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Abstract 

This research is a study about Hemingway’s portrayal of the complex world of 

masculinities and its relationship with crime and delinquency in To Have and 

Have Not (1937). It essays to unveil the way Hemingway constructs male 

characters in the novel as well as the strains they endure throughout the story, 

particularly the strains that pressure them into crime through their socially 

constructed masculinities. The analytical tools used in the dissertation are 

eclectically selected because of the culturally and temporally contingent nature of 

both masculinities and strains, which are central concepts in the study. In order to 

reveal the way masculinities are constructed, Robert Connell’s model of 

masculinity relations (hegemony, complicity, and marginalization) is employed. 

In addition, to investigate the ties between these masculinities and crime and 

delinquency, Robert Agnew’s general strain theory of criminology is used, 

particularly the concept of strain (objective and subjective). The analysis carried 

throughout two analysis chapters reveals the necessity to engage in crime or to 

develop delinquent behaviour in defence of masculinity when the right incentives 

are presented to males in patriarchy. 

  

Keywords: masculinities, hegemonic masculinity, complicit masculinity, 

marginalized masculinity, crime, delinquency, general strain theory (GST), 

strain, objective strain, subjective strain, patriarchy, Ernest Hemingway, To Have 

and Have Not. 
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A gendered belief system is determined by society, culture, and time. Often, in 

patriarchies, being biologically male or female is not enough to determine whether 

they are masculine or feminine, respectively. Hence, the flexible nature of such 

constructs has always been a matter of question. When it comes to masculinity it is 

important to note that “if we are to unproblematically take ‘all men’ as an object of 

study perhaps the only thing they have in common is their penises” (Collier 38). In 

other words, there is no standardised definition of what it is to be a man regardless 

of the biological element, and as previously noted, several factors determine 

manhood, the most important of which is the social tacit agreement of a constructed 

gendered belief system. 

 Thereafter comes the idea that different men embody different masculinities; 

“[h]istorians and anthropologists have shown that there is no one pattern of 

masculinity that is found everywhere. Different cultures, and different periods of 

history, construct masculinity differently”. These masculinities are represented in a 

form of strata from less or non-hegemonic forms to more hegemonic ones. 

Patriarchal society, however, encourages men to embody a hegemonic model of 

masculinity, and Connell in the same article gives the example that “some cultures 

make heroes of soldiers, and regard violence as the ultimate test of masculinity” 

(16). Such is the case in the 1920’s, a post-World War I context that explicitly 

relates masculinity to violence because males where obliged to fight and manifest 

aggression. In the United States, still, a man is mainly a heterosexual, white, and 

physically strong male. The physical strength involves other characteristics such as 

chivalry, protection, self-reliance, and breadwinning, i.e. men are encouraged to 

develop and demonstrate negative emotions when needed, such as irritability and 

aggression in order to appear as chivalrous and protective, and they are motivated to 

use any means, at times, in order to provide for their families. 

 Other than the temporal and the cultural contexts, the aspect of race and 

ethnicity also has a role in the realm of gender relations. Evidently, “[g]ender and 

race are so often connected and dependent on each other that it is difficult to talk 

about one without talking about the other” (Reeser, Masculinities in Theory: An 
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Introduction 144). Therefore, it would not be plausible to talk about gender without 

relating it to ethnicity and race since the cultural component is essential in the 

formation of the definition of masculinity. However, in a white supremacist society 

like 1920’s United States of America, men from other ethnicities or other races are 

regarded as less significant because they are considerably socially marginalized and 

physically outnumbered. 

 An equally significant factor that has the ability to alter the status of 

masculinity is class. As David Morgan (2005) argues, “there are hierarchies that can 

overlap and coexist with any of these particular systems of stratification [including 

class stratification]. These can include gender, age, and generation, as well as race 

and ethnicity” (165). Therefore, the coexistence of these hierarchies, in this case 

putting the focus on gender, class, race, and ethnicity, results in an interplay 

between these systems in which they influence one another. Evidently, class affects 

the status of masculinity since it gives a male more or less social control in the 

public sphere of patriarchy contributing to the demand of a certain notion of 

masculinity. 

 On the other hand, relationships among men are represented on competitive 

grounds because of the hierarchical nature of masculinities, which Connell specifies 

in his book Masculinities (1995), suggesting four major relations: hegemony, 

subordination, complicity, and marginalization. This calls for “a focus on the gender 

relations among men [being] necessary to keep the analysis dynamic” (R. W. 

Connell, Masculinities 76). The dynamic stems from the flexibility of masculinities 

per se, as one male may embody different masculinities accordingly with different 

contexts. However, this competitiveness entwined with the social construct that 

reinforces aggression and violence in many cases lead to either crime or 

delinquency. 

 The relationship between crime or delinquency and masculinity has been 

brought into question by several sociologists. Among which, Lisa Broidy and 

Robert Agnew (1997) have studied the relationship between gender, in general, and 

crime under the light of Robert Agnew’s general strain theory of criminology. They 
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have examined the effect of strains, objective and subjective, on both males and 

females and investigated why the rate of crime is higher among males. Expectedly, 

the social constructs on how a male is expected to behave significantly affected 

their conduct in whether or not to develop delinquent behaviour or engage in crime. 

Therefore, the theme of crime and delinquency is closely related to gender, and 

more particularly to masculinity. 

 In literature, several are the writers who represent the complexities of 

masculinities and portray the social demand to meet a certain set of traits of a 

constructed notion of male gender role. Evidently, modernist American literature is 

charged with such images since, at that time, the notion of masculinity was more 

related to biology than to social construction, more essentialist than constructivist, 

and these “[e]ssentialist views of gender are still popular, and are constantly 

reinforced in the media” (R. W. Connell 14). Therefore, violence and aggression are 

also portrayed as a necessity to overcome the difficulties that male characters face 

during their journey to assert and maintain their masculine image and to prove their 

masculine identity. Similarly, the complexities of the male world also result from 

their environment and “[t]wentieth century literature … describe[s] male suffering 

and confusion, especially as the result of capitalist materialism and war” (Senaha 

99). These conditions contribute to the association of masculinity with 

competitiveness in a material world that pushes them to even the utmost forms of 

violence: war. 

 According to Eijun Senaha (2006), Ernest Hemingway and F. Scott 

Fitzgerald represent the confusion of male ambiguity by creating characters that 

reflect the complex feelings about masculinity because of the awareness of these 

writers about the fallacies related to manhood (99-100). In another study done by 

Omar Agustin Moran (2001), he investigated Ernest Hemingway's representation of 

masculinity as marked by violence and ambivalence in The Sun Also Rises and In 

Our Time and examined Willa Cather's O Pioneers! and "Paul's Case", where 

sentimentality and alternative masculinities are represented as a disturbance of the 
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constructed norms of masculinity (Moran 5-6). Moran used these works to address 

the importance of performing masculinity in patriarchy. 

Among modernist American writers, Ernest Hemingway is known for his 

masculine protagonist characters that represent hegemonic masculinity in his 

novels. He usually moulds the characters in roles that he admired in his own life; he 

wrote about boxers, hunters, fishermen, bullfighters, and hard drinkers. Usually, he 

is criticised for setting models for charismatic and hegemonic masculinity. 

However, some scholars claim that this reading is shallow and flat because 

Hemingway’s male characters are far more complex. Similarly, Stefano Chiari in 

his research “Failed Masculinities: A Critical Re-Reading of Ernest Hemingway’s 

the First Forty-Nine Stories” claims that, “the protagonists and secondary characters 

of the stories seldom achieve social expectations and are rather represented as 

failing in their attempts to reach an ideal model of masculinity which they are 

unable to fulfil” (46). Hence, these protagonists are victims of their endeavour to 

achieve a hegemonic model, which is the reason that leads to their personal and 

social failure or even to their death at times which is the case of Harry Morgan, the 

protagonist, in To Have and Have Not (1937), the subject novel of this dissertation. 

 Several research has been done about this particular novel of Ernest 

Hemingway. For instance, Ari Ikonen in his research “Masculinities in 

Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not” delves in the way masculinity is constructed 

in the novel. The focus of Ikonen’s study is on Harry Morgan, the protagonist, and 

his relationship with his family and with the men that he encounters. Ikonen 

concludes that Harry Morgan does not successfully achieve the hegemonic model of 

masculinity as the character himself has doubts about his masculine code.  

On the one hand, Harry Morgan is a white, heterosexual male who is a 

fisherman, a good husband, and a breadwinner for his family; this description may 

seem to fit perfectly the hegemonic model of masculinity. On the other hand, 

Ikonen argues that Harry’s sexual life is not satisfying from his wife’s perspective 

since she was a former prostitute; another element is the ambiguous relationship 

with his daughters and his doubts about his own manhood since he could not 
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produce any male offsprings. Harry’s relationship with other men is also 

problematic; although he seems to be professional, he does not accept and respect 

men who do not fit a hegemonic model. For instance, Harry despises Mr. Sing and 

eventually kills him because of his homophobic tendencies (Ikonen 68); he also 

feels superior to black men as they are characterised to enhance Harry’s 

masculinity, according to Ikonen. 

 Another research by Joy Louisa Spaugh under the title ‘“To Have and Have 

Not”: World without a Hero’ in which she delves into the morality of both Harry 

Morgan and the world he is living in. Spaugh states that “[n]ot only are Harry 

Morgan’s actions corrupt, but the world in which he operates is similarly debased” 

(iii). This signifies how the hero of the novel is not really a hero; he is more like an 

anti-hero1 since he is corrupt and lacks a heroic trait, which is morality. She further 

defends Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not by stating that it is a carefully 

constructed literary creation to reflect “a moral world in economic terms”, where 

“people are bought and sold” and “measured in terms of their utility”. In other 

words, economic conditions define the humane aspect of interpersonal relationships 

like politics, business, friendship, and love in which “money is the medium of 

exchange” (2), Spaugh emphasizes, where both men and women are objectified by 

this patriarchal capitalist society. Furthermore, this corrupt behaviour, which is a 

logical outcome of capitalism, is present regardless of the awareness of the 

characters that are divided into two categories. The first category is of some 

individuals who deny ethical standards as the general corruption of the society 

affects them, and the second category that have no moral code to corrupt in the first 

place and continue living without being aware of their immorality such is the case 

of Harry Morgan. Thus, Spaugh’s study of the novel emphasizes the role society 

plays to pressure individuals into corruption whether these individuals are aware of 

the dynamic or not.  

                                                             
1 According to Literary Devices website, “An antihero is a main character in a story who lacks the 

typical heroic qualities of bravery, courage, morality, and the special ability and desire to achieve 

for the greater good. The antihero is thus still the protagonist of the narrative, yet is a foil to the 

traditional hero archetype.” (Antihero Examples and Definition) 
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 Nonetheless, research investigating the reasons of the criminal and 

delinquent behaviour of male characters is lacking when it comes to Hemingway’s 

To Have and Have Not. In this dissertation, I will endeavour to explain why male 

characters are more prone to be delinquent and to commit crime. The focus of the 

study is going to be put on most male characters with different masculinities and all 

the pressure exerted on them in order to fit a hegemonic model of masculinity, 

which in turn pressures them to crime and delinquency by creating different types of 

strain. Male characters from different classes, races, and ethnicities and embodying 

different masculinities are struggling to fit in society; this struggle builds, 

accumulatively or directly, negative emotions like frustration and anger which call 

for coping strategies that may include crime and delinquency. 

For instance, the following characters experience different types of strains 

and a range of negative emotions: Harry Morgan, Richard Gordon, Wesley, and Mr. 

Sing. The protagonist, Harry Morgan, is a fisherman and a bootlegger who tries to 

provide for his family no matter what. However, Richard Gordon is the average, 

hard drinker writer representing the educated elite, who satisfies his sexual needs by 

approaching married women. In addition, males from other races like Wesley, the 

black, poor, fisherman, who is used as an accessory to emphasize Harry’s bravery 

as he helps him in his bootlegging adventures, and Mr. Sing, the “yellow stuff” 

(Hemingway 20), who is not welcome among the whites like Harry. Most, if not all, 

of these male characters cope with their negative emotions by either delinquency or 

crime in different ways, which is going to be discussed in further detail in the 

analysis chapters to show the pressure that social constructs of masculinity put on 

male characters resulting in their delinquent behaviour or even criminal demeanour. 

The focus of this dissertation is Hemingway’s representation of the complex 

world of masculinities in To Have and Have Not and its ties with crime and 

delinquency in patriarchy. I will try to uncover the strains that pressure male 

characters to engage in criminal activity or to adopt delinquent behaviour as coping 

strategies with negative emotions. These negative emotions are a result of traits 

imposed by masculinity and the social factors that contribute to reinforce such 
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coping strategies by enabling violence, aggression, and such negative behaviours in 

males. The umbrella theories to study such a relationship are masculinities studies 

and Agnew’s general strain theory of criminology. First and foremost, I will use 

Robert Connell’s model of masculinity relations in order to determine the 

hierarchical nature of relations among males and the way this model creates a sense 

of competitiveness to fit the constructed hegemonic form of masculinity. Second, 

these masculinities and the competitive relations among them are going to be 

intertwined with the types of strains such social constructs create in the male world 

and its effect in pressuring them to adopt crime and delinquency as a coping 

mechanism in their struggle to preserve the masculine image and identity in 

patriarchy. 

This dissertation is divided into three chapters. The first chapter deals with a 

theoretical introduction to both masculinities, general stain theory (GST), and the 

relationship between them. It aims at familiarising readers with the key elements in 

the research and presenting the analytical tools of the dissertation. On the one hand, 

it addresses the historical development of masculinities studies, offers some 

exhaustive definitions and characteristics of its main terms; on the other hand, it 

introduces general strain theory, it extensively defines strains and tries to indicate 

the possible ties between masculinities and crime. The second chapter deals with the 

construction of masculinities in Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not. By relying 

on Connell’s classification of masculinities, this chapter will highlight 

Hemingway’s salient presentation of masculinities strata based mainly on race, 

ethnicity, and class; following these parameters, three models of masculinity are 

exposed: marginalised masculinity, complicit masculinity, and hegemonic 

masculinity. Their representation by Hemingway is uncovered thoroughly by 

studying the way he depicted several male characters in different situations. The 

third chapter reveals the ties of masculinity and crime and delinquency in the text. It 

first shows the representation of financial strains and their impact on the masculine 

identity of male characters in the novel as represented by Hemingway. The chapter 

then moves to the complexities of the male world and the competitive homosocial 

interactions, which are represented as encouraging environments for male 
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characters to develop either delinquent behaviour or criminal demeanour. The last 

section highlights the significance of family relationships in reinforcing a protective 

masculine image probably leading to engaging in delinquent and criminal activity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter One 

Contextualizing Masculinities in 

Relation to Crime and Delinquency 
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This chapter aims at acquainting readers with some critical observations about both 

masculinities and general strain theory of criminology. It covers three major 

sections: the first section, entitled Contextualizing Masculinities, essays to trace the 

historical development of masculinities from its origins up to more recent status 

alongside an overview of its most important concepts relevant to the study. The 

second section, Insight to General Strain Theory, is concerned with offering some 

exhaustive definitions of strain in order to clarify the ambiguity that surrounds the 

term and discuss its characteristics alongside relating criminal and delinquent 

demeanour to masculinity. This chapter attempts to foreground the issues that will 

be raised in the analysis chapters. 

