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Detaching the power of truth from the forms of hegemony, social, economic, and cultural, within which it operates at the present time  (Foucault in Rabinow, 1986, p.75)

Introduction

This work in progress paper is a first draft that seeks to compare the phenomenon of masculinity and the way that emergency public service workers operate in continual danger - something that when repeated in the military takes a huge toll on the psychological well being of people in the front line.  As in most of my work I am following a pro-feminist line (Hearn 1994).  This is done by first looking at the role of the hero and identifying the toll when tested in war.  The discussion then moves to identify if these arguments hold true for the work of emergency workers (who also have an image of working in a dangerous occupation). The conclusion suggests that the notion of danger may provide a powerful masculinity but as in all masculinities, this might just be an image provided by a powerful group.  For the reality is that when people really do put their lives in continual danger in the military, even for a small time compared with the time police and fire officers appear to do so, many of them suffer psychologically.

Heroes

As firefighters picked their way through what remained of the World Trade Centre, they, and the rest of the world, paused to realise that once again firefighters have become a symbol of all that is good in the world.  In particular, firefighters’ masculinity appears as a counter to the toxic masculinities that caused the very scene in which they as firefighters prove themselves.  New York’s ‘finest’ are indeed a shining symbol of the very best in courage and humanitarian selflessness.  They were amongst the first to respond to the disaster and they were still there at the point when the last lorry of rubble left.  Sadly, their presence is no longer to save life, but to search for the signs that there once was life.  In some ways this is a personal mission, for amongst the 6000 bodies that this site gave up, are some 340 are of their own dead.  For these firefighters, as with so many New Yorkers, the reminders of this terrible tragedy will never end.  Each day, now and in the future, their fire appliances, will continue to carry firefighters who are just as prepared to help their public as they were before the 11th of September.  Firefighters are indeed a masculinity that needs to be celebrated (Aitkendhead 2008; Faludi 2008), but in that typical irony that is the group who are proud to call themselves men, many of those firefighters who are acting out this masculinity are female.

The world has many heroes: the unknown man or woman who steps in front of danger to save a child or colleagues; the lone victim of an illness who fights to survive; the high profile politicians who refuses to deflect from their journey and then goes on to turn the tide of history; the military leader who saves a nation.  Some heroes are soon forgotten, but not everyone.  In the UK, our history books are full of war heroes and we name places and erect statues to remind us of their deeds.  The emphasis on war heroes may be a response to what Dawson ((1994a; 1994b) identifies as a British requirement to be able to persuade men to fight (and win) wars.  However, in war, as in peace, despite the names being forgotten, the imagery can ‘live’ on.  We remember ‘the few’ who flew spitfires; Bomber Command; the North Atlantic Convoys.  
That is one view, but a second view could suggest that some of these heroes have achieved fame by luck, circumstance or even foolhardy actions.  When scrutinised some of our heroes behaviour is capable of alternative analysis.  Colonel Harry H. was awarded a VC for his actions at Goose Green.  Later analysis suggests he may have deliberately put himself in harms way.  But perhaps that is why he got the VC?  Nelson could be subject to a similar critique.  By appearing on deck in full uniform, he may have inspired his sailors, but he also invited the sniper’s bullet.  This second view, which suggests a clouding of the division between the heroic imagery of selflessness and the narcissm of self-promotion may not always popular.  
Many prefer the portrayal of masculinity around people like Lawrence of Arabia (Dawson 1991: 118): someone who is brave yet un-compliant – a man’s man.  There is as a result a power that goes alongside this imagery.  It is something that many men seek, others elevate and some women admire.  This belief supports a gender order that in turn creates masculine hierarchies (Carrigan et al. 1985; Connell 1987; 1995).  Nonetheless, as the critique of war continues, the need to provide heroes can be both popular and challenging at the same time.  What it could also do though is to provide some insight into the phenomenon that is masculinity    

Shell shock and cowardice

Pat Barker (1992; 1994; 1996) in her feminist trilogy of the First World War, provides a very different view of heroism.  Cutting through the glamour of war, Barker provides a fictional account based on the ‘facts’ about life in the trenches.  Her vivid description provides a view of the very real outcomes for the soldiers caught up in this ‘heroic’ fight.  Barker’s critical gaze fleshes out Wendy Holden’s (1998) academic skeleton of qualitative and quantitative description of the shell shock.  A mental illness that in more enlightened times we have renamed as Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD).  Readers of these four books could hardly fail to recognise the psychological problems faced by military personnel at times of war.  Karner’s (1998) qualitative account on the effects of the Vietnamese war on American ex-servicemen shows in more modern times how the horrors of war can mentally disfigure.  

