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Ben Light
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Abstract

It is of course recognised that technology candralgred and implicated in gender relations.
However, it continues to be the case that men'semgpces with technology are
underexplored and the situation is even more proslie where digital media is concerned.
Over the past 30 years we have witnessed a drarsiin the pervasiveness of digital media
across many parts of the world and as associatidwide ranging aspects of our lives. This
rise has been fuelled over the last decade byrttleegence of Web 2.0 and particularly Social
Networking Sites (SNS). Given this context, inecessary for us to undertake more work to
understand men’s engagements with digital media, ithplications this might have for
masculinities and the analysis of gender relatimose generally. To begin to unpack this
area, | engage theorizations of the propertiesgifadl media networks and integrate this with
the masculinity studies field. Using this framelydrsuggest we need to consider the rise in
what | call networked masculinities — those masitidis (co)produced and reproduced with
digitally networked publics. Through this analydisdiscuss themes related to digital
mediators, relationships, play and leisure, wort eammerce, and ethics. | conclude that as
masculinities can be, and are being, complicatedgaren agency by advancing notions and
practices of connectivity, mobility, classificatioand convergence, those engaged with
masculinity studies and digital media have mucbawatribute.
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Masculinidades en Red y Redes
Sociales: Andlisis de los
Hombres y los Medios Digitales
Contemporaneos

Ben Light
Queensland University of Technology

Resumen

Estéa reconocido que la tecnologia tiene géneradytambién implicada en las relaciones de génémo. S
embargo, las experiencias de los hombres con feltagia estan poco exploradas y la situacion es ain
mas problemaética cuando se trata de los mediosmertcacion digital. En los Gltimos 30 afios hemos
asistido a un aumento espectacular de la omnipresele los medios digitales en todo el mundo y
ademas de otros aspectos de nuestras vidas. Bséat@uha sido impulsado en la Ultima década por la
aparicion de la Web 2.0 y las redes sociales (dobi@ SNS). En este contexto, es necesario comprend
los compromisos de los hombres con los mediosatigitlas implicaciones que esto podria tenerlpara
masculinidades y el andlisis de las relacioneséderp en general. Para empezar a analizar estet@spe
planteo teorizaciones alrededor de las propieddddas redes digitales y la integracion de éstasl en
campo de los estudios de la masculinidad. Utiliaedte marco sugiero que debemos considerar el
aumento de lo que yo llamo las masculinidades ¢adas en red - las masculinidades (co) producidas y
reproducidas con publicos interconectados digitatmeA través de este analisis se discuten temas
relacionados con la mediacion digital, las relaemrel juego y el ocio, el trabajo y el comercia gtica.

Mi conclusién es que a medida que las masculinelpdeden ser y estan siendo, complicadas y dotando
de agencia de avance a las nociones y practicesngetividad, movilidad, clasificacion y convergienc
aquellos que se dedican a los estudios de la nigisien y los media tienen mucho que aportar.

Palabras clave: redes sociales, masculinidades y medios digitales
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research at the intersection of men, masculing#trescontemporary

digital media, and more specifically social netwogk sites
(SNSY. By SNS | refer to sites we might think of thatamporate user
profiles and the ability to connect them includihgse such as Facebook,
Last.FM, LinkedIn, Twitter and YouTube. | also lude here other lesser-
known sites, for example those based on open sqlatirms like Ning
and, where they display typical social networkiitg features, those aimed
for example at dating and hooking up. In this idtrction, | want to briefly
map out the terrain for men, masculinity and digiteedia as | see it.
Although | make no claim to its completeness, hkhthe following section
provides a context for the agenda | put forward.

