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Introduction

 



Several years ago I was awarded a Rockefeller Foundation research fellowship to carry out a study of Latino men and the role of the father in the family. I took a leave of absence from my job at the University of California at Riverside and was in residence as a post-doctoral fellow at Stanford University. I was a professor of sociology and ethnic studies at the time and had written a number of books and articles on the Chicano experience and the Chicano family and gender. Indeed, one of the factors that led me to undertake this study was the experience of co-authoring a book about Mexican women in the United States with Evangelina Enríquez.


La Chicana proved to be very successful and we each took a great deal of pride and satisfaction in the product; it was like a child that resulted from a dynamic, volatile, and incredibly stimulating relationship.1 When we undertook the project we were certainly not prepared psychologically for the daily conflict and tension that would ensue. We noted in the preface to the book that while the Aztec codices detail a neat division in the social order and in the roles of men and women, they do not provide a prescription for harmony between the sexes (Mirandé and Enríquez 1981, ix).


There was never any question at the outset of this endeavor that we had an inherent respect for our undertaking and for each other; but, alas, we had failed to anticipate the tension and lack of harmony that could arise when two modern-day members of the opposite sex decide to undertake a book together about one sex (1981, iv-v).



To say that there was “a lack of harmony” is undoubtedly understated. The truth is that we fought constantly about the book. Our relationship became a microcosm of the larger societal issues and tensions that we were describing, a story within a story.2


While working on La Chicana, I learned many important lessons. But by far the most important lesson I learned was that as a man I was obviously limited in my ability to understand the Chicana experience. When I used the word chingar or chingada, for example, I was only able to do so in a somewhat clinical and detached way without fully understanding its symbolism for women. Though Evangelina and I agreed that the verb chingar was an  important one for Mexicans, we responded differently to the word. I was fascinated by the word because it contained numerous and diverse meanings, but it was not a term that I found personally offensive or repugnant. Chingar  is an aggressive form of sexual intercourse with numerous connotations of power. A man might say, for example, “me chingaron!”, meaning I was “fucked over,” “screwed,” or “had”; or he might say with admiration that someone was chingón or chingona, meaning they were important or had power. In Mexican folklore La Chingada was the “Great Whore,” our symbolic mother who represented the thousands of Indian women who were raped, violated, and otherwise demeaned by the conquering Spaniards.3


I learned that for Evangelina and other women these words were powerful cultural metaphors that elicited very negative images of women as abject, passive, inert creatures—indeed, as passive objects of male sexuality. For women, the imagery was so powerful that in every instance in which a man was controlled or subjugated, he metaphorically assumed the female, passive role. But I also learned that, if one looked more closely, it appeared that many of the prevailing stereotypes about la mujer had their counterparts in stereotypes about Latino men. If the woman was not the weak, passive, self-sacrificing, abject figure that we had been led to believe she was, then perhaps the man was not the all-powerful and unquestioned lord and master of the household, as he is often depicted in traditional social science literature and popular conceptions. In a very real sense, in rejecting stereotypes about Chicanas we were beginning to reject stereotypes about men, or at a minimum, to entertain the possibility that Chicano men might also be stereotyped not only by the dominant society but by ourselves. Finally, I learned that because of my academic and personal experiences I might have some special insights into the topic of Chicano/Latino men.

As I began to write about Latino men and masculinity, I realized that my interest in the topic was obviously both academic and personal. I was a man, after all, a father and a mexicano, and since childhood I had been taught, largely by women, how to be “a man.” I was taught how a man acts or should act in various situations. I was also exposed to a wide range and variety of images of masculinity and manhood (and womanhood), images that were at once complex, subtle, and often contradictory.

My formative years were spent in México City in the colonia of Tacuba, near el árbol de la noche triste (the tree of the night of sorrows), the tree where Hernán Cortés reputedly wept after his forces were soundly routed by the Aztecs. The “tree” was this large and famous árbol, which over centuries had been bent by the force of its own weight and was now almost parallel to the ground. El árbol was located about four blocks from my house in a plaza outside of the church that we attended on Sundays. As a child I didn’t really understand why such a big deal was made about the old tree, but it was very much a part of my daily existence.