By the time the Second World War arrived, the military were less likely to shoot people for cowardice.  However, the British army responded differently to PTSD than the RAF. Realising that soldiers were more likely to crack on the battlefield if resources were not nearby to ameliorate the strain, the army increasingly provided them.  

During the initial ten days of fighting, [following D-day] almost a third of all British casualties were psychiatric…had been foreseen…within a few days, a proper military psychiatric system was in place 
(Holden, 1998, p.117).

For the American military fighting in Vietnam the question of R&R and recuperation areas in Thailand was a clear indication of a considered response to replenish their men.

However, the RAF, which accounted for over a third of service casualties during WW2, used the classification of ‘lacking moral fibre’ and the Court Marshall to help persuade those men who night after night had to climb into a bomber knowing their chances of survival diminished with every sortie.  To further encourage these men, pilots who gave up flying were immediately reduced to the ranks – an extra stigma that was no doubt designed to strengthen the will to serve.  

The perspective provided by these feminist critiques 
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(Barker 1992; 1994; 1996; Holden 1998; Karner 1998)
 hardly provides much respite for soldiers in a warzone and for aircrew, who fly in and out of danger.  Although wartime experiences may provide an extreme situation, some of this knowledge sets a useful framework for looking at other services that put themselves in harm’s way (Baigent 2001b; Paoline 2003).  Allowing in particular feminists and pro-feminists to ask the question “if continually risking your life is almost beyond the endurance of individuals, how is that firefighters and police officers appear to do so for their whole lives?”       

Why do some dangerous jobs suffer more from PTSD than others? 
I have for a long time wondered about the paradox that surrounds most firefighters and police officers who look forward on a daily basis to fire and crime fighting, and yet this work is seen as life threatening. Indeed the bigger and more dangerous the fire, the more firefighters look forward to going to it (Baigent 2001b).  The same goes for the police.  Given the choice between community policing and crime fighting there seems to be no contest (Reiner 2000; Grieve et al. 2007).  So why is it that our public servants are not suffering from stress, why is it for up to thirty years they continue to run towards the fire or the crime scene?  

I realise that there are many explanations for the preference for the action packed side of their work.  The same goes for the military but in the reality of the war zone there is the problem of PTSD.  One explanation might be to argue that in the public services it is unacceptable to show fear.  However, that also applies in the military.  This is not to suggest that PTSD does not occur in the public services, it does.  Nevertheless, currently this is not apparent at the levels you might expect compared to the results when the military go to war.  Although the intensity of battle is somewhat different to the war on the streets, or during firefighting, the amount of time (30 years) that emergency workers look forward to putting themselves in harms way (without apparent psychological damage) does require further investigation.  

In part, I may have already begun to unpack the answer to this question by suggesting how difficulty it would be for the individual to make public their fear or weaknesses to their colleagues.  A police officer or firefighter who ran away and admitted to it would be in serious trouble with their colleagues.  There would be at least two reasons for this.  Emergency workers need to be able to rely on their team.  Therefore someone who publically aired their fears or actually did run away would not be trusted (Baigent 2001a; Paoline 2003).  Exclusion would then follow and how this was done might be seen as difficult, particularly when individuals are bullied into leaving.  Nonetheless, in some ways marginalising dangerous colleagues is understandable.  Especially if a team member does not follow their own informal but professional arrangements to reduce the danger.   
The image of masculinity

For many the ability to walk towards danger is masculine.  In the emergency services, confronting danger can be a way of proving yourself.  A test of your masculinity that Baigent (2001) argues firefighters do in front of their colleagues and the public.

