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This article argues that Codependents Anonymous—a group often criticized for over-
looking gender politics—can encourage an awareness of hegemonic masculinity among
men. The psychospiritual codependency discourse requires that people examine their
lives for sources of dysfunction and make changes where possible. Drawing on data from
ethnographic research and interviews, this article reveals that men can come to attribute
dysfunction to stereotypical male behavior. Traditional masculinity has failed to provide
the men in this research with its customary privileges, including successful marriages
and intimate relationships. The experience of failure left them with no typical male
resources on which to draw. This lack of resources, consequently, made change possible.
Hllustrative cases follow several men through the transition from hegemonic masculinity
to egalitarian personhood.
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When Tom’s wife sought support in meetings of Codependents Anony-
mous (CoDA), he felt optimistic. Like many men—and many women, as
well—Tom considered his wife responsible for making the changes that
would smooth out their troubled marriage (see Hare-Mustin 1983; Cancian
1987). He had what he now calls a “typical male way” of dealing with his
troubled marriage. “I thought there really was no problem,” he said, “because
she’d come around to my way of seeing things eventually.” She brought
home some of the group’s literature. Tom read it, and his first thoughts were
positive. He recalls reading the twelve steps, being especially struck by the
part about making amends, and thinking, “Wow! This is great! She’ll realize
the error of her ways.” He assumed that she would admit that he had been
right all along and their troubles would end. However, he assumed wrong. His
wife did not come around to his way of seeing things. Instead, she filed for
divorce. She had Tom removed from the house through court order. Another
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man moved in. Tom continued to pay the mortgage and support three children
with whom he had only weekend visitation rights.

Tom recalls feeling the anger, hurt, betrayal, and other feelings that go
along with uncoupling. In other words, he recalls the strong, potentially vio-
lent emotions that this culture permits men to feel (see Johnson 1997;
Pogrebin 1983; Stearns 1994; Stearns and Stearns 1986). More important, he
recalls feeling something that he had never felt before: he felt helpless and he
felt like a failure. For the first time in his life, Tom faced something that he
could neither change nor fix. He had long been a self-described “Mr. Fixit,”
in the broadest sense. He was the Brannon Masculinity Scale in the flesh, a
“big wheel,” “no sissy stuff,” “give ’em hell,” “sturdy oak” kind of guy
(Brannon 1985). He recalled being “a guy who’d never ask for directions,
who’d only read the manual as a last resort.” If all else failed, he would “plug
the hole or get a bigger hammer.” If someone offered another solution or wor-
ried about making matters worse, Tom persisted. This had worked for as long
as he could remember—until recently. Suddenly, the legal language of
divorce was particularly telling in the way it justifies dissolved marriages on
grounds that they are “irretrievably broken.” This time, Tom had no hammer
big enough and no way to slant the situation his way. Tom remembered the lit-
erature his wife had brought home and went to CoDA, thinking it might be a
place “where you could admit that you messed up and that now you’ve got
nothing.”

Tom had originally thought that CoDA would be a place where his wife
would be transformed; now, finding himself there, he was transformed
instead. The group drew on a body of popular psychospiritual advice litera-
ture that depicted dominant social institutions as entirely, albeit ambiguously,
dysfunctional (see, e.g., Beattie 1987, 1989, 1990; Schaef 1986). Families of
origin came under particular attack (see Beattie 1987, 1989, 1990; CoDA
1995; Wegscheider-Cruse and Cruse 1990). Because Tom and most of the
men in CoDA come from the baby boom, their families were historically
characterized by traditional gender roles. Since the codependency discourse
maintains that many of the patterns learned in the family transmit dysfunc-
tion, it labels traditional gender roles as dysfunctional as well. Consequently,
Tom and other men discarded many aspects of stereotypical masculinity
while working on recovery from codependency. To be sure, the men encoun-
tered in this research did not depict their transformations in the vocabulary of
academic feminism. They used the psychospiritual discourse of
codependency, not politics, to resist repeating oppressive arrangements of the
past.

This article illustrates how Tom and others became “different kinds of
men,” to use Tom’s words, through participation in CoDA. It extends and
refines the literature on transformations in masculinity from versions of what
Connell (1986) referred to as “hegemonic” to what Kimmel (1996) called
“democratic manhood” (see Connell 1993; Cornish 1999; Kimmel and
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Mosmiller 1992; Schacht and Ewing 1998; Wild 1999). Much of the men’s
studies literature focuses either on making men aware of the need for struc-
tural change or on stories of how individual men have become more aware of
sexism. This article examines how that individual awareness can be brought
to bear on micropractices within relationships. Because CoDA is not a single-
sex group and creates an environment where men must take women on equal
terms, it offers communal validation for ending sexist behavior. Both women
and men are there to be introspective of their emotional lives and remake the
self.! This vulnerability minimizes the contest of manhood and encourages
men to recognize their use of power and control.

Most of the research on CoDA and its discourse has either focused exclu-
sively on women or castigated the alleged neglect of gender politics (see
Kaminer 1990, 1991; Babcock and McKay 1995; Mitchell-Norberg, Warren,
and Zale 1995; Rapping 1996). Consequently, it has ignored and trivialized
the experiences of the men who also identify with the phenomenon of
codependency. In contrast, this research shows how CoDA offers men a safe
space in which to consider alternatives to hegemonic masculinity. Indeed, the
evidence offered here suggests that the men who are drawn to CoDA must
consider alternatives since they have failed important tests of traditional man-
hood. The failure opens them to the possibility of change. In what follows,
Tom and other men serve as illustrative cases of the sort of transformation
that can take place. First, however, we offer some background on CoDA and
codependency.

CoDA (1988) describes itself as “a fellowship of men and women whose
common problem is an inability to maintain functional relationships.” What
this translates into, in terms of members, is a remarkably high proportion of
people who have been through divorce. Although CoDA is not explicitly a
program for divorcees, most of those in attendance are divorced. CoDA is a
twelve-step program based on the principles and practices of Alcoholics
Anonymous (AA). Although CoDA shares AA’s basic tenets, alcoholism or
substance abuse need not factor into the range of problems addressed by this
particular generation of twelve-step groups.? During the 1980s, an increasing
number of behaviors acquired the label of addiction, and the word simulta-
neously acquired an elasticity that stretched it beyond physiological depend-
ence. Since twelve-step programs have long been an effective means of treat-
ing addictions, new groups sprang up to offer support for behaviors now
labeled as such, including compulsive gambling, eating, and engaging in
unhealthy relationships, otherwise known as codependency. It is not so much
an addiction, in the classic sense, as it is a psychospiritual state or condition.
As Rice (1996) put it, codependency “is not something that one ‘has,” but,
rather, something one believes” (p. 10). According to the discourse, the con-
dition results from living in a society that keeps people at a distance from
their true selves or inner children. This alienation from the self and its pur-
ported needs is not only a cause of codependency but also one of its
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symptoms. Allegedly, codependent relationships not only arise from a lack of
self-awareness; they also worsen it. Within the discourse, failed relationships
are attributed to an inability to understand and meet the needs of the lost self.