1.1. Contextualizing Masculinities 

Masculinities studies has emerged as a discipline at the eve of the 1970’s in the 

United States of America. Evidently, most scholars agree that it is rooted in and 

inspired from feminist studies as it initially started as a pro-feminist movement 

resulting from the era’s events of women’s movement in the 1960’s. However, 

Masculinities Studies theorisation developed in three main different phases 

following three waves of men’s movements described respectively pro-feminist, 

anti-feminist, and pro-male.  

Starting from the pro-feminist movement that had almost the same concerns as 

the feminist movement, theoretical attention was given to masculinity in which they 

have delved in the way sex roles2 were imposed and constructed rather than being 

innate and natural. Like their feminist counterparts, pro-feminists blamed patriarchy 

for oppressing men, not only women, to fit into a model of an expected role and 

predetermined set of behaviours. The discipline’s most concrete foundation about 

that period is the article entitled “Toward a New Sociology of Masculinity” written 

by Tim Carrigan, Bob Connell, and John Lee in 1985. In this article, the scholars 

argued that books of a genre debating masculinity, written between the years 1971 

and 1980, were mainly concerned about four main themes. The first of which is that 

                                                             
2 “[B]eing a man or a woman means enacting a general set of expectations which are attached to 

one’s sex” (R. W. Connell, Masculinities 22). See from the same book, “The Male Role,” pp.21-26. 
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even men have their own share of oppression from patriarchy which implied the 

second theme that men need to be liberated as well from the model that they are 

expected to imitate. This model, namely hegemonic masculinity, which pressures 

men to perform a certain fixed role, needed techniques to be changed to have a 

reformed masculinity instead; this was the third theme. The final theme considers 

the overall changes in society regarding gender and addresses the question of 

change in masculinity, which needs to be welcomed (Carrigan et al. 567-569). The 

fruit of this movement is the attempt to conceptualise hegemonic masculinity, 

which is one of the main concepts in my dissertation; however, the concept is going 

to be redefined by Connell after receiving critical attention. 

The next phase of masculinities studies, which started in the 1980’s, was more 

conservative. It appeared as a reactionary wave to feminism defending the position 

of men under the lead of Robert Bly, the author of Iron John (1990), who wanted to 

re-embrace the old values of manhood through myths and old narratives. This 

movement was called the Mythopoetic Men’s Movement, and as its name suggests 

it relied on old myths of popular culture (such as Greek mythology including 

figures like Zeus, Dionysus, and Apollo)3 as well as poems in order to restore 

manhood that was going through a crisis as the authors of the era have suggested. 

Bly highlights the issue by saying that “if the father inhabits the house only for an 

hour or two in the evenings, then women's values … will be the only values in the 

house”. He is clearly concerned with the threat of effeminate men. According to 

him, this crisis was caused by industrialisation, which lead to the absence of the 

father in the household resulting in boys who have feminine values because of the 

permanent presence of their mothers as social mentors. However, this seems 

contradictory since expecting men, who have always spent more time in the public 

sphere from where they acquire their manly traits, to stay more at home in order to 

be the social mentors of their young boys may expose these men to the same issue 

Bly is blaming for producing men who have feminine values. In order to overcome 

                                                             
3 Zeus “is the Olympian god of the sky and the thunder, the king of all other gods and men”, 
Dionysus is “the god of fertility and wine”, and Apollo “is the Olympian god of the sun and light, 

music and poetry, healing and plagues, prophecy and knowledge, order and beauty, archery and 

agriculture” (GreekMythology.com/Olympians). 
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this crisis, Bly suggests that “every modern male has, lying at the bottom of his 

psyche, a large, primitive being covered with hair down to his feet. Making contact 

with this Wild Man is the step [males] has yet to take” (Bly 20, 6). He emphasizes 

on the necessity of restoring the status of masculinity, which implies reinforcing 

hegemonic masculinity through homosocial gatherings (including men with 

different masculinities) to preserve the status quo. However, this movement was 

remarkably criticised and accused of being essentialist, anti-feminist, misogynist, 

and of being concerned only with the white man as a form of hegemonic 

masculinity, yet it was praised for bringing some men closer to their emotions. 

The third stage of theorising masculinities studies investigated the issue of 

gender as a social construct rather than being related to the person’s biological sex. 

Following this argument, R. W. Connell developed further the concept of 

hegemonic masculinity to which the plurality of masculinities is connected. In his 

book Gender and Power (1987), he weighs the possibilities of variations in both 

masculinities and femininities by uncovering the complexities of social 

relationships because of the differences in ethnicity, age, and class (R. W. Connell 

183). He also emphasizes on the necessity to consider men as individuals instead of 

a single dominant group; in addition, he even suggested that hegemonic 

masculinity, just as Antonio Gramsci argued about hegemony from whom the term 

is borrowed, requires subjugation and complicity contrary to domination that 

requires annihilation of alternatives. Therefore, scholars uncovered the issues 

related to not only hegemonic masculinity vis-à-vis the position of women but also 

vis-à-vis the position of men that do not fit into this hegemonic model. Concepts 

such as subordinated masculinity, marginalized masculinity, and complicit 

masculinity have seen light during this period alongside the demand to stop 

considering all men as one dominating group yet to recognise the potential 

differences among men as it has been the case for women. 

In this dissertation, only three variations of masculinity are going to be dealt 

with: hegemonic masculinity, complicit masculinity, and marginalized masculinity. 

The relationship between their functioning is going to be emphasized in a later 
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section to show how it is crucial to have homosocial activities in order to preserve 

the overall model of hegemonic masculinity, which in itself is oppressing because it 

demands a lot of sacrifice to maintain its hegemonic position.  

1.1.1. Hegemonic Masculinity 

Hegemonic masculinity as Carrigan et al. define it in their 1985 article is “a 

question of how particular groups of men inhabit positions of power and wealth, 

and how they legitimate and reproduce the social relationships that generate their 

dominance” (492). That is to say, hegemonic masculinity is a set of traits and 

attributes that allow some men to be at the top of the social ladder and to control the 

dynamics of social interpersonal relationships. However, Connell while depending 

on Antonio Gramsci’s definition of hegemony, he demonstrates later in his book 

Gender and Power that, “[h]egemonic masculinity is always constructed in relation 

to various subordinated masculinities as well as in relation to women” (183). He 

takes into account the important role the other side of the equation takes to define a 

certain masculinity as hegemonic. There certainly has to be other masculinities 

rather than femininities that are considered less or non-hegemonic in the realm of 

human interpersonal relationships. This makes these non-hegemonic forms of 

masculinity (as well as forms of femininity) more involved in the creation of what is 

called hegemonic masculinity, in the first place. 

On the one hand, it is crucial to note that there is no fixed definition for 

hegemonic masculinity because there are several factors, mainly cultural and 

contextual, that may alter the definition. For instance, according to Marta Torres in 

her 2017 paper “Hegemonic Masculinity and the Aging Factor in The Old Man and 

the Sea”, in America, the man who would fall under the label of hegemonic 

masculinity is young and physically strong, which is the most important trait of 

masculinity (35). In addition, the man under the label of hegemonic masculinity is 

also white, heterosexual, and very involved with his family as a breadwinner and a 

protector, which may lead to violence at times in order to protect his family and his 

possessions. On the other hand, not only the definition of hegemonic masculinity 

that is flexible but also the men that are considered as hegemonic may as well 
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retreat to other forms of non-hegemonic masculinity depending on the context. The 

attributes given by a certain definition of hegemonic masculinity cannot be 

permanently consistent even within the same male; however, males find themselves 

under the consistent pressure to fit into the predetermined definition of a man. 

1.1.2. Complicit Masculinity 

To put it in simple words, men who embody this form of masculinity benefit from 

the status of being male, admire hegemonic masculinity, and wish to achieve it but 

probably would never do. Therefore, according to Connell, in his book 

Masculinities, complicit masculinity is like hegemonic masculinity as it “benefit[s] 

from the patriarchal dividend, the advantage men in general gain from the overall 

subordination of women” (79), while at the same time being dominated by it to 

some extent.4 

 Complicit masculinity is, like other forms of masculinity, a flexible category 

which cannot be pinned down into a fixed definition as it also depends on the 

dynamics of society and interpersonal relationships. However, it is considered as an 

alternative masculinity because it depends on women not by directly dominating 

them but by compromising with them in different sorts of relationships like 

fatherhood, marriage, friendship…etc. On the other hand, many men who fall under 

this category are not necessarily violent nor misogynistic; they respect women in 

general, take share in the house chores while also being breadwinners, yet are 

convinced that feminism is only an extreme movement (R. W. Connell 79-80). 

1.1.3. Marginalized Masculinity 

This category of masculinity is not only related to interpersonal relationships and 

class relations but also to ethnic and racial groups. In a white-supremacist society, 

such is the case of the 1920’s United States, men from other races and ethnicities 

(black, Chinese, Cuban … etc.) are marginalized even if some of them may embody 

                                                             
4 Patriarchy does not simply allow men to be at the top of the social ladder rather it oppresses both 
sides of the equation: men and women alike, by controlling their demeanours and labelling them in 

two clear-cut categories: masculinity and femininity. For more, consult “Hegemonic Masculinity 

and Emphasized Femininity” in R. W. Connell’s Gender & Power, 1987, pp183-190. 
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the hegemonic model (R. W. Connell 80). Similarly, this category is also flexible as 

it changes accordingly with the context. Later in the analysis chapters, I will 

demonstrate how some hegemonic men might still embody marginalized 

masculinity. 

Hence, the hierarchical nature of different masculinities and the gender roles 

assigned to each of them makes males even more exposed to negative emotions that 

may lead to crime –as Robert Agnew demonstrates in his 1992 general strain 

theory, such as anger, in the attempt to ascend the hierarchical scheme of 

masculinities and to fit the hegemonic model. The homosocial events and 

gatherings, on the other hand, increase the likelihood to exhibit and prove 

masculinity among other males; one of the ways to prove it is committing crime or 

fostering delinquent behaviour. In the next section, further details are displayed on 

how crime relates to masculinity. 

1.2. Insight to General Strain Theory 

Robert Agnew in his 1992 article “Foundation for a General Strain Theory of Crime 

and Delinquency” proposed his general strain theory (GST) in criminology, which 

is a revised form of previous strain theories that are centred on crime and 

delinquency among lower classes. These previous theories explain that the inability 

of a person to achieve monetary success and/or to ascend to the middle class leads 

to crime. Agnew argues that these theories do not explain criminal demeanour in 

other classes; therefore, he develops a GST that explains how strains are more 

concerned with immediate goals rather than long-term goals, especially for youth, 

which equally allows explaining criminal and delinquent behaviour among other 

classes. 

 In the same 1992 article, Agnew specifies three major types of strain: “(1) 

strain as the actual or anticipated failure to achieve positively valued goals, (2) 

strain as the actual or anticipated removal of positively valued stimuli, and (3) strain 

as the actual or anticipated presentation of negatively valued stimuli” (47). In other 

words, the blockage to achieve a valued goal (such as failing to provide for one’s 
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family), the removal of a positively valued stimuli (like the loss of one’s job or the 

loss of a significant other), and the presentation of a negatively valued stimuli (an 

example is an abusive relationship with a significant one or a parent). All these 

strains may increase the likelihood of negative emotions such as anger and 

frustration that eventually may lead to crime and delinquency as coping strategies. 

 Later, Agnew in his 2001 article says that not all strains are likely to result in 

crime and delinquency, and he specifies four characteristics of strains that are most 

likely to result in crime. According to him, these strains “(1) are seen as unjust, (2) 

are seen as high in magnitude, (3) are associated with low social control, and (4) 

create some pressure or incentive to engage in criminal coping” (319). Therefore, 

these four characteristics (injustice, high magnitude, low social control, and 

incentive) significantly increase the likelihood of a strain to result in criminal or 

delinquent behaviour to cope with the situation. 

 Nevertheless, it is necessary to define the term strain in order to understand 

GST. Agnew refers to strain as “relationships in which others are not treating the 

individual as he or she would like to be treated” (48). This draws the attention to the 

two major perspectives to define strain, which Agnew mentions in his 2001 article: 

objective strains, and subjective strains. These are to be defined in the following 

subsections to have a good grasp of what strain means. 

1.2.1. Objective Strains 

This kind of strain refers to an event or condition that is disliked by most members 

of a given group, as Agnew states in his 2001 article. For instance, the event of 

losing one’s job is considered as an objective strain because, generally speaking, it 

is not a likeable situation to be in; another example is the condition in which a 

person lacks decent food and shelter is an objective strain as well because it reflects 

the lack of basic needs in any human being’s life.  

In addition, according to Agnew, it is crucial to note that the evaluation of 

events and conditions differs from one group to another since there are many 

factors, such as gender, age, ethnicity and culture that contribute to how the strain is 
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seen. Following this logic, it is safe to say that some events may be considered as 

strains for men and normal for women in a given group. An example is losing one’s 

job in a given society where men must provide for their families as breadwinners 

while women can just stay at home and are not pressured to have a job, maybe they 

even are pressured to stay at home. In this case, the event of losing a job in this 

group is considered as an objective strain for men only, yet for women it is just like 

any other normal event. 

Usually, scholars determine objective strains for a given group by conducting 

observational research or conducting surveys where they ask respondents about 

events and conditions that they dislike. However, in literature, the observational 

method can be applied since I am going to try to list the strains in Hemingway’s To 

Have and Have Not through studying the characters and their societal environment 

while considering the factors that may alter the way strains are seen, mainly gender, 

class, race, and ethnicity. 