We lived as an extended unit with my mother’s family, los González-Ochoa, a family that originated in the village of Sayula, a historic community in the state of Jalisco. We lived in three rented houses on the same lot. Inside the large iron gate, a gate that was normally open during the day, the first house on the right was occupied by my mother’s oldest brother, Tío Roberto, his wife Adriana, and their two children, Chema (José María) and Macaco (Manuel). The second house was occupied by my mother’s oldest sister, Tía Márgara, her husband Ricardo, and my two cousins, Pete (Mercedes) and Chayo (Rosario). I lived in the last of the houses, “el tres,” a modest two-bedroom house, with my parents, Xavier and Rosa María, and my older brothers, Alex (Alejandro Rovier4) and Gordo (Hector Xavier).

One of the things that I remember most about my tíos is that they were sort of matones (tough guys), burly, pot-bellied men who smoked, swore, drank tequila, carried weapons, and were not averse to using them, much like the Mexican bad guys in films like El Mariachi and Desperado. Tío Ricardo was a general in the Mexican army, El Ejército Nacional. He was usually in uniform, and usually carried his military pistol. Roberto was in the business of selling tequila and sometimes packed a gun and carried a shoulder holster. Another tío, Carlos, lived in Puebla and was married to my mother’s sister, María Luisa. Tío Carlos was also a military man. He had been in the Mexican Revolution and had reputedly executed hundreds of men, during and after the revolution, executions that were both formal and informal. It was said that Tío Carlos always slept with one eye open and with a pistol next to the bed. My father was never in the military and never carried a weapon. He was athletic and strong and did not smoke, drink, or swear.

Our extended family and neighborhood was like a small community. One of the most vivid memories that I have of Tacuba occurred when I was around six years old. It was in the afternoon. There was a lot of commotion as the whole neighborhood gathered around Tío Roberto’s house. We could hear yelling, screaming, and swearing. Roberto was drunk and beating Tía Adriana. I recall how my father jumped over the back fence and stopped the beating. Because it was unusual for one household to intervene in the private affairs of another and because we could sense the danger, it was a very dramatic moment as we watched my drunken uncle coming after my father. He would hit and jab Roberto and then deftly circle around him, intending more to dissuade him than to hurt him. As my uncle’s face bloodied and it became clear that my father was getting the better of the encounter, Roberto ran into the house and emerged from the kitchen with a butcher knife. My father continued to dance and jab with Roberto pursuing, but he looked frightened as Roberto came after him with the menacing knife. What happened at this point was incredible. My mother had somehow entered the yard and stepped between her husband and older brother. She proceeded to belittle Roberto, asking:
How can you call yourself a man if you go around beating up defenseless women? What kind of a man needs a knife to fight an unarmed man? Put down the knife and let’s see what kind of a man you really are.5




Shamed by my mother’s intervention, Roberto put down the knife and went inside the house. I didn’t see Tío Roberto for several days but I believed that he was profoundly humiliated by the incident.
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Xavier Mirandé and his three sons. México City. Left to right: Héctor Xavier (Gordo), Alfredo (Bebo), Alejandro (Alex).

I will not dwell on the implications of this incident except to say that in retrospect it must have had a profound effect on my masculine development and my notions of what was considered good and bad behavior in a man—and in a woman. I learned early, for example, that one of the worst or lowest things that a man could do is to hit a woman. I learned that it is important and honorable to stick up for and defend people who are wronged, abused, or treated unjustly. Finally, I learned from this incident that strength of character and valor are not gendered qualities. I could not have imagined my father hitting my mother, not only because he did not believe in hitting women, but because she wouldn’t have tolerated such treatment.




The Study 

Though I present findings from a study of Latino men, based on in-depth personal interviews with men, in the end the book probably reveals as much about me and my biography as it does about the men that I studied. On the surface at least, the reason that I undertook this study is that precious little research has been conducted on Latino men and masculinity and even less quality research. Though much has been said and written about machismo or “excessive masculinity” among Latinos in general and Mexicans in particular, until recently such generalizations were based on meager, nonexistent, and misinterpreted evidence.

