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Abstract

The social construct of masculinity evolves in response to changes in society and culture. Orthodox masculinity is
mostly considered to be hegemonic and is evidenced by the dominance of men over women and other, less powerful
men. Contemporary shifts in masculinity have seen an emergence of new masculinities that challenge traditional male
stereotypes. This systematic review aims to review and synthesize the existing empirical research on contemporary
masculinities and to conceptualize how they are understood and interpreted by men themselves. A literature search
was undertaken on 10 databases using terms regularly used to identify various contemporary masculinities. Analysis of
the 33 included studies identified four key elements that are evident in men’s descriptions of contemporary masculinity.
These four elements, (a) Inclusivity, (b) Emotional Intimacy, (c) Physicality, and (d) Resistance, are consistent with the
literature describing contemporary masculinities, including Hybrid Masculinities and Inclusive Masculinity Theory. The
synthesized findings indicate that young, middle-class, heterosexual men in Western cultures, while still demonstrating
some traditional masculinity norms, appear to be adopting some aspects of contemporary masculinities. The theories
of hybrid and inclusive masculinity suggest these types of masculinities have several benefits for both men and society
in general.
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have poorer health outcomes and young men are at
greater risk from injury, either accidentally through
risk-taking activities or self-inflicted. Young men are
also less likely to seek health care. This correlates with
traditional masculinity norms that reinforce beliefs

Introduction

The concept of masculinity in broad terms can be defined
as a social construct that encompasses “the behaviors,
languages, and practices, existing in specific cultural and
organizational locations, which are commonly associated
with men and thus culturally defined as not feminine”
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(Whitehead & Barrett, 2001, pp. 15—-16). Orthodox mas-
culinity is mostly considered to be hegemonic and is evi-
denced by the dominance of men over women and other,
less powerful men (Connell, 1987, 1995; Connell &
Messerschmidt, 2005). Traditional masculinity norms,
socialize men to project strength and dominance particu-
larly over others, and the inherent restrictive stereotypes
require men to be stoic, independent, tough, and powerful
(Courtenay, 2000).

These stereotypes influence men’s individual health
outcomes and have societal impacts. Men, in general,
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around the male body being strong (Courtenay, 2000;
Mabhalik et al., 2007)

In addition, there are socio-negative perspectives con-
sistently found in orthodox masculinity. These include
the sexual degradation and objectification of women and
the culture of homophobia (Bevens & Loughnan, 2019;
Hughson, 2000; Messner, 1992). Both perspectives serve
to establish the sexual prowess and heterosexuality of the
individual thereby fortifying their masculinity.

However, the social construct of masculinity is not
fixed and has always evolved over time in response to
changes in society and culture (Britten, 2001; Connell &
Messerschmidt, 2005; Waling, 2020; Whitechead &
Barrett, 2001 Contemporary shifts in masculinity have
seen an emergence of new masculinities that challenge
these restrictive traditional stereotypes. Orthodox mascu-
linities and traditional masculinity norms are being chal-
lenged and, contemporary culture is embracing the “new
male” (Smith & Inhorn, 2016).

The body of global literature dedicated to the Critical
Studies on Men and Masculinities clearly demonstrates
that the conceptualization of masculinity has evolved and
will continue to do so (Bridges & Pascoe, 2018; Britten,
2001; Elliott, 2019). The intersection of class, race, gender,
and sexuality all contribute to how masculinity is perceived
in specific settings and under specific conditions. It is the
combination of these elements that leads to a divergence in
traditional masculinity thinking and the emergence of
new masculinities (Messerschmidt & Messner, 2018).
Contemporary masculinities are now emerging in response
to changes in society’s expectations of how men should
behave (Britten, 2001; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005;
Whitehead & Barrett, 2001).

