 
the traditional “attributes” of masculinity through representations, attitudes, 
and opinions, we have carried out a typological analysis that reveals three ma-
jor types of masculinity under construction. We discuss this finding in light of 
the masculinity models developed by sociologist Connell (2005a) and others 
working in the field of masculinity studies who have highlighted the recent 
emergence of new models. 
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1. Introduction 

Contemporary adolescence is recognized as a particularly important moment in 
the construction of different masculinities. In this article, we consider the follow-
ing questions: is it possible to identify different ideal types of present-day mascu-
linities? What are they and how do they relate to each other? What vision of the 
feminine and of equality between sexes and sexualities do they convey? In order 
to answer these questions, we apply a psycho-sociological approach that enables 
us to overcome problems common to strictly psychological and sociological anal-
yses. This allows us to pay particular attention to how individual conceptions, at-
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titudes and behaviors can be influenced by the groups, the cultural backgrounds 
and spheres to which an individual belongs. 

1.1. Adolescent Masculinities as an Object of Study 

Masculinity is a dynamic concept that has evolved significantly over time, as has 
the notion of adolescence, especially since the beginning of the twentieth century. 
The 1970s saw the emergence of “youth culture”1, which not only distinguished 
adolescence from other age groups, but also divided itself into youth subcultures 
based on race, ethnicity, economic status, public appearance, or a variety of other 
factors (Hughes & Short, 2015). The reshaping of masculinity among the younger 
generations is now the subject of growing interest, albeit not one without contro-
versy2. It is in this historical context that our typological research into models of 
adolescent masculinity in the European region of Wallonia (Belgium) has been 
carried out? Rogers, Nielson and Santos (2021) have recently authored a review of 
the literature on adolescent masculinities and have highlighted the relevance of a 
developmental and contextual approach to masculinities. While interpersonal re-
lationships play a crucial role in the construction of masculinities through the 
process of socialization, masculinities cannot be isolated from broader socio-cul-
tural systems. Adolescents do not live in a vacuum; they grow up in a particular 
time and place. As stated in the public significance statement of Rogers, Nielson, 
and Santos’ article, “research in the past two decades evidences the relevance of 
masculine gender-role socialization during adolescence. Many youth devote sig-
nificant energy to navigating male-role norms in their relationships and social en-
vironments. Their accommodation of masculine norms has identifiable implica-
tions for development in regards to health, relationships, and academics”. 

In fact, it appears that we are confronted with evolutions in masculinities con-
sisting of accommodations and contradictions.  

Gender equity and equality have been widely promoted in our societies over the 
past decades. While general support for gender equality, including among the 
male population, is increasing, this support often appears conditional with respect 
to young men (Off, Charron, & Alexander, 2022). Numerous studies in English, 
French, and Spanish affirm that contemporary forms of adolescent masculinity 
are accompanied by a reinforcement of gender-based divisions in many countries 
(Burn-Murdoch, 2024; Campbell, May, Duffy, Skinner, Gottfried, & Hewlett, 
2024; Sanmartín Ortí, Kuric Kardelis, & Gómez Miguel, 2022) and the persistent 
maintenance of a hegemonic identity model (Galland, 2010; Dabrowski, 2018). 
This model is notably characterized by toughness; detachment from schoolwork 
(Ayral, 2011); sporting prowess (Phoenix, 2004); financial ambition; and compe-
tition between peers (Neff, Cooper, & Woodruff, 2007). 

These findings prompted us to design a research project with a focus on iden-

 

 

1As with gender culture, youth culture should be understood as the values and models that young 
people adopt to shape their behavior. 
2Particularly where the alarmist discourse about the “failure of boys” is concerned. 
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tifying models of masculinity in adolescence rather than highlighting general 
trends. The approach is thus inductive and does not require the a priori formula-
tion and verification of precise assumptions. 

The definition of masculinity used in this study refers to the sociological con-
cept of gender. Masculinity is not seen as a natural, biological attribute, but rather 
as a multidimensional concept molded by everyday social practices and interac-
tions that are subject to significant social and cultural pressures, and which mate-
rialize in opinions, representations and attitudes (West & Zimmerman, 2009)3. 

Masculinities as Configurations of Practices 
The sociologist Connell (2005b) has stressed the importance of adolescence in the 
construction of masculinities as it is a particular period when models of mascu-
linity are either appropriated and embodied, or negotiated and, on occasion, re-
jected, and that this is no small way due to interactions between peers.4 However, 
Connell has warned against the temptation to think of adolescence exclusively in 
terms of the individual without considering existing power relations, notably in 
the domain of sexuality.5 An early advocate of feminist epistemology,6 Connell’s 
thinking is informed by critical feminist and Gramscian theories, which are clearly 
reflected in two of her theoretical assertions: a) masculinity is relational, plural, 
and dynamic; and b) masculinity is conceived as “configurations of practices” 
shaped by complex, concrete social relations (of power, production and affect) 
situated in time and space. 

Although the theoretical approach Connell adopts in Masculinities in 2005 is 
not the only one,7 it is an essential milestone in the emergence and constitution of 
the field of masculinity studies, especially where the societal context is concerned, 
and remains a reference for a new generation of researchers (Bridges & Pascoe, 
2016). This approach, therefore, appeared to be the most relevant foundation for 
our research work, especially given that the way identity construction of “being a 
man” is often conceived remains overly essentialized and thought of as homoge-
nous, particularly in psychology. 

 

 

3French-speaking Belgium, where our research has been carried out, is geographically and culturally 
close to France, where this definition and approach remain significant and where we often find similar 
trends concerning gender stereotyped opinions and practices. 
4Some twenty years later, French sociologist Clair (2023: p. 178), in a study of teenagers, reaffirmed 
the hermeneutical validity of Connell’s observation that “adolescence is, generally speaking, a great 
moment of naturalization of gender because of the major transformations of the body that occur at 
this time, which go hand in hand with the entry into genital sexuality and the (social) metamorphosis 
into men or women”. 
5This has been highlighted in numerous feminist studies (Delphy, 1988; Federici, 2019; Tisdell, 
2008). 
6Known as “standpoint feminist theory”, feminist epistemology identifies and challenges forms of sex-
ism, such as hierarchical relations between the masculine and feminine, which includes the production 
of contemporary knowledge, without losing sight of the intersectionality of power relations (Haraway, 
1988; Hesse-Biber, 2008; Clair, 2016; Aboim, 2016). It should be noted that feminist epistemology is 
not homogeneous. For an overview, see Harding (2004). 
7For an overview of different theoretical approaches, see Gottzén, Mellström & Shefer (2021), espe-
cially the introduction (pp. 1-17). 
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1.2. Which Configurations of Practice Emerge from Typological  
Studies of Masculinities? 

Based on empirical research (life stories or observations of adults in this case), 
Connell’s (2005a) work highlights the diversity of masculinities from which 
emerge four ideal types of configurations of practice, including a central model. 
These ideal types8 account for both the relationships men maintain between each 
(how they distance themselves or not from a so-called hegemonic model of mas-
culinity) as well as those they maintain with women (how men and women expe-
rience power relationships and the effects of these on their bodily, material, rela-
tional, and symbolic experiences). 

The first ideal type, hegemonic masculinity, echoes the observations of Sharon 
Bird (1996) and refers to a display of attitudes, opinions and behaviors character-
ized by emotional detachment, competition, and objectification, particularly the 
sexual objectification of women. It has played a role in perpetuating the notion 
that men’s domination over women and other men is the “standard” of masculin-
ity. Unlike hegemonic masculinity, the model of complicit masculinity does not 
openly claim the primacy of the masculine over the feminine but does nothing to 
deconstruct it either. It confers the privilege of being male without taking a public 
stance on male supremacy. The last two models of masculinity—subordinate and 
marginalized—convey the marked social ascendancy that one group of dominant 
men exerts over the others. On the one hand, the subordinate model falls within 
the realm of subordination as it does not conform to the emotional, competitive, 
and sexual power practices expected of “real men”. On the other hand, marginal-
ized masculinity is associated with social and material failure and/or belonging to 
a racial minority. 

Is this typology still relevant today given that there is increasing talk of men, 
and society more generally, having taken up the feminist cause?  

1.3. Hegemonic Masculinity as a Process in the Making 

Due to its centrality and vague nature, the concept of hegemonic masculinity 
(which could be considered a “rascal concept”9) has been critically refined and 
revised, notably by Connell and Messerschmidt (2005) and Messerschmidt (2012, 
2016). In 2019, Messerschmidt (2019) still maintained that Connell’s original em-
phasis on the legitimation of unequal gender relations remained essential to both 
the concept and the field of critical masculinity studies. 