When followed wholeheartedly, the twelve steps can produce a dramatic
personal transformation. However, the steps are not just guidelines for behav-
ioral modification, and a commitment to a twelve-step program involves
more than going to weekly meetings. “Working a program,” as it is called in
the groups, entails adopting a particular discourse and its perspective on
human behavior. For example, working a program in CoDA involves embrac-
ing a discourse that portrays dominant social institutions as “dysfunctional”
(see, e.g., Schaef 1986) and attributes the troubles of adulthood to growing up
in families that are microcosms of that dysfunction.’

METHOD

The men who were part of this research do not constitute a representative
sample of CoDA members or of men. It is as impossible to define a universe
of self-identified codependents as it is to find the typical American man. The
men who appear here do so as examples of the social process of transforma-
tion within a particular group. They appear not because they are unique but
because, within the group, they are so typical. Their accounts crystallize the
experience of the men in this study. To be sure, the kind of change they under-
went occurs in contexts other than CoDA. Moreover, the men may well have
changed even without the group; there is no way to know.

Data for this article come from a larger study that examined codependency
as a cultural phenomenon (Irvine 1999; see also Irvine 1997, 1995, 2000).
The research involved two methods: participant-observation in CoDA groups
and intensive interviews with members. The participant-observation took
place in more than 200 CoDA meetings open to the public in New York City
and on Long Island, amounting to more than 400 hours of fieldwork. (CoDA
has closed meetings for gay men and lesbians and for concentrated study of
the twelve steps in sequence. None of these were included in this research.)*

The larger study draws on interviews with CoDA members, both male and
female. For this article, only the male interviewees were selected out of the
sample. The interviews were crucial for two reasons. First, they contributed
depth and detail beyond that available through observation, given the limited
time that each person speaks at a meeting. Second, the interviews minimized
the effect of a kind of bias that is unavoidable in groups such as CoDA, in
which the criteria for membership are highly subjective and rules of anonym-
ity prevail. Specifically, an observer cannot know whether he or she is sur-
rounded by committed members or newcomers. CoDA’s (1988) preamble,
read at every meeting, explains that the “only requirement for membership is
a desire for healthy and fulfilling relationships with others and ourselves.”
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Thus, one may consider oneself a member after attending a single meeting.
Inevitably, then, some of those observed in the research were visitors or infre-
quent attendees. The interviews attempted to compensate for this by includ-
ing men with varying degrees of commitment to the group. Using “theoreti-
cal sampling” guidelines (Glaser 1978; Glaser and Strauss 1967), the first
interviews were done with men who had attended CoDA for several years.’
They were approached with the possibility of an interview after the inter-
viewers had established sufficient rapport through participant-observation in
a given group. Next, newer members, as well as men who had raised topics
that suggested new avenues of questioning, were interviewed. Several men
were reinterviewed a year after the first interview. Each man received a copy
of his transcribed interview. The transcript not only served as a check on
accuracy and the removal of identifying references but was also a means of
thanking the men for their time. For most of them, it represented a version of
the autobiography they had been trying to create in the group.

The interviews and data analysis followed the respected analytic tech-
niques available in the grounded theory methods (see Glaser and Strauss
1967; Glaser 1978; Charmaz 1983; Strauss and Corbin 1997). The grounded
theory method “stresses discovery and theory development rather than logi-
cal deductive reasoning which relies on prior theoretical frameworks”
(Charmaz 1983, 110). It prompts researchers to ask, “Whatis going on here?”
and “What do these people seem to be doing?” When answers suggest them-
selves, they generate new questions, which require new data. Analysis and
data collection proceed simultaneously, and the researcher must develop a
sensitivity for when to stop.

All of the interviewees were white, as were most of those observed in this
research.® All of them came from the baby boom generation; again, this also
describes the sample observed. All claimed to be heterosexual. They came
largely from the ambiguous category of the middle class. Occupations
included massage therapist, building contractor, and computer salesman.
One man was on unemployment and one on disability.

Since the study that is the basis for this article examined several dimen-
sions of codependency and recovery as lived experience, the interviews
probed broadly into life history. The transcripts were analyzed using several
aspects of grounded theory, especially constant comparative analysis, theo-
retical sampling, theoretical coding and memoing, and the development of
theoretical concepts. The analysis for this article involved iterative coding for
issues of masculinity. The transcripts were first given simple codes, such as
“mentions gender” or “manhood,” then more refined codes, such as
“problematizes traditional masculinity” or “adopts egalitarian attitude.” For
example, in the first round of coding, a passage in which a man attributed his
behavior to being male received a code of “mentions gender.” On further
reviewing the transcript, it appeared that he was describing that male behav-
ior as the cause of his relationship trouble. The passage was thus recoded as
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“problematizes traditional masculinity.” The coding continued until cover-
age of topics reached saturation or until the same themes appeared repeatedly
and nothing new was revealed. What emerged from the analysis were narra-
tives of transformation from traditional or hegemonic versions of masculinity
(not surprising, given the men’s demographics) to alternatives that are more
egalitarian. A narrative “describes what happened, defines outcomes, or
presents the stages of a social process. . . . [Narratives] usually relate events or
describe processes step by step. First this happened, then that happened”
(Rubin and Rubin 1995, 24).” Nine of the ten men described, systematically,
how their lives had changed because their ideas about traditional masculinity
had changed with time in the group. The one who still clung to traditional
masculinity was the newest participant. Perhaps his behavior has since
changed as well, but we have no way to know. One long-time member said
that everyone who goes to the meetings is bound to change; it is only a matter
of time. “If you stick around long enough,” he said, “the program will get to
you one way or another.”

MAKING MEN VISIBLE

The claim that CoDA has something to offer men is significant because in
most scholarly and journalistic treatments of the group, men have been invisi-
ble. Just as Tom gave his wife responsibility for smoothing out the difficulties
in their marriage, the research on CoDA tends to spotlight women. The
assumption that participation in CoDA is a women’s phenomenon is seri-
ously misguided. To be sure, research suggests that women are more likely
than men to seek help for problems in romantic relationships (see Hare-
Mustin 1983). Nevertheless, this does not imply that men do not seek help at
all or that when they do, they are incapable of change.

In the case of CoDA, the invisibility of men originates in two methodolog-
ical errors. The first of these amounts to a cautionary tale about selective
observation. Using loose versions of content analysis, a number of critics
allege that codependency, as a “condition,” is obviously targeted at women.®
Characteristics such as being “overinvolved” in relationships, “depending
upon others for approval,” “having poor boundaries,” and being “too willing
to assume blame” could only describe women, claimed one feminist critic
(Walters 1995, 184). Another wrote that the symptoms of codependency—
“the lack of self-esteem and self-identity, the people-pleasing behavior, and
the problems with control and dependency”—are conspicuously “female
issues” (Martin 1988, 391). Yet, a less selective review of the same lists of
symptoms would have to include characteristics such as control,
workaholism, anger, and shutting off feelings—traits conventionally consid-
ered male, not female. These, however, are not discussed when the agenda is
to vilify the codependency discourse for labeling women’s traits as defective.
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Codependency is then said to take its place in a long history of pathologizing
women’s situation under patriarchy.