These contemporary masculinities include Hybrid mas-
culinities (Demetriou, 2001) and Inclusive Masculinity
Theory (Anderson, 2009). The concept of Hybrid
Masculinities emerged at the turn of this century with
Demetriou’s (2001) recognition that straight white men
who occupied positions of power in the masculine hierar-
chy were beginning to adopt cultural elements of subordi-
nate and marginalized masculinities. The selective
integration of these elements into traditional masculinity
creates a hybrid wherein the adopters of these elements,
remain tough and strong, while being able to show sensi-
tivity (Arxer, 2011; Barber, 2016; Bridges & Pascoe, 2018;
Messerschmidt & Messner, 2018; Pfaffendorf, 2017).

Inclusive Masculinity Theory developed from the
research findings of Eric Anderson (2009) and is sup-
ported by the work of Mark McCormack (2014). Inclusive
Masculinity Theory is underpinned by their findings, indi-
cating that homophobia is increasingly being rejected by
straight men (Anderson, 2009; Anderson & McCormack,
2018). Moreover, straight men, are including gay peers in
social networks and are engaging both emotionally and
physically with other men.

Much has been written on these contemporary mascu-
linity theories, including extensive critiques of the dis-
parities between the two. While the behaviors belonging
to each of the masculinity theories have been described
by researchers, to date there has been no research that
synthesizes how men themselves understand and inter-
pret these new masculinities. There is limited evidence of
men’s experiences, understanding, and perceptions of
contemporary masculinities.

This paper, therefore, aims to systematically review
and synthesize the existing peer-reviewed published
empirical research on contemporary masculinities to
determine how contemporary masculinity is viewed by
men themselves, rather than from the point of view of the
researcher. This review aims to capture men’s voices
regarding contemporary masculine enculturation.

Methods

A search was undertaken on the following databases,
MEDLINE, CINAHL, IJStor, Sociolndex, Web of
Science, Informit Complete, Psychinfo Ovid, ProQuest
Social science, ProQuest Central, and Sociological
Abstracts. Keywords were identified during extensive
reading in the field of Critical Studies on Men &
Masculinities. This reading was undertaken in all forms
of literature, including empirical research, books, and
opinion pieces. Many of the words identified are not
“typically” found in the formal literature, however, to be
as inclusive as possible and to ensure a rigorous and thor-
ough search, all keywords identified were used.

The medical subject heading (MeSH) “masculin*”
was used with the following keywords hybrid, inclusive,
emerg*, divergent, oppositional, resistant, dialogical, car-
ing, new, flexible, chameleon, soft-boiled, person*, cool,
contemporary, alternate, modern, metrosexual, hipster
and bromance.

Articles published from January 1, 1990, to October
2019 were reviewed and assessed for eligibility using the
PRISMA 2009 checklist for systematic reviews and meta-
analysis (Mobher et al., 2009) (Figure 1).

Inclusion criteria are as follows: (a) Empirical peer-
reviewed studies, published in journals, identifying how
men perceive and interpret, contemporary masculinities;
(b) English language; and (c) Research conducted in
Western high-income countries. High-income countries
are those defined by the World Bank as being such during
2019; and (d) Research conducted since 1990.

Exclusion criteria are as follows: (a) Not empirical
research, for example, book, review, opinion piece, con-
ference paper, editorial, letter, dissertation, or non-peer-
reviewed publication; (b) The focus was on clinical,
medical, chronic disecase or health outcomes; (c)
Literature that used masculinity as an explanation for
male behaviors including “toxic” masculinity, sexual
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Figure |. PRISMA Flow Chart.

violence, aggression, and gender inequality; and (d)
Article was not in English, not conducted in a Western
high-income country or conducted before 1990.