For her part, the African American sociologist Patricia Hill Collins (2009) called 
for power relations to be viewed from a dialectical perspective as domination also 
provokes redefinitions and resistances. Her work has been echoed by the Portu-
guese sociologist Sofia Aboim (2016): Although multiple, the journeys of trans-
masculine individuals demonstrate how bodily experiences shape and redefine 

 

 

8An ideal type is an abstract type or category that helps us understand or theorize certain phenomena 
without claiming that the characteristics of a certain type are always and completely present in the 
observed phenomena. 
9Loïc Wacquant (2012) uses this term to refer to “neoliberalism”. 
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masculinities in ways that illuminate the nexus between bodies, embodiments, 
and discursive enactments of masculinity (Aboim & Vasconcelos, 2021: p. 43). 
Aboim has called for a distinction to be drawn between the notions of domination 
and hegemony: hegemony as the “historical snapshot” of what in a given mo-
ment—to a greater or lesser extent—lies at the core of the ideological field up-
holding the power of men, and domination, as a social process stemming from the 
practice of all men, in all material positions and cultural frameworks’ (Aboim, 
2016: p. 38). The model of hegemonic masculinity thus appears here as the result 
of a historical context and a process in the making, a process which involves ap-
propriation, negotiation, and translation, as well as reconfiguration and hybridi-
zation. 

Thus, while Raewyn Connell (2005a) has identified the significant role played 
by homophobia in the hegemonic masculinity model, this model can appropriate 
traits from other models of masculinity it has previously denigrated. Anderson 
(2016) considers that sexual attraction relationships are becoming increasingly ac-
cepted and Bridges and Pascoe (2016) have confirmed that there is a phenomenon 
where young adolescents appropriate certain elements of the same sex culture. 
However, they emphasize that this process of cultural appropriation does not nec-
essarily lead to greater gender or sexual equality, concurring with Vörös’s (2020: 
p. 20) claim that “any practice of masculinity implies above all a certain degree of 
complicity with the patriarchal order”, as well as Demetrakis Demetriou (2001: p. 
355), who has stated that “it is precisely through its hybrid and apparently contra-
dictory content that hegemonic masculinity reproduces itself”. 

According to Aboim (2016), the more general transformative effect of the new 
value accorded to intimacy, as well as women’s agency, means that are now three 
observable models of family functioning associated with specific and hierarchical 
ways of asserting oneself as a “man”: 

a) an unequal sharing model governed by the norm of the male provider and 
protector, defending his autonomy and primacy; 

b) an unequal sharing model with a man who is neither provider nor caregiver, 
even if he expresses a desire to be involved in the private sphere; 

c) a dual provider/caregiver model based on the principle of companionship 
and where the objective of achieving gender equality is asserted.  

This third model instinctively speaks to us as it is identifiable in our social and 
cultural environment and from observations we have made in previous studies.10 

1.4. From Gender Order to Gender Regime 

In 1995, Raewyn Connell insisted that hegemonic power was transversal to the 
gender order that justifies and structures hierarchical relations at the societal level, 
as well as the gender regime that concretely structures power and disciplinary 
mechanisms (Hill Collins, 2009). The work of black feminists has been particu-

 

 

10This third model was particularly prevalent in families where both parents had relatively high and 
comparable levels of education, worked in the education or care sector, earned roughly the same sal-
ary, and took turns looking after children, particularly due to differing working hours. 
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larly valuable as it has encouraged us to pay particular attention to the interplay 
between social relations of sex (which we define as “gender” following Laure 
Bereni et al., 2020) and the intertwining of political economy and politics in an 
increasingly globalized context. 

Recently, the anthropologists Cornwall, Karioris and Lindisfarne (2016) have 
re-emphasized the need to articulate the gender order from a political economy 
perspective. This is due to the fact that the era of neoliberal hegemony a) natural-
izes inequality by framing it as genetic and as a matter of individual responsibility; 
b) increases gender marking linked to the commodification of social relations; and 
c) expands the physical and cultural distance between elites and ordinary people. 
Numerous studies have highlighted the persistence of links between gender and 
political and coercive mechanisms (Wacquant, 2012; Mohr, 2019) that are put in 
place to regulate gender relations in particular institutions (Aboim, 2016). For in-
stance, schools continue to enforce a gendered division of labor (Connell, 2005b) 
and participate in the dissemination of messages that contrast girls with boys 
(Smith, 2007). For their part, families and peer groups undeniably continue to 
play an important role in the transmission of gendered practices and subliminal 
messages (Gavray & Boulard, 2021). Such messages include the happiness injunc-
tion described by the psychiatrist Edgard Cabanas and the sociologist Eva Illouz 
(2018) as spearheading the neoliberal political economy’s cultural revolution. 
They evoke a mode of governmentality in which happiness and its industry have 
invaded all the interstices of society, including citizenship and new management 
styles, as well as our individual obsessions, particularly where sexuality is con-
cerned. In both real and virtual spaces, sexual stereotypes that disadvantage girls 
and women are still legion. Whether sexist beliefs, opinions, and practices are be-
nevolent or hostile (Glick & Fiske, 1996), they serve to reaffirm relations of dom-
ination and (re)position each sex “in its place” in the gender order.11 Dabrowski 
(2018) points to the emergence of a generation of “man-children” as characteristic 
of early masculine culture where anything goes, which is notably reflected in cas-
ual and libertarian sexual encounters. The existence of a sexual double standard 
in relationships of the same sexual attraction highlighted by studies in social psy-
chology refers to the idea that men are more sexually demanding than girls and 
have less control over their sexual desires, making girls custodians of normative 
sexuality (Kaltiala-Heino et al., 2018) and responsible when things go wrong.12 At 
the same time, increasingly younger teenage girls are encouraged to use their “sex-
ual freedom” to achieve pleasure, often without realising that they are expected to 
become desirable, consenting the same sexual attraction’s subjects. Most girls who 
have engaged in sexting say they do so under pressure, as opposed to only a hand-
ful of boys. For their part, boys are required to present a tough, the same sexual 
attraction masculinity for their peers through certain types of performances, as 

 

 

11Even if this clear-cut view is occasionally challenged by the discourse of female empowerment (Kim 
& Ringrosse, 2018). 
12Victim-blaming practices ignore complex entanglements between the public and private in relation 
to intimacy. 
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well as through technological affordances, including “the ‘phallic’ collecting, post-
ing, tagging, and rating of girls’ and women’s digital bodies” (Naezer & Ringrosse, 
2018: p. 416). Boys tell each other about their first encounters with “pornos” in 
order to show off to their peers, while girls see this material as useful for informing 
themselves and debating with friends (Amsellem-Mainguy & Vuattoux, 2020). 
Thus, sexuality appears to remain at the heart of competition between male ado-
lescents. 

Alison Phipps and Isabel Young (2014) have demonstrated how competitive 
and commercial individualism, which is based on the image of a rational and en-
trepreneurial social subject, undeniably influences the way we think about and 
construct ourselves from an early age. The Portuguese philosopher and journalist 
Maçaes (2022, online) points out that “the new political economy reaches deep 
inside your soul. The darkest side of the knowledge economy is that it has gradu-
ally destroyed the separation between intellectual and material life”, and moreo-
ver, “social media offers no respite from social pressure. It reinforces and intensi-
fies the need to conform well-adjusted”. For Evans (2024) the ideological polari-
zation of the sexes is also sustained, more often unconsciously than not, by gen-
dered cultural bubbles, including communities of opinion created by social media 
networks and nurtured by misogynistic influencers, as well as by the economic 
resentment young men feel in response to the widening scope of women’s cultural 
production. Gefjon Off (2023) and Gefjon Off, Nicholas Charron, Amy Alexander 
(2022) have made a similar observation having found that young men living in 
regions where unemployment was rising and confidence in public institutions was 
low were particularly likely to be opposed to women’s rights. This has led some 
researchers to argue that gender equality cannot be promoted without supporting 
men’s emotional flexibility (Croft, Atkinson, & May, 2021). But would such an 
approach be sufficient? 

These factors forcefully underscore the fact that collective and individual con-
texts are closely intertwined, as are material and psycho-social manifestations. 
They must be considered in conjunction and at the intersection of gender and 
class relations (Naezer, 2020; Clair, 2023). It is for this reason it was important to 
pay attention to all these elements in our research. 