A second reason for the invisibility of men sounds a warning about the use
of secondary data. One often reads that women constitute 85 percent of CoDA’s
60,000 members (see Mitchell-Norberg, Warren, and Zale 1995).° There is,
however, no way of determining how many people—male or female—claim
to be CoDA members. CoDA’s national service office would be the most reli-
able source of these data, and it has not and will not survey its membership.
Presumably, then, the figure of 60,000 is an estimate—probably a reasonable
one—based on 3,000 CoDA groups’ having 20 members each. The 85 per-
cent is a stock statistic that first appeared in a New York Times Book Review
essay written by Wendy Kaminer (1990), a version of which appears in her
book, I'm Dysfunctional, You’re Dysfunctional (1991). Kaminer made her
observations at a conference on codependency, but there is a problem with
her data. The conference was intended for people in the helping profes-
sions—therapists and specialists in addiction treatment. The 85 percent rep-
resents the proportion of female conference attendees, but the helping profes-
sions are highly feminized.'’ Perhaps this 85 percent also happens to identify
personally with codependency, but the figure does not represent a proportion
of self-identified codependents or CoDA members. In this particular
instance, occupation explains away the relationship between gender and
codependency. Nevertheless, once the statistic appeared in print, it took on a
life of its own. For example, Babcock (1995) used it to document the claim
that the membership of codependency self-help groups is predominantly
female. The figure was extrapolated to readers of codependency books, as
well, since the sponsors of the codependency conference are also the leading
publishers in the recovery niche. Walters (1995) wrote that “publishers report
that 85 percent of the readership of codependent materials are women” (p. 184).

At the time of this writing, there were only two studies of CoDA that
avoided selective observation (see Irvine 1999; Rice 1996). Both studies
found that women were slightly more likely to attend CoDA, but only
slightly. For example, in the participant-observation phase of this research,
which sampled meetings on all days and at all times, 58 percent of those
attending were women. This approaches the 61 percent observed by Rice
(1996), who studied groups in other parts of the country. The figures should
not raise any eyebrows, however, since women constitute a slightly greater
proportion of the membership of small support groups of all kinds than do
men, making codependency’s appeal to women something less than excep-
tional (see Wuthnow 1994, 47). Through gender socialization, women are
better prepared to do the kind of personal disclosure that CoDA requires.
Indeed, given the deeply confessional qualities of the group, it is striking that
so many men attend. Ample research documents that masculine socialization
discourages men from engaging in private talk for fear of exposing
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vulnerabilities and thereby threatening their positions of power and privilege
(see, e.g., Sattel 1976; Rubin 1983; Tannen 1990).

In sum, socialization predisposes men to avoid a group like CoDA, but
they nevertheless do attend—and in impressive numbers. Because of presup-
positions that codependency is a women’s issue, men who identify with the
phenomenon have gone unnoticed. The question that must be asked then is,
What is the appeal of the discourse, and the group, for men?"'

OMNIPOTENT MASCULINITY
AND THE LONELINESS OF FAILURE

It would have been convenient for this research if the men in CoDA had
been obviously different from other men in some way from the start. Then we
could attribute the change they underwent to exceptional circumstances of
some sort. For example, if all the men in CoDA had recently begun dating
feminist women (or, for that matter, had been dumped by them), then we
could say that the change was in their best interest. However, this was not the
case. They were such average guys. Moreover, the breakups that led them to
CoDA could just as easily have steered them toward defensive
hypermasculinity. In interviews, however, the men in CoDA claimed they
were different from most others. They had failed. To them, this made them
different. As we will shortly explain in more detail, when men fail, they fail
alone. They feel excluded from the category of men. This feeling of exclusion
is analytically important because while the men in CoDA felt different from
other men because they had failed, it was their failure that made it possible for
them to become truly different. As bell hooks (1998) wrote, “The pain men
experience can serve as a catalyst calling attention to the need for change”
(p. 581).

The men in CoDA arrived after failing in at least two ways. First, by failing
to maintain a relationship, they had failed “a major test of adulthood”—and
this is true for women as well as men (Vaughan 1986, 160). This may seem
implausible in times when divorce and separation have become common-
place. Yet, even today, “relationships are almost universally viewed in suc-
cess/failure terms . . . [and] any party to a terminated or even a spoiled rela-
tionship is tarred by failure” (McCall 1982, 219). Even if one does not take
one’s own divorce as a sign of failure, others often see it in that light."
Research suggests that while divorce itself has become more accepted,
divorced people have not (Gerstel 1987). The process is still widely consid-
ered indicative of some personal flaw. For example, socializing with couples
becomes difficult after uncoupling, not only because of the inevitable “split-
ting of friends” (Gerstel 1987; Spanier and Thompson 1983; Weiss 1975).
Divorced people report feeling that married friends exclude them from social
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interaction because they find them threatening in some way (Gerstel 1987).
Married couples fear that the experience will be contagious or that a now-
single friend will move in on one’s partner.

Everyone in CoDA comes to the group facing (or anticipating) the stigma
of uncoupling, whether from divorce or another type of breakup. The men
interviewed for this research claimed to appreciate the company of people
who know that situation well. Although it initially seemed counterintuitive to
find men who subscribe to stereotypical masculinity drawn to such a group, it
makes sense given the “ ‘expressive’ hardships” (Knupfer, Clark, and Room
1966) that men face in uncoupling. Research suggests that married men tend
to rely on their wives for emotional support and rely on the marriage for sup-
portive social networks while women typically maintain close social ties out-
side the marriage (Gerstel, Riessman, and Rosenfield 1985). When a mar-
riage ends, a man often loses his sole confidant (Sheehy 1998). The men in
CoDA find comfort in being around others who feel like friends at a time
when friends may become scarce. As forty-two-year-old Alex put it, I like
the affiliation, just the social affiliation with people my age [who have] been
divorced or are having midlife crises or something, and I can associate with
that.” Paul, also in his forties, said, “The thing that really showed me that
things could change for me was just sitting in meetings—just listening at
first—and thinking, ‘“Wow. I really have nothing to hide from these people.
They’ve seen it all already.” ”

Even given the level of acceptance within the group, the men still had rea-
sons to feel different. In addition to the failure of uncoupling, they had failed
in a second way: they had been unable to fix things. A man’s inability to fix
anything he comes across, even a relationship, suggests incompetent mascu-
linity. Manhood, as an accomplishment, depends largely on skill and control,
so the failure of a relationship implies flawed manhood as well. The failure
may occur indirectly, through not having the kind of wife or girlfriend who
will make the necessary changes, but it occurs nonetheless. For the men in
CoDA, their failed relationships implied that they, too, were broken. Tom put
itsuccinctly: “I was ‘Mr. Fix-it.” I would always have a solution ready. Once I
realized I couldn’t fix my own marriage, I felt like a failure.” Another man,
forty-year-old Eric, described the frustration of being unable to fix things:

I wish I could have a relationship with my wife, but I can’t because she doesn’t
want the relationship. And I was sitting there saying, “Why can’t I have this
relationship with my wife?” It was a constant, constant thing. Those are the
feelings that keep you down. They knock you out of the box, no matter what
you’re doing. You can get up and go to work every day, but you’re not going to
be successful because you’re living with something that can’t be fixed and, in
the back of your mind, you can fix it. In my case, I’d have this insight that, “OK.
It can’t be fixed,” and I’d go and make a cup of coffee, and I’d sit down and
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think about how I can fix it. And it’s just terrible. It’s a real hard circle. That’s
how I can relate to the people at CoDA.