By being reactive to fire, firefighters create their public profile.  Firefighters are seen to be doing their job and to be heroes.  Firefighters’ public status, then in turn, supports one of the ways firefighters reflexively view themselves as objects in the eyes of the ‘others’.  The civilians that say, “I couldn’t do your job” (a view of themselves that Chapter 3 suggests firefighters might actually provide for public consumption in the first place).

(Baigent 2001: 100)

In some ways, this might be seen as narcissistic, although not directly in the psychological sense - more as a form of being proud of oneself (see Collinson 1992).  Something that raises your self-esteem and proves your sense of belonging to the team you work with  (Maslow 1987; Baigent 2007).  Again, Baigent (2001) has some views on this:
This ability [to walk into danger] is what firefighters believe sets them apart: even special, from the ‘others/civvies’ who run out of the buildings as they go in.  These others who like officers stand outside and observe at a fire, help firefighters to define their masculinity.  (Baigent 2001: 107) 

Nothing in this report can fully portray the closeness between groups of firefighters as they congregate and develop their primary reference group.  Work, talk and play are so synonymous that work (including firefighting) can then become almost a social event that firefighters look forward to.  But this is not so for the public.  The public are frightened of fire and the fact that firefighters ‘go into buildings as everyone else is running out’ gives firefighters a special public image.  This image is further extended because firefighters are seen as someone who will help the public whenever they cannot cope with an emergency.  This almost establishes firefighters as special and can lead to firefighters believing their image and acting out at work how they subjectively judge they expect to be seen, by themselves, their peer group and the public.  In so doing they set themselves apart from the ‘others’ who cannot meet (often because firefighters will not let them) their expectations.  

(Baigent 2001: 113)

In many ways this argument is about a Foucauldian Gaze (Foucault 1977; Rabinow 1986): the way that individuals are prepared to police themselves.  For the military, this meant treating people as machines for killing. “The machine required can be constructed”  (Rabinow, 1986, p.179).  Moreover, whilst a person can be persuaded into watching themselves and their actions to fit with military discipline, this type of programming does not completely hold together about PTSD.  However, for firefighters who need to know that people will be watching their own behaviour to fit with informal but professional understandings that keep them safe when in danger, there is some resonance.  Sometimes this is about fitting-in with masculine agendas and sometimes with more obvious professional standards as Figure One suggests.
	Figure One

4.2. THE GAZE OF EXPERIENCED FIREFIGHTERS
4.2.1. Watching

The previous chapter has shown that efficient watches will develop trust amongst themselves by establishing protocols for firefighting, then submitting to their own gaze and that of the watch, to ‘prove’ they can be trusted not to let themselves and the watch down.  Therefore, any newcomer to the watch might disrupt these protocols and endanger the team.  Dominic suggests everyone will be watching him:

Dominic:
If a bloke joins a watch, obviously everyone is looking at him.  Whether he has come from training school or another station/watch.  Everyone is looking at him consciously, or not.  They’re sussing out his good points, his bad points.

(Brigade 2, leading firefighter, 24 years’ service, age 45, in a focus group).  [My emphases].

Dominic’s language suggests he does not even consider that any newcomer might be a woman.  His reaction is a clear example of how male firefighters’ language marginalises women.  Cockburn (1991a) suggests that women who join a predominantly male workforce, present a threat to the taken for granted trust that exists between males (see Kanter 1977: 208-242; Salaman 1986: 38; Cockburn 1991b).  In the context that Cockburn uses trust, she refers to men believing that women will undo their comfortable social relationships/understandings, which have given order to their lives since at least their school days.  Male firefighters have more than ‘proved’ they will respond badly to women in these circumstances (see Hearn and Parkin 1987, 1995: 74; Walby 1990: 52; Howell 1994; Baigent 1996; Lee 1996; Richards 1996; Archer 1998; HMIFS 1999).  However, there is a requirement to look past Dominic’s sexism, to consider how difficult this area is in an organisation where ‘trust’ is also about ‘safety’.  As the example of Ricky (the ‘tough guy’ in Chapter 3) has shown, until tested, any newcomer might run out of the building, or present a similar threat to safety.  Therefore, surveillance by the peer group may identify if the newcomer presents a challenge to the protocols that all firefighters develop in relation to safety.  However, it may also be that the watch will want to know if a recruit will support their taken for granted masculine understandings.  More likely the watch’s gaze will be testing for both, because the links between the two understandings make them currently contingent on each other.