2. Methodology: Putting Adolescent Masculinities to the Test  
2.1. Selecting a Research Methodology 

Our typological approach employs a quantitative methodology. The aim of this 
exploratory work has been to test statistical processing models that are often the-
oretical or based on qualitative methodologies and which rarely focus on young 
people (Dabrowski, 2018). It should be noted that we have regularly coordinated 
research using both types of methods (often combined) on adolescents, including, 
for example, our contribution to the International Self-Report Delinquency Study 
(ISRD). The 2017 data analysed here represent the second wave of an earlier sur-
vey carried out in 2006 with a similar sample and based on a relatively similar 
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questionnaire. This survey revealed similarities between Belgium and Canada in 
terms of teenagers’ gender stereotypes and the issues they faced at school (Gavray 
& Adriaenssens, 2010). It is beyond the scope of this article to compare responses 
and trends between the two waves, but it should be noted that we observed a sig-
nificant stability in trends. Similarities can also be identified in the case of France 
(if we consider, for example, the various annual reports on the state of sexism in 
France), despite the fact that comparisons between surveys remain extremely dif-
ficult, given the variability of age groups and questions asked. 

The data for our survey were collected in 2017 from secondary schools in the 
Arrondissement of Liège (Belgium), using a sample that was as representative as 
possible. The first step was to contact all the secondary schools in the area after 
which we randomly selected a number of third-year classes from the overall list of 
such classes present in the schools that had agreed to take part in the survey. We 
compared the composition of the selection with the official figures, bearing in 
mind that some third-year technical and vocational classes are mainly composed 
of boys or girls. In each class selected, all the pupils, i.e. boys and girls, took part 
in the survey, with only a handful of exceptions due to the fact that the survey was 
carried out at school and did not require the prior written parental consent. In the 
end, 14 questionnaires had to be excluded because they were unreliable. Taking 
the official data available at the individual level into account, we adjusted—by 
random selection—the number of questionnaires retained to ensure cross-repre-
sentation between gender group and type of education so as to obtain the best 
final distribution. In this article, we analyze data from 324 male students (48% of 
the total sample) surveyed in the third year of general, technical or vocational sec-
ondary education (representing 58%, 23% and 19% of the total respectively). The 
average age of respondents was approximately 15. Further details regarding the 
sample can be found in Appendix 1. Note that no teacher was present when the 
questionnaire was administered, but two young researchers were on hand to ob-
serve and provide assistance. 

The questionnaire was quite close to the Conformity to Masculine Norms In-
ventory (CMNI) created by Mahalik et al. (2003), which comprises 94 items and 
includes 11 distinct factors. Our questionnaire first collected data on young peo-
ple’s profiles and their involvement in various spheres (school, citizenship, family, 
friendship, intimacy and leisure). The main section of the questionnaire focused 
on participants’ opinions concerning each sex group, as well as their attitudes and 
behaviors “as a boy” or “future man”. It included 90 statements which participants 
were asked to position themselves in relation by choosing one of four responses: 
strongly disagree/slightly disagree/slightly agree/strongly agree. The aim here was 
to measure the degree of proximity to significant elements of the masculine con-
struct at this developmental stage and in conjunction with contemporary issues 
surrounding conceptions and concrete behaviors of separation and hierarchiza-
tion between the sexes emphasized, in particular, by Thiers-Vidal (2010). Three 
main dimensions were investigated. The first concerned asymmetry and the dif-
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ference in symbolic and material value between men and women, between what 
is considered masculine and feminine. The second dimension relates to the values 
and attitudes of attraction to material domination. The third dimension focused 
on sexuality, which, if it is as important to the self-definition of identity as An-
thony Giddens (1993) asserted ahead of his time, continues to constitute a central 
axis of power relations between men and between sex groups as discussed in the 
theoretical section above (Vuattoux, 2013). 

2.2. Compiling Factors Prior to Typological Analysis and Assigning 
them to Subjects 

Typology is a methodical approach to defining or studying a set of types in order to 
facilitate the analysis, classification and study of complex realities. At the end of the 
research process, it is expected that a statistical investigation by cluster will reveal 
different “typical” ways of reasoning and functioning, with each survey subject be-
ing closely associated with one type, without necessarily adopting all its traits. Such 
an investigation can also provide us with an idea of the relative importance of each 
category of subject classification, enabling us to discuss their scope and implications. 

The typological analysis carried out for this study is based on how participants 
positioned themselves in relation to a set of social representations and attitudes 
investigated via the survey questionnaire. Statistically, this positioning has been 
“condensed” into the personal scores obtained for various factors, which we have 
then tested and considered conjointly to see whether these factors can serve to 
differentiate between certain groups of individuals and to update different models. 
To begin with, the items related to the three “thematic” dimensions outlined above 
underwent a factor analysis (principal component analysis, Varimax method in 
SAS).13 For each of these dimensions, the analysis identified distinct factors and 
the solution of two factors seemed the best one (with good internal consistency 
(Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .80 and .85 for each of the six factors retained). 
You find the composition of each factor in Appendix 2. 

Concerning the initial “asymmetry” dimension, a distinction emerged between 
what belongs to the private and public spheres. In the private sphere, the factor we 
call “Asym 1” reflects the level of adherence to the nuclear family model and the 
complementarity of roles, valorizing men’s roles as breadwinners and protectors of 
women. As for the factor we call “Asym 2”, it reflects the level of adherence to the 
idea of men’s primacy in the public sphere, in politics and in employment. 

The “power” dimension also divided into two distinct factors. The first factor 
(which we call “Power 1”) reflects the level of proximity to attitudes of impulsivity 
and physical domination; the second factor (called “Power 2”) accounts for the 
greater or lesser acceptance of norms associated with male domination and the 
notion that these norms are natural. 

The last dimension, centered on sexuality, is split into two factors as well. The first 

 

 

13Factor analyses serve to identify repeating patterns in datasets and observe common characteristics 
within these patterns. These analyses can be used to group variables, visualize data clusters, refine 
analysis and nuance interpretations. 
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(Sexual 1) relates to the imperative of the same sexual attraction and the sexual sur-
veillance of girls and women. The second factor (Sexual 2) relates to the normalization 
of sexual predation, as well as to the liberalization and commodification of sexuality.  

In the following step, we assigned a score to each young person for each of the 
six factors. In order to do this, we added up the different scores obtained for each 
item in the factor, taking into account the relative weighting each score represents 
in the composition of the factor. 

3. Results 
3.1. Typological Analysis Results  

A cluster analysis was carried out using SAS (Statistical Analysis System, version 
9.4, FASTCLUS procedure14). The three-cluster solution proved the most in-
formative. Three adolescent profiles or, more precisely, types of adolescence 
emerged as each adolescent found themselves associated with the cluster to which 
he was closest in terms of his positioning in relation to each of the 6 factors, with-
out necessarily sharing all the associated characteristics (see Table 1). 

 
Table 1. Average participant scores on each separate factor by cluster. 

Main results of the cluster analysis  

N total =316 
R-Square 

(for each factor) 

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster3 
N = 40 (13%) 

RMS STd Dev = 2.47 
Nearest cluster: 3 

N = 137 (43%) 
RMS STd Dev = 1.98 

Nearest cluster: 3 

N = 139 (44%) 
RMS STd Dev = 2.16 

Nearest cluster: 2 
Asym 1 

0.2169 
11.099 9.648 8.853 

R-Square 0.20 Std Dev 1.83 Std Dev 1.71 St Dev 1.50 

Asym 2 
0.4767 

12.902 15.121 10.047 

R-Square 0.48 Std Dev 3.60 Std Dev 2.10 Std Dev 2.44 

Power 1 
0.7242 

32.403 23.874 19.157 

R-Square 0.72 Std Dev 3.05 Std Dev 2.40 Std Dev 2.66 

Power 2 
0.2892 

17.214 15.707 13.036 

R-Square 0.38 Sd Dev 2.24 Std Dev 2.54 Std Dev 2.57 

Sexual 1 
0.1609 

7.425 6.868 6.016 

R-Square 0.13 Std Dev 1.52 Std Dev 1.54 Std Dev 1.25 

Sexual 2 
0.3105 

7.903 8.13248163 5.723 

R-Square 0.44 Std Dev 1.93 St Dev 1.25 Std Dev 2.12 

OVER-ALL 0.4976  

Pseudo f statistic = 156.96, Cubic Clustering criterion = 3.660. 