Possibly one of the earliest pieces of researchiespect of men,
masculinities and digital media, is a study of iné¢ Relay Chat (IRC)
which pointed to these environments facilitatinguse connection, social
connection and identity work for gay medh@w, 199Y. Gay men and their
masculinities are a recurring theme as far asaligiiedia is concerned. A
few years later a study of Taiwanese gay acaderasesof Internet chat
rooms, additionally chat sites as useful politidavices {ang, 2000), and
in 2002 another study explored the construction @sabe of pseudonyms
by Gay Men within the French Minitel systeifiivia, 2002. John
Campbell's key work also added to understandingggaf men’s IRC
mediated sociality, particularly in terms of idéyticonstruction and
hegemonic masculinityQampbell, 200% During this time, a number of
papers were also published examining the poterfoalthe engagement of
gay men in the maintenance of their sexual healiih digital media
(Bolding et al., 2004; Murphy et al., 2004

Amongst these studies are a smaller number of wihiksdealt mostly,
though not exclusively, with heterosexual masctiégsiand digital media.
Early work in this area examined the potentials tfoe development of
sexual identities with web camming via CU-SeeMebpy & Costello,
1999, and another focussed on Multi-User Domain (MUBE by male
and female software developers(idall, 2000, 2002)Kendall’'s work not
only illustrated the prevalence of gender norm®oeiated with the non-
digital in digital media environments, but also tlhallenges and
contradictions they can present in this respectatér study of men, digital

I n this paper | signal potential directions for fiuii areas of
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media and work, further problematized simplisticsasations of
masculinities and technology by introducing age ascomplication
(Eriksson-Zetterquist & Knights, 20p4

In 2004, a special issue of the journal Men and dukisities entitled
‘Men and Technologies’ was publishedohan & Faulkner, 2004 The
introduction to this issue argued that few studiad focused on
masculinity and technology and called for furtharkvin this area. In this
issue technology was conceptualised very broadilyiarorporated studies
on sexual reproductive technologiesu@shoorn, 2004; Thorsby & Gill,
2004) and engineering Fehill, 2004; Mellstrom, 2004 Within that
special issue, despite the very open call, digitatlia was not presént
Since this time, work has continued to emergeimdhea though it remains
relatively small in comparison to the wealth ottdtures on gender and
those concerned with digital media. In relationgey men, studies have
continued the theme of digital media in the faailiin of social and sexual
connection. These studies have focussed on nemsfof connectivity via
sites such as Gaydar and PlanetOut, which have drgeied to bring with
them further contradictions and complications rdgay the construction
and representation of gay masculinities. Thesedseinclude: the links
between pornography and self representatidow(labocus, 2007, 20}
the materiality of the digitalL{ght, 2007; Light et al., 2008 commercial
interests/processes of commadificatiara(npbell, 2005; Fletcher & Light,
2007; Light et al., 2003 and processes of coming owrgy, 2009. This
strand of work also demonstrates the role of digitadia in providing
access to public sex venues, Cottdges sites pleasure which rebuff
assimilationist elements that can be present witbimmercial gay scenes
(Mowlabocus, 200§ to engage in sexual adventuring through ac#siti
such as bareback seRdwsett et al., 2008and based on a study of the
Zeus Gay Club in Second Life, another points, sinailar fashion to Lori
Kendall's early work on MUDs, to the implication dfigital media in
affirming prevailing gender norm&lund, 2013. Work has also continued
that seeks to evaluate health interventions for mlen have sex with men
via contemporary locative social media such as GRNBurrell et al.,
2012. In the past few years that also been a shifatds understanding
gay men and their digital networks, where the cpha# networks are
placed centre stage. For example, Vivienne andjdas 2012 examine
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identity management in networked activism contextd Cassidy 4013
interrogates the implications for young gay mencohnectivity between
SNS, such as Facebook and Gaydar, in terms of pheacy, identity and
mental health. These two latter studies are theeslopieces of work that |
have found, to date, which engage with ideas ofvawded publics and
gender identity.

Again around the same time, we see a further stdnaiork that,
predominantly, though again not exclusively, focusgon heterosexual
men, their masculinities and digital media. Thigrkvhas examined the
adoption of cybersex personas and the characierisait cybersex practice
(Attwood, 2009, the construction of dating profiles in datintgsi(Morgan
et al., 201D and SNS $iibak, 201}, the construction of masculinity in
relation to digital gamingKurrill, 2010) and the possibilities for Internet
porn to facilitate a challenging of hegemonic mésdy and, ultimately
the reproduction of contemporary gender relatiéss{ck, 2010).