1.2.2. Subjective Strains 

In the same 2001 article, Agnew defines subjective strains as “events or conditions 

that are disliked by the people who are experiencing (or have experienced) them” 

(321). That is to say, that the subjective factor is taken into consideration to evaluate 

the strain. Therefore, strains can be regarded differently from one person to another; 

accordingly, the related event or condition is experienced and evaluated differently 

from one individual to another. For example, a person dislikes an event such as 

divorce while another person finds it as a relief from a stressful relationship. 

However, generally, divorce is considered as an objective strain since most 

members of a given group dislike it. In this regard, Agnew denotes that “people 

differ in how they subjectively evaluate…objective strains” (321). These 

differences are closely related to the complexities of the human being and the 

human society. 

 A range of individual characteristics affects the way an event or a condition 

is evaluated subjectively. According to Agnew, these factors include personal traits 
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(like impulsivity), personal and social resources (an example of self-esteem and 

social status), goals/values/identities (such as religious beliefs), and life 

circumstances (for example a chronic illness or disability like when Harry Morgan5 

loses his hand). All of these factors affect the way an objective strain is evaluated 

from one individual to another. 

 Additionally, it is important to note that both objective and subjective strains 

are flexible in two ways. First, in the way that they change from one group to 

another and from one individual to another, respectively. Second, in the way that 

the same event or condition may change by being less or more likely to be 

considered as strain within the same group and within the same individual 

accordingly with the context and the dynamics of the human society and human 

beings. However, it is still fundamental to study both objective and subjective 

strains equally to see how they may lead to criminal and delinquent behaviour in 

males, which what I will try to achieve in my dissertation. 

1.2.3. Masculinity and Crime 

Several research has been done about the relationship between gender and crime. 

Certainly, most of this research agrees that males are more likely to commit crime 

than females. In this regard, there are numerous assumptions that explain this 

gender gap in crime and delinquency. Initially, classic strain theorists endeavoured 

to explain this gap naively because of their claim that females simply have less 

strain or pressure since their role is less demanding in contrast to males6, yet this is 

a shallow assumption since it is apparent that both female and male roles are 

demanding in patriarchal societies. Similarly, Rita Simon, in her 1975 book Crime 

and Women, implies that the exclusive males’ participation in the public sphere of 

patriarchy makes them more susceptible to adapt a delinquent behaviour or to 

engage in crime. In contrast to Rita’s statement, patriarchy affects the gender gap in 

crime in deeper ways; for instance, males’ aggressive emotions and behaviour are 

                                                             
5 The protagonist in Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not. 
6 This was criticised by Ngaire Naffine in her book Female Crime: The Construction of Women in 

Criminology (8-25). 
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encouraged whereas females negative emotions (like anger) are not because these 

emotions are perceived as masculine. Nevertheless, Agnew’s GST explains the 

gender gap in criminology and provides answers to the higher rate of male crime. 

 In the 1997 article entitled “Gender and Crime: A General Strain Theory 

Perspective” by Lisa Broidy and Robert Agnew, they uncover the reasons behind 

the higher crime and delinquency rate amongst males. Interestingly, it is not about 

the frequency nor the exposition to strains as “[f]emales experience as much if not 

more strain than males”; this is plausible since patriarchy oppresses females and 

males alike. They also emphasize on gender differences in types of strains affecting 

the personal evaluation of objective strain, females are more attentive to family and 

interpersonal relationships and males are more interested in financial success and 

have a rather competitive relationship with their counterparts, which is typical to the 

gender roles assigned to them. Another reason behind male susceptibility to commit 

crime is that they experience negative emotions, like anger, differently from 

women. While women are more likely to cry and feel guilty, anxious, and shameful 

in response to anger, men:  

…are quicker to blame others for their adversive treatment and to interpret such 
treatment as a challenge or deliberate insult. [In addition, men] are less concerned 

about hurting others or disrupting relationships, and they often view anger as an 

affirmation of their masculinity. 

It is perceived how patriarchy assigns males and females with different roles; 

whereas anger evokes self-destructive feelings and behaviours in females, it does 

completely the opposite in males by directing the destructive demeanour towards 

other people as it confirms their masculinity. Finally, Broidy and Agnew conclude 

that “[m]ales…may be more likely to respond to anger [or strain] by aggressing 

against others” (278, 282, 285), which emphasizes that males direct their response 

to strain outwards whereas females channel it inwards. 

As a conclusion, strains that produce negative emotions in males are more 

inducive to criminal behaviour. Males have different coping strategies than females, 

and they usually lack social support since they are less concerned with intimacy 

especially among their peers. They are exposed to more opportunities to develop 
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criminal tendencies because of the hierarchical nature of homosocial relationships 

where there is a sense of competitiveness and a need for social control. Finally, the 

disposition to engage in crime by having certain personal traits enforced by gender 

roles like violence, hostility, and irritability make males more likely to engage in 

crime. This will explain the criminal and delinquent behaviour of most male 

characters in Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not. 

The present chapter tried to discuss the relationship between crime and 

masculinity. The attempts at defining both masculinity and strain alike indicate the 

encircling uncertainty around them mainly because of their flexibility. Despite the 

several endeavours at generating some understanding about the relationship 

between the terms, this relationship refuses to obey to strict labels. Fortunately, 

some characteristics were advanced making the relationship less ambiguous. In 

spite of the terms’ elasticity, this chapter highlighted the similar elements between 

the discussed concepts in patriarchal societies and the possibility of a causality 

relationship between them. In addition, the choice of this combination of concepts is 

applicable on Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not. Thus, the issues raised within 

this chapter are relevant to the succeeding analytical chapters. 
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The following chapter aims at indicating the way masculinities are constructed in 

the novel. In fact, it would be implausible to suggest a relationship between strains 

and the dynamics of masculinity without evaluating the presence of different 

masculinities in the work. In addition, this chapter attempts at organizing 

masculinities strata starting from marginalized masculinity, to complicit 

masculinity, to hegemonic masculinity. The first section will be concerned with 

men from other ethnicities or other races, i.e. non-American men or non-white men, 

and will explain their position as marginalized men. Thereafter, the second section 

will demonstrate the greyish sort of masculinity adopted mostly by white, working-

class men: complicit masculinity, and will clarify their oscillating situation despite 

their whiteness. Hegemonic masculinity will be highlighted in the third section, in 

which I will shed light on the requirements to fit the model in the novel. 

2.1. Marginalized Masculinity: Wesley, Mr. Sing, and Frankie 

Male characters from other ethnicities who do not embody American hegemonic 

masculinity at the time, i.e. non-white males or non-American males (namely, 

Black, Chinese, and Cuban male characters) are treated differently in the novel; it is 

certain that the utterances and actions used towards them are derogatory, 

patronizing, and condescending. Noticeably, Hemingway uses different ethnic slurs 

and racial epithets whenever characters, especially white characters, refer to other7 

characters (including males) in the novel. In this section, I will demonstrate how 

these men are depicted as both forced and willing to embody marginalized 

masculinity. 

2.1.1. Wesley a Nameless “Nigger” Who Acquires a Name 

Hemingway uses the word “nigger”8 whenever any of the characters refer to black 

characters, including males. Actually, they are never referred to as “black” only 

throughout the whole novel. In addition, it is noted that Harry Morgan when he tells 

about the black fisherman (a nameless, unemployed character) that Harry and his 

                                                             
7 Non-whites and non-Americans. 
8 The word “nigger” is used eighty-five times throughout the novel, which denotes the heavy racial 

discrimination. 
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crew had getting the bait, refers to him as “a real black nigger, smart and gloomy, 

with blue voodoo beads around his neck under his shirt, and an old straw hat” 

(Hemingway 7). It is the only time that the word “black” is used to refer to an Afro-

American; however, obviously, Harry Morgan besides coupling the adjective 

“black” with “nigger”, whether aware of the process or not, is putting black men 

under a certain category with certain traits which directly mirrors Hemingway’s 

characterization of black men. 

In other words, Harry classifies black men and assigns a social construct to 

them. He says that “a real black nigger”, is someone who has “voodoo beads”, i.e. 

superstitious, indicating black men’s irrationality of thought, which implies the 

superiority of white people in general. Contrastingly, Harry also says “a real black 

nigger” is smart which mistakenly could be taken as a compliment because Harry 

indicates that “a real black nigger” is only smart in the way that he does not utter 

any unnecessary words, does not act in an imprudent way, nor defy the social 

construct. Besides, Harry emphasizes on having “an old straw hat” (Hemingway 7); 

this type of hat9 denotes the label of being used in labour by white people, which 

extends from the previous history of slavery in America; this is true in the novel 

since this nameless black man is exploited by a white boss.  

The black man is paid only one dollar a day, and he is not even hired. That is, 

he is not a permanent worker in the crew which is concluded from Harry’s 

statement when he perceives “... this nigger [they] had getting bait comes down the 

dock”. Even his presence is unwanted by Mr. Johnson, Harry’s client, as he says, 

“‘It seems an unnecessary expense to me.’ [Mr. Johnson had] been giving the nigger 

a dollar a day”. The rich Mr. Johnson, who is renting the boat for fishing as a sport, 

reduces the black man into an unnecessary object or gadget because of the extra 

expanse, “a dollar a day” (Hemingway 7). This reflects a deep impact of 

objectification, reducing humans into objects, in capitalism on human interpersonal 

relationships added to the oppression and racism applied on men from African 

                                                             
9 The type of hats slaves used to wear is discussed in more detail in Patricia Hunt-Hurt’s ““Round 

Homespun Coat & Pantaloons of the Same": Slave Clothing as Reflected in Fugitive Slave 

Advertisements in Antebellum Georgia” (736-737). 
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descent in a white-supremacist United States America, at that time. In this regard, 

Toni Morrison in her 1992 collection of essays notes, “[t]he black man is not only 

nameless for five chapters, he is not even hired…”, and “[h]is inclusion in the 

voyage [is] objected to by the white client, Johnson…” (70-71). This implies the 

large number of black men out there and their subjugation and complicity alike in 

their own marginalization and oppression, among which Harry can get anyone of 

them to work for him, for one dollar a day. 

Interestingly, even the nameless black man seems to strongly embody 

marginalized masculinity. It is seen at the end of the day that Harry asks Mr. 

Johnson if he wants to pay the black man; “Johnson gave the nigger a dollar and 

two Cuban twenty-cent pieces”, and the black man does not object neither their 

treatment nor his pay and even gets surprised as he receives a forty-cent Cuban 

pesos tip. The black man then leaves without saying good-bye, which Harry finds 

rude. Harry does not like this behaviour and further says that “[the man] was a 

nigger that never thought much of any of us” (Hemingway 15). This actually is 

contradictory; it indicates that Harry is ambivalent and has double standards since 

he allows himself to mistreat the black man yet expects to be treated nicely by the 

latter. 

The nameless black man acquires a name in the second part of the novel 

according to Wai Chee Dimock, a Professor in Yale University, in her lecture about 

Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not (00:16:75-00:23:21)10. Wesley, the black man 

who accompanies Harry in his bootlegging journey from Cuba to smuggle liquor 

into the States, where both of them get shot in an encounter with Cubans in a deal 

that went wrong. Harry’s attitude towards Wesley, the black man that he often calls 

“nigger”, is problematic and charged with racial discrimination. Michael Riobueno 

in his paper mentions that “Harry cannot … break free from the system of thought 

that holds that Wesley … is a lesser being” (31). Of course, Harry is displaying his 

hegemonic masculinity in contrast to Wesley’s marginalized masculinity. This time 

                                                             
10 This part of Professor Wai Chee Dimock’s lecture is entitled “Racism in To Have and Have 

Not”. 
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we get to see the characters as witnesses because of Hemingway’s use of a third 

person narrator. Therefore, Wesley is seen as weak as he complains the whole time 

about his injury while Harry tries to appease him as he finally asks him, 

“Who the hell’s shot worse?” he asked him. “You or me?”  

“You’re shot worse,” the nigger said. “But I ain’t never been shot. I didn’t figure to 
get shot. I ain’t paid to get shot. I don’t want to be shot.” 

“Take it easy, Wesley,” the man told him. “It don’t do you any good to talk like 

that.” (Hemingway 47) 

In this passage, it is clear how there is a contrast between Harry, the stoic11 man, 

versus Wesley, the black nagging man. Although Harry is shot worse he is 

portrayed as having more courage to bear the wounds, take the lead, steer the boat, 

and dump the liquor, whilst all Wesley could do is an unnecessary fuss. 

 It is noticed that Wesley does not own his actions as if he is not part of the 

bootlegging when he has his existential crisis that is described by the narrator as if 

“[t]he nigger was going out of his head, or becoming religious because he was hurt; 

anyway he was talking all the time”. All of these traits (the craziness, the 

unsolicited preaching, and the consistent talking and nagging) make Wesley not 

only a lesser human being to Harry but also a lesser man who willingly 

marginalizes himself. Besides, Wesley clearly refers to Harry as “the man” while 

the best thing Harry said to Wesley as an attempt to make him feel better for not 

helping in dumping the liquor is “ain’t no nigger any good when he’s shot. You’re a 

all right nigger, Wesley” (Hemingway 47, 49, 50, 58). Here, Harry not only 

classifies all black men under the category of cowardly, lesser men, he also enables 

Wesley’s weakness of attitude and his submissive behaviour; i.e. Harry boosts 

Wesley’s marginalized masculinity and vice versa. 

2.1.2. Mr. Sing the “[S]mooth-[L]ooking Chink” and the Twelve “Chinks” 

Hemingway brings men from another race into the story: the Chinese. The white 

hegemonic characters, especially males, treat them in a derogatory manner. 

                                                             
11 According to Philosophy Terms website, stoicism is the philosophy of the discipline and the 

mastery of emotions (Philosophy Terms). 
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Similarly to black men, the way these Chinese characters are constructed and the 

use of different racial epithets and ethnic slurs to refer to them emphasize the 

hegemonic model of masculinity present in the novel. 

 Harry, after being deceived by “[s]ome Mr. Johnson”, agrees to make a deal 

with Mr. Sing, an illegal Chinese English-like human trafficker about smuggling 

“yellow stuff” from Cuba into the States (Hemingway 18, 20), a common practice 

in America during the Great Depression12. Hideo Yanagisawa, in his 2016 research, 

dedicates a whole chapter to analyse deeply the phenomenon of Chinese illegal 

immigration to the States during the Great Depression and its geopolitical aspect in 

To Have and Have Not (39-53), where the aspect of human trafficking and fraud is 

also highlighted. These “yellow Stuff” happen to be twelve Chinese illegal 

immigrants who trusted Mr. Sing in securing their way from Cuba to the States 

through Key West, Florida. 