The extensive search produced 2,083 records. Records
were imported into Covidence software and 873 dupli-
cates were identified and removed. The abstracts of the
remaining 1210 records were then screened indepen-
dently by two authors against the previously identified
inclusion and exclusion criteria, and 1,010 records were
excluded leaving 200 records to be assessed at full-text
stage. At full-text review, all records were read in detail
by two authors, and the inclusion, exclusion criteria were
applied. Conflicts were resolved by the two authors
reaching a consensus following discussion. A further 166
records were excluded following full-text review.
Reasons for exclusion were 69 were not empirical

research, 2 were pre-1990, 6 were from non-Western
countries, 3 were not in English, and 2 were focused on
health outcomes. The remaining 84 studies did not iden-
tify how males perceive and interpret contemporary mas-
culinities. The excluded studies used masculinity to
describe men’s behaviors, including but not limited to,
sexual orientation, violence, and “toxic masculinity.”
This left 34 studies in total, 32 qualitative studies, and 2
mixed methods studies to be assessed for methodological
quality.

Assessment of Methodological
Quality

The Joanna Briggs Institute critical appraisal checklists for
prevalence studies (Joanna Briggs Institute, 2017a) and
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qualitative research (Joanna Briggs Institute, 2017b) were
chosen to assess the methodological quality of the articles,
as they are designed to appraise both qualitative and mixed-
methods studies specifically (The Joanna Briggs Institute,
2017a, & 2017b). Scores for each article are included under
the Quality Rating column in the summary of Studies (Table
2). The appraisal process was undertaken independently by
two authors. Any disagreement was resolved by a third
author. One study did not meet the quality appraisal criteria
and was excluded from the review, leaving 33 studies in the
review.

Data Extraction

Data extraction was undertaken by the first author using a
template that included the following domains (a) Author/s
and year of publication, (b) country of study and setting,
(c) aim of the study, (d) study design, (e) study methods,
(f) theoretical background, (g) sample size, (h) popula-
tion, and (i) and results.

Data Syntheses

Synthesis of the data was undertaken using thematic anal-
ysis. The first author undertook the thematic analysis, and
this was reviewed by co-authors.

Thematic analysis is a systematic multistage process
requiring the author to continually revisit the data. In the
first phase of thematic analysis the author is required to
read the articles identifying recurring elements in each.
These elements were then reviewed for commonalities
between them and clustered into larger groups called con-
cepts. The concepts represent the underlying abstract ide-
ology of the data. Finally, the concepts were further
grouped into Global Themes. Global Themes encompass
both the recurring themes and concepts and represent a
single idea that has been identified in, and is supported
by, the data (Attride-Stirling, 2001; Parahoo, 2006). Four
global themes were identified within the data: (a)
Inclusivity, (b) Emotional Intimacy, (c3) Physicality, and
(d) Resistance (Table 1).

Results

While the search criteria included studies from 1990, all
33 articles in this systematic review, that met the inclu-
sion criteria, are post 2000, with only four being pub-
lished before 2010 (Anderson, 2005, 2008; Finn &
Henwood, 2009; Henwood & Procter, 2003).

From the 33 articles, the profile of the participants
included men from middle-class backgrounds, aged
between 16 and 25 years (n = 19; 57.6%), men from
middle-class backgrounds aged between 18 and 76 years

(n = 3; 9.1%), men from working-class background
aged between 16 and 19 years (n = 1; 3%), and men
where details of class and age were not provided (n =
10; 30.3%).

Fourteen (42.4%) of the participant cohorts self-iden-
tified as heterosexual, the remainder of the studies
(57.6%) did not specify participant sexual preference.

The majority of the 33 studies were undertaken in
either sporting (n = 10; 30.3%) or educational settings
such as high schools or universities (n = 8; 24.2%) with
the remainder being undertaken with fathers (n = 6;
18.2%), through online blogs and podcasts (n = 5;
15.2%) or in non-specific settings (n = 4; 12.1%). Table
2 provides details of all studies included. Global themes
identified will be discussed within the context of each
setting.