(Baigent 2001: 60)


What is masculinity

Masculinity for many is God given.  Something that belongs purely to men.  For social scientists masculinity is not a reified biological trait but something people construct 
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.  A social process that is learnt and can be undone as well as done (Segal 1990; Hearn 1993; Collinson and Hearn 1996).  Although it suits men to make believe it is natural, they can only hide the way gender is ordered to favour men through their source of power.  Hegemonic in its ability to be seen as true, masculinity therefore becomes true in its consequence (Thomas 1909).  Foucault would have seen masculinity as a discourse – his “word for thought as a social practice” (Merquior, 1991, p.18) and this argument finds no difficulty here.  
Hegemonic Masculinity

For some, hegemonic masculinity will involve some form of false consciousness that elevates men and subordinates women as a type of natural order.  For example the man who believes his essence provides him with natural and desirable qualities - when this view is supported by women the outcome can be said to be hegemonic.  In outcome, men can seek to prove themselves as having these qualities; preordained as in Weber’s argument about Calvinists who believe some are chosen and seek to prove it is them by their actions.

For others though, those more aware of the politics of gender order and the hegemony that supports that order, those men who seek to prove they fit within the natural ordering are actually trying to prove the impossible because there is no natural order.  These men are seen as seeking to attain an unachievable phallus.  

However, because the phallus is unachievable does not mean that the outcome of men’s efforts need be in vain.  Real or not, those who attempt to achieve male prowess/authority/power often do so, because in the course of their actions they subordinate other men and women. 

Masculinity as something to be sought after

The phenomenon of masculinity is not only a discourse practised to exclude women from a source of power in society.  It is also a hierarchy amongst men.  Some masculinities are more important than others.  For the people who look up at heroes, masculinity in a heroic sense as portrayed by people in uniform is elevated and sought after.  

Perhaps it is possible to identify masculinity at work in the emergency services.  However, how does this differ from the military version?  Is it possible to suggest that when people in the emergency services argue that their work is masculine because it is life threatening (Paoline 2003), unlike the military at war where the work is clearly dangerous, they may have encourage the belief that their work is dangerous and therefore masculine.  Figure Two provides some sense of how masculinity might provide for firefighters needs (Maslow 1987) by linking social behaviour, image management, testing and fitting-in with a Foucauldian Gaze.
	Figure Two

It is possible to continue using and extending the list of social characteristics that describe firefighters’ behaviour, but it is not practical.  I have therefore chosen a term that might describe this collective behaviour for firefighters.  Whilst I accept that this is not everybody’s preferred option, not the least mine (because I accept that the term is so ubiquitous as to have no fixed meaning), I am going to call this behaviour firefighters’ masculinity.  I am using this term because without a label for the way firefighters act this report will fail in one of its key aims, which is to encourage male firefighters to look again at how they behave at work (which they may call their natural masculinity).  In particular, I would note that whilst firefighters may talk about masculinity in a generic sense as if all men had it, they would, when pushed, identify firefighters’ masculinity as characterising something different, even something special that ‘other’ men do not achieve.  

It is true I could spend a considerable part of my work discussing what would, or would not, be a possible label for firefighters’ behaviour, and this would include an extensive theoretical debate about identity.  I will say it once (to make it clear where I stand), I have no notion that masculinity is ‘pre-given’ in any biological, natural or psychological sense, nor that it can actually be defined in any fixed way.  However, this is not how most firefighters see it.  Many believe that their masculinity is pre-given and they may currently find it difficult to understand a life without such a word.  It may even be that male firefighters (like Calvinists) set out to ‘prove’ their ‘calling’ (see Weber 1971).  As an example of why I say this (as some proof of why I believe firefighters’ masculinity is social and not given), this report will suggest that there is a pattern to firefighters’ behaviour.  This pattern involves firefighters testing and proving to themselves that they can achieve the ‘false monolith,’ (possibly even their ‘special’ status above ‘other’ men).  Firefighters also appear to need to prove this image to their watch and the community they serve. The most common way firefighters prove themselves is by getting-in at a fire: a time they test themselves against their image of a good firefighter.   