THE ENDURING POWER
OF THE SELF-MADE MAN

Understanding why the fear of failure weighs so heavily on men requires
understanding that masculinity is an accomplishment tied to passing a series
of elusive tests. Over the course of American history, masculinity has taken
many forms. Race, class, socioeconomic status, ethnicity, sexual preference,
education, and geography all generate differences among men (see Kaufman
1994). Yet, despite considerable variety there is, as Kimmel (1996) pointed
out, “a singular vision of masculinity, a particular definition that is held up as
the model against which [men] all measure [them]selves” (p. 5). This “singu-
lar vision” is the self-made man. It is a standard that “carries with it the con-
stant burdens of proof” (Kimmel 1996, x). The history of manhood in Amer-
ica, Kimmel writes, is one of relentless tests. The tests are doubly
complicated because success is never obvious. As Brooks (1995) put it, “The
traditional concept of manhood is an elusive state to achieve” (p. 5). Men
must prove—mostly to other men—that they are contenders, whether in feats
of physical or sexual prowess or economic superiority. They must, therefore,
have the self-control to condition themselves for a variety of imminent tests.
Moreover, the so-called self-made man is supposed to be native-born and
white, and there are numerous ways—subtle and otherwise—to exclude
those who are not from the home playing field. Erving Goffman’s (1963)
words of more than thirty years ago still ring true today:

In an important sense, there is only one complete unblushing male in America:
a young, married, white, urban, northern, heterosexual, Protestant, father, of
college education, fully employed, of good complexion, weight, and height,
and a recent record in sports. . . . Any male who fails to qualify in any one of
these ways is likely to view himself—during moments at least—as unworthy,
incomplete, and inferior [emphasis added]. (P. 128)

When failure or weakness looms, escape is always an option. Faced with
inferiority, men have often run away. They have gone to sea, to the frontier, or
to the men’s club to avoid old challenges and seek new ones with better odds.
For men, failure carries the threat of exclusion from the status of male. As a
result, men often hide their failures, leaving others with no models of how to
fail and still maintain one’s manhood and self-respect. Tom summed this up
well: “The average guy won’t even ask for directions,” he said; “how’s he
going to admit that he might have blown his relationship?”

Because admitting to failure is so rare and so perilous, the men in CoDA
felt that it made them different. Moreover, they felt different even in the
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company of others who had failed at least as badly. To be sure, they found
comfort in realizing that there was little they could say that would surprise
anyone at the meetings. Nevertheless, the pressures to succeed weighed so
heavily that failure still came as a shock. For example, when Paul described
the “jolt” of uncoupling, he clearly attributed it to the systematic loss of his
roles as a man.

There’s alot of loss I experienced in my life. A family—after being together for
eighteen years—and an eighteen-year marriage, it broke up, you know . . . and
not being with my kids all the time, and just not playing that role that I was
shown growing up as what the father’s supposed to be—he’s supposed to take
care of everybody—and to let go of that and be in a separate household from
that was a big jolt to my system.

As difficult as it is to endure, a jolt can rock a man out of traditional ways
of thinking and behaving. CoDA was built to encourage just this sort of
change. It has borrowed strategies from AA that aimed to help the alcoholic
become sober. Twelve-step culture even has a name for the jolt—*“hitting
bottom”—and a strategy for dealing with it, which is to take “one day at a
time.” This is no doubt appealing to men, who otherwise have few skills for
dealing with failure. Tom explained how this helped him keep things in
perspective.

Most guys, you know, they work on a project, and it might be over their heads,
really, but they insist that they can do it. Anything. Plumbing. Electrical. Auto-
motive. We can do it. When we screw up, we can fix it. If we can’t, we get mad.
That’s the way most of us look at relationships. But when your marriage falls
apart, you can’t stay mad forever. In the middle of the night, you know you’re at
fault for at least 50 percent of the problem. You realize that nothing’s going to
change unless you do. My salvation was what I call the “humility angle” in
CoDA, where you really do hit bottom and you say, “Look, I'm happy for the
air thatI’m breathing,” and you start from there and everything else is a plus.

HITTING BOTTOM AND
COMING UP CHANGED

How CoDA Challenges Hegemonic Masculinity

Hitting bottom forces a man to consider what he may have done to put
himself there. Taking one day at a time helps him reflect without becoming
overwhelmed. If a man begins working a program with any seriousness, the
self-assessment the task requires will force him to consider what he can
change. For example, after a short time in the group, Tom made the “search-
ing and fearless moral inventory” of step 4. He reflected on a lifetime of doing
things the “typical male way.” His time in the Navy, the defense industry, and
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sales had given male ways plenty of reinforcement. While working the pro-
gram, he became critical of where the typical male approach had led him. For
example, he began to see how his rush to find solutions had meant that he sel-
dom fully understood the problems. At the same time, the norms for interac-
tion within CoDA forced him to behave differently. For example, CoDA has a
norm of acceptance, articulated in the view that a “higher power” places peo-
ple “right where they need to be.” Although Tom struggles with the concept
of a higher power, having to accept others has meant a drastic change. “I have
learned to respect others right where they are. I may not like where they are,
but I have to respect it. I can’t change it.”

Other norms that challenge traditional masculinity have to do with proce-
dures at meetings. For example, no one can control others in CoDA; the group
has safeguards in place to prevent anyone from taking charge. There are no
professional leaders. Anyone who wants to start a group can do so by contact-
ing CoDA’s national service office and finding a church or community center
willing to rent a room. The person who establishes a group does not lead it in
any way. The groups operate democratically and support themselves through
member contributions."® The meetings are run by volunteers who read from a
text provided by CoDA, which allows anyone to conduct the proceedings.
Moreover, members abide by the twelve-step tradition of anonymity. This
means not only introducing themselves solely by first names but also omit-
ting references to what one does outside the group. In short, CoDA is a place
where, to paraphrase the twelfth tradition, principles must come before per-
sonalities. This was something new for Tom and the other men, who were
accustomed to taking every opportunity to promote themselves and, if possi-
ble, take over. Research suggests that imposing control and thereby exercis-
ing social power is an important component of traditional masculinity (see
Kaufman 1994; Pease 1997).