At a deeper and more personal level, I believe that I undertook this study because I was dissatisfied with the images of Latino men and masculinity that prevailed not only in the social science literature but also in the society at large. I felt that these images were used to perpetuate negative conceptions of Mexicans and to legitimate our economic and political subordination. Until recently much of the literature on machismo and on the Mexican family was based either on anthropological field studies carried out by outsiders who lacked a basic understanding of the nuance and complexity of Mexican and Latino cultures or on small, clinical samples of psychiatric patients. Whether ethnographic or clinical, such studies were carried out by culturally insensitive and linguistically limited outsiders who saw machismo  and Latino masculinity as pathological manifestations of societal and familial dysfunction and essentially as indices of sickness or disease. Because much of this early research used dominant societal values as the yardstick for evaluating Chicano/Latino culture and gender, Mexican culture and Mexican people were rendered “defective” and were free to vary only in the degree of pathology they showed.

My overriding goal then was to undertake a study of Latino men that did not begin with the premise that Latino culture and Latino masculinity were inherently negative or pathological. A related goal was to look at Latino men in a way that reflected the richness and complexity of Latino masculinities—a study, in other words, that would incorporate men who were as different and diverse as my father and uncles. A third goal was to articulate an insider’s perspective that would reflect the images that Latino men themselves have of machismo, masculinity, and fatherhood. I felt it was very important to learn more about how Latino men see their roles as fathers, as husbands, and as men and the qualities or attributes that they most respect and admire in men in general and in husbands and fathers.

In reporting, analyzing, and interpreting the findings, I have sought to place them within a meaningful historical and theoretical context. Because conventional studies of Mexican and Latino men have been carried out by outsiders who often did not contextualize the phenomenon they were studying, looking at the world through the insider’s voice is necessary in order to understand their experience. Is machismo a uniquely Latino and specifically Mexican cultural trait and value system, as was suggested by the traditional literature? Or is it synonymous with male dominance and patriarchy, which are more universal phenomena? Do all Latino men subscribe to the ethic of “hypermasculinity,” or are there different types and varieties of masculinities? Is there a difference between being “macho” and being “machista”? Are there social class and regional differences in the expression of manhood and masculinity?




An Overview 

Rather than uncritically accepting the existence of the “masculine cult” or assuming that the Latino male is the unquestioned “lord and master” of the household, I hope to examine and reevaluate the male role in la familia and  cultura. The first chapter presents an overview of research on Latino men, some background on the Bem and Mirandé scales, and a theoretical and biographical context for the study. Chapter 2 is a historical overview of Latino men and masculinity. My intent is not to provide a history of Latino men but to place contemporary images and issues within a larger historical context. Three different, though overlapping, explanations of the origin of the so-called cult of masculinity are isolated and discussed. I also examine  relevant historical circumstances that might enhance our understanding of contemporary manifestations of masculinity and manhood.

In the middle chapters (3, 4, and 5), I summarize the major findings of the study. Chapter 3 looks at how Latino men themselves perceive the words “macho” and “machismo.” Two prevailing conceptions of machismo emerge from the data that roughly correspond with the traditional or compensatory view and a new, emergent revisionist perspective. Chapter 4 provides a systematic analysis and comparison of the Bem (BSRI) and Mirandé (MSRI) sex role inventories. In Chapter 5 an in-depth analysis of regional, occupational, income, and language usage differences in the BSRI and the MSRI is presented. The chapter also includes responses to open-ended questions pertaining to perceptions of masculinity and the father role. In Chapter 6 I offer a critique and synthesis of an emerging field, the new men’s studies, and call for the development of a profeminist Chicano/Latino men’s studies. The epilogue attempts to summarize and integrate the major findings of the study and to critically assess prevailing conceptions of men and masculinity in Latino culture.






