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will briefly reflect on the limits and dangers inherent in life projects that
deploy guns as resources for establishing connection with others. Drawing
from my recent book on war veterans who become peace activists (Messner,
2019}, and from works by historians and clinical psychologists who work with
veterans, | point to the emotional costs connected with having actually used
guns to kill other people in times of war.

Guns, history, male intimacy

My analysis of boys, men, and intimacy emerges from the juncrure of feminist
psychoanalytic theory with a sociology and history of gender relations. To be
clear, the psychoanalytic theory [ find most useful is not a Lacanian symbolic
analysis of guns as symbols of phallic power. Rather, 1 draw ideas from feminist
object relations theories — in the tradition of Nancy Chodorow (1978), Lillian
Rubin (1983), and more recently Chrisdne Williams (2000) — theories that
probe the depths of ambivalence, and in this case especially, the tensions built
in to separation and attachment in the emotional lives of men, and the ways
that the deeply gendered emotions are linked to social structure.

In her foundational 1978 work The Reproduction of Mothering, Nancy
Chodorow points to the deep impact made in infants by virtue of the historical
fact that it is women who do the ‘mothering’ — the moment-to-moment care
of infants and children. A gendered public-domestc split — especially evident
in the post-World War Il middle class family — ensured that most children
experienced some level of father absence in their lives. For boys, this gendered
family structure tended to create firm masculine ego boundaries that helped to
define the male self as opposite and different from the other, the mother, while
artachment with fathers or other aduit men was achieved abstractly, through
symbolic atrachments with men’s activities in public life. This early develop-
mental process prepared boys for later instrumental action in public life,
however it was coupled with deep fears of intimacy, defined by Lillian
Rubin (1983) as the ability and willingness to mutually share one’s inner life
with another. Subsequent immersion in a gendered culture tended to amplify
boys’ and young men’s thwarted ability to experience intimacy, characterized
by deep-seated fears of vulnerability and suppressed empathy for others.

But boys and men — however rigid their emotional boundaries might be —
retain a deep human desire for connection, for intimacy. A problematic of
much of my work has been this question: in a context that toughens and
hardens boys for public life, how do men find ways to connect with other
men? What does male-male intimacy look like in compeiitive, homophobic
social contexts for which boys and men have been toughened. hardened, and
punished for showing vulnerability (Messner, 1992)?

In my family, the answer to this quesdon was hunting. My grandfather, a
working class guy who started in the mines and mills of Michigan’s Upper
Peninsula and fought in frigid Northern Russia in World War I, then brought
his love of hunting and fishing with him after the war when he-settled with
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my grandmother in Northern California. A union man and the family
breadwinner, my grandfather initiated his son, my father, early on to hunring
trips, and this became 2 primary mode of their father-son bond. 1 elaborate on
this much more in my memoir, but for here, let me share one piece of
poignant evidence, two fragments from the letter my grandfather — whose
formal education topped out at 8th grade — wrote longhand in pencil, dated
‘Christmas Day, December 25, 1934, to accompany his gift of a shotgun to his
14-year-old son. The letter begins,

To My Son, This present to you my Son Represents the fullfullment of
one of my dreams. I have always looked forward to the time when we
could both go out to-gether in the murual companionship of a good dog
and a pair of guns which we both could appreciate and use inteligently.

Two paragraphs follow, detailing the importance of safery and ‘common
sense’ in the use of a gun, which ‘can be an instrument of terrible destruction
if not used right.’ The letter ends by underlining (literally} the two key rules of
gun safety, and with a reiteration of the hope of loving companionship:

Always remember two things: Never point it at anybedy. Always make
sure it is unloaded when not in use. May you enjoy it as much as you Dad
always has. Your Pal & Dad, RJM, Dec. 25th, 1934,

For the rest of his life, my dad kept that letter in his top drawer, with his
socks. When 1 read it after he died, it had a deep ring of familiarity to i,
because my dad had delivered these same words to me, almost verbatim, the
first ime he handed me a .22 rifle to shoot at a tin can.