So, we are 15 years away from the very early ssudiiectly concerned
with men and digital media and almost 10 years afiagn Lohan and
Faulkner's 2004 call for more attention to men, masculinities and
technology. Whilst some very important and infli@rnwork has emerged
during this time, | think there is still much to dene. | say this because the
majority of work in this area focuses much moregay, bisexual and queer
men and also almost all of the work | have foundiighly oriented to
sexuality and sexual practice in some way. My sésdbat this position
has emerged because it connects with researchesi#’ed to challenge
heteronormative assumptions. This work should coetj it is important,
and | intend to be alongside others doing this. elmw, | think we need to
broaden the scope of our research with men, thascuoiinities and their
engagements with digital media. There is untappadep in seeking to
enrol digital media engagements that go beyond sireual and that
incorporates other aspects of their lives. Merdrteebe gendered beyond
the sexual when it comes do to our understandifgigital media. It is
particularly important to do this given its incremspervasiveness of digital
media throughout many, although not all, parthefworld.

This dearth of research matters because those widy gender and
technology more generally still often subscribe thee technology as
masculine culture thesis - the welding of technglomasculinity and
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competence\f/ajcman, 199). Even later contributions are tinged with
notions of singular difference when it comes to rfiémjcman, 200y and
the area has even being critiqued for being undufjuenced by
heteronormativity l(andstrom, 200)/ If we are going to stick with the
technology as masculine culture thesis, then ktifimther work involving

a much more nuanced theorizing of the masculimityshology relation is
required. Such an engagement would also offer e meneral literatures
on gender and technology three further sets ofridanions. First it will
offer a greater range of sites within which the starction of masculinity
and male difference occursiore & Schmidt, 1999 Second, it responds
to continued lack of attention paid to the men’adgred experiences more
generally Hearn et al., 2003 Third, if we are to continue to the work on
overcoming the persistent problem of gender beingdgminantly
attributed to womenHaulkner, 200}, then research that takes men, their
masculinities, as a central unit of analysis car@sto be required and the
project of men, masculinity and digital media carovide a strong
contribution here.

Social Networking Sites: What Scopefor Men and Masculinities?

In order to being to set a preliminary agenda forky | will highlight a
range of more general cross cutting themes forarebewith men,
masculinity and digital media. In terms of whyagds upon SNS, | think
there are a number of compelling reasons to pwidad. First, it has been
argued that many men seek to validate their mastyuln the public world
rather than the private world of family and relasbips, and that we need
to see power as something that circulates viaabelsweb {Vhitehead &
Barrett, 200). Although Whitehead and Barrett were writingaatime
before the rise in popularity of SNS, their comnsehtave remarkable
resonance today. Mainstream SNS demand a higleel@jrpublicness in
order for them to operate, a ‘social web’ of putdiss, and without falling
for a big dollop of technological determinism, sualrangements are
particularly powerful given that they may transcemde and geographic
boundaries. Second, Raewyn Connell has also rgcamflied that i) a key
part of the masculinities studies enterprise shoble researching
institutions in which masculinities are embedded atich have weight in
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social orders as a whole and ii) in respect of miastes, we need to think
about power structures on a global scaleor(nell, 201). Again in
cognisance of these two points, | am minded of SIN&eed, one might
conceptualize such arrangements as at the heanaony men’s everyday
lives across and amongst a range of societiestharsdthey offer a way in
to a range of contemporary concerns. Third, althoiihas been argued
that gender is influential in reasons for socidivaeking site usageBoyd,
2008Db; Hargittai, 2007; Tufekcki, 20p& date, gender has very much a
flavour of being treated as a variable where mesash networking sites
are concerned. We need work that discusses thmnghaf masculinities
and such media, rather than using gender as wvarittbl understand
differences in usage.