1

Latino Men and Masculinity: An Overview

Perhaps the most fundamental question that cuts across the various chapters of this book is whether prevailing academic and popular conceptions of masculinity and femininity are adequate for understanding the Mexican/ Latino experience. In much of the social science literature the world is typically divided into masculine and feminine spheres that correspond with superordinate and subordinate elements in society. According to this view, the masculine sphere is ambitious, assertive, rational, analytical, individualistic, competitive, dominant, and aggressive, whereas the feminine is warm, affectionate, emotional, understanding, cooperative, compassionate, sympathetic, loyal, and affectionate. I critically examine these conceptions of gender and suggest that they are inadequate explanations of Mexican/ Latino masculinity.

This chapter presents the parable, or simple story with a message, to illustrate how masculinity and femininity have traditionally been defined in the social sciences and in law. After discussing the parable of “Amy and Jake,” two eleven-year-old sixth graders who exhibit very different conceptions of morality and different analytical reasoning skills, the parable of “economic man and literary woman” in law and economics, and the parable of the “reasonable man and the Mexican” in law, I conclude that rather than being universal, these constructs reflect a very limited and culturally specific conception of masculinity.




The Parable of Amy and Jake 

In 1982 Carol Gilligan published In a Different Voice. The book proved to be extremely influential and provided the theoretical underpinnings for much feminist gender role theory in psychology, sociology, and law. Gilligan began with the basic premise that there is research that supports the position that there are essential differences in the worldviews and moral  reasoning capacities of men and women. Men, she argued, are more analytical, concrete, and have a preference for detached, objective, and rational reasoning, whereas women are less analytical, more subjective, more connected to others, and more contextual in their reasoning abilities. Gilligan was not suggesting that one gender is superior, merely that there are essential differences between men and women in analytical reasoning and moral judgment capacities. In addition, Gilligan argued that our educational system and society at large place a greater premium on the analytical and reasoning skills that men are more apt to exhibit. Rather than seeing these gender-specific characteristics as different and complementary views of morality, however, psychology has traditionally defined them as hierarchical stages of development, with men exhibiting a higher level of moral development (Gilligan 1982, 33).

Gilligan used the parable of Amy and Jake to illustrate gender-based differences in moral development. Amy and Jake are both eleven-year-old sixth graders who come from very similar educational and social class backgrounds. They are both intelligent and defy traditional sex role stereotyping, given that Amy is interested in becoming a scientist, while Jake prefers English to math (1982, 25). In the experiment subjects are asked to resolve a hypothetical moral dilemma in which a man (“Heinz”) must decide whether to steal a drug that he cannot afford to buy in order to save his wife’s life.

From the outset Jake concludes that Heinz should steal the drug. Using logical reasoning, Jake sees the moral dilemma very much like a math problem involving humans and proceeds to derive a logical solution (1982, 26). Stealing is a logically rationalized course of action for Jake because saving a human life is clearly worth more than money and because a human life is irreplaceable, whereas money is not (1982, 26). Jake takes law into account but sees the law as “man-made and therefore subject to error and change” (1982, 26). Jake, moreover, assumes that there is a societal consensus about these moral values that enables one to recognize “right from wrong” (1982, 26). Because of this consensus, the judge would likely see Heinz’s actions as morally justified.

According to Gilligan, Jake’s “ability to bring deductive logic to bear on the solution of moral dilemmas, to differentiate morality from law, and to see how laws can be considered to have mistakes, points toward the principled conception of justice” that is equated by psychologists with social maturity (1982, 26).

But the same traditional “developmental theory” that exonerates Jake sees Amy as exhibiting a “stunted” or arrested level of development because she demonstrates a failure to use logic and to “think for herself” (1982, 26-27). Amy thinks through the problem and appears uncertain and unsure as to whether Heinz should steal the drug. She pauses to consider other possibilities.  Rather than stealing, Heinz could borrow the money or perhaps even talk to the druggist about the problem. For Amy this is ultimately a human problem, not a math or logic problem, and in trying to resolve the moral dilemma, she focuses on relationships and the social context.