The rifle I started deer hunting with when 1 was perhaps ten years old was
an M-1 Carbine that my father had brought home from World War II. This
light semi-auromaric rifle, designed for close-quarters combat, was illegal for
deer hunring, but that is beside the larger point I seek to highlight here,
which is how this rifle bonded three generations of men. In one of the many
letters he wrote to my grandfather while he was deployed in the Pacific
during the war, my dad lamented not being there to go hunting with his
father. On September 28, 1943, knowing it was deer season back home, he
wrote to his father,

More than once I have thor of you this past week. In fact there hasn’t
been a day pass when I haven't thot of you & wished I was there. . .maybe
with Iraly down for the count it won't be too long before we can make it
together again. . .Please write me a day-today account of your trip.

On April 23, 1944, the day he boarded a Navy LST to ship out of Eniwitck
back to Pearl Harbor, my dad wrote to his father with a wink about the rifle
he had ‘obtained’ to bring home for hunting [Fig. 12.1}:

r— ¥ ——— .
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I’ve got a brand new Carbine put away for you back at the base, s? if ll_i;:
ever bring that back thru the customs office, we'll l_:e set for
County...If | can get that home, it will really be something.

Guus, intinlacy,

rbine home, and it stood alongside an array of

i ! for vears until they placed it in my
i d shotguns in my grandfather's det:l y r
E:::ismfo: ;1511 first deer hunt. Like his facher, my dad was;- tl}'ie mf:m;_ly;
breadwinner — a high school coach who also frequently left ho

My father did get that Ca

Figure 12.1 My father with the M-1 Carbine, 1944
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weekends or summers as part of the Naval Reserve. My mother did nearly all
of 'the da?r—towday care with my sisters and 1. My father's relative absence in our
da}l}' family life, coupled with my growing atraction to his manly worlds of the
military, sports, and hunting added emorional depth and poignancy to those few
weekend deer hunting trips with my dad and my grandfather [Fig. 12.2).

H.ere, I pull back from my story to look at the state of play of gender
relations during the 20th century ~ and especially male intimacy — that shaped
the ways my grandfather, father, and I related to each other. In Preturing Men,

Figure 12.2 'With my father, holding the M-1 Carbine, circa 1962
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John Ibson (2002) uses photographs to explore the early prevalence and then
near-disappearance of what he calls ‘homotactility’ — a relaxed, warm, often
playful form of physical intimacy seen in many of the first studio photographs,
from Daguerreotypes — for which subjects would have to hold their poses for
several minutes — to tintypes, to the rise of snapshots. Ibson’s book features
many late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century photos of men posing with
bodies draped all over each other — holding hands, arms intertwined, hugging,
cheek-to-cheek, sitting on each others’ laps. Ibson interprets this homotactility
as a then-common expression of relaxed male intimacy. By the 1920s and
1930s, however, this relaxed homoractility is showing strains and starting to
disappear from photos. Men’s posing conventions, instead, are characterized by
increasing, and often awkward-appearing spaces between men's bodies. By
mid-century, the space between men in posed photos is often mediated by
objects, especially ones that are imbued with masculine meanings: cigars,
booze bottles, sports equipment, guns, and dead animals.

What had happened in the gender order that contributed to the decline of
relaxed homotacility among men? In the early to mid-20th century, as
Michael Kimmel (1987) pointed out, social definidons of masculinity were
destabilized by modernity, urbanization, the closing of the frontier, the decline
of the practical relevance of physical strength in middle class professions, the
nise of bureaucracy, and the first wave of the women’s movement. [bson points
also to the historical significance of the ‘emergence of the homosexual’ as a
stigmatized character type, and the concurrent rise of homophobia. Destabi-
lized definitions of manhood and rising homophobia fueled fears of male
connection and intimacy, evidenced in [bson’s many photos of men using
masculine-coded objects to connect with one another without touching.