CoDA also challenges traditional masculinity through the norms against
voicing disagreement or opinion. Participants cannot offer advice or criti-
cism to others. They must simply allow others to “share,” to use the twelve-
step term. At each meeting, the leader reminds those present to speak only
about themselves, to limit their sharing to five minutes, and to avoid “cross
talk,” meaning comments explicitly or implicitly directed at what another has
said. This is distinctly at odds with the characteristic ways in which men are
socialized to communicate. A good deal of research on gender differences in
conversation emphasizes that men talk more, interrupt more, and control top-
ics more often than women (Aries 1987; Crawford 1995; Tannen 1990,
1994). The men were struck by how much having to listen without voicing
their opinions changed them. Most notably, it transformed them from “lectur-
ers” to “listeners” (Tannen 1990). Tom described how he plans to apply the
behavior he learned in the group to other contexts:
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I know now that I never let my wife finish what she was saying. I was answering
the question before she even asked it. Now that I know that I have that tendency,
I can change it. I have changed it. I don’t feel threatened now if I'm not in
charge of the conversation. I intend to listen better next time around.

Like Tom, other men claimed to have become less fearful of what listening
might do to their status. “In CoDA,” one said, “I basically realized that having
a solution ready was all about making myself feel superior to somebody else”
CoDA has made him more interested in learning from others than in impress-
ing them. “Now,” he said, “I listen to other people share about their lives, and
I think to myself, ‘Maybe they know something I don’t. Let’s pay attention
here.” ” This is unmistakably the voice of transition. “I was that then,” Tom is
saying, “I am this now.”'*

The group’s norms against cross talk also encourage men to consider their
emotions. For example, when a man feels the urge to offer an opinion, he has
to realize that it can go no further; it simply remains an urge. He is left with a
feeling—something most men make little room for in their lives. Tom, for
example, admitted that he had always had difficulty expressing certain emo-
tions—anger was an exception—but considered this a mark of manhood (see
Brod 1987). When he could not lecture others in CoDA, his alternative was to
leave the group or to ask himself why he felt it was so important to do so. He
chose the latter. Through this sort of reflection, Tom realized that much of his
behavior, such as jumping to solutions, was “all about making [him]self feel
good.” His own description reiterates claims made about the intricate con-
nections among suppressed emotions, control, fear, and male power (see
Kaufman 1994):

I never really talked about how I felt. In CoDA, I realized that life’s not a com-
petition. I don’t have to prove that I’m better than anybody else. It made me feel
ashamed for not giving my wife the respect she deserved. Then, I realized I
probably didn’t give anybody the respect they deserved.

Although Tom has not started “spilling his guts to everyone,” thinking about
the emotional basis for his behavior has “opened up a whole new dimension”
for him. He no longer believes that “it’s my way or the highway.” Now, he
asks himself, “Where am I coming from, emotionally, in this? Is this about
trying to make myself feel good?”

TAKING WOMEN SERIOUSLY

Another major area of change had to do with how the men viewed relation-
ships and women. Since intimate relationships are such an important part of
adult life, and since the men in CoDA had uncoupled at least once, it made
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sense to ask in the interviews what they would do differently next time
around. Paul, who was engaged at the time, had given this some thought. He
laughed and said, “Oh, man! I hope I do a lot different!” When pressed for
examples, he pondered for a moment then explained how he would take the
next woman in his life more seriously because of what he had learned in
CoDA.

In his first marriage, Paul had followed the breadwinner ideal that has
been an important component of masculinity at least since the term was first
used in the early nineteenth century (Kimmel 1996). The example that Paul
learned from his father included coming home from work and being waited
on hand and foot. Although Paul valued his home life, the hours that really
counted were at work, and work revolved around men. “I never had any
women friends,” he recalls.

I married the first girl that paid attention to me. . . . I went through school with
all guys in my class. And the job I went to was all male oriented—it’s all guys. I
never had that intimacy with a female, or a friendship.

In other words, he did not think of his wife as a friend. Rather, his rush to
marry the first women who paid attention to him suggests that she had been a
way for him to save his manhood. She was a trophy that showed other men
that he had made the grade. Because he thought of his wife as his possession,
and not his equal, he seldom considered her views. He seldom considered the
views of any women, for that matter, since they existed, very traditionally, in
a realm apart from the one populated by men.

This version of the separate spheres was recalled by many of the men in
this study. Typically, it had at least two consequences. First, it justified male
control over the marriage. For example, since Paul was the man and he lived
in a world in which men were bosses, it made sense to him, at the time, that he
would be the boss at home, too. He was also paying for things, which justified
his calling the tune. Since working a CoDA program, this has changed. Paul
is aware now, he says, of how his history puts him at risk for becoming “a
patriarch,” in his own words. For him, this evokes images of the childhood he
now considers dysfunctional and, in particular, how his father treated his
mother as someone who was “less than.” In a sense, he is attempting, as Peter
Berger (1963) so aptly putit, “to correct fortune by remaking history” (p. 61).
“Now that I’m getting in touch with myself, I see that,” he explained.” “I’'m
really glad to become aware of that stuff because I know it’s the way out.” His
next marriage will be more of a partnership, he says. His need to run the
whole show is a thing of the past.

Similar histories were voiced by other men as well. Eric said, “T used to
think that relationships were like businesses. Somebody had to have the bot-
tom line, and that had to be the man.” Like Paul, he had unwittingly followed



Irvine, Klocke / TWELVE-STEP PROGRAM 41

his father’s example, which included believing that the “man is the boss.” “I
was brought up by a father who thinks he’s in control,” he said, “and I thought
I was, too.” He continues:

Everything revolved around my father at home. My father was the strong arm,
the strong hand. Everything revolved around him. I learned that. It’s very, very
hard living in that role. You have no other outlets. You’re the strong guy.

Eric now considers this perspective “totally sick, totally dysfunctional.” In
answer to the question of how he will do things next time around, he empha-
sized the careful listening he learned in the group. He also hoped his next rela-
tionship would be a “halfway relationship.” As he put it, “I want to be a friend
and to be able to go halfway in everything.”

A second consequence of the separate spheres that CoDA addresses con-
cerns the status of women, in general. Like Paul, many of the men had consid-
ered women trophies. Having a woman on his arm provides a man with “con-
ditional self-worth” (Schafer 1975; see also Pleck 1981a, 1981b; Brooks
1995; Kimmel 1996). All of the men talked of how having to listen to women
as equals in the group had diminished their trophy perspective. Moreover, as
Paul discussed, a different attitude toward women had also changed his emo-
tional life. For example, thinking of his wife as his possession had made him
extremely jealous and angry, which he now recalls as agonizing. “I’d see
[her] looking at a guy, and I was like freaking nuts,” he recalled. In CoDA, he
learned—Ilike Tom—to consider what his feelings mean. He realized that
jealousy came from thinking of life as a competition, which he does less and
less often these days. He is much more likely to think of women as equals
“along the same journey of life,” as he put it, than as trophies.