 The first appearance of Mr. Sing makes Harry describe him as “the 

smoothest-looking thing [he]’d ever seen. He was a Chink all right, but he talked 

like an Englishman and he was dressed in a white suit with a silk shirt and black tie 

and one of those hundred-and-twenty-five-dollar Panama hats” (20). It is seen how 

Mr. Sing’s elegant look and polite speech bother Harry, as if the latter expected a 

Chinese man to dress and speak in a certain way that reflects a stereotype yet is 

disappointed that it is not the case. Harry manages to refer to Mr. Sing as a 

“chink”13 to remind himself that he is a superior man although he is fundamentally 

praising Mr. Sing. In this regard, Richard Fantina, in his book Ernest Hemingway: 

Machismo and Masochism (2005), argues that Hemingway’s racial characterization 

stems from his lack of empathy and his indifference coupled with stereotyping in 

colonial settings in his immediate environment (138-139), which directly reflects 

the states of masculinity vis-à-vis race and ethnicity in the novel. 

                                                             
12 According to History.com website, “[It] was the worst economic downturn in the history of the 

industrialized world, lasting from the stock market crash of 1929 to 1939” (History.com). 
13 The racial epithet « chink » is used twenty-seven times throughout the whole novel when 

referring to either Chinese people, Chinese language, or Chinese places. 
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 While making the deal, Mr. Sing initially refers to the Chinese illegal 

immigrants as his “unfortunate compatriots”. This shows his sympathy towards 

them, yet also his feeling of superiority as he, himself, momentarily embodies 

hegemonic masculinity regardless of being Chinese because of his smooth look, his 

mastery of English, and mainly his money. Nevertheless, Hemingway soon vilifies 

Mr. Sing as he is exposed to be a fraud that has no intention to secure the way for 

his “unfortunate compatriots”: 

“I said you would embark them for [the Tortugas]. That is what their passage calls 

for.” 

“Yes,” [Harry] said. 

“You would land them wherever your best judgment dictated.” 

“Will the schooner come to Tortugas to get them?” 

“Of course not,” said Mr. Sing. “How silly.” (Hemingway 21, 21-22) 

Mr. Sing only cares about his profit from this voyage; he neither cares where these 

Chinese men are taken nor what happens to them. This behaviour degrades Mr. 

Sing as a man regardless of his polished accent and his elegant attire in comparison 

to Harry who seemed to care more about being impeccable with his word. 

Harry then negotiates the smuggling price and starts counting the Chinese 

men by a “head” as if he is counting cattle. Then, ironically, Mr. Sing, a Chinese 

himself, objectifies them even further by negotiating the price “apiece” 

(Hemingway 22), which is the same diction a person would use to sell goods. In 

addition, the discrimination towards the twelve Chinese men does not stop here: 

later, when Harry decides to embark the Chinese men in Cuba (not the States), he 

and his drunkard pal Eddy not only point guns at the twelve unarmed Chinese men, 

but also yell at them, threaten them, and call them names.  

The dynamics of masculinity on the boat are questionable as “[the Chinese] 

came out and they were scared and they didn’t have any guns but there were twelve 

of them. [Harry] walked backwards down to the stern holding the pump-gun. ‘Get 

overboard,’ [Harry] said”. It is obvious that Harry and his pal Eddy are the ones 

who embody marginalized masculinity here since the Chinese men outnumber the 
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white men aboard. However, the white men succeed to maintain their higher 

position as men by using arms, which is synonymous to power, yet fail to maintain 

it via hegemony because it is not possible regarding the temporary situation. The 

power that Harry and Eddy have makes them audacious especially that the Chinese 

men are not only weaponless but also have little understanding of English. Eddy 

calls them “yellow rat-eating aliens” (Hemingway 39); on the other hand, Harry 

tries to communicate with them in a more civilised way probably because, unlike 

Eddy, he is aware of his current position as a man who is empowered by guns. 

Having no choice, the Chinese men got overboard walking ashore realising 

they have been tricked by Mr. Sing and the two white men on the boat. Overboard, 

they have regained their marginalized masculinity and their only comfort is when 

one of them said to Harry “Goddamn crook,” which Harry considered as “plenty 

brave” when facing two armed white men. The Chinese men now seem to not 

threaten the position of Harry and Eddy as men as they “could see the Chinks with 

just their heads out of water, walking ashore” (Hemingway 40). This image invites 

Harry’s first reference to the Chinese men as heads, and consequently, invites their 

re-marginalization as men. 

2.1.3. Frankie, the Deaf Cuban 

Hemingway’s portrayal of the Cubans in the novel is seen through what Marie, 

Harry Morgan’s wife, says in the last chapter after Harry’s demise, “Cubans are bad 

luck for Conchs14. Cubans are bad luck for anybody” (Hemingway 173). The 

discriminative charge in this expression is present throughout the novel coming 

from different white American characters. 

Notably, Harry Morgan seems to have a soft spot for a Cuban character 

named Frankie, “[who] hangs around the water front and does odd jobs and is pretty 

deaf and drinks too much every night. But you never saw a fellow more loyal nor 

with a better heart.” Although Hemingway does not give Frankie a clear job, Harry 

openly admires his heart and loyalty. Nonetheless, this admiration does not make 
                                                             
14 The term refers to the first settlers and the long-time residents of Key West (What is a Key West 

Conch?). 
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Harry a lesser man since Frankie cannot fit the hegemonic model in the first place 

because “[h]e seems dumb and he usually smiles instead of talking, but that’s 

because he’s deaf” (Hemingway 19). Apparently, Frankie is a white Cuban since 

Hemingway does not mention his skin complexion throughout the novel, which is 

what he does for all the characters from other races in To Have and Have Not, yet 

Frankie has a major defect that hinders his ascension to a more hegemonic form of 

masculinity, which is deafness. 

Frankie’s ethnicity, regardless of his whiteness that remains relative since he 

is not from the United States of America, and deafness contribute to his 

marginalization; moreover, Hemingway brings another aspect to Frankie’s 

personality, which labels him as a lesser man in contrast to the hegemonic code: 

vulnerability. Although Harry supresses his emotions, throughout the story before 

his epiphany that preceded his death where he realizes the importance of 

togetherness and connectedness, and does not directly state that Frankie is a friend 

of his, Frankie clearly says to Harry, “[m]e Frankie…big friend. Don’t worry” (19). 

It is seen how Frankie reassures Harry during his crisis reflecting amicability and 

friendship. 

Frankie communicates through showing his feelings and using his sense of 

touch, a typical way of communication of people from Latin American descent. He 

shakes his head in disappointment when he finds out about how Johnson tricked 

Harry, which seems unconceivable to Harry due to the masculine code the latter 

has. Harry expresses his confusion saying, “Frankie felt as bad as I did. I don’t 

know how he could but he seemed to. He just kept slapping me on the back and 

shaking his head”. It is clear that Frankie has a trait that pushes him into a 

marginalized category of masculinity that stoic, emotionally detached males do not 

understand; therefore, they reject it by assigning a non-hegemonic form of 

masculinity to those who have this vulnerability because it may even allude to 

effeminacy. Frankie touches Harry by patting him on the back on several occasions 

to show his empathy, and he even says to Harry “All I want is you happy” 
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(Hemingway 18, 25). This indicates a strong sense of compassion and altruism, 

which are not usually present in hegemonic models of masculinity. 

Regardless of his supposed weakness, Frankie helps Harry overcome his 

trouble, and he even saves him at some point. It could be considered as chivalrous, 

yet in the novel it is portrayed as an obligatory service that a marginalized male has 

to perform towards his friend who serve as his admired hegemonic model. For 

instance, Harry assigns personal, trivial tasks to Frankie, which translates to a 

relationship of subjugation. When “[Harry] sent Frankie up to the hotel to see if 

Johnson was there” (Hemingway 18), it implies Harry’s superiority and Frankie’s 

inferiority because as Todd W. Reeser notes in his 2015 essay, “[m]arginalized 

masculinities are not so much subordinate as much as they are dependent on 

hegemonic masculinity for authorization” (22). Therefore, Frankie’s actions are 

only significant as long as Harry approves of them. Another condescending action 

towards Frankie happens after he arranged the meeting of Harry with Mr. Sing and 

the latter wanted Frankie to leave them alone. Then, “[Harry] motioned to Frankie 

with [his] thumb” in order to give them some privacy (Hemingway 21). This action 

is significant and suggests Harry’s hegemony over Frankie as he can control him 

just by a simple motion of thumb, and it is patronizing because Harry’s 

characterization does not allow him to be passive about such a motion from another 

character as he, certainly, would have reacted to it since he is a superior man. The 

discrimination towards Frankie is not apparent; nevertheless, it is tacitly understood 

through his subjugation (as a man from a different ethnicity and a different nation) 

to Harry. 

2.2. Complicit masculinity: Eddy Marshall and Albert Tracy 

Even within white American males, not all men embody the hegemonic model, and 

even if they do, it is not consistently the case as I have mentioned in the background 

chapter. Male characters in this section present a complicit form of masculinity, i.e. 

they benefit from the patriarchal dividend yet do not occupy a hegemonic position 

in patriarchy. Hemingway employs different white American characters under this 
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category among which two men are significant in this section: Eddy Marshall, 

Harry’s alcoholic pal, and Albert Tracy, an unemployed fisherman. 

2.2.1. Eddy Marshall, the “[R]ummy” Who Depends on Harry 

Harry pays Eddy four dollars a day just for being aboard during Johnson’s boat-

party because Eddy got him the charter; unlike the skilled black man, Wesley, who 

gets only one dollar a day only if the client who is chartering the boat decides to pay 

him. Although Eddy does not have any skill currently, Harry tells us how “Eddy 

was a good man on a boat once, before he got to be a rummy, but he isn’t any good 

now” (Hemingway 12). This passage accentuates the flexibility of masculine 

identity within the same man as it implicitly signifies the shift of Eddy from a 

hegemonic to a complicit form of masculinity. Eddy was a “good man”, and in the 

American white-supremacist society of the novel, what makes a good man is mainly 

being white, heterosexual, and physically strong. Among these characteristics, Eddy 

has only kept his whiteness, obviously, and probably his heterosexuality. 

 Despite being considerably older and implicitly wiser, Eddy supports Harry’s 

decisions all the way during their journey together. For instance, when Harry 

charges Johnson for the boat-party, Eddy incessantly affirms Harry’s fairness and 

justice in the deal. He tends to encourage all of Harry’s actions regardless of their 

nature as he steadily admires him. Even when the decision involves using guns and 

killing people, which can be utilized as proof that homosocial interactions in the 

hierarchical relations among men may reinforce callousness, justify violence, and 

even validate crime and delinquency. Hence, Hemingway seems to have a holistic 

understanding of these complex homosocial relationships that lead to the formation 

of the image of the American white man. 

Undeniably, Eddy, being a white American man, treats the Chinese men in a 

disdainful way while he, himself, is treated as such by Harry. The latter hit Eddy, 

yet he does not really react to the mistreatment, 

[Harry] hit him in the face and [Eddy] stood up and then climbed up onto the dock. 

“I wouldn’t do a thing like that to you, Harry,” he said. 
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“You’re goddamn right you wouldn’t,” I told him. “I’m not going to carry you. 

That’s all.” 

“Well, what did you have to hit me for?” 

“So you’d believe it.” 

This conversation between Eddy and Harry shows the dynamics of their 

relationship as men, the homosocial interaction is saliently hierarchical. Eddy is 

slapped in the face and admits he would not do such a thing indicating his position 

as a lesser man to Harry who often calls him a rummy and looks down on him. 

Nonetheless, Eddy thinks highly of Harry as he expresses his appreciation, “I 

always knew you were my pal” (Hemingway 26). He is under the spell of admiring 

the hegemonic form of masculinity.  

Contrastingly, the first thing Harry does when they go home, Key West, is to 

disregard Eddy and dismiss this rummy pal; accordingly, after the reader gets 

familiar with Eddy Marshall throughout all of part one and its five chapters, 

Hemingway does not mention Eddy again in the novel. Probably, Hemingway 

makes this choice to give a more serious tone to the novel since Eddy has a 

remarkable sense of humour especially with his funny disjointed walk. An 

alternative possibility, Hemingway shares the same concern as Harry in his last 

voyage, when he does not want on his boat “no rummy nor no nigger” (Hemingway 

72), because he wants men (male characters) whom he can depend on, unlike Eddy, 

the lesser man who embodies complicit masculinity. 

2.2.2. Albert Tracy, the Unemployed Fisherman 

Albert Tracy is a white, American unemployed fisherman who struggles to feed his 

family; he has almost lost his status as a breadwinner which makes him belong to a 

less hegemonic category of masculinity, which in this case is complicit. Albert is 

“[w]orking on the relief”; it is the kind of job the government provides for the 

unemployed to perform public works. In Albert’s case, he was “[d]igging the sewer. 

Taking the old streetcar rails up”. Hemingway clearly invites his readers to the 
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world of working-class men, the blue-collars15, by bringing Albert to the picture and 

allowing him to be the narrator of chapter nine. Moreover, the way class belonging 

affects masculinity status is also portrayed through the characterization of Albert. 

Despite Albert’s work on the relief, he only makes seven dollars and a half a week. 

His wage is not enough as he has a family (a wife and three kids) to support; his 

critical financial situation caused the loss of his wife’s respect. Albert tells us how 

his wife treats him in the following passage, “[Harry] drops me in front of where we 

live and I go on in and I haven’t got the door open before my old woman is giving 

me hell for staying out and drinking and being late to the meal” (Hemingway 62, 

69). The amount of disrespect his wife holds against him is incredible, and from the 

scene, it is concluded that Harry witnesses some of Albert’s argument with his wife, 

which only reinforces Albert’s position as a man who embodies complicit 

masculinity in the novel. 

Regardless of his position in the hierarchical scheme of masculinities, Albert 

takes advantage from the patriarchal dividend. After his wife scolds him, orders him 

to sit down, and refuses to speak to him, she serves him –that is expected from a 

wife to do for her husband following the social construct of gender roles in 

patriarchy. It is clear that Albert, in his marriage, compromises in his relationship 

with his wife, who is portrayed as old and maybe hideous because of her loose 

denture, “rather than [having] naked domination or an uncontested display of 

authority” (R. W. Connell, Masculinities 79), a very characteristic behaviour of men 

who embody complicit masculinity. 