With that in mind, 1 retun to my story, and to a photo of my father,
grandfather and [ taken in 1967, when I was fifteen. My father had saved this
photo, penning ‘Mike's first buck, 1967' on the back. The three of us are
posing about two hours after I shot the buck whose dead head we are
propping up for the photo. In my memoir, | describe this moment in great
detail; suffice here to say that my father and grandfather most likely experi-
enced this moment as a happy rite of passage, 2 moment of intergenerational
connection. My feelings were an ambivalent muddle: a triumphant sense of
accomplishment, mixed with a deep (and for me at the tme, inexplicable)
sense of guilt at having killed this animal — and an undercurrent of shame for
feeling guilty during this moment of manly triumph [Fig. 12.3].

Opponents of hunting sometimes call these kinds of photos ‘horn pomn,’
seeing them as crass moments of celebratory male bonding around the violent
subjugation of nature, While I see some truth in such criticisms, especially
those that tie in a historical analysis of patriarchy and the violent subjugation of
women and nature (Luke, 2007), I also know that there are deeper meanings
in these photos, beyond simply seeing them as violent pornographic money
shots. In that 1967 photo, it is apparent that my dad, grandfather and [ are
kneeling in close proximity to one another, but we are not physically touching
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Figure 12.3 “Mike's first buck,’ 1967

each other. The dead buck lies berween, mediating the space that otherwis
separates us. 1 grip the left side of the buck’s antler; my dad completes th:
symn?etr‘y _b)-r holding up the right. This is more than a moment of ‘mal
bonding’; it is a photo of male intimacy, but one that reveals the cultural ans
deeply grounded psychological constraints on men’s expressions of love fi
each. other. When direct avenues of expressing intimacy are blocked - as thOr
routinely are for boys and men — we sometimes find other perhaps distortezl(
ways th:!t lnvo.lve viclence and domination to establish mom'ents of meaningg.tl
connection V\flth each other. Finding guns or other masculine objects to be a
.use.ful conduit of connection, I emphasize, is not the same as expressin
intimacy 'of the sort defined by Lillian Rubin (1983), a form of conl;ecti .
that requires expressions of vulnerability characterized by mutual emotio:ar;
openness alnd empathy. Instead, this is a ‘boinded intimacy’ that at once connects
men emol:l'onal!y, while also literally separating them and thus insulating the
from experiencing vulnerabilities that might call into question or thre ; h i
masculine identitjes. e e
In the sort of historical contexts my father and I grew up in, 1 want t
suggest, guns took on meanings related to men’s thwarted e'arnin fe ;
connection, This is not to romanticize the meanings of guns)'r in fhf: v
intention is quite the opposite. Added to all of the other analyse; of the litr:;c)s,
berwe.en guns, thwarted masculinities, investments in whiteness, and culcural
fantasies of protective heroism, such deeply-grounded emotionai connecl:iol;ls
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to guns can help to exphin the religious fervor with which some men cling to
their guns. In this light, the belief that someone might want to take their guns
away is more than a fear of losing the privileges of manhood; it is also the fear
of losing a thin, tenuous means through which men have created a bounded
intimacy with fathers, sons, brothers, and other men.

Understanding guns as objects invested with meanings through which boys
and men create bounded intimacy can aiso help to explain many boys’ and
young men’s attraction to fantasy narratives of heroism, especially as warriors.
In their study of a kindergarten classroom, Jordan and Cowan (1995, p. 728)
identified ‘warrior narratives...that assume that violence is legitimate and
justified when it occurs within a struggle between good and evil,’ to be a
commonly currency for young boys' fantasy play. They observe that the boys
seem commonly to adapt story lines that they have drawn from popular culture -
film, video, computer games, television, and comic books — that provide them
with a seemingly endless stream of good guys vs. bad guys characters and stories
that are available for the boys to appropriate as the raw materials for the
construction of their own warrior play.

Warrior narratives — embedded in personal fantasy and in boyhood play
with friends — were powerfully evident in my youth. Fantasies of wartime
heroism also connected organically with the meanings I derived from deer
hunting with my father and my grandfacher. [ understood that the Carbine I
carried when | went on my first deer hunts was a relic from my father’s war;
this added a delicious allure to what it meant to carry this rife in a hunt. As a
kid, 1 was also deeply immersed John Wayne movies, TV, and other popular
culture that romanticized American soldiers’ heroic and victorious actions in
“The Good War.” And this romanticized view of war provided ready-made
scenarios — shared warrior narratives — that my friends and I played out in the
suburban neighborhood, bedecked with U.S. Army helmets, plastic rifles,
machine guns, and toy mortars.