 

 

14The FASTCLUS procedure can be applied to databases containing at least 100 observations. It per-
forms a disjoint cluster analysis based on distances calculated from one or more quantitative variables. 
Observations are divided into clusters so that each observation belongs to one and only one cluster. 
The PROC FASTCLUS initialization method ensures that all distances between observations in the 
same cluster are smaller than all distances between observations in other clusters. There was no im-
perative requirement to standardize the variables since they use the same units of measurement, and 
the results were similar in both cases. 
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As can be seen from the table above, 40 subjects found themselves associated 
with Cluster 1, 137 subjects with Cluster 2 and an almost equivalent number—139 
subjects—with Cluster 315. We are aware that we must be careful when interpret-
ing results from Cluster 1 given that it is only made up of a small number of sub-
jects. 

The results appear acceptable given that the total R-squared value close to 0.50 
reflects the human domain, as well as the fact that the R-squared values of the 
different factors are not low either. The highest values can be seen in the factors 
“Power 1”, followed by “Asym 2” and then “Sexual 2”, which represent respec-
tively the “most intense” factor of gendered hierarchization for each initial the-
matic dimension. 

Comparing the average scores of the 6 factors between clusters, we can see from 
the table above that Cluster 1 has the highest scores across all factors, except for 
Asym 2 (primacy of men in the public sphere and in employment) and Sexual 2 
(defense of an aggressive, market-driven sexuality). These two scores are the high-
est in Cluster 2, while the other scores in this cluster are in an intermediate posi-
tion in comparison with the other clusters. Finally, Cluster 3 has the lowest scores 
across all factors. It should be noted that we were able to check that the difference 
between clusters was significant in terms of the score obtained on each factor (p 
< 0.001 obtained in each case after a GLM regression procedure using SAS). It is 
clear that none of the clusters can be considered as totally disconnected from the 
others. 

Let’s take a closer look at the position adopted within each cluster in terms of 
prevailing opinions and attitudes. In the case of Cluster 1 (in the minority), it is 
characterized by an attachment to the naturalist argument, which defends the nu-
clear family model and the “male breadwinner”. Two-thirds of young people in 
this cluster are certain that they would become fathers in the future (compared 
with one in two in the other clusters). Half of the subjects feel that their fathers 
expected them to be “traditionally” male (as opposed to 30% of subjects in Cluster 
2% and 18% in Cluster 3)16. This group also demonstrates the clearest tendency to 
want to masculinize their bodies to make themselves physically imposing. 

In the table, we can see that the other two clusters/models deviate from the first 
and this is in spite of clear differences in positioning between them.  

Competition and rivalry between male peers are most highly valued in Cluster 
2, as opposed to solidarity and concern for others (only 32% of subjects considered 
this an important issue compared to twice as many in Clusters 1 and 3). Whether 
young people in this cluster think of their future in terms of becoming self-made 
men, or see themselves as “heirs” to a successful bloodline, they support a specific 
gendered hierarchy of tasks and responsibilities and they largely take for granted 
the current hierarchy which largely dictates which positions men and women oc-
cupy in public and professional spheres (this is the case for 74% of respondents in 

 

 

15Data from 8 students had to be excluded due to lack of responses. 
16Differences in results between clusters are only shown if they are statistically significant (p > 0.001). 
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Cluster 2, compared to only 44% in Cluster 1 and 35% in Cluster 3). It is also 
worthwhile noting that just 19% respondents in this cluster believe that the issue 
of gender inequality remains relevant in our society (as opposed to 42% in Cluster 
1 and 56% in Cluster 3). If they attribute the same sexual freedoms to both sex 
groups, there is an affinity for “porn chic” and a pronounced rejection of male 
sexual attraction. 41% of young people in this cluster completely reject this form 
of the sexual attraction, compared with 21% in Cluster 1 and just 6% in Cluster 3. 

As for Cluster 3, almost all the young people in this cluster claim to distance 
themselves from the norms of hegemonic sexuality. There is significantly less re-
luctance to adopt interests and attitudes that are more closely associated with the 
feminine. For example, subjects in this cluster appear to be much more attentive 
to their emotional needs and to their future quality of life and occupation of time. 
There is an overwhelming rejection of the utilitarian vision of women’s bodies (as 
reproduction or sexual satisfaction tools). The scores across all six factors were the 
lowest in this cluster reflecting a significant reassessment of stereotypical opinions 
and attitudes, as well as a more “egalitarian” outlook17 (78% in this cluster think 
without restriction that girls and boys have the same rights. This is the case for 
43% in Cluster 1 and 34% in Cluster 2). However, this finding is not entirely con-
sistent with the following result: subjects in Cluster 3 appear significantly to be the 
least aware of the fact that our society continues to favor men over women. 

3.2. At the Intersection of Gender and Class Relations 

Numerous studies have persistently shown the significant links between socio-
cultural background on the one hand and upbringing and family culture and re-
sources on the other (Coulangeon, 2004; Segalen & Martial, 2013). Intersectional-
ity18 is more than just a reason to study “difference” for its own sake; rather, it evokes 
a systemic and multidimensional hierarchy for explaining why certain differences 
are expected to be socially significant (McCall, 2013: p. 4). In line with feminist stud-
ies, Raewyn Connell has approached conceptions of masculinity from a highly em-
pirical angle, highlighting the intersections between social relations of gender as 
well as class. These are immediately apparent in the hierarchical relationships be-
tween the hegemonic and marginalized masculinities she describes.   

In Western societies, the type of educational program in which a student is en-
rolled has become a key indicator of their social origins. As far as Belgium is con-
cerned, the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) has repeat-
edly demonstrated that the current school systems remain highly inegalitarian and 
they push pupils towards secondary school “choices” (general, technical or voca-

 

 

17Egalitarianism is defined here as promoting equal values and rights for everyone in political, eco-
nomic and/or social matters within a specific context. 
18One of the earliest expressions of intersectionality can be found in the mythical 1977 “A Black Fem-
inist Statement” from the Combahee River Collective: “The most general statement of our politics at 
the present time would be that we are actively committed to struggling against racial, sexual, the same 
sexual attraction, and class oppression, and see as our particular task the development of integrated 
analysis and practice based upon the fact that the major systems of oppression are interlocking”. 
(Combahee River Collective, 1983: p. 210). For a critique of the use of intersectionality, see Hill Collins 
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tional) (Hirtt, 2020). Successive studies have shown that these different programs 
are significantly connected with life conditions but also with young people’s val-
ues, attitudes and behavior (Depoilly, 2014; Gavray & Boulard, 2021).  

The youths of cluster 1 are significantly more likely to be enrolled in secondary 
education programs that rapidly prepare them for a profession (vocational) and 
they also exhibit the strongest tendency to distance themselves from their profes-
sional futures. Our results show that this cluster contains the highest proportion 
of young people whose fathers were not employed at the time of the survey (33% 
versus nearly 18% in the other two groups). At the same time, 29% of pupils (three 
times as many as the other clusters) have the impression that neither their fathers 
nor their mothers or teachers support them or are interested in their lives. On the 
other hand, 47% of this group think that their fathers strongly require (score of 8 
and + on a scale of 10) that they correspond to what is expected of a future man, 
versus 30% in Cluster 2 and 19% in Cluster 3. While objective social conditions 
are shown as important in explaining values, attitudes and behaviors, our previous 
research has also demonstrated the elevated significance of societal vulnerability 
(psycho-social experiences resulting from an accumulation of negative experi-
ences within family and with societal institutions: school, youth care, etc. (Pauwels 
et al., 2011)). 

Conversely, young people associated with Cluster 3 have considerably more 
cultural and social advantages. The proportion of respondents in this cluster with 
fathers who have obtained higher education qualifications (Master level) is par-
ticularly high (40%). It is also worthwhile noting that this cluster has the lowest 
proportion of subjects enrolled single-sex classes (16.7% as opposed to almost 30% 
in the other clusters). Young people in this cluster also have the highest level of 
school involvement and the greatest willingness to take part in school decision-
making, even if they are not averse to criticizing their educational establishments. 
Furthermore, it is in this cluster that young people most often noted that both of 
their parents were involved in day-to-day organization (this is the case for 50% of 
subjects, versus 34% in Cluster 2 and 23% in Cluster 1) and that they personally 
attached the least importance to religion (11%, compared with more than twice as 
many in the other clusters).   

The greatest academic and social diversity of respondents can be found in Clus-
ter 2. They were the most critical of public institutions and harbored projects to 
obtain material success and dominant positions in the economic field, the latter 
serving as the key factor behind their investments. 