Just as Jake is confident the judge would agree that stealing is the right thing for Heinz to do, so too is Amy confident that “if Heinz and the druggist had talked it out long enough, they could reach something besides stealing.” Just as he considers the law to “have mistakes,” so she sees this drama as a mistake, believing that “the world should just share things more and then people wouldn’t have to steal” (1982, 29).

Both Jake and Amy are aware of the need for consensus but each views it as mediated in different ways. For Jake law is mediated impersonally and formally through systems of logic and law; for Amy law is mediated through human communication and personal relationships (1982, 29). Placing the parable of Amy and Jake in a broader societal and historical context, Gilligan concluded that for centuries the voices of women have been muted by the voices of men, which have been presented as a universal voice. The muting of women’s voices has occurred not only within developmental psychology but also within society as a whole.


As we have listened for centuries to the voices of men and the theories of development that their experience informs, so we have come more recently to notice not only the silence of women but the difficulty in hearing what they say when they speak. Yet in the different voice of women lies the truth of an ethic of care, the tie between relationship and responsibility, and the origins of aggression in the failure of connection. The failure to see the different reality of women’s lives and to hear the differences in their voices stems in part from the assumption that there is a single mode of social experience and interpretation. (1982, 173-174)



In law the application of different voice theory would lead to greater emphasis on context and on relationships and to less emphasis on individual independence and autonomy. Women would provide an alternative morality that would emphasize broad standards over narrow rules, long-term relationships over short-term contracts, and mediation over dispute resolution.




The Parable of Economic Man and Literary Woman 

One of the most direct extensions of Gilligan’s In a Different Voice is Robin West’s discussion of “economic man” and “literary woman.” West proposes “literary woman” as a counterpart to the prototypical “economic man” found in the law and economics movement. Economic man is characterized  by two basic attributes that clearly differentiate him from literary woman. First, as depicted in modern legal economics, economic man is “an infallible ‘rational maximizer’ of his own utility” (West 1989, 868). A basic assumption of law and economics, for example, is that “people are rational maximizers of their satisfactions” (1989, 868, note 3).1 Second, economic man is characterized by what West terms “empathic impotence” (1989, 869). Although economic man is perfectly rational with regard to his own needs and subjective well-being, he lacks empathetic knowledge of the well-being of others. In other words, he is incapable of making what economists term “intersubjective comparisons of utility” (1989, 869). Economic man is thus “both peculiarly capable and peculiarly disabled: he ostensibly knows everything there is to know about his own subjective life, and nothing whatsoever about the subjective lives of others” (1989, 869).

Literary woman is presented by West as a corrective for economic man. Though literary woman is capable of rational action, she lacks the “Herculean rationalism” of economic man. Unlike economic man, she is capable of empathizing with the pains and pleasures of others and engaging in what economists term “interpersonal comparisons of utility.” West rejects the view that economic man is motivationally unidimensional and suggests that people are “dual motivational” and capable of pursuing egoistic and/or altruistic motives.

Rather than being dual dimensional, literary woman is, in fact, multidimensional and multimotivational, according to West. Drawing on the law and literature movement, she proposes that although intersubjective comparisons and empathetic understanding are sometimes difficult to attain, literature can assist us in achieving the moral promise of transcending our own subjective condition. It is difficult to understand or empathize with someone whose life experiences are radically different from our own; for example, it is difficult for the heterosexual to understand what it is like to be gay or for a white person to understand the experiences of a Black person (1989, 873). Although it may be difficult to transcend our own experience and to know and empathize with the experience of others, “narrative literature, when it is good, is the bridge that facilitates empathetic understanding. . . . Metaphor and narrative are the means by which we come to understand what was initially foreign” (1989, 874). Narrative thus enables us to overcome the limitations of economic man, to transcend our own reality and make “intersubjective comparisons of utility” and pain.