Inclusivity

The Global Theme of Inclusivity relates to the partici-
pants’ acceptance of homosexuality, decreasing levels of
homophobia, as well as decreasing levels of misogyny,
and a general desire for gender equality. Twenty-four of
the 33 studies reported that the participants displayed
decreased levels of homophobia (Adams, 2011; Anderson,
2008, 2011, 2012; Anderson et al., 2019; Anderson &
McCormack, 2015; Anderson & McGuire, 2010;
Blanchard et al., 2017; Caruso & Roberts, 2018;
Drummond et al., 2014; Fine, 2019; Hall et al., 2012;
Jarvis, 2013; Johannsdottir & Gislason, 2018; Magrath &
Scoats, 2019; McCormack, 2011, 2014; Morales &
Caftyn-Parsons, 2017; Morris & Anderson, 2015;
Pfaffendorf, 2017; Roberts et al., 2017; Robinson et al.,
2018; Scoats, 2017; White & Hobson, 2017). This ranged
from what was described as shifting attitudes toward
homosexuality (Jarvis, 2013), to the complete absence of
homophobia (Morales & Caffyn-Parsons, 2017).

Jarvis (2013), identified that while their heterosexual
participants were open to participating in sport alongside
gay men, some still adhered to traditional masculinity
norms and found subtle ways to assert their heterosexual-
ity. Jarvis (2013) acknowledges that while the participants
in his study happily joined gay sporting clubs, most ensured
that the members were aware of their heterosexuality, one
even bringing his girlfriend to a match as evidence.

Morales and Caffyn-Parsons (2017), in their study of
16 and 17-year-old cross-country runners in the United
States identified a complete lack of homophobia among
the participants.

Seventeen of the 24 studies examining homophobia
also indicated that the participants not only rejected
homophobia, they also rejected misogyny and advocated
for gender equality (Anderson, 2005, 2008; Anderson &
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Table I. Recurring Elements, Concepts, and Global Themes.

Recurring elements

Concepts Global themes

Decreased levels of homophobia

Absence of homophobia

Rejection/contestation homophobia

Shifting attitudes toward homosexuality

Acceptance of gender diversity

Respect for women

Rejection of traditional gender roles

Rejection of misogyny

Sensitive of others

Rejection of racism

Emotional bonding

Emotional closeness

Emotional sharing

Increased emotional support between
friends

Trust

Vulnerability

Compassion

Developing intimate relationships

Acceptance of differing sexualities

Emotional bonding

Inclusivity

Acceptance of differing genders
Acceptance of women

Acceptance of differing races

Emotional Intimacy

Emotional openness

Emotional growth

Presence

Prioritizing of intimate relationships

Hugging Intentional physical contact Physicality
Cuddling

Kissing

Increasing physical tactile Adoption of physical intimacy

Physical intimacy with same sex friends

Dancing with men Open displays of physical connectedness

Metrosexual Hybrid masculinities Resistance
Bromance

Rejection of orthodox masculinities Rejection of traditional/orthodox

Rejection of traditional masculinity norms masculinity

Decrease in hyper-masculine behavior Rejection of traditional masculine

Avoidance of fights and violence stereotypes

Decreased levels risk taking
Caring and connecting

Less traditional ways of fathering
Seek work/family balance

Rejection of traditional masculine norms

McGuire, 2010; Brandth & Kvande, 2018; Caruso &
Roberts, 2018; Fine, 2019; Finn & Henwood, 2009;
Gottzén & Kremer-Sadlick, 2012; Greenebaum & Dexter,
2018; Hall et al., 2012; Johannsdottir & Gislason, 2018;
Johansson, 2011; Lee & Lee, 2018; Magrath & Scoats,
2019; McCormack, 2011; Morris & Anderson, 2015;
Roberts, 2018).