Before | consider the issues that SNS might rawetlie study of
masculinities, | think it would be helpful to prod a theoretical
contextualisation, a way of reading SNS. | havst jpointed to the
centrality of publicness to SNS and | think thisee$ useful anchor hete
In this respect, there is some significant eargeagch that pre-dates SNS
as we know them today. Deborah Johns@A9{) work articulated a
framework for understanding the characteristicscommunications in
computer based networks. This incorporated idéas o

» scope — electronic networks can offer greatechreaver physical

networks;

e anonymity — individuals can communicate via tle of pseudonyms

and personas;

« reproducibility — information can be reproducedite without a loss

of value - it can be recorded, observed and isgiers.

Later Mimi Ito introduced the term, networked pablito reference a
linked set of social, cultural, and technologicavelopments that have
accompanied the growing engagement with digitakworked media.
Here publics is used to focus on how people resporahd are (re)makers
of media (to, 2007). danah boyd added layers Ito’s idea by affordirem
properties similar to those put forward by John@ae (oyd, 2008a; boyd,
2008H)°:

« scalability - the potential visibility of conteimt networked publics is

great;
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« replicability - expressions can be copied frone gutace to another
verbatim;

e persistence - communications are recorded faepbs

« invisible audiences — it can not be fully knowhavmay engage with
content in such arenas;

« and searchability — information can be easiding due to indexing
and search facilities.

| think the one thing thatmerges and that is | think particularly a
function of the timing of the presentation of ideagarding the features of
public networks, is the approach to consideratiafisaudience and
anonymity. Anonymity in networks featured | think an idea in Johnson’s
work because of the nature of networks at that time&any were based on
pseudonyms. We have come to recognize a much hagggee of the use
of ‘real names’ in public networks in the adventoantemporary social
networking sites and thus we see boyd implicitlgaging this within her
take on networked publics. | think both Deborahn¥am’s and danah
boyd’'s positions have resonance today. Anonynstytill possible and
pseudonyms are still used — even in spaces sué¢fa@ook, which is
often held up as the gold standard when it comadistourses regarding
‘real name web’ practices. Conversely, we alsovkribat even where
pseudonyms are used, this should not be conflaitbdanonymity Hogan,
2013. As previous work suggests, pseudonyms can renaah about user
identities (ivia, 2002. Indeed, in contemporary digital media
arrangements, where say photography is employetlidentities’ can very
much come to the fore. In summary, the framewdrksing together
around networked publics allow us a way to thinkwbthemes of SNS
research and what this might mean for men and rfingi@s. Of course |
recognize there are other ways of approachingtéisis, but raising issues
of the characteristics of networked publics in ternof scope,
reproducibility/replicability, anonymity, searchlity, persistence and
audiences seems useful way surfacing interestiugess My suggestion is
that such a framework, coupled with accepted dismun masculinity
studies regarding the constructed nature of mastia suggests a need for
a conceptualization of, and interrogation of whatetm ‘networked
masculinities’. Networked masculinities are those asoulinities
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(co)produced and reproduced in conjunction withitdily mediated
networked publics and their associated propertidse reason | am keen to
emphasize the concept as incorporating co-produditd re-production,
rather than just production, is that networked fmsbivork often involves
other people and things. In the next section | &mlluminate such
potentials for the study of networked masculinitieg referencing six
overlapping themes: digital mediators, relationshipay and leisure, work
and commerce and ethics.

Networ ked Masculinities and Social Networking Sites

To date, a good deal of emphasis has been plaaad hyman agency in
discussions of masculinities and digital media, &esv, my work on
Gaydar has taught me that the consideration roltigifal mediators is an
important consideration. For example, drawing upisa Nakamura’s early
work on race, ethnicity and menu driven identityakamura, 2001 |
pointed to the role, for example of Gaydar’s irdeds in the construction
of masculinities and the resultant potential forgiaalisation amongst and
already marginalised group of peopleght, 2007). Additionally, the large
and growing body of work related to SNS, and otftems of Internet
mediated socialisation before that, makes it dieare is a huge diversity in
potential sets of arrangements for people to engeigfe. | therefore
believe we need to unpack SNS and consider thempphkcations with
comparable and differing functions. For examplacdbook allows for
status updates whereas Twitter engages the TwHetse two functions,
whilst similar, in the sense of providing infornwti of some kind, are
different. Such differences in functionality arepontant as they play a role
in the modes of appropriation that are generatadhe case of networked
masculinities this translates into practices asdediwith their construction
and distribution. We also need to consider theetkifit interfaces that the
applications present to the user and how thesgeaardered. Furthermore, is
necessary to consider the possibility for differéntd party applications to
operate as enablers, and the functionalities tffeyda Related to this is the
idea of connectivity which is associated with theeat to which activity
can be inputted, presented and outputted via é&plant network. In this
respect, although | recognise replicability androdpcibility are usually
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possible (at the most basic level for example, dgosting a screen grab)
we have to unpack this and understand it worksffardnt ways depending
upon the affordances of the site in question. Pbists to questions too of
the scope of networked masculinities. Underlyings theeds to be an
analysis of the roles of devices (lap tops, photedslets for example) in