The Parable of the Reasonable Man and the Mexican 

The idea of the “reasonable man” in law is parallel to the construct of economic man in law and economics. Since this is a book about masculinity  and not law, I will not dwell much on the reasonable man. However, as it is perhaps the single most important construct in law and jurisprudence, I will attempt to show how this theory or concept informs our discussion of masculinity. The “reasonable man” is a standard used to evaluate all conduct, ranging from whether specific acts are judged to be negligent in a civil action to whether the police acted reasonably in using force to subdue a suspect or in initiating a search of someone’s property or person. Interestingly, “reasonableness” is not an empirical standard. It does not refer to how the average man acts or even to how most of us would have behaved in a particular situation. Rather, it is a moral construct that assesses how a person “should have acted.” The reasonable man is not driven by passion or emotion but by logic and reason. He is not impulsive or irrational but analytical, cool, detached, and calculating, and always, always reasonable. In the context of masculinity, what is significant about Gilligan’s Jake, West’s economic man, and the construct of the reasonable man in law is that each is used to transform a very limited and culturally specific conception of masculinity into either a universal standard or into a higher order of moral development.

When I entered Stanford Law School several years ago, I was immediately troubled by the elusive idea of the “reasonable man.” Though I was not certain that I fully understood the concept, two things struck me as problematic about the reasonable man. First, it didn’t take long for me to realize that whatever the reasonable man was, he was definitely not Mexican. No one in my family or community acted reasonably, it seemed. My father, in particular, seemed to me to be the paragon of unreasonableness and arbitrariness. Certainly no reasonable person would have felt a duty to jump the fence to confront my drunken uncle. In fact, in Anglo-American law there is no duty to help someone in peril or distress, but once assistance is rendered or attempted, a legal duty is created. Second, in reflecting on the reasonable man and on Jake and Amy and in observing law students at a fancy law school, it seemed to me that many of the white women acted a lot more like Jake than Amy. Can we assume that the parable of Amy and Jake is applicable to Latinos? Are María and Juan the same as Amy and Jake? Intuitively, the Amy and Jake distinction appeared to be an Anglo distinction, one based more on race and class than on gender. If masculinity was defined as being cold, analytical, rational, and dispassionate and femininity as being warm, impulsive, emotional, and passionate, Latino men, it seemed, were essentially more feminine than masculine.

My recollection of my father is that he was much warmer, emotional, and affectionate than my mother. I don’t mean to suggest that my mother was not nurturing, but my father was more overtly emotional and demonstrative in his affection. He would always hug us and kiss us. When I was a child, Pa and I would play a game together. He would roll on the floor or  the bed with me, saying, “Dame una manzana” (give me an apple), then, “Dame una pera” (give me a pear), then, “Dame un platano” (give me a banana). As I turned and screamed with laughter, trying to get away, he would persist and alternately bite one of my cheeks (apple/pear) or my nose (banana). He would bite pretty hard and my cheeks would be all red, but it was one of his ways of showing affection.




The Bem Sex Role Inventory 

Using a conceptual framework that is consistent with the dichotomous view of sex roles found in the parable of Amy and Jake, psychologist Sandra Bem (1974) developed the Bem Sex Role Inventory, or BSRI, a scale designed to measure masculine and feminine traits. Each item on the BSRI is scored on a seven-point scale of 1 (“never or almost never true”) to 7 (“always or almost always true”). There are sixty items on the scale: twenty masculine, twenty feminine, and twenty so-called neutral or non-gendered items. Bem computed an “androgyny” measure based on the difference between a person’s masculine and feminine score. The less the difference between the masculine and the feminine components, irrespective of the score, the more androgynous a person is presumed to be. A highly androgynous person would be one who scores about the same on either the masculine or feminine components, whereas a non-androgynous person would score high on one and low on the other. The masculine and feminine items are listed in  Table 1.1 (Bem 1974, 156).

Although the BSRI is widely used, I initially considered not using it because the instrument has not been proven to be applicable to Latinos and because it seemed to lack validity. I felt that masculinity was defined differently and more contextually in Latino culture. By this I mean that I believe masculinity is a more fluid, nuanced, and idealized response to various social situations, whereas Bem sees masculinity and femininity as personal character traits, attributes that are fixed across time and social context. In the end, however, rather than rejecting the Bem scale a priori, I opted to include the BSRI to see how Latino men would respond, to examine internal differences on an established measure of masculinity and femininity, and to compare this instrument to one that I developed, one that I felt was a more culturally sensitive measure.