CONCLUSION

Patient listening, tolerance, and emotional awareness are admirable quali-
ties, but not ones readily associated with stereotypical male behavior. By pro-
viding an atmosphere of acceptance—even acceptance of failure—CoDA
encourages men to do things differently, and its norms shape their new behav-
ior. This research found men who took a step away from sexism by accepting
the responsibility for having learned “the typical male” patterns of behavior
(see hooks 1998). It also found men who were displeased that self-made man-
hood limits the range of emotions they may feel and express. In short, it found
men who enjoyed white male privilege but had begun to recognize how men
as well as women suffer because of social and economic inequality between
the sexes. “Men are not exploited or oppressed by sexism,” wrote bell hooks
(1998), “but there are ways in which they suffer as a result of it” (p. 581).
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Moreover, white male privilege failed the men in this research in that it failed
to provide an advantage in all spheres—including married life.

Going to CoDA is not tantamount to escape. The men in this research did
not run away to repair their ability to prove their manhood again. Instead, they
began to engage in “quiet daily struggles . . . to free themselves from the bur-
den of proof” (Kimmel 1996, 334). This is not to say that every man in CoDA
walks in a typical male and walks out profeminist. Rather, it is to point out
that in the group, the discourse encourages some men to consider what being
a man means to them and reject much of their traditional behavior in favor of
more egalitarian options. To be sure, the path of any particular man depends
on his resources and circumstances. CoDA does not impose a standard of
masculinity on its members; its popularity and endurance require accommo-
dating a range of variation. Nevertheless, the group does have norms, and
new behavior learned in the group is often carried into other contexts.'®

One could argue that while this alternative masculinity offers an improve-
ment over traditional behavior, it does nothing to change inequality. It does
not diminish the pressing economic reasons that cause women to invest them-
selves in relationships with men. Decades of research conclude that the
majority of women depend on the incomes of male partners because their
earning power alone does not provide an adequate standard of living, espe-
cially when children enter the picture (Cherlin 1992; Duncan and Hoffman
1985; Weitzman 1985). Moreover, twelve-step masculinity does not chal-
lenge the reality that because of economic inequality, women have developed
emotional skills that they trade for economic support from men. As
Hochschild (1983) explained, “Women make a resource out of feeling and
offer it to men in return for the more material resources they lack” (p. 163). In
many ways, men have an interest in maintaining the status quo. Klocke
(1998) wrote that “men still benefit from patriarchy (social system of sexism)
whether or not they choose to fight sexism (attempt to be anti-sexist)” (p. 2).
This constitutes something more complex than the personal troubles of
codependency.

Nevertheless, it is a mistake to condemn CoDA for not initiating political
change. CoDA is equipping people not to buck the system but to ride out the
system’s bucking. Those who are drawn to the group confront uncoupling,
single parenthood, reconstituted families, serial monogamy, and a host of
other forms of disruption and complication. CoDA does not try to stem this
tide; it helps people adapt to it. Indeed, it may even encourage disruption by
making it easier for people to dissolve relationships and lead more flexible
lives. In this way, CoDA is responding to a social need not by serving as a cor-
rective to what is allegedly wrong but by equipping people to live with what
exists. This does not mean that the group does its members a disservice by not
being a political movement. To expect this is to expect more than CoDA can
do. It can fix broken men, but it cannot fix the system.
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Still, the men in CoDA recognize the social side of the problems they face.
They recognize the intractability of institutionalized sexism. At the same
time, however, they want satisfying relationships, marriages, and families.
They face the dilemma that a woman in CoDA summed up as ‘“Not in my life-
time!” “If things have to be just right in the world before I can have a relation-
ship,” she said, “I might as well forget it.” While debates over the personal
versus the political continue, millions of people go about the business of try-
ing to have satisfying relationships. CoDA offers a strategy for both men and
women to work out potentially egalitarian arrangements—in the present. For
people who want to build equitable relationships in their lifetimes, CoDA
offers a practical means of doing so. If, along the way, it also offers a way for
men to “unlearn sexism” (hooks 1998), then so much the better.

NOTES

1. Connell (1993) pointed out that “the challenge to hegemonic masculinity . . . takes the
form of an attempt to re-make the self.”

2. For analyses of the evolution of addiction treatment discourse and the development of
new groups that reproduce it, see Irvine (1999) and Rice (1996).

3. The family systems perspective is prevalent in contemporary popular psychotherapeutic
discourse. Itis a structural-functional theory, and feminist scholars have traced its origins toR. F.
Bales and T. Parsons (1951). The Palo Alto Group of theorists has been especially influential on
the course of addiction rhetoric. For a list of works, see Rice (1996, 70, fn 28).

4. For full discussions of the ethics of research in Co-Dependents Anonymous (CoDA), see
Irvine (1998, 1999, appendix).

5. Initial efforts to recruit participants revealed the contradictions between accepted re-
search procedures and the realities of studying anonymous groups. The plan was to place a small
ad in local “pennysavers” and to distribute flyers and make announcements at meetings. How-
ever, the tradition of anonymity meant that the ad was fruitless; people who belong to an anony-
mous group would not come forward and identify themselves. Furthermore, CoDA does not pro-
mote any outside causes, so flyers and announcements were out of the question. The only work-
able strategy was to approach people one on one after establishing familiarity in the group.

6. Census data were used in an effort to locate meeting sites with greater demographic het-
erogeneity. However, even groups that met in neighborhoods with relatively high percentages of
Asians, blacks, and Hispanics in residence drew only a small proportion of minorities. For exam-
ple, at one Manhattan meeting site that had relatively high proportions of blacks and Hispanics in
the surrounding neighborhood (about 20 percent), minorities composed only about 15 percent of
those attending the meeting. No one appeared to be Asian, although Asians composed nearly 12
percent of the local population. Moreover, no Asians attended meetings at any of the CoDA sites
visited.

According to census data, no groups met in areas having median household incomes below
$25,000 a year. Most meetings took place in areas with incomes between $45,000 and $55,000 a
year. The one exception to this was on Manhattan’s upper east side, where the median household
income exceeds $100,000. Even there, however, the composition of the membership was consis-
tent with that of other meeting sites.

7. The human sciences have recently enjoyed a burgeoning of studies that take narrative se-
riously, as a topic and a method. Examples include Bruner (1987, 1994), Chase (1995, 1996),
Frank (1995), Irvine (1999, 2000), Karp (1996), Kleinman (1988), MacIntyre (1984), Maines
(1993), McAdams (1985, 1993), Mitchell (1981), Neisser and Fivush (1994), Plummer (1983,



44 MEN AND MASCULINITIES / July 2001

1995), Riessman (1990), Polkinghorne (1988, 1991), Rosenwald and Ochberg (1992), Sarbin
(1986), Schafer (1981, 1992), Slavney and McHugh (1984), Somers (1994), Taylor (1989), and
The Narrative Study of Lives series (Josselson and Lieblich 1993, 1995; Lieblich and Josselson
1994; Josselson 1996).