3.3. Towards a Classification of the Clusters 

Reflecting on the survey results in relation to the different types and labels of mas-
culinities defined by Raewyn Connell, the model associated with Cluster 2 appears 
to be the one that most closely resembles her conception of hegemonic masculin-
ity. “Hegemonic masculinity can be defined as the configuration of gender prac-
tice which embodies the currently accepted answer to the problem of the legiti-
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macy of patriarchy, which guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the dominant po-
sition of men and the subordination of women” (Connell, 2005a: p. 77). We see a 
clear emphasis on value and competitive strategies to acquire status and resources 
(including sexual resources) in the attitudes and opinions displayed in this 
model.19 A clear rejection of male-sexual attraction contrasts here with the fact 
that female-sexual attraction is only completely rejected by approximately 20% of 
the subjects20. This group affirms more a undifferentiation of uncontrollable sex-
ual desires of girls and boys. These results are consistent with those first obtained 
in 2006 (Gavray & Adriaenssens, 2010): while boys believed that girls experience 
the same level of sexual desires and expectations as they do, girls perceived their 
own desires and expectations to be much lower than those of boys.21 This equali-
zation of sexuality may only be a false pretense of equality in our postmodern 
societies according to Cabana & Illouz (2018). 

The fact that respondents in Cluster 1 appear to be those who are most distant 
from professional and financial benefits as well as those who promote the perpet-
uation of a fixed family model in a society that values short term and mobility 
(Mathieu, 1991) suggests that this cluster could be associated with the marginal-
ized masculinity model. 

There is no contention possible where Cluster 3 is concerned; young people 
associated with it are the least attached to stereotypes and hierarchies in every 
respect and particularly in terms of gender as they clearly distance themselves 
from attributes of virility and imperatives of competition. We see similarities to 
the third model proposed by Aboim (2016), where gender equality is presented as 
self-evident. But we can also discern the emergence of an adherence to a “slow” 
lifestyle reinforced by a rejection of some demands (especially temporal) imposed 
by a neo-liberal political economy, as well as disenchantment with the culture of 
their elders, as has been highlighted by Paul Bouffartigue (1999). These distance 
taking are facilitated by the privileged social group to which they often belong. 
Nevertheless, there are contradictory views expressed within this group at adult 
age following Acherroy’s (2020: p. 7) observations: While the “new masculinities 
and paternities correspond to a view of family relationships that is more demo-
cratic and more ‘egalitarian’, they are still exercised on the basis of certain privi-
leges that it would no doubt be timely to interrogate”. The fact that respondents 
demonstrated a high level of acceptance for the principle of gender equality while 
also harboring strong beliefs that formal and material equality between the sexes 
has already been achieved suggests that we should not fully apply the “egalitarian” 
label to this cluster. When interpreting the results, it is essential to be aware of the 

 

 

19In a recent study on adolescent love affairs, French sociologist Isabelle Clair (2023) also highlights 
this fact: “Male power is based in a double movement: on the one hand, to distinguish oneself from 
girls and their concerns (of which love is conceived as one of the most important for them), and on 
the other hand, to dominate them, directly in interactions with them (including amorous interaction) 
and more indirectly, by getting used to occupying positions that are better remunerated than theirs 
(in the economic sense of the word but also in terms of prestige)” (2023: 56).  
20This is intriguing given that 15% of the male sample say they have already fallen in love with a boy. 
21Michel Bozon (2017: p. 46) has drawn the same conclusion. 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2025.163016


C. Gavray, P. Govers 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2025.163016 295 Psychology 
 

shifting economic contexts and worldviews. Honneth (2008) invites us to consider 
the influence of cultural domination which highlights lived experiences, decisions, 
successes and personal interests. The emphasis on well-being and personal devel-
opment in all its forms in Cluster 3 may support the idea that there is some com-
plicity within the dominant world view and economic system. This suggests a cer-
tain overlap between Cluster 3 and 2.  

4. Limitations 

We are aware of the exploratory nature of our analyses. It would have been inter-
esting to reproduce the typological analysis across two survey years in order to 
speak of evolution with greater assurance concerning the population studied, but 
this was not possible as the questionnaires used were not exactly identical. It 
would also be great if we had the possibility of following survey respondents over 
time and creating a real longitudinal database. Comparisons between countries 
and different interview languages are even more complicated and it remains es-
sential to interpret the results with caution. 

We cannot rule out the phenomenon of social/societal desirability, but it is not 
clear who a young person would aim to please: the interviewer or their friends, 
who are also taking part in the survey. When asked to what extent they thought 
their friends would like them to resemble what is traditionally expected of a boy, 
almost half the respondents answered more than 7 on a scale of 10. Both Enzmann 
et al. (2010) and Torrington et al. (2024) have demonstrated the validity of self-
evaluations in an educational context when used with certain precautions (such 
as the absence of teachers or educators when a questionnaire is administered, the 
independence of teachers in their methodology and contact with the group, and 
the interference of parents in the decision to participate). Of course, there are 
many known factors (educational programs, the specific culture of each school 
and its physical and sociological environment, etc.) that can influence what ado-
lescents experience and say about themselves, their opinions, and behaviors. How-
ever, our article did not focus on these elements. Finally, it would have been ideal 
to conduct individual and group meetings with teenagers to discover how quali-
tative data based on adolescents’ stories might challenge the interpretation of re-
sults from the quantitative survey. 

5. Conclusion  

The use of exploratory results to identify models and ideal types as defined by 
Marx Weber confirms, as do Ravn and Roberts (2021), a situation in which ado-
lescents still find it difficult to distance themselves completely from the hegemonic 
masculinity despite increasing support for the principle of equality between sex 
groups (with regard to rights, intelligence).  

The model that emerges from Cluster 1 clearly does not have a monopoly on 
continuing to endorse asymmetry between sex groups. In the model embodied by 
Cluster 2, the pursuit of status and financial dominance in public and private 
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spheres is significantly associated with the minoritization of girls and women. In 
addition, our results show that the assertions of competitive and unfettered sexu-
ality play a central role alongside professional aspirations in building this type of 
masculinity (Clair, 2013). It is certain that Cluster 3, which is as large as Group 2 
(44% of respondents are related to it), reflects a model of masculinity farthest from 
stereotyped representations and attitudes and the most favorable to gender equal-
ity, but without necessarily espousing or assuming a political position that could 
be described as “feminist”22, and this in spite of the fact that 62% of young people 
in this group say they are interested or very interested in politics, compared with 
33% in Cluster 1 and 39% in Cluster 2. Ultimately, our results confirm that male 
domination is in fact a dimension of class domination, with both relations of dom-
ination being “intertwined” (Oeser, 2022). As Connell (2005b) has argued, ado-
lescence is an important period of life in today’s world. There is a wide variety of 
social spaces and actors that contribute to how existing models of masculinity 
(and femininity) are appropriated, lived, negotiated, and even interrogated. Being 
aware that a pole cannot be studied independently of the pole which is presented 
as opposite or complementary23, it would be useful to study the models of femi-
ninity in comparison and in relation to the models of masculinity highlighted in 
this study; to observe the evolution of the potential similarities with the male mod-
els in transformation. Demetriou (2001) has argued that masculinities must be 
thought of in dynamic terms, hybridizing24 and reconfiguring different models of 
masculinity that came before. This process of hybridization and reconfiguration 
takes place at a specific moment in time in a simultaneously globalized and con-
flictual world. Regardless of the broad diversity of individual positions in terms of 
opinions and attitudes, it would appear that the three models identified ultimately 
share, to varying degrees and in specific forms, the same basis: an embrace of cer-
tain neoliberal prescriptions. In the case of Cluster 1, this is to counter the risk of 
social downgrading; for Cluster 2, it manifests in an insistence on success; and, for 
Cluster 3, it can even be identified in the way a “slow” lifestyle is pursued. As 
Messerschmidt (2016) has speculated, the ceaseless and intricate entangling of 
structures and actions in reflexive activities can be accompanied by the persistence 
of gender distinctions and hierarchies, whether symbolic or material, and this de-
spite repeated claims of neutrality (Falquet, 2014).   