In this study I introduce a measure of masculinity, the Mirandé Sex Role Inventory (MSRI), one that I believe is not only more consistent with my own experience but also with the nuance and complexity of Mexican/ Latino cultures. The MSRI is derived from fifty items that were culled from traditional Mexican and Latino cultural beliefs and values regarding the appropriateness and inappropriateness of various behaviors.2 What is significant is that rather than having respondents rank themselves on various  psychological traits—such as being “assertive,” “strong,” “aggressive,” “affectionate,” “loving,” or “warm”—the MSRI asks respondents to assess the appropriateness of certain behaviors for men and women in various social situations and contexts. For example, one item asks respondents whether they agreed or disagreed with the notion that “the worst thing that a woman can do to a man is to embarrass or contradict him in front of his friends.” Some agreed, but others disagreed and noted that this was not “the worst thing” that a woman could do to a man.


TABLE 1.1 BSRI Masculinity and Femininity





	
Masculinity 
	
Femininity 



	1.
	Ambitious
	1.
	Warm



	2.
	Aggressive
	2.
	Tender



	3.
	Has Leadership Abilities
	3.
	Affectionate



	4.
	Dominant
	4.
	Compassionate



	5.
	Individualistic
	5.
	Sympathetic



	6.
	Competitive
	6.
	Loyal



	7.
	Acts as Leader
	7.
	Understanding



	8.
	Willing to Take a Stand
	8.
	Eager to Soothe Hurt Feelings



	9.
	Strong Personality
	9.
	Cheerful



	10.
	Makes Decisions Easily
	10.
	Does Not Use Harsh Language



	11.
	Assertive
	11.
	Feminine



	12.
	Willing to Take Risks
	12.
	Sensitive to Needs of Others



	13.
	Independent
	13.
	Loves Children



	14.
	Self-Sufficient
	14.
	Flatterable



	15.
	Defends Own Beliefs
	15.
	Childlike



	16.
	Self-Reliant
	16.
	Gullible



	17.
	Athletic
	17.
	Gentle



	18.
	Analytical
	18.
	Shy



	19.
	Masculine
	19.
	Soft-Spoken



	20.
	Forceful
	20.
	Yielding





The MSRI includes both “traditional” and “nontraditional” items and provides four possible responses: “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” and “strongly disagree.” Traditional items include statements such as “One should always defend the family honor, even if it means death,” and “A man should never back down from a fight,” whereas examples of nontraditional or antitraditional statements include “A real woman does not need to be dependent on a man” and “It is natural for a woman to ‘fool around’ after marriage.”

Social scientists worry that respondents might begin to answer questions automatically or give a “canned” response. One way to try to avoid such a bias, or “response set,” is to vary the questions. This will ensure that the person does not fall into a particular rhythm and begin to give automatic,  unreflective responses, essentially entering an “agree” or “disagree” response irrespective of the content of the question. Varying the type of question helps to avoid the response set. On the Bem Scale, for example, masculine and feminine items were interspersed. Traditional and nontraditional statements on the MSRI were also mixed and the wording of some items reversed. For example, with regard to whether it is appropriate for men to show emotion, one item states that “Men should never cry or show their feelings” and another that “A father should not kiss or be too emotional with his sons,” but another counters that “It is good for a man to cry or show his emotions.” To answer a question consistently with due consideration, then, the respondent would be forced to reverse the response by agreeing with one question and disagreeing with the other.




Research on Machismo and Mexican/Latino Masculinity 

Prior to the emergence of revisionist scholarship in the 1970s, Chicano/ Latino women and men were depicted in the social science literature as heirs to a cultural heritage that was ostensibly driven by machismo and an obsessive concern with masculinity and hierarchical gender relations. Both historical experience and cross-cultural accounts suggest that machismo and the so-called cult of masculinity may not be unique to Mexican or Latino men.
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