8. For a sample of critiques that make this argument, see Babcock and McKay (1995).

9. Mitchell-Norberg, Warren, and Zale (1995) cite Secunda’s (1990) article in New Woman
magazine as the source of this figure. Secunda herself cites no source for it.

10. See Philipson (1993) for a thorough study of the feminization of psychotherapy.

11. A male reader of this article joked that the men go to CoDA to meet women. No doubt
some do go looking for dates—but surely women do this as well. Within twelve-step culture, this
is known as “thirteenth stepping,” and it is discouraged. Long-time members claim that some
does take place, although not a lot. The consensus is that when one is serious about working a
program, one should not begin a new relationship during the first year of recovery. At no time
should anyone date a person from the same group. Of the thirty-six people interviewed for the
original research, only two claimed to have dated other members (and they happened to have
dated each other).

12. Gerstel (1987) found that stigmatization depends on the specific conditions of the di-
vorce and on gender. Among men, those who had affairs while married and continued them dur-
ing separation reported experiencing the greatest disapproval from others. Among women, high-
est reports of disapproval came from those with young children.

13. Contributions are usually no more than $1 per person per meeting. Should anyone aspire
to greater generosity, the twelve traditions prohibit large donations as well as outside support.

14. Thanks to Patrick Krueger for this insight.

15. Those wondering what “getting in touch with myself” means for these groups are encour-
aged to read Irvine (1999).

16. These are enforced through informal social control. CoDA has no formal means of ensur-
ing that participants observe the group’s norms, but informal sanctions are strong. For a discus-
sion of what happens when norms are violated, see Irvine (1999), especially chapter 8.

REFERENCES

Aries, E. 1987. Gender and communication. In Review of personality and social psychology, ed-
ited by P. Shaver and C. Hendrick, 149-76. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Babcock, M. 1995. Critiques of codependency: History and background issues. In Challenging
codependency: Feminist critiques, edited by M. Babcock and C. McKay, 3-27. Toronto,
Canada: University of Toronto Press.

Babcock, M., and C. McKay, eds. 1995. Challenging codependency: Feminist critiques. To-
ronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press.

Bales, R. F,, and T. Parsons. 1951. Family, socialization, and interaction process. New York:
Free Press.

Beattie, M. 1987. Codependent no more: How to stop controlling others and start caring for
yourself. New York: Harper/Hazelden.

. 1989. Beyond codependency: And getting better all the time. New York: Harper/

Hazelden.

. 1990. Codependents’ guide to the twelve steps. New York: Prentice Hall/Parkside.

Berger, P. 1963. Invitation to sociology. New York: Anchor.

Brannon, R. 1985. A scale for measuring attitudes about masculinity. In Beyond sex roles, edited
by A. Sargent, 110-16. St. Paul, MN: West.

Brod, H., ed. 1987. The unmaking of masculinities: The new men’s studies. Boston: Allen and
Unwin.

Brooks, G. R. 1995. The centerfold syndrome: How men can overcome objectification and
achieve intimacy with women. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.




Irvine, Klocke / TWELVE-STEP PROGRAM 45

Bruner, J. 1987. Life as narrative. Social Research 54:11-32.

. 1994. The “remembered” self. In The remembering self: Construction and accuracy in
the self-narrative, edited by U. Neisser and R. Fivush, 41-54. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Cancian, F. M. 1987. Love in America: Gender and self-development. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Charmaz, K. 1983. The grounded theory method: An explication and interpretation. In Contem-
porary field research: A collection of readings, edited by R. M. Emerson, 109-26. Boston:
Little, Brown.

Chase, S. E. 1995. Ambiguous empowerment: The work narratives of women school superinten-
dents. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press.

. 1996. Vulnerability and interpretive authority. In Ethics and process in the narrative
study of lives, Vol. 4, edited by R. Josselson, 45-59. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Cherlin, A.J. 1992. Marriage, divorce, remarriage. Rev. and enlarged ed. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press.

Codependents Anonymous. 1988. Preamble and welcome. Phoenix, AZ: CoDA Service Of-
fice.

. 1995. Codependents anonymous. Phoenix, AZ: CoDA Service Office.

Connell, R. W. 1986. Gender and power: Society, the person and sexual politics. Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

. 1993. The big picture: Masculinities in recent world history. Theory and Society
22:597-623.

Cornish, P. 1999. Men engaging feminism: A model of personal change and social transforma-
tion. Journal of Men’s Studies 7:173-200.

Crawford, M. 1995. Talking difference: On gender and language. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Duncan, G., and S. Hoffman. 1985. A re-consideration of the economic consequences of di-
vorce. Demography 22:485-97.

Frank, A. W. 1995. The wounded storyteller: Body, illness, and ethics. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Gerstel, N. 1987. Divorce and stigma. Social Problems 34:172-86.

Gerstel, N., C. K. Riessman, and S. Rosenfield. 1985. Explaining the symptomatology of sepa-
rated and divorced women and men: The role of material conditions and social networks. So-
cial Forces 64:84-101.

Glaser, B. G. 1978. Theoretical sensitivity. Mill Valley, CA: Sociology Press.

Glaser, B. G., and A. L. Strauss. 1967. The discovery of grounded theory. Chicago: Aldine.

Goffman, E. 1963. Stigma: Notes on the management of spoiled identity. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall.

Hare-Mustin, R. 1983. An appraisal of the relationship between women and psychotherapy: 80
years after the case of Dora. American Psychologist 38:593-601.

Hochschild, A. R. 1983. The managed heart: Commercialization of human feeling. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

hooks, b. 1998. Men: Comrades in struggle. In Men’s lives, 2d ed., edited by M. S. Kimmel and
M. A. Messner, 578-87. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Irvine, L. 1995. Codependency and recovery: Gender, self, and emotions in popular self-help.
Symbolic Interaction 18:145-63.

. 1997. Reconsidering the American emotional culture: Codependency and emotion

management. Innovation: The European Journal of Social Sciences 10:345-59.

. 1998. Organizational ethics and fieldwork realities: Negotiating ethical boundaries in

Codependents Anonymous. In Doing ethnographic research, edited by S. Grills, 167-83.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

. 1999. Codependent forevermore: The invention of self in a twelve-step program. Chi-

cago: University of Chicago Press.




46 MEN AND MASCULINITIES / July 2001

. 2000. “Even better than the real thing”: Narratives of the self in codependency. Qualita-
tive Sociology 23 (1): 9-28.

Johnson, A. G. 1997. The gender knot: Unraveling our patriarchal legacy. Philadelphia: Temple
University Press.

Josselson, R. 1996. The narrative study of lives. Vol. 4, Ethics and process. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Josselson, R., and A. Lieblich. 1993. The narrative study of lives. Vol. 1, The narrative study of
lives. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

. 1995. The narrative study of lives. Vol. 3, Interpreting experience. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage

Kaminer, W. 1990. Chances are you’re codependent too. The New York Times Book Review, 11
February, 1, 26-27.