Therefore, according to experts including Rivoal (2018), Aho and Peltola (2023), 
despite the MeToo movement and a supposed critique of virility as old-fashioned 
by the ruling class, this does not mean hegemonic masculinity no longer exists and 
has ceased to influence power relations and elevate male-same sexual attraction 
above other forms of sexuality. A more inclusive form of masculinity does not au-
tomatically imply more equity and equality. This can be seen early on in young 

 

 

22Tristan Bridges et Cheri Jo Pascoe (2016) have come to the same conclusion in their analysis of post-
homophobic masculinity. 
23See the definition of “gender” outlined by Bereni et al. (2020). 
24According to Demetriou (2001), the hybridization of a model of masculinity involves the appropri-
ation of values and attitudes that were not originally specific to it. 
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adults. The Rapport annuel 2024 sur l’état des lieux du sexisme en France (the 
Annual Report on the State of Sexism in France 2024) confirms that men, and 
especially young men, are increasingly adhering to masculinist stereotypes while 
women are under strong pressure to be feminine and give up more and more of 
their freedoms. The dynamic and historical approach underpinning this hypoth-
esis raises several questions. For instance, how can we explore new forms of gen-
dered and social subalternity25, particularly in virtual spaces? And how can we 
theoretically and practically comprehend ways of resisting them today, both col-
lectively and locally in single-sex, mixed spaces (Barbaras & Devers, 2011; Govers, 
2019). All this is unfolding in right and radical right declarations that deny racism, 
xenophobia and sexism (Fassin, 2024), which are themselves set against the back-
drop of a wider discourse asserting hegemonic masculinity (Lamoureux & 
Dupuis-Déri, 2015). Among these discourses, warrior models of masculinity 
(Duncanson, 2021) are undergoing a revival while actors in the fourth wave of 
trans revolutionary feminism are calling for the deconstruction of the binary vi-
sion of gender and the supremacy of heteronormativity with which it is associated 
(Preciado, 2022). 

Conflicts of Interest 

The authors declare no conflicts of interest regarding the publication of this paper. 

References 
Aboim, S. (2016). Plural Masculinities: The Remaking of the Self in Private Life. Routledge.  

Aboim, S., & Vasconcelos, P. (2021). What Does It Mean to Be a Man? Trans Masculinities, 
Bodily Practices, and Reflexive Embodiment. Men and Masculinities, 25, 43-67.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x211008519 

Acherroy, C. (2020). Entre émancipation et résistances, les pratiques d’une paternité 
contemporaine. CERE (Centre d’expertise et de ressources pour l’enfance).  
https://www.brudoc.be/opac_css/doc_num.php?explnum_id=2429  

Aho, T., & Peltola, M. (2023). Doing Respectable Heteromasculinities in Boys and Young 
Men’s Talk on Sexual Encounters. Men and Masculinities, 26, 210-228.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x221145959 

Amsellem-Mainguy, Y., & Vuattoux, A. (2020). Les jeunes, la sexualité et Internet. Les 
Pérégrines. https://doi.org/10.14375/np.9791025204863 

Anderson, E. (2016). Inclusive Masculinities. In C. J. Pascoe, & T. Bridges (Eds.), Exploring Mas-
culinities: Identity, Inequality, Continuity, and Change (pp. 178-187). Oxford University 
Press. 

Ayral, S. (2011). La fabrique des garçons. Sanctions et genre au collège. Presses Universitaires 
de France.  

Barbaras, E., & Devers, M. (2011). L’homme féministe: Un mâle à part? Les points sur les 
I. 

 

 

25Bracke (2016: p. 8) defines subalternity as “the structured place from which the capacity to access 
power is radically obstructed”. The dimensions of cultural hegemony and political economy highlight 
the relational nature of these processes: classifying, categorizing and hierarchizing are the result of 
humans interacting with each other and their environments. 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2025.163016
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x211008519
https://www.brudoc.be/opac_css/doc_num.php?explnum_id=2429
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x221145959
https://doi.org/10.14375/np.9791025204863


C. Gavray, P. Govers 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2025.163016 298 Psychology 
 

Bereni, L., Chauvin, S., Jaunait, A., & Revillard, A. (2020). Introduction aux études sur le 
genre (2nd ed.). Deboeck supÉrieur. 

Bird, S. R. (1996). Welcome to the Men’s Club: Homosociality and the Maintenance of 
Hegemonic Masculinity. Gender & Society, 10, 120-132.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124396010002002 

Bouffartigue, P. (1999). Les cadres: La déstabilisation d’un salariat de confiance. Document 
L.E.S.T., Séminaire 99-1. 

Bozon, M., Baille, R., & Chalier, J. (2017). Remettre son corps. Esprit, 436, 45-57.  
https://esprit.presse.fr/article/bozon-michel/remettre-son-corps-entretien-39555  

Bracke, S. (2016). Is the Subaltern Resilient? Notes on Agency and Neoliberal Subjects. 
Cultural Studies, 30, 839-855. https://doi.org/10.1080/09502386.2016.1168115 

Bridges, T., & Pascoe, C. J. (2016). Masculinities and Post-Homophobias. In C. J. Pascoe, & 
T. Bridges (Eds.), Exploring Masculinities: Identity, Inequality, Continuity, and Change 
(pp. 412-423). Oxford University Press. 

Burn-Murdoch, J. (2024). A New Global Gender Divide Is Emerging. Financial Time.  
https://www.ft.com/content/29fd9b5c-2f35-41bf-9d4c-994db4e12998  

Cabana, E., & Illouz, E. (2018). Happycratie. Comment l’industrie du Bonheur a pris le 
contrôle de nos vies? Premier Parallèle. 

Campbell, R., May, G., Duffy, B., Skinner, G., Gottfried, G., & Hewlett, K. (2024). Emerging 
Tensions? How Younger Generations Are Dividing on Masculinity and Gender Equality. 
https://doi.org/10.18742/pub01-167  

Clair, I. (2013). Pourquoi penser la sexualité pour penser le genre en sociologie? Cahiers du 
Genre, 54, 93-120. https://doi.org/10.3917/cdge.054.0093 

Clair, I. (2016). Faire du terrain en féministe. Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales, 
213, 66-83. https://doi.org/10.3917/arss.213.0066 

Clair, I. (2023). Les choses sérieuses. Enquête sur les amours adolescentes. Éditions du seuil. 

Combahee River Collective (1983). A Black Feminist Statement. In C. Moraga, & G. Anzaldúa 
(Eds.), The Bridge Call My Back: Writing by Radical Women of Color (pp. 210-218). 
Women of Color Press. 

Connell, R. W. (2005a). Masculinities (2nd ed.). University of California Press. 

Connell, R. W. (2005b). Growing up Masculine: Rethinking the Significance of Adolescence 
in the Making of Masculinities. Irish Journal of Sociology, 14, 11-28.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/079160350501400202 

Connell, R. W., & Messerschmidt, J. W. (2005). Hegemonic Masculinity: Rethinking the 
Concept. Gender & Society, 19, 829-859. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243205278639 

Cornwall, A., Karioris, F. G., & Lindisfarne, N. (2016). Masculinities Under Neoliberalism. 
Zed Books Ltd. https://doi.org/10.5040/9781350221307 

Coulangeon, P. (2004). Classes Sociales, pratiques culturelles et styles de vie. Le modèle de 
la distinction est-il (vraiment) obsolète? Sociologie et sociétés, 36, 59-85.  
https://doi.org/10.7202/009582ar 

Croft, A., Atkinson, C., & May, A. M. (2021). Promoting Gender Equality by Supporting 
Men’s Emotional Flexibility. Policy Insights from the Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 8, 
42-49. https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732220984491 

Dabrowski, Y. (2018). Masculinités adulescentes en reconfiguration. Le Débat, 200, 160-
172. https://doi.org/10.3917/deba.200.0160 

Delphy C. (1988). L’ennemi principal. Tome 1: Économie politique du patriarcat. Syllepse. 

Demetriou, D. Z. (2001). Connell’s Concept of Hegemonic Masculinity: A Critique. Theory 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2025.163016
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124396010002002
https://esprit.presse.fr/article/bozon-michel/remettre-son-corps-entretien-39555
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502386.2016.1168115
https://www.ft.com/content/29fd9b5c-2f35-41bf-9d4c-994db4e12998
https://doi.org/10.18742/pub01-167
https://doi.org/10.3917/cdge.054.0093
https://doi.org/10.3917/arss.213.0066
https://doi.org/10.1177/079160350501400202
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243205278639
https://doi.org/10.5040/9781350221307
https://doi.org/10.7202/009582ar
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732220984491
https://doi.org/10.3917/deba.200.0160


C. Gavray, P. Govers 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2025.163016 299 Psychology 
 

and Society, 30, 337-361. https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1017596718715 

Depoilly, S. (2014). Les garçons et l’école: Rapports sociaux de sexe et rapports de classe. 
Travail, genre et sociétés, 31, 151-155. https://doi.org/10.3917/tgs.031.0151 

Duncanson, C. (2021). Masculinities, War and Militarism. In L. Gottzén, U. Mellström, & 
T. Shefer (Eds), Routledge International Handbook of Masculinity Studies (pp. 467-476). 
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315165165-46 

Enzmann, D., Marshall, I. H., Killias, M., Junger-Tas, J., Steketee, M., & Gruszczynska, B. 
(2010). Self-reported Youth Delinquency in Europe and Beyond: First Results of the Sec-
ond International Self-Report Delinquency Study in the Context of Police and Victimi-
zation Data. European Journal of Criminology, 7, 159-183.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370809358018 

Evans, A. (2024). The Great Gender Divergence. Princeton University Press. 