The fathers in the study by Brandth and Kvande (2018)
demonstrated inclusivity by undertaking what is tradi-
tionally considered to be women’s work, such as laundry,
cooking, and child care. Most participants asserted that
this is not even to be questioned, and such tasks are now
“taken for granted competence” in men. Johansson (2011)
and Lee and Lee (2018) both demonstrated their partici-
pants’ desire to father in gender-equal relationships with

their partners. Three studies set in the online space,
Caruso and Roberts (2018), Fine (2019), and Morris and
Anderson (2015), identified that their participants regu-
larly discussed topics such as gender inequity and actively
rejected misogyny and homophobia.

Emotional Intimacy

The global theme of Emotional Intimacy relates to the par-
ticipants sharing their intimate feelings and displaying
their emotions with their male friends. This level of emo-
tional vulnerability is in direct contrast to traditional mas-
culinity norms that require men to be stoic and resist
sharing feelings and emotions, particularly with another
man (Courtenay, 2000).
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Emotional intimacy was identified in 23 of the studies
(Adams, 2011; Anderson, 2008, 2011, 2012; Anderson &
McGuire, 2010; Blanchard et al.,, 2017; Brandth &
Kvande, 2018; Caruso & Roberts, 2018; Fine, 2019; Finn
& Henwood, 2009; Gottzén & Kremer-Sadlick, 2012;
Henwood & Procter, 2003; Johannsdottir & Gislason,
2018; Johansson, 2011; Lee & Lee, 2018; Magrath &
Scoats, 2019; McCormack, 2011; McCormack, 2014,
Morales & Caffyn-Parsons, 2017; Morris & Anderson,
2015; Roberts et al., 2017; Robinson et al., 2018; White
& Hobson, 2017).

Anderson (2011) described participants hugging and
comforting each other openly when sad or upset.
Anderson & McGuire (2010) describe their rugby players
as reporting that they support each other when the coaches
give them a hard time, again reporting that they are “there
for each other.” Likewise, the 16 to 18-year-old men in
McCormack’s (2011, 2014) studies expressed their feel-
ings freely and openly with their man friends.

In the studies focused on fatherhood, the element of
emotional intimacy was in relation to their children rather
than with a man friend. Johansson (2011) reports that the
first-time fathers in this Swedish study prioritized inti-
mate relations, family life, and emotional experiences. In
addition, they wanted to find a balance between work and
family life.

The study of a men’s online body blog by Caruso and
Roberts (2018) identified that the men users shared vul-
nerability with each other on topics such as, but not lim-
ited to, body image and sexuality. The McElroy brothers
in Fine’s (2019) study demonstrate emotional intimacy to
their audience through authentic dialogue. Similarly,
Morris and Anderson (2015) demonstrated that Charlie,
the vlogger in their study, achieved emotional intimacy
with his audience through authentic sharing of himself.

The global theme of emotional intimacy was also
reported by both Johannsdottir and Gislason (2018) and
Magrath and Scoats (2019). The young Icelandic men in
the study by Johannsdottir and Gislason (2018) reported
that they were able to talk to their man friends not just
about what they did but also about how they felt. They
describe these friendships as caring and their man friends
as emotional support.

Physicality

The global theme of physicality refers to the participants
demonstrating increased levels of intentional touching.
Fourteen studies (42.4%) reported this theme; however, it
was more evident in sporting settings (Adams, 2011;
Anderson, 2011; Anderson & McCormack, 2015; Morales
& Caffyn-Parsons, 2017; Roberts et al., 2017) and educa-
tional settings (Anderson et al., 2019; Blanchard et al.,
2017; Drummond et al., 2014; McCormack, 2014;
Robinson et al., 2018; White & Hobson, 2017). However,

there was evidence of increased levels of intentional
touching in other settings (Brandth & Kvande, 2018;
Magrath & Scoats, 2019; Scoats, 2017).