Arguments about social construction become even more persuasive when held against evidence suggesting that firefighters peer group, the watch, use a Foucauldian gaze (and harassment when necessary) to help them and their colleagues achieve their masculinity.  Crucial in this process is the way firefighters perform their operational duties, which can involve firefighters working in a dangerous and a risk-laden environment (see Chapter 3).  Moreover, the way firefighters prove their masculinity also continues at the station, where working environments are more relaxed and firefighters temporarily live together: a place where the gaze is no less stringent (see Chapter 4).  

(Baigent 2001: 1)


The use of humour as a test of masculinity
Earlier arguments have suggested that people must prove they can fit with the informal professional understandings of teams at work – particularly when these reduce the danger at work.  However, it may a bit late to test someone, if the first time this happens is in a potentially dangerous situation.  Alternatively, as is argued in this paper, if people do not follow the rules they might make a situation that is contrived to look dangerous into a reality if they do not follow the rules.  Therefore, teams often test their members using humour and Figure Three provides some indication of how and why this happens.

	Figure Three

4.4.2. Teamwork and the windup

Most firefighters do not recognise their humour or horseplay as bullying.  Most firefighters defend their humour by suggesting it is a means of testing each other.  Chapter 3 has spoken of operational tests, but the windups, as firefighters call their attempts to get a reaction from their colleagues, are less covert.  Firefighters actually acknowledge the windup as a test.  At the start of this chapter we heard from Dominic about the watch’s gaze: a subject he returned to later in the focus group discussion:

Dominic:
Em, everyone has got to be looking at you.  They have got to be testing you out in all different ways.  And the bullying you mentioned earlier on, I would not call it bullying, but I would say piss taking and everything else to see how you react. 

(My emphases).

Guy:
That builds up the teamwork doesn’t it. 

(Brigade two, firefighter, 10 years’ service, age 37).

Dominic:
To find out how you react to a given situation.  To find out if you can take it or whether you can’t.

Words, around firefighters, can become confusing, but it is clear to me that what I define as bullying is my current subjective view of my own behaviour when I was a firefighter.  I then thought of it as “piss taking” (also known as ‘humour/banter/windup’).  Dominic and most firefighters are very clear, “piss taking” to see “how you react” is an inclusive process, which helps in teambuilding by involving everyone in testing each other.  They do not recognise how excluding of individuality, diversity or difference this behaviour is.  This testing process is common amongst men and designed to identify if another man has the necessary masculine understandings to ‘prove’ they can ‘take it’ (see Mac an Ghaill 1996: 68
).  Simply put it is a test to see if the recipient has the strength to control their emotions and not ‘bite back’.  What it really means is that individuals must be prepared to subordinate (most of) their views to the group.  Firefighters know that if they are woundup (react), they not only provide their colleagues with a laugh, they have also failed a test of their (masculine) reliability.  To react to the windup is to crack under the pressure and be seen as weak and irrational (feminine).

(Baigent 2001: 69)


Firefighters are not alone in testing themselves and others.  Testing processes can be seen as occurring amongst young and older men all the time.  In particular at school (Prendergast 1998); boarding school (Lewis 1991); in the pub amongst teenagers (Canaan 1996); in prisons (Toch 1998); at work (Collinson 1988; Barrett 1996) in the military (Barrett 1996; Higate 1997); the list could be endless.  However, firefighter’s keenness to enter buildings that are alight and have the potential to kill them, and how this keenness continues throughout their 30 year’s of service does not balance with the outcome for those in the military, who quickly loose the ambition to be brave when actually provided with the opportunity to do so.  Nor does it balance with the resistance to attempts to make emergency service workers jobs safer by an enhanced commitment to the community that will reduce crime and fires (and danger).