mediating access to various applications and, tmesoextent, the

infrastructure provision allied to this (3g/4g miebnetworks versus those
based on fibre optic broadband for example). Whiksvices themselves
mediate interactions with social networking throdugkir material features
(screen size for instance), they also afford thming of specific software

which brings with it functions and interfaces. Eggd in amongst all this is
a need to explore this in the context of netwonkeculinities on a global
scale. Such mediators will be variably availabie dhot only to macro

considerations such as technology infrastructuras dso those, for

example, related to the local, regional and natigpacifics of the social,

cultural and legal.

A function of the different affordances discussedhe previous section
is that different SNS can offer different formsrefationships. Indeed, the
literatures related men, masculinities and digitatia to date highlight the
potentials for the different kinds of relationshifomantic, platonic,
sexual) that can be part of digitally mediated fpicas. In as much as | see
mainstream SNS providing a way in to understand amgpack
masculinities and expected performances of mastenin seemingly
heteronormative digital media structures, | thihksi also necessary that
non-normative, queer masculinities and relatiores interrogated through
such spaces. Of course here, the most obviougp grould be gay men.
However, it is also essential to note the presaficghers. For example,
sites such as Gaydar and Squirt makes obviousdieeof gender and
sexuality in mediating both friendship and relasibip making, especially
where non-normative relations are concerned suthose involving group
sex, threesomes and fuck buddies. Facebook imastrdoes not seemingly
offer this option, however if you know the rightgpe, you can find such
activity and this opens up new avenues of resealsiut how diverse
masculinities operate and are regulated in seepihgteronormative
networked public spaces. For example, | am awégeweral groups for
men who are transvestites that queer Facebookh @oaps operate under
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the radar via the creation of private groups anmmlgrmessage threads.
However, some also operate in a very public fashiomediated only by the
use of a female nahewigs, make up and clothing deploying - an
articulation of privately-public and publicly-pritea SNS user strategies (see
Lange 007). Such sites additionally offer wonderful oppumities for
unpacking normative masculinities, the interrogatidd homosociality and
of course the content and processes of men’s gtierapeople of other
genders. In sum, we know a fair amount regardirignfiships and
relationships as mediated by mainstream sites asdfacebook and more
niche sites such as Gaydar. Taking the lead frojahECassidy, we need
to engage deeper analysis of the issues that atfigd such practices
intentionally and unintentionally converge withindaacross sitesC@ssidy,
2013.

SNS have a variety of complimentary and independeys for that
augment relationship-making practices and/or extetalother activities of
life. For many this involves play and leisure w@ityi. Here it is the kind of
games most commonly associated with SNS that Iktlime strand of
potentially interesting and important work mightis upon. It is clear that
men are engaging with so called ‘casual gamessacial games’ such as
CafeWorld within SNS, and with SNS via connectedhigeg apps. Such
gameplay offers a route to understanding how suaimegs construct
themselves and others through public play gively #e playing games
that have been labelled as ‘not a proper game’. ‘Mbea proper game’
discourse, | would argue, is deeply imbued withgmegnic masculinity and
requires challenging Qrawford et al., 200)I. SNS also offer the
opportunity to associate with games and extendeiperience of games
that are played via media such as consoles. Tirestices offer sites of
investigation of men’s gendered experiences witthrielogy. Potential
exemplar sites here include the hypermasculinestguch as Call of Duty
(circa 875,000 fans) and Guitar Hero (over 10 wnillifans) as well as
those, such as SingStar (circa 9,500 fans) andoManrer 12 million),
which might be thought of in other gendered wayay Rand leisure via
SNS of course is not restricted to digital gamiAgother example is the
role of SNS in facilitating hobbies and interestl @gain one might look to
obvious sites such as those associated with m@o's. But additionally,
there is of course a much broader range of acttaitge interrogated. For
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example, | have been involved in studies of boystipipation with graffiti