Many of the military veterans I met in my recent research also spoke of
watching war movies and TV in their childhoods, playing war with toy guns
or bb guns with other boys, and dreaming of military heroism. I learned from
experience the bloody mess a rific makes when it blows a chunk of flesh and
bone from the body of a deer, and I subsequently decided 1 did not want to
hunt any more. | will turn next to my research with war veterans-turned-
peace activists, some of whom carry the memory and moral impact of having
pulled the trigger with another human being on the receiving end.

War, masculinity, and moral injury

Guns, of course, have more than symbolic meanings; they are also tools
through which people project violence in the world. Warfare is a massively
organized and culwrally legitimized form of violence and, like most nations,
the United States draws mostly very young men into the military to be trained
to fight. Most men when they enter the military are barely beyond their
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boyhood years, often with little understanding of world politics or the morality
of war, bur frequendy romantically tethered to the glorious warrior narratives
of their youth. I recall many years ago asking a soldier who was stationed at Fe.
Ord, near Monterey, California, whether he liked being in the Army. He
smiled and told me that the most exciting thing about being in the Army was
that when you are a lirde kid, you fantasize about shooting really big guns. ‘In
the Army,” he gushed, ‘you get to shoot the coolest and biggest guns, and ic’s
legal!’ He could not have been older than twenty.

Recenty, I conducted participant observation research and life history
interviews with a particular subset of U.S. war veterans — those who became
lifelong advocates for peace (Messner, 2019). Here, I want to zero in on one
fragment of that research, the emotional impact of fighting in a war and living
with the knowledge that you killed others. These men’s experiences offer a
window, not just into the emotional limits, but also the deeply damaging
outcomes of young men’s seeking bounded intimacy through warrior narratives
and guns. To illustrate my argument, 1 will focus briefly on two of my research
subjects who fired some very big guns in times of war: Ernje Sanchez, a World
War II Amy veteran who, with his Browning Automatic Rifle (BAR), killed
somewhere between fifty and one hundred German soldiers during the Allied
invasion of France, Belgium and Germany; and Daniel Craig, an Army veteran
of the Gulf War, who in his role as an artillery battery fire directions officer
killed an unknown number of Iraqi soldiers. Both of these men were eventually
diagnosed with Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD} — Sanchez more than a
half-century after World War II, and Craig roughly a decade afier the Gulf War,

In the decades following World War Ii, Ernje Sanchez did his best o forget
the war, rarely speaking about it, as he built his family and career. Bur as he sar
in his living room and watched the televised ‘shock and awe’ of the 2003 U.Ss.
bombing of Baghdad, Sanchez was blindsided with uncontrollable shaking and
weeping. Ac the VA, Sanchez was diagnosed with PTSD, given medication
and talk therapy that helped him to come to grips with the fact that he had
killed ‘sons, brothers, people who were loved.’ For decades, Sanchez had
pushed this knowledge aside as best he could. The story he had told himself -
that he was firing his BAR Just to ‘keep ‘em down,” not to Kill German
soldiers - is a twist on 2 common Pattern in warfare, referred o by Dave
Grossman (2009, p. 15) in his book On Killing, as a ‘conspiracy to miss. . Jfiring
over the enemy’s head.’ Sanchez’s story that he had aimed not at the

oncoming German soldiers, but at the dirt in front of the men seems to have
partly held up as emotional insulation for much of his life. Bur like all

The resulting avalanche of knowledge that Ernie Sanchez confronted in
therapy = ‘that I had killed between fifty and one hundred Germans’ - crushed
him under what Grossman (2009, p. 86) called ‘the burden of killing.’