Falquet, J. (2014). 19. Ce que le genre fait à l’analyse de la mondialisation néolibérale: 
L’ombre portée des systèmes militaro-industriels sur les «femmes globales». Regards croisés 
sur l’économie, 15, 341-355. https://doi.org/10.3917/rce.015.0341 

Fassin, E. (2024). Misère de l’anti-intellectualisme. Du procès en wokisme au chantage à 
l’antisémitisme. Textuel. 

Federici, S. (2019). Le capitalisme patriarcal. La fabrique éditions. 

Galland, O. (2010). Introduction. Une nouvelle classe d’âge? Ethnologie française, 40, 5-10.  
https://doi.org/10.3917/ethn.101.0005 

Gavray, C., & Adriaenssens, A. (2010). Une fille = un garçon? Identifier les inégalités de 
genre à l’école pour mieux les combattre. L’Harmattan. 

Gavray, C., & Boulard, A. (2021). Depressive Mood and Violent Behaviour among Teen-
agers: A Gender Dynamic Approach to the Study of Stressor Effects. Psychology, 12, 785-
804. https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2021.125048 

Giddens, A. (1993). The Transformation of Intimacy: Sexuality, Love and Eroticism in 
Modern Societies. Stanford University Press.  

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory: Differentiating Hostile 
and Benevolent Sexism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 491-512.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491 

Gottzén, L., Mellström, U., & Shefer, T. (2021). Routledge International Handbook of Mas-
culinity Studies. Routledge. 

Govers, P. (2019). L’émancipation masculine est-elle soluble dans le féminisme? In I. Algrain, 
& V. Lootvoet (Eds.), Les dominations masculines: Des origines aux antiféminismes (pp. 
87-97). Université des femmes. 

Haraway, D. (1988). Situated Knowledges: The Science Question in Feminism and the Priv-
ilege of Partial Perspective. Feminist Studies, 14, 575-599.  
https://doi.org/10.2307/3178066 

Harding, S. (2004). The Feminist Standpoint Theory Reader: Intellectual & Political Con-
troversies. Routledge. 

Hesse-Biber, S. N. (2008). Feminist Research. In L. M. Given (Ed.), The Sage Encyclopedia 
of Qualitative Research Methods (pp. 335-338). Sage Publication. 

Hill Collins, P. (2009). Black Feminism Thought: Knowledge, Consciousness, and the Poli-
tics of Empowerment. Routledge. 

Hill Collins, P., & Bilge, S. (2020). Intersectionality (2nd ed.). John Wiley & Sons. 

Hirtt, N. (2020). L’inégalité scolaire ultime vestige de la Belgique unitaire? Une analyse 
statistique des causes de l’inégalité scolaire dans l’enseignement flamand et francophone 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2025.163016
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1017596718715
https://doi.org/10.3917/tgs.031.0151
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315165165-46
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370809358018
https://doi.org/10.3917/rce.015.0341
https://doi.org/10.3917/ethn.101.0005
https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2021.125048
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491
https://doi.org/10.2307/3178066


C. Gavray, P. Govers 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2025.163016 300 Psychology 
 

belge, à partir des données de l’enquête PISA 2018.  
https://www.skolo.org/CM/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/PISA-2018-FR.pdf  

Honneth, A. (2008). Reconnaissance et reproduction sociale. In J. P. Payet, & A. Battega 
(Eds.), La reconnaissance à l’épreuve: Explorations socio-anthropologiques (pp. 45-58). 
Presses universitaires du Septentrion. https://doi.org/10.4000/books.septentrion.38634 

Hughes, L. A., & Short, J. F. (2015). Gangs, Sociology of. In J. D. Wright (Ed.), International 
Encyclopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences (pp. 592-597). Elsevier.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-08-097086-8.45026-9 

Illouz, E. (2012). Pourquoi l’amour fait mal: L’expérience amoureuse dans la modernité. 
Éditions du Seuil. 

Kaltiala-Heino, R., Savioja, H., Fröjd, S., & Marttunen, M. (2018). Experiences of Sexual 
Harassment Are Associated with the Sexual Behavior of 14- to 18-Year-Old Adolescents. 
Child Abuse & Neglect, 77, 46-57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.12.014 

Kim, C., & Ringrose, J. (2018). Stumbling Upon Feminism: Teenage Girls’ Forays into Dig-
ital and School-Based Feminisms. Girlhood Studies, 11, 46-62.  
https://doi.org/10.3167/ghs.2018.110205 

Lamoureux, D., & Dupuis-Déri, F. (2015). Les antiféminismes: Analyse d’un discours 
réactionnaire. Les éditions du remue ménage. 

Maçaes, B. (2022). In Modern Day Youth Culture, Conformity Rules. The New Statesman, 
the Age of Economic Rage.  
https://www.newstatesman.com/world/2022/01/youth-culture-today-modern-day-con-
formity-rules  

Mahalik, J. R., Locke, B. D., Ludlow, L. H., Diemer, M. A., Scott, R. P. J., Gottfried, M., & 
Freitas, G. (2003). Conformity to Masculinity Norms Inventory (CMNI) [Database Rec-
ord]. APA PsycTests. https://doi.org/10.1037/t05550-000  

Mathieu, N. C. (1991). L’anatomie politique: Catégorisations et idéologies de sexe. Côté-
femmes. 

McCall, L. (2013). Point de vue—Penser la configuration des inégalités (sexe, classe, 
«race»). Informations sociales, 177, 50-56. https://doi.org/10.3917/inso.177.0050 

Messerschmidt, J. W. (2012). Engendering Gendered Knowledge: Assessing the Academic 
Appropriation of Hegemonic Masculinity. Men and Masculinities, 15, 56-76.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x11428384 

Messerschmidt, J. W. (2016). Masculinities as Structured Action. In C. J. Pascoe, & T. Bridges 
(Eds.), Exploring Masculinities: Identity, Inequality, Continuity, and Change (pp. 207-
219). Oxford University Press. 

Messerschmidt, J. W. (2019). The Salience of “Hegemonic Masculinity”. Men and Mascu-
linities, 22, 85-91. https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x18805555 

Mohr, S. (2019). The Biopolitics of Masculinity (Studies). NORMA, 14, 199-205.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/18902138.2019.1689473 

Naezer, M. (2020). Sexy Selves: Girls, Selfies and the Performance of Intersectional Identi-
ties. European Journal of Women’s Studies, 27, 41-56.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506818804845 

Naezer, M., & Ringrose, J. (2018). Adventure, Intimacy, Identity, and Knowledge. Explor-
ing How Social Media Are Shaping and Transforming Youth Sexuality. In S. Lamb, & J. 
Gilbert (Eds.), The Cambridge Handbook of Sexual Development (pp. 419-438). Cam-
bridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108116121.022 

Neff, K. D., Cooper, C. E., & Woodruff, A. L. (2007). Children’s and Adolescents’ Develop-
ing Perceptions of Gender Inequality. Social Development, 16, 682-699.  

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2025.163016
https://www.skolo.org/CM/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/PISA-2018-FR.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4000/books.septentrion.38634
https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-08-097086-8.45026-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.12.014
https://doi.org/10.3167/ghs.2018.110205
https://www.newstatesman.com/world/2022/01/youth-culture-today-modern-day-conformity-rules
https://www.newstatesman.com/world/2022/01/youth-culture-today-modern-day-conformity-rules
https://doi.org/10.1037/t05550-000
https://doi.org/10.3917/inso.177.0050
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x11428384
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x18805555
https://doi.org/10.1080/18902138.2019.1689473
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506818804845
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108116121.022


C. Gavray, P. Govers 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2025.163016 301 Psychology 
 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00411.x 

Oeser, A. (2022). Comment le genre construit la classe: Masculinités et féminités à l’ère de 
la globalisation. CNRS Éditions. 