Another aspect that shows how Albert embodies complicit masculinity is 

when he clearly states that, “[he] always liked [Harry]”, especially before he lost his 

arm, reflecting his admiration to hegemonic masculinity. Furthermore, Albert is 

treated poorly by Harry, as the latter accuses him, “[m]aybe you’re not [starving], 

but your kids are”. This accusation is directly pointed at Albert’s manhood because 

Harry is tacitly implying that Albert has failed as a man to provide for his family 

                                                             
15 According to Investopedia, “[b]lue-collar worker stereotypical refers to workers who engage in 

hard manual labor, typically agriculture, manufacturing, construction, mining, or maintenance.” 

(Parietti). 
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and to protect them from hunger. Albert is also accused of being a coward by Harry, 

yet he justifies Harry’s demeanour by saying that “… since he was a boy he never 

had no pity for nobody. But he never had no pity for himself either” (Hemingway 

64, 65); therefore, Albert enables Harry’s cold-heartedness, a typical acceptance 

from a male who embodies complicit masculinity towards a trait of a male who 

represents a hegemonic form of masculinity.  

Nevertheless, Albert seems to admire Harry’s callousness especially when 

Harry asks him to “[k]eep [his] mouth buttoned up”, Albert also justifies this 

behaviour by saying that “[Harry] was a bully and he was bad spoken but I always 

liked him all right” (Hemingway 65). This signifies Albert’s complicity not only in 

the overall patriarchal dividend, but also in his own position as a male who 

embodies complicit masculinity, admires the hegemonic form of it, and secretly 

wishing to embody it as well. 

It is crucial to note that Albert is not viewed from the perspective that only 

considers the overall hegemony of men over women. Actually, this is not denied 

because although Albert does not have the respect of his wife, still she treats him as 

her husband accordingly with the social construct; for instance, she serves him the 

meal although he is late and drunk (which represents his hegemony over her and his 

benefit from the patriarchal dividend). However, when it comes to homosocial 

interactions and his relationship with other men, it is seen that he does not have that 

hegemony over other men nor does he have the respect needed from them to gain 

such a status. Therefore, he does not fit the hegemonic model of masculinity, yet is 

complicit with it since he admires the model and practices his hegemony that he got 

from the patriarchal dividend, the overall privilege of men over women, on his wife. 

2.3. Hegemonic Masculinity : Harry Morgan and the Haves 

In this section, I will address hegemonic masculinity in the way that Hemingway 

represents it in the novel. Although many scholars argue that Hemingway is 

perceived to over-represent this form of masculinity in his works, he tries to shed 

light on the complexities of the world of being a male, and more specifically, being 
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a man in the United States of America. He does not only portray the image of a man 

but also depicts the journey of the vicissitudes that men encounter to keep their 

image and meet the expectations of the socially constructed roles attributed to them 

in patriarchy. Many are the examples that embody hegemonic masculinity in the 

novel, most notably, Harry Morgan, the protagonist of the story, and some of the 

Haves, the rich people in the novel. 

2.3.1. Harry Morgan’s Hegemony 

Harry Morgan is the central character in the story. He encounters most of the other 

characters and leaves an impression on them in one way or another, but, mostly, 

Hemingway gives him a masculine image that makes him distinguished. 

Nonetheless, this masculine image is only salient because of the alternative less or 

non-hegemonic masculinities (as well as femininities) present in the story; like 

those mentioned in the previous sections of this chapter. 

 To express himself, Harry uses special diction, often composed of swear 

words and derogatory statements. Hemingway carefully assigns to Harry the 

mission of telling the reader about the characters he encounters in his journey, 

especially their race or ethnicity using mostly racial epithets and ethnic slurs, 

stemming from his white American-centred identity. For instance, he uses the word 

“nigger” when referring to black people from the States or Cuba alike, “chink” 

when referring to Chinese people or Chinese places, “Indian-looking” when 

referring to some Cubans, and “Pancho”16 when referring to people who speak 

Spanish and whose name is unknown to him. This shows plenty of aggression and 

contempt that Harry displays towards his environment. However, this aggression is 

not undermined; paradoxically, people who surround him are portrayed as 

reinforcing aggression through allowing it and validating it.  

Harry’s anger is not directed only towards people from other ethnicities and 

other races; he also makes sure everyone he encounters gets some of his attitude 

that depicts his superiority. For instance, he uses the word “rummy” to refer to his 

                                                             
16 A generic name for any male whose native language is Spanish. 
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friend Eddy, the word “dumb” to refer to both his friends Frankie (who is a white 

Cuban) and Albert; these are the softest swear words he says to or about other 

people. He also uses the expression “son-of-a-bitch” to refer to his friend Freddy 

and even when describing himself. The aforementioned people are close to him to 

some extent, yet they still are subjects to his hostility, which is depicted as a 

requirement of homosocial interactions in the world of manhood by Hemingway. 

With other white characters, he uses even stronger diction, like “a goddamn 

rat” and “poison” to refer to the lawyer Robert Simmons, whom Harry often calls 

Bee-lips. When he gets emotional about Albert’s death during their human 

smuggling mission, he says, “big-faced murdering bastard” when addressing one of 

the Cuban revolutionaries. In another situation, he goes to Freddy’s bar and “the tall 

tourist’s wife said, “Isn’t [Harry] wonderful? That’s what I want. Buy me that, 

Papa” (Hemingway 88). This woman objectifies Harry to which he reacts by using 

the word “whore”, again, showing his hegemony over women as well. He even calls 

Freddy’s boat, an object, a “bitch” when he is dying, and the list goes on. Hence, 

besides men, women also are subjugated to Harry’s belligerence, and even 

inanimate objects, like boats, are susceptible to his angry attitude. 

This aggression and belligerence are only possible because Hemingway 

gives Harry the traits required to fit a hegemonic model of masculinity, which gives 

him a free pass to demonstrate his superiority as a white American, heterosexual, 

physically strong, self-made man. Hemingway portrays him as a self-absorbed man 

who hardly connects with people around him on a deeper level. 

For instance, his relationship with his wife is certainly hegemonic in nature. 

When he enters home, he asks Marie (his wife) for food “‘Where’s my dinner? 

What you waiting for?’ ‘I’m bringing it.’”. The impression this scene makes is that 

of servant and master showing the hegemony and superiority of Harry and the 

subjugation and complicity of Marie. Further, Harry tells her about his boat being 

found by customs after he stole it and hid it to smuggle Cubans, Marie sympathises 

with her husband: 
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“Shucks.” 

“Worse than that. Shit.” 

“Aw, Harry, don’t talk like that in the house.” 

“You talk worse than that in bed sometimes.” 

“That’s different. I don’t like to hear shit at my own table.” 

“Oh, shit.” 

“Aw, Honey, you feel bad,” Marie said. 

“No,” said Harry. “I’m just thinking.” 

“Well, you think it out. I got confidence in you.” 

“I got confidence. That’s the only thing I have got.” 

“Do you want to tell me about it?” 

“No. Only don’t worry no matter what you hear.” 

“I won’t worry.” (Hemingway 84, 85) 

Again, although Marie does not agree with the diction Harry uses in his discourse, 

she permits his attitude and sympathises with it; thereafter, she contributes in 

justifying and perpetuating his violent attitude. Besides, he tells her that she talks 

worse in bed to remind her of her previous work in prostitution indicating that she is 

as bad as he is regardless of being female. Yet, Marie continues to call him sweet 

names and to treat him in a nice way enabling his superiority over her. She goes as 

far as to trust him to do the thinking on behalf of the family, which can be a huge 

burden to bear for Harry since both the male and the female should be equally 

invested in marriage. However, gender constructed roles assign men to do the 

thinking, to protect the family, and to provide for them while women have to do the 

loving, to make sure that all family members are well fed and dressed, and to take 

care of the house and keep it clean and tidy all while reinforcing the superiority of 

men over them. 

2.3.2. The Haves, American White Rich Males 

Hemingway’s portrayal of class in To Have and Have Not is a main concern of the 

novel since even its title has this class division reflected in the two worlds of the 

rich and the poor, mostly the tourists and the Conchs; alongside class, the issue of 
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masculinity is depicted accordingly. As David Morgan argues in a book chapter 

entitled “Class and Masculinity” (2005), “[t]he connection between class and 

masculinity is an intimate one. When I see a middle class man, I do not see 

someone who is middle class and then someone who is a man, or vice versa. I see 

both at the same time” (172). In other words, in order to analyse the Haves’ 

masculinities, it is crucial to take into account their class and their position in the 

public sphere of patriarchy. Hence, besides being white, American, and 

heterosexual, male characters who belong to the Haves enjoy another prerogative: 

money, which is equivalent to power in a capitalist society17 where the main 

concern of the individual is to ascend the social class ladder. Taking into 

consideration the flexibility of masculinities, many are the examples of hegemonic 

masculinity that are displayed by the Haves in the novel. 

 For instance, an important tourist called Frederick Harrison that presents 

himself as “one of the three most important men in the United States [at the time]”, 

who comes from Washington and is involved in politics indicating his importance 

as a social actor in the public sphere, is chartering Captain Willie Adams’s boat, in 

Key West. During their boat-party, they encounter Harry Morgan’s boat, and 

Harrison recognizes the illegality of Harry’s business, and suspects that Harry is a 

wounded “bootlegger” and “a lawbreaker” (Hemingway 54). Harrison, being an 

important political figure, wants to turn Harry in, and he considers it his patriotic, 

thus manly, duty to report about illegal activity since he is rational and sensible 

enough being a statesman. In addition, Harrison sees it as an opportunity to get any 

possible reward for his heroic action, according to him, which is paradoxical to 

some extent because expecting to be paid for performing patriotic, moral duties is 

contradictory to heroism that consists of putting others first, even at one’s own risk. 

Plausibly, the most apparent incentive Harrison has is to display his 

hegemonic status in patriarchy because he is very proud of his political position as a 

man to the point that he threatens that all Conchs will hear about him, “… in this 

                                                             
17 Capitalism reduces individuals into objects that are valued in regard of how much money they 

own which creates a social class division. 
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stinking jerkwater little town if [he has] to grub it out by the roots”. This exhibition 

of authority reflects his hegemonic masculinity, and allows him to be the man of 

action. However, being aboard Willie’s boat limits his power to some extent 

because the latter has shown solidarity and empathy with Harry saying, “[h]e’s got a 

family and he’s got to eat and feed them”, very typical of someone who is exposed 

to the same economic conditions being from the same class and the same region. 

Evidently, Frederick Harrison is an important figure in the government since “he 

made an affidavit that he saw [Harry’s] boat unloading liquor that time, and the 

customs seized her” (Hemingway 54, 64). Here, the rationality and the word of a 

statesman, noticeably from an upper class, is taken into consideration despite the 

lack of tangible evidence of the alleged smuggling, costing Harry his boat, and 

consequently, his job and a part of his masculine identity by making his mission to 

provide for his family even harder. Hemingway shows the reader that even men 

who fit the model of hegemonic masculinity, like Harry, are vulnerable just like any 

other men due to the dimension of social class, i.e. money and power. Henceforth, 

although Harry himself displays hegemonic masculinity, Harrison beats that with 

his authority that he gains from his social and financial status, which is synonymous 

to a higher class and a higher influence in the public sphere of patriarchy. 

Another example is that of Robert Simmons, the lawyer who makes a deal 

with Harry to smuggle four Cubans from the States to Cuba after these Cubans rob 

the First State Trust and Savings Bank to fund their revolution. This lawyer, often 

called Bee-lips, is one of the Haves since being an attorney is prestigious, well paid, 

and influential when it comes to the public sphere; however, the Great Depression 

in an area like Key West also affects him. Thus, he wants to earn some money from 

the deal to leave Key West and have a better chance elsewhere. 

Harry hesitates at some point because he is worried, he would not be able to 

live in Key West anymore, and Bee-lips questions and challenges Harry’s manhood 

by telling him, “‘I thought you had cojones18.’ ‘I got cojones. Don’t you worry 

about my cojones. But I’m figuring on keeping on living here’” (Hemingway 73). 

                                                             
18 The Spanish word for balls. 
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What the lawyer is doing here is what he knows best: using his rhetoric to achieve 

his goal. On the one hand, he is aware of what mobilizes Harry, being a male who is 

fond of and pressured to embodying hegemonic masculinity on a somewhat regular 

basis. On the other hand, it is perceived how the elite defines what is hegemonic and 

what is not when it comes to masculinities. Similarly, David Morgan, the 

aforementioned British sociologist, in the same above-noted chapter argues, “the 

upper class … is clearly highly influential, [even] if [it is] numerically small. 

Moreover, such a class … has a major role in constructing dominant or hegemonic 

notions of masculinity …” (171). To conclude, probably the form of masculinity 

that Bee-lips displays is not as concrete as Harry’s hegemonic masculinity, but 

certainly it is more influential in shaping other male characters’ minds about what a 

man is and is not.  

Hemingway succeeds in showing the way the invisible hand functions to 

shape such complex and delicate constructs like hegemonic and less or non-

hegemonic masculinities. The examples of Frederick Harrison and Robert Simmons 

are characterized as influential orators who use their rhetoric to impact the 

oscillating status of Harry’s masculinity. Undoubtedly, Harrison through his 

affidavit, words on paper, affects Harry’s financial status and thus his understanding 

of his own masculinity, making him vulnerable to Simmons’ rhetoric about having 

what it takes to fit a hegemonic model of masculinity. 

The reading of To Have and Have Not from masculinities perspective 

indicates its conformity to the model. Hemingway achieves a successful inclusion 

of complex depictions of different masculinities in a veridical stratified way. In 

addition, he positions the stratification of masculinities in his work in realistic 

settings taking into account different variables like ethnicity, race, and class while 

nurturing the whole with historical, political, and sociological elements. 

Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not offers an extensive representation of a world 

where men are not all the same, and, instead, different masculinities are constructed 

as hegemonic and less or non-hegemonic forms, by a social tacit agreement in a 

patriarchal system that oppresses men and women alike with predefined gender 
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roles. This stimulates the readers to question the constructed image of manhood and 

its ties with aggression, violence, and even crime and delinquency. These ties are 

uncovered in the succeeding chapter following the way Hemingway depicts them in 

the novel. 
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The following chapter consists of three sections and is concerned with highlighting 

the link between constructed masculinities and criminal or delinquent behaviour as 

a way to prove the masculine identity. The first section aims at revealing the 

financial strains in the story, which Hemingway creates to show the importance of 

male characters’ financial situation as a determining factor to either break or obey 

the law, therefore either committing crime or not. The second section tries to 

display how the models of masculinity are represented on competitive stances 

through homosocial interactions, creating a longing to ascend the ladder of 

masculinities even by taking extreme illegal measures. As for the third section, it is 

concerned with the portrayal of family relationships and their role in pushing the 

masculine image to a more aggressive form resulting in, as far as, criminality. 

3.1. Financial Instability as Strain in To Have and Have Not 

Throughout the novel, Hemingway illustrates different scenarios where male 

characters have varying financial complications especially when they try to make 

ends meet. These financial situations are closely related to class belonging and 

ethnicity, and they portray social control regarding the influence on the public 

sphere of patriarchy. In this section, the financial circumstances of different male 

characters embodying a variety of masculinities will be uncovered in order to 

investigate their pecuniary incentive to criminal and delinquent demeanour. 

3.1.1. Male Characters’ Perspective of Financial Strain 

Hemingway’s portrayal of Key West during the Great Depression reflects its 

realistic conditions since the area is known to be affected by the economic situation 

on a deeper level in comparison to other parts of the United States. According to 

Garry Boulard in his 1988 article, “Key West was bankrupt … and its financial 

plight … ‘was just about the most desperate in the country’” (166-167). Boulard’s 

statement solidifies Hemingway’s faithful representation of Key West’s overall 

economic condition. In this regard and on several occasions, Hemingway 

intertwines between Key West or Conchs, i.e. Key Westerners, and starvation in the 

novel. For instance, when Harry Morgan tries to convince Albert Tracy to join him 
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to smuggle the Cubans from Key West to Cuba, he criticizes the government 

saying: 

... What they’re trying to do is starve you Conchs out of here so they can burn 

down the shacks and put up apartments and make this a tourist town … after the 
poor people are starved out and gone somewhere else to starve some more they’re 

going to come in and make it into a beauty spot for tourists. (Hemingway 64)  

Hemingway’s view about how capitalism makes the poor poorer and the rich richer 

is apparent in this passage, which creates an undeniable straining situation for the 

poor, and more particularly for male characters who are faced with the obligation of 

providing for their families and protecting them from starvation.  

Hence, this condition represents a powerful incentive to commit illegal 

activity in order to avoid starvation because again Harry emphasizes: 

… I used to make thirty-five dollars a day right through the season taking people 

out fishing. Now I get shot and lose an arm, and my boat, running a lousy load of 

liquor that’s worth hardly as much as my boat. But let me tell you, my kids ain’t 
going to have their bellies hurt and I ain’t going to dig sewers for the government 

for less money than will feed them. I can’t dig now anyway. I don’t know who 

made the laws but I know there ain’t no law that you got to go hungry. 

(Hemingway 63) 

This passage clarifies the mentality of the majority of Key West male characters 

who are struggling to feed themselves and their families; they are represented as 

pressured to develop criminal and/or delinquent behaviour in order to satisfy a 

primary human need: having adequate food. The latter represents an objective 

strain, according to the previously mentioned Robert Agnew’s model of general 

strain theory (GST), which is experiencing a situation that is often disliked by the 

members of a certain group (320-321). In addition to the aversive starvation 

condition that most Conchs are facing, men, being the breadwinners in the 

patriarchal tacit agreement, are correspondingly obliged to provide enough food not 

only for themselves but also for their families. Their failure to do so is directly 

linked to their masculine failure of meeting a more hegemonic model of 

masculinity, or even losing their masculine identity altogether. Hemingway, 

undoubtedly, provides the right incentives for male characters to commit such 

illegal actions and portrays the overall male struggle in maintaining a masculine, 

socially satisfying image. 
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 In the previous quoted passage, Hemingway also describes the peculiar 

situation of Harry Morgan as a person and as a male, which is synonymous to 

Harry’s subjective strain being the personal evaluation of an objective strain in 

GST. Harry, because of smuggling liquor, lost his arm and his boat that he used to 

charter taking people fishing to make a living through legal hard work. Therefore, 

he lost his job and accordingly his social status as a fisherman and breadwinner 

which makes him in a harder situation as he cannot even work for the government 

on the relief since he cannot dig the sewers being one-armed. Besides, the wage of 

digging the sewers is not enough to provide adequate food for him and his family: a 

wife and three daughters. Hemingway carefully represents all of these particularities 

about Harry’s circumstances to give us a more subjective masculine view of the 

overall economic, straining condition in the novel. Inexorably, Harry does not have 

any choices but to adopt criminal behaviour in order to preserve his masculine 

image as a protector, breadwinner, and provider for his family.  

 Interestingly, Hemingway’s focus on the masculine identity vis-à-vis 

criminal behaviour is apparent when Harry justifies the futility of being shot and 

losing an arm during a smuggling journey to prove manhood by doing whatever it 

takes to keep one’s family from starvation in comparison to losing a testicle, which 

is an analogy to losing the masculine identity altogether. In addition, Harry justifies 

his position by saying, “… a man’s still a man with one arm or with one of those.” 

He adds, “[he] got those other two still” (Hemingway 64). Henceforth, Hemingway 

shows the male characters’ embroil in keeping a masculine socially accepted 

identity regardless of the used means, criminal action, and the inflicted damages, 

losing one’s arm, as long as they remain mainly breadwinners and protectors. 

 On the other hand, Albert Tracy, as well, is a man who is struggling to 

improve his position since he is a blue-collar, i.e. he belongs to the working class. 

From his work on the relief, he earns about seven dollars a week, and he has a 

family for which he has to provide, being the breadwinner. Hemingway is faithful 

in the portrayal of the financial situation of Key West working class during the 

Great Depression, and implicitly criticises how the government failed to secure jobs 
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with sufficient basic wages that can prevent Conchs from starvation. Alongside the 

pressure on male characters, such as Albert, to fit the hegemonic model of 

masculinity, this situation undoubtedly creates a strain, yet assessed differently in 

the case of Albert. 

 Albert’s assessment of the financial strain stems from his status as a man 

who embodies complicit masculinity; he clearly has lower social control in 

comparison to Harry who embodies a hegemonic model of masculinity even with 

one arm. Albert is encouraged to adopt criminal behaviour by Harry who states all 

of the factors that pressure Albert into being his partner in crime. For instance, 

Albert has to provide for his family (a wife and three kids) and keep them from 

starvation; this requires him to make enough money because working on the relief 

has a low wage (seven and a half dollars a week). In addition, Harry says to Albert, 

“None of you Conchs has any guts” (Hemingway 65); this allows Harry to pull 

some strings by defying Albert’s courage, which is considered as a masculine 

virtue, therefore, challenges his masculinity. Conclusively, all of the factors 

represent a threat to the masculine identity in one way or another; making money 

and providing for one’s family are tantamount to being the breadwinner and the 

protector. These traits form the socially constructed characteristics of masculinity as 

a whole, and hegemonic masculinity in particular; equally regarding the 

circumstances, push male characters to a more or less aggressive, delinquent, and 

even criminal conduct to meet the expected model. 

 Another interesting male character who engages in criminal activity is Sing. 

Hemingway, conversely, does not give us many details about Sing’s situation apart 

from being rich, eloquent, and elegant human trafficker. Fortunately, Sing’s 

incentives can be deduced from the overall situation of the Chinese in the United 

States during the Great Depression that he, as well, is pressured into crime as a 

marginalized man in a patriarchal capitalist society. During that time, even the 

Chinese-American were discriminated and segregated by social pressures that 

banned them from institutions and neighbourhoods alike to maintain the intactness 

of white supremacy (Depression Era: 1930s: Chinatown: De Facto Segregation). 
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Hemingway successfully represents this exclusion of the Chinese, including Sing, 

and the overall feeling Americans have about them, such is the case of Harry’s 

mistrust in Sing that plays a primer precursor in Harry’s decision to kill Sing in a 

manual, silent, and violent way. This could be representing the white Americans 

social tacit agreement to exclude, willingly, the Chinese from society regardless of 

their citizenship because of their mistrust in the exotic and their fear of the 

unknown. 

Conclusively, Sing’s situation can be imagined through these exclusion 

lenses; he is fighting for his social status as a marginalized male and an overlooked 

human being to prove his presence as both a man and a human being alike. 

Similarly, Harry’s mistrust is also justified because Hemingway represents Sing as a 

dishonest human trafficker. This, in itself, is contradictory; human trafficking is an 

illegal activity in which both Harry and Sing agree to take part in for different 

incentives that match their personal perspectives. Even though Harry knows Sing’s 

true intentions, he proceeds with the deal, deceives the Chinese, and kills Sing 

because he thought he was not trustworthy. The complexity of feelings in relation to 

actions stems not only from the ethnic and racial elements but also from the 

masculine identity of both Harry and Sing. Harry is a male character who is often 

portrayed as embodying hegemonic masculinity while Sing embodies marginalized 

masculinity and even possesses some effeminate traits because of his polite speech 

and smooth looks. Harry’s elimination of Sing reflects a deep rejection of any 

image of a man other than the one prescribed by patriarchal society. Therefore, 

Hemingway, again, reflects the complexities of the male world especially when 

entangled with ethnicity, race, and social discrimination that serve as a main strain 

in becoming a perpetrator. 

3.1.2. The Cuban Revolutionaries: 

Hemingway tackles the issue of the Cuban revolution as he brings four Cuban 

revolutionaries to the story. However, these revolutionaries are represented as 

robbers and terrorists that do what they have to do for “a good cause” (Hemingway 

73, 107), i.e. financing their revolution. Several are the reasons that push these four 
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revolutionaries to engage in criminal activity. The apparent incentive to steal the 

bank is to finance their revolution because they want to improve the general 

conditions of their country. One of them clearly states: 

We want to do away with all the old politicians, with all the American imperialism 

that strangles us, with the tyranny of the army. We want to start clean and give 

every man a chance. We want to end the slavery of the guajiros, you know, the 
peasants, and divide the big sugar estates among the people that work them. But we 

are not Communists. (Hemingway 113) 

Here, Hemingway gives the reader an insight to the strains that push these Cubans 

to engage in bank robbery. They are living in inconvenient, oppressive, terrifying 

conditions that create a straining situation for the whole population, in general strain 

theory, such situation is referred to as objective strain. Some of them surrendered to 

the oppression and some resorted to fighting terror with terror, like the four Cuban 

revolutionaries, according to the representation of Hemingway. This revolutionary 

aspect is reinforced by society because “[t]he achievement of masculinity is based 

upon a performance given by men relating to particular expectations about how men 

should, or ought to, behave” (McFarlane 322). In this case, the performance is the 

revolutionaries’ belief in their good cause to achieve their goals by any means. 

 However, the necessity for humiliating the taxi driver by yanking his pants, 

and killing Bee-Lips, Albert Tracy, and Harry Morgan during the robbery is 

portrayed as ambiguous. The Cubans in all of these situations, regardless of their 

ethnicity, are the ones who are powerful since the four of them are armed, yet the 

use of their power is not explicitly justified. Probably, their rage originates from 

their frustration from being treated condescendingly by white Americans and 

regarded as marginalized men. Besides, as one of the four Cubans stated, they are 

exasperated with “American imperialism that strangles [them]” (Hemingway 113). 

That plays as a factor that fosters negative emotions since it exerts financial 

pressure on Cubans who strive to live a better life. 

 The Cuban boy later clearly states the explicit incentive to rob the bank, 

“‘[w]e just raise money now for the fight,’ the boy said. ‘To do that we have to use 

means that later we would never use. Also, we have to use people we would not 
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employ later. But the end is worth the means …’” (Hemingway 113). Evidently, 

financial strain is a precursor to these Cubans’ criminal behaviour; on the other 

hand, the utilitarian19 approach of this revolution is undeniable in that the ends 

justify the means even if it involves robbing banks and killing people. However, 

although Hemingway lived in Cuba for a considerable amount of time, the effect of 

the shooting is only seen from the side of Americans in the novel, as the reader does 

not know anything about the personal lives of these Cubans and the effect of their 

deaths on their families if they have any. 

 Further, the boy elaborates about the ambivalence these Cuban men endure 

because of their belief in the necessity of violence and crime in order to achieve 

their goals as Cuban revolutionaries and to fulfil the expected image of masculinity 

in question: 

… because of the state the movement is in at present we can’t trust people. I regret 

the necessity for the present phase very much. I hate terrorism. I also feel very 
badly about the methods for raising the necessary money. But there is no choice. 

You do not know how bad things are in Cuba (113). 

This passage, shows this Cuban boy’s view of the revolution as a necessary evil. 

Although he “hate[s] terrorism”, he himself is portrayed as a terrorist by 

Hemingway as a way to show the perplexities males face throughout their lives 

because of constructed norms and their staunch belief that they have “no choice”. 

Again, males are not the only perpetrators as patriarchy as a whole contributes to 

the making of a masculine image which is associated with violence. 

3.2. Men Versus Men and Who Is “[A]ble to [T]ake [I]t” 

Hemingway represents masculinities on competitive grounds in a strata promoting 

the use of any means in order to achieve a hegemonic model of masculinity in a 

certain cultural and temporal context of patriarchy. These means may generate 

strains that promote the recourse to any form of violence in an environment where 

men defy and challenge one other to perform these forms of violence in order to 

                                                             
19 According to Cambridge dictionary, utilitarianism is “the system of thought that states that the 

best action or decision in a particular situation is the one that brings most advantages to the most 

people” (UTILITARIANISM: Meaning, Definition In The Cambridge English Dictionary.) 
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prove themselves among each other. Such is the case of many male characters in To 

Have and Have Not. 