practice via YouTube (Light et al., 2012). Whilse did not examine
gender relations as part of this, there were indioa of cultures of
homosociality and networked masculinities.

Another way in which SNS augment relationship mgkjpractices
and/or extend into other activities of life is thgh the sphere of work and
commerce. Here it is worth noting that, for manyme, the rise of SNS
has further blurred the boundaries between homewanl beyond those
associated with previous teleworking practices,hsas working from
home. In some ways we are seeing a re-networkirtgeopersonal, home
and work that, in developed economies at leastnbabeen as widespread
as it was before the industrial revolution. What hveere seen with the rise
of SNS is an integration of telework practices ip@rsonal networked
public contexts where, for instance, single accoamé used by people for
personal and work purposes. Given this, furtherkwibat considers men’s
navigation of the personal/home/work and the paréasrce of masculinities
as related to this is required. Additionally SNS/én@merged which are
targeted purely at work — LinkedIn for example. élehere are two issues.
First, LinkedIn offers an interesting site for timerrogation of networked
masculinities and work for certain occupationalup® — those that might
be categorised as professional. But also, théesde of LinkedIn suggests
absences and proposes a need to look for otherpations, those
concerned with trades and service industries fetaimce. One might ask a
question therefore about certain networked mastekrbeing connected in
such a way that their scope maintains the subandaaf others. Not only
do such public networks suggest the need to irgateo internal
hegenomies, there is a broader project relatedbtoem regarding external
hegemony too, both in terms of professions and rothecupations.
Extending matters beyond work to incorporate th@roercial imperatives
of formal institutions it is necessary to note ttie social relations carried
with and made possible by the Internet have lorembiecognised as having
the potential for being subjected to processes oimmnoodification
(Arvidsson, 2006; Magnet, 2007 Indeed in my previous work, with
Alison Adam and Gordon Fletcher, on Gaydar we havgued this
specifically as related to gay masculinitiesg(it et al., 2008 | believe
further work is necessary that interrogates the cesses of



MCS — Masculinities and Social Change, 2(3%7

commodification at work in respect of networked mdsities. The

deployment of health, fitness, body image and fastdas made evident
through SNS based marketing strategies are imgoegzamples here.
Notably, such constructions are based on persatalpiofiles, interactions
in site and within other sites across the Interndt. is important to

remember that networked masculinities, as with wmilagtes more

generally, are not only, or indeed necessarily, stocted by us.
Networked masculinities potentially involve the inpof other people,
institutions and things, and as such are subjedbeiog inscribed with
particular readings. Commercial readings, or corsially influenced

readings, are perhaps one of the most pervasivepandrful, particularly

in the developed world.

A final set of questions | want to raise concem e¢thics of SNS and the
links this might have with networked masculinitieb prior work | have
undertaken a disclosive ethics based analysis aéldemk, which posited a
somewhat radical notion that ultimately is it velifficult to locate ethical
responsibility within SNSL(ght & McGrath, 201). | think this argument
also applies to ethical considerations regardingcuinities. For example,
one might ask what are the ethics of networked oiesiies in terms of the
philosophy feeding such constructions, and the palymamics of those
human and non-human things involved. Where dogsoresibility lie for
an engagement with the properties of networked iggibkuch as
reproducibility/replicability or scope when thesdfirmm hegemonic
masculinities and internal and external hegenomied?think it is
particularly important here not just to rely onatiarses of human agency
and consider this solely in terms of developers us&ts. We need to take
seriously the role digital mediators in particuland how these act in
morally charged ways.