Morales and Caffyn-Parson’s (2017) results indicated
that the participants regularly hugged and touched each
other affectionately. They described their hugs as “a full
embrace” or “full frontal,” rather than a “brief hug and
two strong pats on the back.” It was observed that partici-
pation in these behaviors was open and without fear of
rejection. The participants in this American study declared
that kissing was not a way that they would normally show
affection to their man friends but that did not mean that
they would not do it. Adams (2011), Anderson (2011),
and Roberts et al. (2017), all report high levels of physi-
cal closeness within their participant groups. Hugging for
an extended period is the most common behavior, but
sharing beds, leaning up against each other, and touching
face, and hair occurs regularly. Importantly these behav-
iors were performed openly with the authenticity of
feeling.

The studies of Drummond et al. (2014) and Anderson
et al. (2019) aimed to explore the frequency, context, and
meanings of same-sex kissing among university men
aged 18 to 25 years in Australia and the United States.

Both studies reported that same-sex kissing occurred
among the participants, but it is contextualized within
close friendship groups, during sport, or when alcohol is
consumed. Most participants indicated that kissing
another male was fine for heterosexuals in certain cir-
cumstances, such as, if it followed scoring a goal, or dur-
ing a night out in a public place. Participants who did not
engage in same-sex kissing revealed this act was associ-
ated with being gay, indicating that there is still social
pressure in some young men to assert their heterosexual
identity, in line with traditional masculinity norms.

Resistance

The global theme of resistance refers to the participants’
rejection of orthodox masculinity and traditional mascu-
linity norms. Of the 33 studies included in the systematic
review, only three did not demonstrate this (Anderson,
2011; Anderson & McCormack, 2015; Roberts et al.,
2017).

The male cheerleaders in Anderson (2005) were not
concerned about being considered “gay” by other men.
They also had no concerns undertaking traditional wom-
en’s roles within their sport, questioning the need for gen-
der roles at all. These findings were also supported by
Morales and Caffyn-Parsons (2017) and Anderson and
McGuire (2010).

Anderson’s (2011) study on American soccer players
provided evidence that these participants were “eschew-
ing violence” (p. 736). Indeed, of the 22 participants,
most reported that they had never been in a fight and did
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not see the sense in it. An earlier study by Anderson
(2012), among high school students, similarly demon-
strated these participants rejected violence. The school
disciplinary record indicated that there were no physical
altercations between any students during the school
year.

McCormack (2011, 2014), and Pfaffendorf (2017)
reported evidence of rejection of aggression and violence
in their studies on boys in education settings.

In the context of the fatherhood-focused studies, resis-
tance was related to rejection of orthodox masculinity
stereotypes and finding non-traditional ways of fathering,
which included valuing positive emotions and taking
pride in their caregiving role (Johansson, 2011; Lee &
Lee, 2018).

The men in Magrath and Scoats (2019) reaffirm their
rejection of orthodox masculinity norms by continuing to
support each other in a caring and vulnerable way.
Johannsdottir and Gislason (2018) report that the young
men in their study are moving away from the stereotypi-
cal and traditional notions of masculinity. The vegan men
in Greenbaum and Dexter (2018) embrace typically femi-
nine traits such as compassion and empathy which is the
antithesis of orthodox masculinity.

Discussion

The purpose of this systematic review was to synthesize
the existing empirical research on contemporary mascu-
linities and conceptualize how men perceive and interpret
these new masculinities. From the literature, four key
concepts that seem integral to the understanding and per-
formance of contemporary masculinities were identified:
(a) Inclusivity, (b) Emotional Intimacy, (c) Physicality,
and (d) Resistance. These concepts can be used to better
understand men’s perceptions of contemporary mascu-
linities and to construct new measurement tools to assess
the performance of contemporary masculinities which in
turn can inform program and policy development.

Much of the research reviewed, 24 of the 33 articles,
were undertaken by scholars using Inclusive Masculinity
as the Theoretical background for their studies. It is there-
fore not surprising that this review identified males’
understanding of contemporary masculinities to include
decreased levels of homohysteria, and increased physical
intimacy as this is consistent with IMT (Anderson, 2009).
While not negating the findings of this review, this does
suggest that there is limited empirical research being
undertaken on contemporary masculinities.