Is public service really dangerous

Other than the way the public view firefighters or police officers, there is no real evidence to suggest that they are super-beings.  Nor is their any real evidence that when it is professionally done their work is particularly dangerous.  The streets of the UK are not lined with dead police of fire officers.  Yet the public, and presumably fire and police officers actually do believe their work is dangerous 
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.  Baigent’s (2001) argument that firefighting is a dangerous sport enjoyed by the people who do it, may provide a lead to suggest why emergency workers appear to thrive in such a pressured environment for up to thirty years – perhaps firefighting and policing are not so dangerous!  Indeed many firefighters are ex-service personnel, and this further increases the pressure to seek alternative explanations for why so few emergency workers suffer from PTSD.  If the answer to this question points towards danger in the emergency services as a social construction (compared with the military in a war zone), then this may further unpack the phenomenon and power base of masculinity.  
Paoline (2003) recognises that police officers really do believe that they are in a life threatening occupation.  Moreover, this recognition leads to the development of their informal, or as he calls it their occupational culture, which largely determines how policing is done (often in opposition to the formal/organisational culture that encourages less reactive more community based (and feminine) methods of policing.

One argument that has some support  is that firefighters and police officers are actually developing their sense of masculinity through their work (Baigent 2001b).  Masculinity can then provide some focus for a need that individuals seek to fulfil when they join their service; a need that provides for a sense of belonging, self-esteem and potentially self-actualisation (Maslow 1987; Baigent 2007).  Although the public may not always support the police and firefighters, the public view is clear about emergency worker’s heroism.   However, could it be that heroism (on a daily basis) is an imagery that firefighters and police officers provide to satisfy their own needs and in so doing make it true for the public: a type of intended consequence leading to an unintended one or the other way around (Giddens 1979).  There is little doubt that this image can then become a self-fulfilling prophecy.  

Despite the possibility that police heroism is only something people think is true, it does have a very real consequence for firefighters, police officers and the public.(Thomas 1909).  Is it possible to see a conflation between sheer professionalism, the need to appear brave (heroism) and masculinity?   Certainly Baigent (2001b; 2001a) provides evidence to support such a hypothesis.  The argument is that when firefighters appear to be risk taking, their professionalism is able to keep the risk at a minimum and at the same time provide an image of bravery.      
There may be more to firefighting than just instrumental reasons of pay and professional satisfaction, it could also be a way of raising adrenaline levels,  almost a dangerous sport.

(Baigent 2001: 50)

So if firefighting might be a dangerous sport that leads to firefighters achieving their masculinity, what could fighting crime mean to police officers?  Is it possible that there are similar agendas at work for police officers?  If proving your masculinity was the reason why men join (and protect) the way these organisation operate, what are the consequences on the individuals who undertake this work? 

Back to testing and a conclusion
Is it not possible that emergency workers test themselves against the beliefs that masculinity is an attribute that you have to prove in a Calvinist sense (Weber 1971).  Could the argument then suggest that masculinity has a function in society (Durkheim 1952) – to make sense of danger and allow people to do brave things that on the face of it no one would rationally want to do?  We should not be surprised if the imagery firefighters are able to provide does hide other agendas and the reality of the situation.  Current research suggests that when employers seek to change the way that emergency services work, to modernise and reduce danger, they have been singularly unsuccessful.  Is it possible that firefighters and police officers have hidden their desire to be seen as masculine from employers too and that employers do not recognise what it is they are trying to change when they seek to provide police and firefighters with a new (feminine) role?  For a considerable period of time a combination of the FBU, the Health and Safety Executive and managers have sought to curtail the apparent gung-ho risk taking that firefighters appear to engage in.  A similar process is happening in the police, who do not seem to want to embrace community safety initiatives.  The way that both groups still embody and live a form of masculinity that is created in their imagination, manage to perpetuate it for their own good with the public still holds.  Therefore, unlike the soldiers who may really put their lives on the line on a daily basis and suffer physically and emotionally, could it be that police and fire officers actually avoid PTSD because the danger is not actually so real.  If so, this is a very successful masculine project because people do not recognise this.
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�“New members are teased incessantly and tested to see whether they are ‘man enough’ to take the insults couched in the humour of ‘piss taking’ and the embarrassment of highly explicit sexual references. Those who display a willingness to ‘give it and take it’ are accepted into the masculine subculture, while those who ‘snap’ have failed this particular test of manhood and are likely to be kept at a distance”  (Mac an Ghaill 1996: 68; see Goffman 1959: 211; Hearn and Parkin 1987; Collinson and Collinson 1989: 95; Collinson 1992: 111).
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