Conclusion

Our understandings of men, masculinities and digiteedia are
comparatively limited in the context of other wask gender. | propose,
given the prevalence and importance of digital meédimany societies, that
there is a requirement for, and great opportumtyekploring this further.
Drawing upon early theorizations of the charactegsof communication
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in computer based networks and contemporary needogpkiblics; | suggest
that a project of the exploration of networked nudisties would prove
fruitful. Importantly, although | focus here on méor the purposes of
reinforcing the need to make gender stick to thefntourse the project of
networked masculinities can, and should, applyetapte of other genders.

| have signalled the importance of certain properif digital media
networks for the construction and reproduction effworked masculinities.
In summary, the scope of networks offers the pakntor hyper-public
constructions of masculinity. Notions of reproduldiyp and replicability,
offer mechanisms for thinking about the transmissipresentation and
repurposing of ideas of masculinity. Anonymityes opportunities for the
performance of alternate masculinities, and of seualternate gender
relations. Persistence provides for the codiftsatand reification of
versions of masculinity. The searchability of syeansistence makes such
‘things’ findable, reproducible and replicable —aayg in hyper-public
environments, and even ones that are more nicheatore. Finally,
networked masculinities have audiences — thesebeaknown, imagined
and hidden.

These are just starting points and further wonleguired to unpack the
idea and operation of networked masculinities. Thiogs are important
here. First, there is a need to treat digitallydiated networked publics in a
non-deterministic fashion — technologically, sdgial culturally or
otherwise. Even though such publics can displatateproperties, it does
not mean they will be operationalized, or that vehtbey are, they are in the
way we expect them to be. Second, and leading fronfirst point, we
need to understand in much more detail how netvabrkasculinities are
constructed and reproduced. This might involverdibn to networked
identity work, but I think it also requires us to geyond this. The role of
the non-human in the form of digital mediators, @inalysis of relationships
and understanding the dynamics of spheres of lifth sas play, leisure,
work and commerce that go beyond the sexual andlvet mundaneness of
networked masculinities is required. Moreovereribn also needs to be
paid to issues that intersect with these, sucheawanked masculinity and
ethics.
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Without perhaps without over enrolling my own ergilagm as a scholar
of digital media, | believe that networked masditils are important. At
the very minimum, whether the idea of networked cubsities takes hold
or not, | would hope that this paper at least dat@s discussion and action
in terms of men, masculinities and digital mediaordbver, whilst | have
focussed here on SNS, | would hope this standsstioag exemplar that
demonstrates the value of further studies of otbens of digital media.
Masculinities look to be subject to further comation and agency by
advancing notions and practices of connectivitybitity, classification and
convergence. Masculinity studies and digital mesgiaolars, | would argue,
have much to contribute here.

Notes

1| am aware of debates regarding the appropriateirielogy regarding SNS. | use the term
networking rather than network because | wish teleasize the activities associated with
such sites and, moreover, it allows great scopmdlude a more diverse range of sites
particularly given that ‘social network’ functioriigl is being added into other sites and has
been for some time, particularly in Queer onlinevoeks and communities.

2 This was something that | attempted to do in tiea @f Information Systems, but with no
successl(ight, 2006, 200Y. | think it is important here to acknowledge laie’ the hiding

of it is, for me at least, quite heavily tied tortie and masculine constructions of the
formation of knowledge that | do not feel sits contdibly with the feminist tradition.

% Cottage is a term used in the UK to describe publiets used for sex between men. The
term Beat is used in Australia and Tea Room is irsélte USA.

4 Of Course there are other ways of reading SN&yeélstrategically chosen this approach to
develop an idea of networked masculinities.

® boyd’s construction of networked publics is slighiifferent between the two pieces of
work | cite here. | have based this constructiortiat provided in{oyd, 2008 adding in
scalability from poyd, 2008n

5 The terms for such a name are various includimgssed name, female name, femme
name, gurls name, though this is in no way an esthaulist..

7 See Crawford et al2(11) for an expansion of this argument.
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