The majority of participants in the studies reviewed
were middle-class men between the ages of 16 and 25.
The question needs to be asked, are the elements of inclu-
sivity, emotional intimacy, physicality, and resistance,
identified in this review, a result of intentional masculinity

behavior changes. or are they a generational reaction to
the current discourse around changing masculinity (Elliott,
2019; Ralph & Roberts, 2020)? The participants’ profile
suggests that these young men are privileged and already
have the balance of power required to be able to choose
how to perform their masculinity (Bridges & Pascoe,
2018; Connell, 1995).

While there is clear evidence in these studies of
behavior change in young men, there is also conflict-
ing evidence to indicate that these same young men are
still adhering to some of the traditional masculinity
norms such as portraying a heterosexual identity with
its inherent power over “others” (Bridges & Pascoe,
2018; Connell, 1987, 1995; Connell & Messerschmidt,
2005). The participants appear to be accepting of dif-
ferences in sexuality but many still assert their hetero
status.

The synthesized findings indicate that young, middle-
class, heterosexual men in Western cultures, while still
demonstrating some traditional masculinity norms,
appear to be adopting some aspects of contemporary
masculinities. The scholars of contemporary masculinity
theories suggest that this has several benefits. Acceptance
of others, including those of differing genders and sexu-
alities, contributes to decreasing levels of violence
(Anderson et al., 2019). Increased acceptance of women
as equals assists in breaking down the unequal power
relations between men and women and contributes to a
more gender-equal society (McCormack, 2011). For men
themselves, having the freedom to be open with feelings
and emotions and to be able to show vulnerability, has a
direct positive effect on their mental health and well-
being (Anderson, 2011; Anderson & McGuire, 2005;
Peretz et al., 2018). In addition, increased emotional and
physical contact with others including other men contrib-
utes to more positive relationships, which benefits soci-
ety (Brandth & Kvande, 2018; Henwood & Procter, 2003;
Peretz et al., 2018). Future research into contemporary
masculinities would benefit by including more diverse
socio-economic groups and being undertaken in more
diverse spaces.

Limitations

A significant limitation to this study is the exclusion of
non-peer-reviewed published empirical research studies.
This criteria appear to have privileged the work of
Anderson and scholars of IMT. A significant number of
articles by scholars other than Anderson were excluded
from the review as they were books, discussion papers,
theoretical papers, or book chapters. Contemporary mas-
culinity research may benefit from scholars aiming to
publish more peer-reviewed empirical research to solid-
ify the field in wider academic circles.
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A further limitation was the exclusion of studies that
were not done in Western high-income countries or were
not in English. As the construct of masculinity is defined
by specific cultural behaviors and practices, limiting this
review to Western countries was designed to ensure a
consistent understanding of the concept of masculinity. It
is acknowledged that there is a vast amount of research
from non-English speaking and non-Western countries
and there is a need for research to summarize how con-
temporary masculinities are understood and described in
these contexts.

Conclusion

This systematic review aimed to synthesize the existing
research on contemporary masculinities and to conceptu-
alize how they are understood and interpreted by men in
the literature. The review identified four concepts that are
evident in the performance of contemporary masculini-
ties. The concepts, (a) Inclusivity, (b) Emotional Intimacy,
(¢) Physicality, and (d) Resistance, provide an increased
recognition and understanding of how contemporary
masculinities are being performed and how young men
can challenge orthodox masculinities and traditional
manly stereotypes.

These elements are not intended to be a concrete mea-
sure of contemporary masculinities, nor is this new
knowledge. It is, however, a synthesis of the existing
knowledge, particularly, Inclusive Masculinity Theory
and Hybrid Masculinity. The elements do provide a
framework that demonstrates the differences between the
behaviors of new and contemporary masculinities and the
behaviors of orthodox masculinities.
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