3.2.1. Homosocial Interactions as Violence Promoters 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, Hemingway represents Harry Morgan as a 

man who fits a hegemonic model of masculinity because, mainly, he is white, 

heterosexual, and physically strong. The influence such men have on other men 

who embody alternative masculinities is incredible. For instance, when Harry is 

with Eddy aboard the boat to smuggle the Chinese illegal immigrants, Eddy 

witnesses Harry murdering Sing with his bare hands and drowning his body. Eddy 

says nothing about it because he idolizes Harry who embodies hegemonic 

masculinity; the latter is depicted as utilitarian because he claims that he killed Sing 

“[t]o keep from killing twelve other Chinks” (Hemingway 38), showing Harry’s 

obligation to kill since he is conditioned to believe that he has no other choice in 

such situations. Therefore, Eddy’s embodiment of complicit masculinity makes him 

also complicit in crime. Then, when Harry decides to deceive the Chinese illegal 

immigrants by forcing them to get overboard in Cuba instead of the United States, 

he asks Eddy to use guns. Eddy although not totally convinced of the need for guns, 

he takes the rifle while Harry takes the pump-gun that they both use to intimidate 

the Chinese illegal immigrants to force them getting overboard. The incident 

represents the impact of homosocial interactions in supporting violence and 

tolerating crime instead of protesting it because of the heavy social pressure they 

both receive on both ends; Harry has to act like the man and Eddy has to follow his 

example. 

 Similarly, a situation in which Hemingway deploys the effect of homosocial 

interactions on promoting violence is when he depicts veterans who challenge one 

another about who can take more beating than the other can in several fight scenes 

at Freddy’s bar. One of the veterans was telling about hitting his friend on the head 

about fifty times, “[j]ust like playing on a drum”. An analogy Hemingway uses to 

show the significance of violence in the world of manhood by referring to it as 

some pleasant activity that males enjoy doing to perform their masculinity. On the 
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other hand, the other veteran, the one beaten on the head, is proud of being able to 

take it and admits that “[s]ometimes it feels good”; it is even described as “an art” 

and a “pleasure” (Hemingway 137). Hence, the performance of masculinity through 

violence is not only normalised and pleasant to the one exercising it but also to the 

one on the receiving end of it. 

 An even more cruel scene is portrayed when a man is hit by two other men at 

the same bar; while they were harshly beating him, the man “went down on the 

cement floor and covered his head with his arms” and “he had not made a sound”. 

This is typical of men’s constructed identity since they are not allowed to show their 

emotional vulnerability. Although the man is beaten in a very violent and 

humiliating way he still shows his stoicism. They continued to beat him until they 

broke his jaw and came back to the bar after leaving him with “his head in a little 

pool of blood”. The lack of empathy among men is very apparent in this part since 

neither the ones hitting him sympathized with the victim nor all the spectators in the 

bar intervened to stop the assault. Per contra, other males reward their offense as 

one of them says admiringly, “[b]oy, you can hit,” (Hemingway 138). The incident 

shows the reinforcement of society and homosocial interactions in particular of this 

violent even criminal behaviour, which contributes to having higher social control 

and plays as incentive to keep the expected chivalrous hegemonic masculine image. 

 Thereafter, Hemingway presents the social construct of the concept of war 

being a “purifying and ennobling force”. War, the utmost form of violence where 

crimes and delinquencies are present in every corner, in patriarchy, is considered 

the most courageous activity men can participate in, making of them soldiers, a 

status given to only the most chivalrous of all men. Hemingway openly asks the 

question of “whether only people like [the men in the bar] are fitted to be soldiers or 

whether the different services have formed [them]” (Hemingway, 139); this 

question clearly doubts that masculinity is essentialist and contemplates the 

possibility of the contribution of society to form the masculine identity that 

endorses crime and pushes men into it. 
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 Because of the violent homosocial environment these men are in, even 

Richard Gordon who considers himself as “almost never violent” (Hemingway 

134), contradicts his somewhat peaceful nature of non-violence when he hits the 

man for whom his wife is leaving him. The men who were drinking heavily with 

him suggested to hit his wife’s lover, but Richard refused and even restated that he 

is not his wife’s lover to preserve his image as a man because losing a wife stems 

from a flawed masculinity reflecting weakness of character. This depiction of the 

metamorphosis in a man’s behaviour because of his surroundings shows the social 

strain on men to perform violence in order to defend their masculine identity. 

Hemingway represents the hegemonic factor of masculinity, as Connell 

borrowed the concept of hegemony from Antonio Gramsci, where they both 

implicitly suggest a distinction between the internal and external function of 

hegemony that refer to leadership and domination, and Connell used the concept to 

refer to leadership concerning alternative masculinities and domination over 

women, respectively (Demetriou 344-345). However, the distinction in 

masculinities relations is displayed in the work as follows; men embodying a 

hegemonic model of masculinity lead men who embody complicit masculinity to 

dominate men embodying marginalized masculinity. This leadership and 

domination are both maintained through the use of violence as a means of 

sustaining the status quo of the hierarchical scheme of masculinities, this violence 

in many occasions leads to crime and delinquency. Therefore, the social context 

plays a tremendous role to create a strain pressuring male characters into crime and 

delinquency. 

3.2.2. The Shaping of Male Characters’ Criminality 

Hemingway’s portrayal of how masculinities are shaped is very veridical because of 

his experience as a man and his knowledge about the issues males in general face in 

patriarchy. One aspect that he exposes is the role the elite plays in shaping and 

promoting the notion of masculinity and the strain it exerts on males pushing them 

to extreme behavioural performances such as crime and delinquency. 
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For instance, Mr. Johnson, a rich man who deceives Harry, apparently 

belongs to the upper class and he is to some extent the precursor of Harry’s criminal 

journey. Being deceived by someone who is rich makes Harry sore as he expresses 

himself saying, “I’m sore. I been sore a long time” (Hemingway 64). As a male 

character, this feeling of injustice and loss of social control alongside previously 

mentioned factors, such as the burden patriarchy puts on males to preserve their 

masculine image, create a strong incentive that pressures Harry to cope with it by 

resorting to crime. Hemingway shows that the leading examples, i.e. the rich, are 

not reflecting a good image of masculinity and are even reinforcing a toxic one 

since Mr. Johnson himself, living a lavish life style, apparently collected his wealth 

from deceiving other people. 

Equally, as mentioned in the previous subsection, war in patriarchy is 

regarded as a heroic action. On the other hand, war is decided upon political 

interests of the elite, which is formed at that time by males making rules for other 

males to fight in wars. Wars are planned by the elite and fought by men who belong 

to lower classes: 

The ones with nothing to lose. [They] are the completely brutalized ones. [They]’re 
worse than the stuff the original Spartacus worked with. But it’s tough to try to do 

anything with because [they] have been beaten so far that the only solace is booze 

and the only pride is in being able to take it. (Hemingway 139) 

Here, Hemingway shows the way war brings the worst in male characters and 

traumatises them to the point that they become delinquent and even criminal, 

addicted to booze and to violence alike. As Connell states in his book Masculinities 

(1995), “[v]iolence on the largest possible scale is the purpose of the military; and 

no arena has been more important for the definition of hegemonic masculinity in 

European/American culture” (213). This argument reinforces the way Hemingway 

represents the concept of war regarding masculinity. War is, therefore, the arena in 

which atrocities are lived and ugly crimes are committed for the purpose of proving 

masculinity and competing to achieve a hegemonic model of masculinity in 

patriarchy. 
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 On the other hand, the contribution of the government in patriarchy, which is 

formed by the elite, in growing criminal rate is portrayed in the novel through 

referring to the Prohibition era20. In this regard, Hemingway shows how this 

prohibition affected the nation by increasing the rate of crime among males through 

Wesley who questions why bootlegging is still practiced although prohibition is 

over, and “[w]hy don’t people be honest and decent and make a decent honest 

living?” (Hemingway 47). An answer to this question is that patriarchy through 

passing laws shapes the minds of people and, in this case particularly, the minds of 

males to resort to crime in order to practice their individual freedom since 

restricting it is related to lower their social control and lessen their power, therefore, 

is considered as threatening to their masculine identity. Likewise, according to 

History website, “the Prohibition era encouraged the rise of criminal activity 

associated with bootlegging” (Prohibition). The elite makes decisions for the rest 

without considering the individuality of each human being and without caring about 

worsening the whole situation, which creates a strain especially for males who are 

conditioned to endeavour achieving a hegemonic masculine image. 

 Interestingly, Hemingway depicts Harry’s death in a significant way: the 

indication that patriarchal society pushes males to their deaths in the quest of 

acquiring a hegemonic masculine identity. However, when meeting such a fate 

Harry realises that, “[n]o matter how a man alone ain’t got no bloody fucking 

chance” (Hemingway 152). This implies that a male alone does not have a chance to 

survive the devastating effects of the social constructs of patriarchy, where 

everyone participates in the perpetuation and the conservation of a system defined 

by the elite. This system oppresses individuals, males and females, and obliges 

them to act in specific roles by using different means in order to fit in. In addition, it 

contemplates the collective quest to finding alternatives to patriarchy for a better 

world where even “a man alone” can have a chance. 

 

                                                             
20It is the “legal prevention of the manufacture, sale, and transportation of alcoholic beverages in 

the United States from 1920 to 1933 under the terms of the Eighteenth Amendment.” (Britannica) 
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3.3. The Thrust of Interpersonal Relationships 

Families are supposed to be the most reliable emotional support system; however, 

in patriarchies, family members represent a burden to each other because of the 

dysfunctional relationships between one another. Hemingway represents how male 

characters are burdened by their families and in some situations are even sent to 

their death by engaging in crime because of that burden. In this section, I will 

endeavour to uncover the male characters’ perspective of the concept of family 

regarding their perceived masculine image and their reinforced violent activity. 

3.3.1 The Male Character’s Family Burden 

In patriarchal society, being male is problematic when it comes to emotional 

openness and vulnerability. Men are only allowed to show strong negative emotions 

such as anger and irritation; any man who is more vulnerable than he socially 

should be is going to face doubts and accusations about his incomplete, flawed 

masculine identity. Hemingway represents all of these uncertainties in To Have and 

Have Not through different male characters who are struggling to maintain a 

socially accepted masculine image especially in front of their families: the 

immediate environment that forms their identity as men. 

 For instance, the protagonist of the story, Harry Morgan, has a wife and three 

daughters. Harry doubts his own masculinity when talking to his wife, Marie:  

“Funny we couldn’t get no boys.” 

“That’s because you’re such a man. That way it always comes out girls.” 

“I ain’t no hell of a man,” (Hemingway 85) 

His masculinity is put into question because he has no sons, a norm determined by 

patriarchy to measure the degree of masculinity of a male, and this doubt is rooted 

in his mind because of the power society as a whole and family in particular exert 

on the individual’s pattern of thought. The answer of his wife, however, does not 

welcome Harry’s vulnerability and openness about his doubtful state of mind yet 

reinforces his embodiment of an even more hegemonic form of masculinity to 
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compensate the shortcomings of his male sexuality, therefore his masculine identity, 

because of his failure to produce male children.  

In addition, Marie, regardless of her knowledge about the dangerous attempt 

in which her husband, Harry, is going to engage, she pictures it as an obligation, 

“‘I’m going on a bad trip.’ [Harry said] ‘Oh, God,’ she said. ‘Oh, God, I wish you 

didn’t have to do these things’”. Certainly, being a female in a patriarchal society, 

Marie believes that a man has to provide for his family at any cost, and in this case, 

she supports her husband’s decision to engage in criminal activity and even frame it 

as if he has no alternatives. Moreover, she does not only side with him, but also 

when he asks her to bring him the Thompson gun, she initially asks him not to take 

it. However, when he says that he has to, she happily suggests if he needs any more 

ammunition, saying, “Do you want any boxes of shells?” (Hemingway 85). This 

shows Marie’s agreement with Harry’s criminal activity and her complicity in crime 

being the wife of the perpetrator, the person with whom he has the most intimate 

relationship. She does not only normalise his criminal demeanour but also pressures 

him into it. Hemingway shows the influence of male characters’ families on their 

choice to engage in violence in general. 

Another example, in which Hemingway represents the female contribution in 

reinforcing violent behaviour, would be when Harry smacks another man in Cuba. 

The incident as Marie recalls it: 

I remember that time he took me over to Havana when he was making such good 

money and we were walking in the park and a nigger said something to me and 
Harry smacked him, and picked up his straw hat that fell off, and sailed it about a 

half a block and a taxi ran over it. I laughed so it made my belly ache. (Hemingway 

173)  

Here, Harry acted as a protector out of chivalry yet he did not react equally to the 

supposed offensive speech that Hemingway does not really mention in the story. 

Harry physically attacked the supposed offender, took a step further, and humiliated 

him by throwing away his straw hat to show his white supremacy, his role as a 

chivalrous protector of his wife, and his superiority as a male who embodies 

hegemonic masculinity over another male who is clearly marginalized because of 
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both his race and ethnicity. On the other hand, Marie is very pleased with Harry’s 

violent reaction as she clearly shows her accordance with violence by laughing at 

the incident, which consequently reinforces and encourages such behaviour 

overtime. Hemingway shows how the female factor is also responsible for 

attributing violence to males in patriarchy. 

The relationship between Harry and Marie looks apparently effortless yet is 

troubled affecting both parts and especially Harry in a negative way. As René 

Gerard states, in his book Violence and the Sacred (1977), about the importance of 

human relationships in reinforcing violence that, “[w]hen relationships between 

men are troubled, when men cease to cooperate among themselves and to come to 

terms with one another, there is no human enterprise that does not suffer” (94). 

Henceforth, these interpersonal relationships are a direct precursor of collective 

violence, which has different origins yet has to be performed by males in a gendered 

belief system. 

Hemingway brings another aspect of family that pushes males to be who they 

are and to endeavour fitting a hegemonic model of masculinity that calls for 

violence and is constructed by society and nurtured by family since the early ages of 

boyhood. Through the eyes of a rich female character named Dorothy Hollis, 

Hemingway tells us that, “[men] can’t help the way they’re built any more than we 

[women] can”. The implication of an essentialist social construct of masculinity is 

salient in this example. In addition, Dorothy adds, “You can’t blame them [men] if 

that’s the way they are” because “[t]he ones we know are all brought up wrong” 

(Hemingway 164). Here, Hemingway also includes the factor of family, therefore 

society, in the formation of the masculine identity of males and tacitly its 

associations with all of the traits including violence and aggression that make a 

hegemonic form of masculinity. Therefore, Hemingway defies as well the 

essentialist social construct by saying that it is the mere product of society since the 

immediate environment of family and society as a whole are all included in 

determining the masculine identity and perpetuating it in patriarchy through 

encouraging its performance by male actors. 
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One more example that Hemingway uses to show the entitlement and the 

feelings of confusion displayed by male characters vis-à-vis family structure is 

when Richard Gordon, a drunkard writer, discovers that his wife, Helen, cheated on 

him when he was cheating on her. Ironically, Richard cheating on his wife is not as 

condemned as his wife cheating on him, and the wife is accepting her condemnation 

as she enables his poor treatment all along their argument by reinforcing his 

behaviour of cheating entitlement alongside his physical violence. Although Helen 

tried to be a good wife, gave up everything for the love of her husband, and “put up 

with [Richard’s] rages and jealousies and [his] meannesses ...” (Hemingway 126), 

she is still more condemned for cheating than Richard because of his patriarchal 

dividend which allows him to objectify women as a form of maintaining the 

masculine image. Hemingway, thereafter, delves in the definition of a man from this 

woman’s perspective as she is leaving her husband for someone who is like her 

father who was clearly from the working class, which implicates apparent physical 

strength in comparison to the writer.  