Off, G. (2023). Contested Feminism: Blacklash and the Radical Right. Master’s Thesis, Uni-
versity of Gothenburg. https://hdl.handle.net/2077/76360  

Off, G., Charron, N., & Alexander, A. (2022). Who Perceives Women’s Rights as Threat-
ening to Men and Boys? Explaining Modern Sexism among Young Men in Europe. Fron-
tiers in Political Science, 4, Article 909811.  
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2022.909811 

Pauwels, L. J. R., Vettenburg, N., Gavray, C., & Brondeel, R. (2011). Societal Vulnerability 
and Troublesome Youth Group Involvement. International Criminal Justice Review, 21, 
283-296. https://doi.org/10.1177/1057567711419899 

Phipps, A., & Young, I. (2014). Neoliberalisation and “Lad Cultures” in Higher Education. 
Sociology, 49, 305-322. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038514542120 

Phoenix, A. (2004). Neoliberalism and Masculinity: Racialization and the Contradictions 
of Schooling for 11-to-14-Year-Olds. Youth & Society, 36, 227-246.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118x04268377 

Preciado, P. B. (2022). Dysphoria Mundi: A Diary of Planetary Transition. Graywolf Press. 

Rapport annuel 2024 sur l’état des lieux du sexisme en France (2024). Haut Conseil à l’Egalité 
entre les Femmes et les Hommes. Rapport n 2024-01-22-STER-61. The President Sylvie 
Pierre-Brossolette.  
https://www.haut-conseil-egalite.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/hce_-
_rapport_annuel_2024_sur_l_etat_du_sexisme_en_france.pdf  

Ravn, S., & Roberts, S. (2021). Young Masculinities: Masculinities in Youth Studies. In L. 
Gottzén, U. Mellström, & T. Shefer (Eds), Routledge International Handbook of Mascu-
linity Studies (pp. 183-191). Routledge.  
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315165165-18 

Rivoal, H. (2018). Le mythe de la virilité n’a pas disparu, il a mute. 
https://www.slate.fr/story/157855/hommes-mythe-virilite-masculinite-male-alpha-
transformation-mutation  

Rogers, A. A., Nielson, M. G., & Santos, C. E. (2021). Manning up While Growing Up: A 
Developmental-Contextual Perspective on Masculine Gender-Role Socialization in Ad-
olescence. Psychology of Men & Masculinities, 22, 354-364.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000296 

Sanmartín Ortí, A., Kuric Kardelis, S., & Gómez Miguel, A. (2022). La caja de la 
masculinidad construcción, actitudes e impacto en la juventud española. Centro Reina 
Sofía sobre adolescencia juventud, Fundación Fad Juventud.  

Segalen, M., & Martial, A. (2013). Parenté et classes sociales. In M. Segalen, & A. Martial 
(Eds.), Sociologie de la famille (pp. 56-78). Armand Colin.  
https://doi.org/10.3917/arco.segal.2013.01.0056 

Smith, J. (2007). ‘Ye’ve Got to ‘Ave Balls to Play This Game Sir!’ Boys, Peers and Fears: The 
Negative Influence of School‐based ‘cultural Accomplices’ in Constructing Hegemonic 
Masculinities. Gender and Education, 19, 179-198.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540250601165995 

Thiers-Vidal, L. (2010). De “l’ennemi principal” aux principaux ennemis: Position vécue, 
subjectivité et conscience masculines de domination. L’Harmattan. 

Tisdell, E. J. (2008). Feminist Epistemology. In L.M. Given (Ed.), The Sage Encyclopedia of 
Qualitative Research Methods (pp. 331-335). Sage Publication. 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2025.163016
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00411.x
https://hdl.handle.net/2077/76360
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2022.909811
https://doi.org/10.1177/1057567711419899
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038514542120
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118x04268377
https://www.haut-conseil-egalite.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/hce_-_rapport_annuel_2024_sur_l_etat_du_sexisme_en_france.pdf
https://www.haut-conseil-egalite.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/hce_-_rapport_annuel_2024_sur_l_etat_du_sexisme_en_france.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315165165-18
https://www.slate.fr/story/157855/hommes-mythe-virilite-masculinite-male-alpha-transformation-mutation
https://www.slate.fr/story/157855/hommes-mythe-virilite-masculinite-male-alpha-transformation-mutation
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000296
https://doi.org/10.3917/arco.segal.2013.01.0056
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540250601165995


C. Gavray, P. Govers 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2025.163016 302 Psychology 
 

Torrington, J., Bower, M., & Burns, E. C. (2024). Elementary Students’ Self‐regulation in 
Computer‐based Learning Environments: How Do Self‐Report Measures, Observations 
and Teacher Rating Relate to Task Performance? British Journal of Educational Technol-
ogy, 55, 231-258. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13338 

Vörös, F. (2020). Désirer comme un homme: Enquête sur les fantasmes et les masculinités. 
La Découverte. https://doi.org/10.3917/dec.voros.2020.01 

Vuattoux, A. (2013). Penser les masculinités. Les Cahiers Dynamiques, 58, 84-88.  
https://doi.org/10.3917/lcd.058.0084 

Wacquant, L. (2012). Three Steps to a Historical Anthropology of Actually Existing Neolib-
eralism. Social Anthropology, 20, 66-79.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8676.2011.00189.x 

West, C., & Zimmerman, D. H. (2009). Accounting for Doing Gender. Gender & Society, 
23, 112-122. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243208326529 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2025.163016
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13338
https://doi.org/10.3917/dec.voros.2020.01
https://doi.org/10.3917/lcd.058.0084
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8676.2011.00189.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243208326529


C. Gavray, P. Govers 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2025.163016 303 Psychology 
 

Appendix 1 

61% of the respondents live with both parents in the same household, 22% with 
their mother, almost 5% with their father, and 12% in some other situation. 82% 
of the young people surveyed were born in Belgium, and 85% of them speak 
French at home. 

80% of fathers are employed, and 65% of mothers. 33% of mothers and 30% of 
fathers have higher education qualifications while 13.6% of mothers and 18% of 
fathers have less than a secondary education. 43% report that their family follows 
a particular religious tradition or belief and, in this case, 44% identify as Christian 
and 41% as Muslim.  

Appendix 2 

Composition of each sub-factor (result of factor analysis solution of two fac-
tors) 

Asym 1 
Q20. In my opinion, it is the mission of boys/men to protect girls/women 
Q29. I take care to do what is expected of boys 
Q42. For a man, success in life includes starting a family 
Q81. It is up to boys to initiate date with girls 
Q55. I often hide my emotions 
Q42. For a man, success in life includes having children 
Q43. For a man, success in life includes living as a couple 
Q67. In my opinion, adventure stories are more interesting than love stories 
Q91. It is normal to me that the man is the main breadwinner in the family 
Q88i. It is not normal to me that men spend time taking care of children or 

involve themselves in family organization 
Asym 2 
Q24. In my opinion, boys are smarter than girls 
Q45. I do not support anyone who believes that girls and boys are equal  
Q74. In my opinion, it is normal that men are prioritized for senior positions 
Q75i. I do not support women’s participation in political/economic decision-

making 
Q76. In my opinion, it is normal for men to earn more money than women 
Q89. As a man, it is normal to put your family after your professional career 
Q102inv. I do not think it is normal for women to walk in public spaces at their 

leisure 
Q109. In my opinion, it is normal that some occupations are reserved for girls 

and others for boys 
Power 1 
Q19. Boys should be tough rather than sensitive 
Q27. I prefer situations where I am the leader 
Q41. In my opinion, it is normal for a boy to use force in conflict if necessary 
Q44. You have to be a leader to find your place in school 
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Q53. I often feel in competition with others 
Q58. I find it embarrassing to ask others for help  
Q62. I feel drawn to firearms 
Q68. I am attracted to violent movies and games 
Q65d. I think everything would be boring without violence  
Power2 
Q35. I have been on a drinking binge in the last 30 days 
Q48i. I do not like to let others decide 
Q71. As a boy, I think it is normal to disobey parents and authorities 
Q78. As a boy, I have a high resistance to physical pain 
Q83. It is normal for boys to prepare for war 
Q103c. I like to test myself by taking risks 
Q103g. I sometimes lose my temper 
Sexual 1 
Q34. A boy does not express his sexual desires to a girl 
Q69. Persons of the same sex are not really men 
Q73. The female with same-sex attraction is not really women 
Q85. It is more up to boys to decide when they want to have sex with girls than 

the inverse 
Q82. Inv In my opinion, contraception is not the responsibility of men 
Sexual 2 
Q49. I think it is normal for men to have multiple sexual partners 
Q66. I find it normal to pay someone to have sex with them 
Q84. I think girls have uncontrollable sexual desires 
Q92. I think it is normal for girls and a boy to watch websites and movies for 

adults 
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