. 1991. I'm dysfunctional, you’re dysfunctional: The recovery movement and other self-
help fashions. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Karp, D. A. 1996. Speaking of sadness: Depression, disconnection, and the meaning of illness.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Kaufman, M. 1994. Men, feminism, and men’s contradictory experiences of power. In Theo-
rizing masculinities, edited by H. Brod and M. Kaufman, 142-63. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kimmel, M. 1996. Manhood in America: A cultural history. New York: Free Press.

Kimmel, M., and T. Mosmiller, eds. 1992. Against the tide: Pro-feminist men in the United
States, 1776-1990. Boston: Beacon.

Kleinman, A. 1988. The illness narratives. New York: Basic Books.

Klocke, B. 1998. Roles of men with feminism and feminist theory. Unpublished essay.

Knupfer, G., W. Clark, and R. Room. 1966. The mental health of the unmarried. American Jour-
nal of Psychiatry 122:841-51.

Lieblich, A., and R. Josselson. 1994. The narrative study of lives. Vol. 2, Exploring identity and
gender. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Maclntyre, A. 1984. After virtue: A study in moral theory. 2d ed. Notre Dame, IN: University of
Notre Dame Press.

Maines, D. R. 1993. Narrative’s moment and sociology’s phenomena: Toward a narrative sociol-
ogy. Sociological Quarterly 34:17-38.

Martin, D. 1988. A review of the popular literature on co-dependency. Contemporary Drug
Problems (fall), 383-98.

McAdams, D. P. 1985. Power, intimacy and the life story: Personological inquiries into identity.
New York: Guilford.

. 1993. The stories we live by: Personal myths and the making of the self. New York:
Guilford.

McCall, G. J. 1982. Becoming unrelated: The management of bond dissolution. In Personal re-
lationships. Vol. 4, Dissolving personal relationships, edited by Steve Duck, 211-32. Lon-
don: Academic Press.

Mitchell, W.J.T., ed. 1981. On narrative. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Mitchell-Norberg, J., C.A.B. Warren, and S. L. Zale. 1995. Gender and Codependents Anony-
mous. In Social perspectives on emotion, edited by M. Flaherty and C. Ellis, 121-47. Green-
wich, CT: JAL

Neisser, U., and R. Fivush, eds. 1994. The remembering self: Construction and accuracy in the
self-narrative. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Pease, B. 1997. Re-thinking men’s power. Achilles Heel: The Radical Men’s Magazine, sum-
mer/autumn (22).

Philipson, I. J. 1993. On the shoulders of women: The feminization of psychotherapy. New York:
Guilford.

Pleck, J. H. 1981a. Men’s power with women, other men, and society. In Men in difficult times:
Masculinity today and tomorrow, edited by R. A. Lewis, 234-44. New York: Prentice Hall.




Irvine, Klocke / TWELVE-STEP PROGRAM 47

. 1981b. The myth of masculinity. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Plummer, K. 1983. Documents of life: An introduction to the problems and literature of a human-
istic method. London: Allen and Unwin.

. 1995. Telling sexual stories: Power, change, and social worlds. London: Routledge.

Pogrebin, L. C. 1983. Family politics: Love and power on an intimate frontier. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Polkinghorne, D. E. 1988. Narrative knowing and the human sciences. Albany: State University
of New York Press.

. 1991. Narrative and the self-concept. Journal of Narrative and Life History 1:135-53.

Rapping, E. 1996. The culture of recovery: Making sense of the self-help movement in women’s
lives. Boston: Beacon.

Rice, J. S. 1996. A disease of one’s own: Psychotherapy, addiction, and the emergence of co-de-
pendency. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.

Riessman, C. K. 1990. Divorce talk: Men and women make sense of personal relationships. New
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Rosenwald, G. C., and R. L. Ochberg. 1992. Introduction: Life stories, cultural politics, and self-
understanding. In Storied lives: The cultural politics of self-understanding, edited by G.
Rosenwald and R. Ochberg, 1-18. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Rubin, H.J., and I. S. Rubin. 1995. Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rubin, L. B. 1983. Intimate strangers. New York: Harper & Row.

Sarbin, T. R. 1986. Narrative psychology: The storied nature of human conduct. New York:
Praeger.

Sattel, J. W. 1976. The inexpressive male: Tragedy or sexual politics? Social Problems 23:469-
77.

Schacht, S. P, and D. W. Ewing, eds. 1998. Feminism and men: Reconstructing gender relations.
New York: New York University Press.

Schaef, A. W. 1986. When society becomes an addict. New York: Harper & Row.

Schafer, R. 1981. Narration in the psychoanalytic dialogue. In On narrative, edited by W.J.T. Mitchell,
25-49. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

. 1992. Retelling a life: Narration and dialogue in psychoanalysis. New York: Basic
Books.

Schafer, W. E. 1975. Sport and male sex role socialization. Sport Sociology Bulletin 4:47-54.

Secunda, V. 1990. The 12-stepping of America. New Woman (June), 49-54.

Sheehy, G. 1998. Understanding men’s passages. New York: Ballantine.

Slavney, P. R., and P. R. McHugh. 1984. Life stories and meaningful connections: Reflections
on a clinical method in psychiatry and medicine. Perspectives in Biology and Medicine
27:279-88.

Somers, M. R. 1994. The narrative constitution of identity: A relational and network approach.
Theory and Society 23:605-49.

Spanier, G., and L. Thompson. 1983. Relief and distress after marital separation. Journal of Di-
vorce 7:31-49.

Stearns, C. Z., and P. N. Stearns. 1986. Anger: The struggle for emotional control in America’s
history. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Stearns, P. N. 1994. American cool: Constructing a twentieth-century emotional style. New
York: New York University Press.

Strauss, A., and J. Corbin. 1997. Grounded theory in practice. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Tannen, D. 1990. You just don’t understand: Women and men in conversation. New York:
Ballantine.

. 1994. Gender and discourse. New York: Oxford University Press.

Taylor, C. 1989. Sources of the self: The making of the modern identity. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press.




48 MEN AND MASCULINITIES / July 2001

Vaughan, D. 1986. Uncoupling: Turning points in intimate relationships. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Walters, M. 1995. The codependent Cinderella who loves too much . . . fights back. In Challeng-
ing codependency: Feminist critiques, edited by M. Babcock and C. McKay, 181-91. To-
ronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press, 1990. Reprint, Family Networker, July/August,
53-7.

Wegscheider-Cruse, S., and J. Cruse. 1990. Understanding co-dependency. Deerfield Beach,
FL: Health Communications.

Weiss, R. S. 1975. Marital separation. New York: Basic Books.

Weitzman, L. 1985. The divorce revolution. New York: Free Press.

Wild, J., ed. 1999. Working with men for change. London: UCL Press.

Wauthnow, R. 1994. Sharing the journey: Support groups and America’s new quest for commu-
nity. New York: Free Press.

Leslie Irvine is assistant professor of sociology with a focus on social psychology.

Brian Klocke is a graduate student in sociology with interests in political economy, cor-
porate globalization, and gender studies.