Helen describes her father as follows, “[h]e was a boiler maker and his hands 

were all broken and he liked to fight when he drank, and he could fight when he 

was sober”. Again, relating masculinity to physical strength and violence inspires 

males to engage in violence and eventually in crime when needed. She further 

continues her description of her father saying: 

Maybe he did [cheat on his wife], but if he did he told the priest, not her, and if he 

did it was because he couldn’t help it and he was sorry and repented of it. He didn’t 

do it out of curiosity, or from barnyard pride, or to tell his wife what a great man he 
was. If he did it was because my mother was away with us kids for the summer, 

and he was out with the boys and got drunk. He was a man. (Hemingway 126, 126-

127) 

The flawed aspects of masculinity are displayed in this passage. It is perceived as 

acceptable and even agreeable for a man in patriarchy to adopt delinquent behaviour 

of drinking and engage in a crime such as adultery21; as long as the wife is not 

aware of the latter then it is tolerable and even justified by having the right 

incentive, which is the masculine sexual urge. Hemingway relates being “a man” to 

                                                             
21 Which is considered still a crime in twenty states in the United States of America (Laskow). 
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these flawed double standards represented through the female counterparts as a 

perpetuating element of the burden male have to carry to fulfil the requirements of 

masculinity. 

 Helen’s discourse is faced with actual physical violence as Richard slaps her 

unapologetically, she protested, however, “‘[y]ou didn’t need to do that,’ she said. 

‘Oh, yes, I did,’ he said. ‘You know an awful lot, but you don’t know how much I 

needed to do that’”. Hence, being male, his instilled reaction to frustration is 

expressed through violence since masculinity as a whole does not allow men to be 

emotionally vulnerable and to show weakness when their expectations as men are 

not met. After Richard apologizes, Helen feels sorry for him that their marriage is 

over, yet he threatens her, “‘[d]on’t you be sorry for me or I’ll slap you again.’ ‘I 

guess I’d feel better if you slapped me,’ she said” (Hemingway 127, 129). Again, 

the female is playing an important role in encouraging violence as a form of 

submission and perpetuation of social constructs alike. 

 Later, Richard Gordon to cope with his frustration from the break-up, he 

goes to the bar and gets drunk. While he has some conversations with some people 

at the bar, Hemingway succeeds to set a depressed tone in Richard’s utterances. The 

feeling of frustration is transmitted to the reader although the masculine aspect of 

the latter prevents him from explicitly expressing his sadness and agony. His only 

resort is in delinquency: drinking until he feels numb despite being sure that it will 

only alter his perspective of reality, momentarily. Then Richard encounters the man 

his wife is leaving him for, John MacWalsey, and “[Richard] felt a sick feeling in 

his chest. And he knew for the first time how a man feels when he looks at the man 

his wife is leaving him for” (Hemingway 144). However, Richard keeps his 

suffering for himself because he is a man and his emotional crises are not openly 

welcome in patriarchy. He lost a positively valued stimulus and feels that he has 

low social control which creates a powerful strain on him since he is sensitive, 

being an artist, a writer. All of these elements contribute to his delinquent behaviour 

of heavy drinking and eventually his attempt to hit the man who stole his wife from 

him. Again, violence is closely associated to males’ inability to express frustration 
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and coping with it differently because of the predetermined roles attributed to them 

in patriarchy. Hemingway portrays this aspect of the delicacy and fragility of male 

emotions and their metamorphosis to delinquent behaviour or violent actions to 

maintain the socially accepted masculine identity. 

The chapter at hand tackled three main straining situations that create 

incentive to either crime or delinquency, namely, financial strain, homosocial 

interactions, and family relationships. Relating masculinities to these strains 

demonstrates that both aspects are highly impacted by the social constructs in 

patriarchy, which Hemingway has successfully portrayed by including crucial 

details that show the flaws of masculinity as seen in patriarchy which infiltrate 

violence, therefore crime and delinquency, as a way to prove the masculine identity. 

Although some elements are implicitly included, Hemingway stimulates the 

reader’s critical thinking about patriarchy as oppressing to both males and females 

alike, and about how violence is not born with males but is acquired because of 

their environment. The analysis carried in this chapter has also suggested that the 

novel depicts the use of violence, crime and delinquency in particular, in defence of 

masculinity and the masculine identity as a whole. Finally, this chapter highlighted 

the possibility of defying the oppression of patriarchy through collective action to 

break the cycle of its perpetuation. 
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Hemingway’s use of a setting of a corrupt, capitalist, patriarchal, white-supremacist 

society where male characters engage in crime and delinquency in To Have and 

Have Not, raised interest in studying the complex world of manhood and its ties 

with crime and delinquency in the novel. In addition, the consulted literature reveals 

not only the importance of masculinities studies stance but also the lack of elaborate 

research on the dimension of crime and delinquency of the work and of 

Hemingway’s representation of the importance of social constructs in shaping male 

character’s minds to pressure them into crime and delinquency. 

 Based on the gaps indicated, this dissertation tried to trace the way in which 

masculinities are constructed in the novel as well as the way in which they are 

related to crime to defend the masculine identity. In order to fulfil its objectives, this 

dissertation studies the novel by relying eclectically on theoretical concepts tied 

with masculinities studies and general strain theory of crime and delinquency. To 

indicate the construction of masculinities, the model offered by Robert Connell is 

the frame I have used alongside Robert Agnew’s definition of strain to study the 

relationship of masculinities with crime and delinquency, and to investigate the use 

of criminal and delinquent behaviour in defence of masculinity in patriarchy. 

 In the first chapter, Contextualizing Masculinities in Relation to Crime and 

Delinquency, the main concern was theoretical. The chapter first discussed 

masculinities studies and delved in masculinities relations: hegemony, complicity, 

and marginalization. Second, it introduced general strain theory of crime and 

delinquency and thoroughly defined strains both objective and subjective, aiming at 

familiarising readers with these flexible concepts and introducing the analytical 

tools of the second and third chapters. It tried to trace the emergence and historical 

development of masculinities studies, from its start as a pro-feminist movement, the 

Mythopoetic Men’s Movement, until actual masculinities studies where the 

plurality of masculinities is suggested and connected to hegemonic masculinity. It 

then moved to defining masculinities relations by clarifying the ambiguities and 

confusions. Next, it attempted to trace the foundation of general strain theory and to 

clarify the term of strain in criminology by presenting its characteristics alongside 
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its major types, and finally relating it to masculinities through criminology under 

the light of general strain theory that have shown the relationship of gender, 

including masculinity, with crime and delinquency. With reference to the previous 

concepts, the defining attempt of the chapter advanced the ties of crime and 

delinquency as a tool to prove masculinity in patriarchy. 

 Within the same chapter, the analytical tools used in this dissertation in 

analysing the presence of a world of masculinities who are pressured into crime and 

delinquency in To Have and To Have Not was explained. The model of 

masculinities relations proposed by Robert Connell consists of four types of 

relations among which only three were taken because of their conformity with the 

novel. First, hegemonic masculinity, which is not only hegemonic regarding the 

female counterparts but also regarding alternative masculinities. Second, complicit 

masculinity being the type of men who take advantage of the patriarchal dividend 

and admire the hegemonic model but struggle to achieve it. Finally, marginalized 

masculinity being the type of masculinity embodied by males from other races or 

other ethnicities. In addition, the hierarchies of class, ethnicity, and race go hand in 

hand with gender hierarchy, particularly that of masculinity. This hierarchical 

model suggests a competitive relationship among masculinities in homosocial 

interactions. 

Since previous research has not focused on the hierarchy of masculinities to 

indicate the presence of a relationship between crime and masculinity in To Have 

and Have Not, the second chapter, entitled the Masculinities Strata in To Have and 

Have Not, aimed at investigating Hemingway’s representation of the hierarchical 

nature of masculinities. The text presents the complexities of masculinities and 

masculinity relationships in a veridical manner. Hemingway promotes this veridical 

composition by working on the characters’ reflection of reality in a context that 

reproduces the United States of America and Cuba during the Great Depression. He 

describes both settings and feelings in detail to bring the male characters’ 

complexities to life through different assumptions of different characters including 

the narrator. 
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In the novel studied in this dissertation, the complex world of masculinities is 

presented with all its ambiguities and confusions in a hierarchical way aligned with 

class, ethnicity, and race. The hegemonic model is usually white, heterosexual, 

physically strong males of the United States of America. Alternative masculinities 

are either white Americans who are lacking other traits and fall under a complicit 

category or they embody marginalized masculinity, belonging to other races: Black 

and Chinese, or to other ethnicities regardless of their race: Cubans. The racial and 

ethnic factor are necessary in determining the type of masculinity that is 

marginalized vis-à-vis the cultural and temporal context because of the flexible 

nature of the whole concept of masculinity. The distinction between the hegemonic 

form and complicit one is more related to class and physical appearance; however, 

they both have the element of heterosexuality and whiteness in common. To Have 

and Have Not is also fostered through historical and biographical allusions since 

Hemingway presents the flawed world of masculinities from his own masculine 

experience. In addition, Hemingway solidifies his representation of the masculine 

world of his novel with political elements. 

The social construct of masculinity that is represented by Hemingway ahead 

of his time is relevant to both masculinities studies and to general strain theory of 

crime and delinquency, deliberately stimulating the reader’s suspicions. 

Hemingway carefully displays how the constructed model is problematic in the way 

that it oppresses females and males alike in patriarchy and it reinforces and 

perpetuates the association of manhood with chivalry which may include 

aggression, violence, and even delinquency, and crime. 

The third chapter, Crime and Delinquency as Proof of Masculinity in To 

Have and Have Not, depicts the strains represented in the novel being of different 

natures. Some examples were studied in this dissertation, and their effect on male 

characters was investigated. For instance, the financial strain affects the whole 

population since they are in economic depression. However, males are held 

responsible to provide adequate food and to ensure a good life for their families 

regardless of the used means, and some Cuban male characters are asked to finance 
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a social revolution with no consideration for the difficulties of finding a legal source 

for funding. This inexorably pushes many male characters into either developing 

delinquent behaviour or committing criminal offenses in order to preserve their 

masculine image and meet the expectations of their society. 

Another example, studied in the same chapter, is the effect of homosocial 

gatherings and interactions on male characters. Hemingway shows that male 

characters challenge each other in violent or delinquent tasks, and that they 

encourage each other to overcome frustration through violence since they are stoic 

in the sense that they do not express their vulnerabilities and weaknesses yet they 

exteriorize such frustrations through violent behaviour that may include 

delinquency or crime. On the other hand, the effect of the elite on other men is also 

emphasized in the sense that men push other men to adopt violence and crime in 

order to fit the social construct. For instance, being a soldier in war is determined by 

the elite and regarded highly by society, pushing males to engage in war regardless 

of its ugliness and its atrocities in which the utmost forms of violence are exhibited. 

Here, Hemingway questions the nature of masculinity as related to violence and 

implies that violence is not a male’s nature, and that it is acquired through its 

continuous reinforcement by society as a whole, instead. 

The individual strains are emphasized in the last section of the chapter where 

Hemingway shows how families in patriarchy fail to provide the needed emotional 

support. Contrastingly, families are portrayed as one of the factors that push men to 

develop delinquent behaviour or to engage in crime because of the instilment of the 

supposed masculine values in males’ minds since childhood in familial 

environment. Even with their families, men are not allowed to show weaknesses. 

Hemingway is aware of the status of men as breadwinners who are estimated to 

meet their families’ needs and expectations, and failing to do so is portrayed as a 

failure of performing the masculine identity. Hemingway, thereafter calls for a 

social change, starting from the immediate environment of family, to disconnect 

masculinity from violence and to break the cycle of its perpetuation as a 

manifestation of manhood. 
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The modest contribution of this dissertation tried to cover gaps identified in 

the consulted literature. However, because of time and space constraints, lack of 

data, or irrelevance with the topic of this dissertation, I could not cover a number of 

elements in the allocated space, and I could not investigate some elements in the 

appropriate depth. This study highlighted the resort to crime and delinquency in 

defence of masculinity in Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not, and showed it 

possible to apply such eclectic approach on Hemingway’s works since he usually 

displays flawed models of masculinity that resort to either crime, delinquency, or 

both at once. 

The suggested approach would be more productive if the psychological 

element and the aspect of sociology of emotions to study the male characters’ 

psyche and individual traits is included. Because of time, space, and limits of the 

eclectic approach, this research could not offer an initial discussion on this notion. 

However, throughout the reading of Hemingway’s novel, I observed that the 

recommended approach is relevant to the deconstruction of the male psychological 

incentives regarding the emotional aspect to crime and delinquency. By studying 

the personality traits and the portrayal of the psyche of those male characters, a 

more holistic and accurate understanding of their resort to delinquent and/or 

criminal behaviour is going to be uncovered. 

 The other suggested area of research that would explicate Hemingway’s 

view of masculinity in relation to crime and delinquency is by relating it to his 

biography. Ernest Hemingway, himself, had a troubled childhood where he was 

confused about his gender being dressed and treated like a girl on several occasions, 

which created his ambivalence towards the notion of masculinity. Another 

disturbance in his family is his dysfunctional relationship with his father instilling 

more ambiguity about manhood. Finally, the fact that all the Hemingway family has 

a history of psychological disorders, addicting problems, and suicides, including 

Ernest Hemingway’s suicide, would be relevant to his reflection about the issue of 

the study. 
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 Lastly, most of Hemingway’s works include males with defaulted 

constructed masculinities who resort to crime and delinquency in most occasions. 

Hence, the same approach may be applied on his short story “The Killers” (1927), 

his novel A Farewell to Arms (1929), or any of his other works that include 

manifestations of manhood through violence in general and crime and delinquency 

on a more specific level. 
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