Ernie Sanchez’s long-delayed bodily symptoms reflect what some clinicians
call ‘the return of the repressed,” a re-surfacing of trauma thar had been
partially and temporarily contained through psychological defense mechanisms,
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but had lingered as embedded ‘body memories,’ anli]able to be rtriggered bz
subsequent experiences (Kihlstrom, 2006). For Ern:le Smchez, the repressed
knowledge that he had killed so many men hid out in his bod)czl _andsl(‘;%n;e\:g; ’
in hi ‘ inded me what a dirty .
when, in his words, ‘the goddamn Iraq War remin 7y SCB [ wa
" i i i f Springer, New Mexico. As a boy,
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i ildi f “World War 11 ranks, airp , .
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i i i is childhood friends utilized the ‘hun
With bb guns in hand, Daniel and his c : , ! ondrec
i ’ ding Springer, to ‘go out there and play
of square miles of open land surroundir i
: t was what we called it — playing war. e boy -
::giyl'il;lhez :;" wartime bravery and heroism in popular (E;‘ll:;mlpmc;lntt ::;1 t‘l;xe1
j i II series tha
i iel enjoyed watching Combat — a World War :

;‘Eé 22’;31;6.?2_}; 967 — and movies like Battle of rhe Bu(_gc and A, Bridge Too
Far, that ‘implanted, really young, this p.acr§otisdm flag \?;:;ni :U;Egmry  Atter
iel was, he can see in retrospect, primed to go i . .
aﬂ]:;mi:lltgtl:zr had served three years in the Air Force, and PDan;ell_Ihal;i begl[;lc;lrc:

: i in World War II at Pear! Harbor.
that he had a cousin who had served in ! Plarbor, Orhes
in hi had fought in Korea and Vietnam. These men mostly
:I]a:\lst ttlom‘;: war expgriences, but young Daniel could see ttathqtherhtolwn;‘f;c;lyk
i ice, * ised with this whole ,
ted these men for their service. ‘I was raise ’ :
;sﬁzi ecountry thing, just thar mentality of serving your country. By the nme
he was sixteen, Daniel had already decided to enlist in the 'Arm‘ y e 191
Daniel Craig’s experience in the military — es_pccmlly 'h1s time mht o
Gulf War - was disillusioning. During the invasmn,hCr:ug was in ¢ :ggeu; :
i i i 5.5 d shell with great accuracy
mobile artillery unit char fired a 95.5 poun : _ e
i i the immediate outcome of his u
34 kilometers. Craig could never see o bis uoits
i is uni d he could see the blown Iraqi ve
shellings, but as his unic rolled forwar ke
the human camage. He knew when he gave the 0 :
Z[tllcller :eople on the other end are in a world of hurtl;’1 Late}:, Cr;lﬁi:,:‘:;:;;
i i i f the heaith problems he an
bitter about this war — in part because o . . fems e
i Itiple toxic materials he was exp
suffered, caused he believes by the mu S psed X
i he came to believe that the
ing the war; in part because as he learned more’, LD
dGlixrll? \g)Var was far ffom a ‘noble cause.” ‘My God,” he came to realize, ‘I killed
for these Goddamned lies.’ _ . o
Pe?glfheo;ears following the war, Daniel Craig found the reb-enn!']y into ]cdwmiﬁ
i i i dulled his anger as best he could wi
life to be an emotional minefield. He ‘ st he could with
ij i i ded, in part because his wife co
booze and marijuana, His marriage ended, bec: - e nor
i i ing si d ‘partying.” Some fellow v
deal with his brooding silence, anger, and | ng." S¢ :
ig’ d his suicidal thoughts presse
ho could see Craig’s anger and perhaps intuite al '
‘l:;rr? tc: seek help at the VA. Eventually, Craig stopped dnnkm.g. commi :}tﬁ:
himself to recovery, and found Veterans For Peace, an organization wi
ich he is still active roday. _ . '
WhI.l.‘i:lilze :h:: 5cn:her veterans | interviewed, Ernie S:mcdhez and D?Je]d‘():;a;gf
i i j included some combina
k on conscious life projects tha.t 1nc1u. : atic
;z:sr::::lui::l?ngopeace advocacy, reconciliadon with former ‘enemies,’ and
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service to oth.ers as a way recovering from and confronting the sources of their shnrpened and then exploited by masculinized institutions like com.bat SpOTtS,
personal warrime trauma. Here, I want to focus on the problem of silence that so such as bo;dng or football, and even more s the military. These instmuions shame
plagued these two men for many years, before they could begin their own healing. young men o endure physical danger and pain, reward them for dishing out
I-Eow do we understand so many men’s silence about their actions in time of injurious oF fatal violence to an ‘enemy, while promising them 2 profound and
war? One common refrain among war veterans is that it makes no sense to talk eternal connection with their fellow brothers-in-arms. In popul.ar culeure —
of such things because nobody can truly understand unless they too have consider Hollywood warror masculinity from John Wayne to Clint East\?i’ood
endured the same traumas, witnessed similar horrors, or committed compar- to James Bond to Arnold Schwarzenegger — men who embody narrow definitions
able acts of ?mmliry. This clim is repeated so often and so widely it has of violent warrior masculinity on the big screen are elevated to mythic her_mc
become  truism, the most profound function of which may lie in how, for the status (Jeffords, 1989 Messner, 2007). But actual fles-and-blood men — soldie™
individual, it serves as a rationale for maintaining an emotionally self-protective and war veterans who have internalized and perhaps even come to value Fhf:sc
boundary. The foundation for such emotional fortfication rests on narrow narrow definitions of masculinity = routinely become numbed, silently containing
definitions of masculinity, often internalized at an early age, and then enforced their anguish {Abraham, Cheney and Curman 2013). .
and celebrated in masculinist institutions like the military. Too often, war vererans’ silence 1S deepened by self-medication with :flcohol.
.As 1 have already argued, boys often learn to create some level of connection pot, of harder drugs. These slow, self-destrucave silences are characterized by
with others through warrior narratives, masculinized symbols and objects like ong!oing health problems that for some are puncmated by suicide attempe and/
g, that help them to achieve a kind of bounded intimacy that is at once or by violent outbursts toward others, often those closest tO them (Digby, 2014).
emotionally gratifying while it simultaneously fortifies the rigid boundaries that A 2016 longitudinal study of nearly 77,000 veterans who had been deployed o
preciude decper forms of intimacy that require vulnerabilicy. The results of chis co:nba[ zones in Irag or Afghanistan showed that they suffered from much
bounded intimacy, when we consider how men might respond to experiences higher rates of ‘multiple physical symptoms’ (i-¢. combinations of nauseX
of trauma, are profound. Research by psychologist Joseph Schwab (2016) and headaches; pain in the chest, back, of extremities; insomnia; shormess of
his colleagues concluded that men routinely respond to stressful life experiences breath; finting spells) than reported by non-deployed veterans (McCutcban
by avoiding emotional disclosure that they fear might make them appear eval "’016). A 2015 study of 1.3 million veterans of active duty serE? dm%n.ng
vu{nemble. Silence, the researchers concluded, is the logical outcome of inter- the l;‘a; and Afghanistan wars revealed these veterans to have twice the suicide
nalized rules of masculinity: 2 real man is admired and rewarded for staying cate of non-veterans (Han €t al., 2015). Anthropologist Hugh Gusterson (2016)
strong and stoic during times of stress and adversity. argues that analyses of the recent rash of mass shootings in the U.S. have failed
.V.Uha benefits from this manly silence? Certainly the institudons like the to point out a common feature of many of the shooters: dispmportionntely, Gt
military that train and then rely on men’s private endurance of pain, fear, and are military veterans. In 2009, the New York Times reported escalating ratcs of
rauma, B individual men rarely benefit from such taciturnity; trying to live rape, sexual assauls, domestic violence, and homicide comnitted by men who
up to this narrow ideal of masculinity comes with severe costs for men’s physical had 'retumed from multiple deployments to the war in [raq (Alvarez and Fms‘fh’
h.ealth. emotional wellbeing, and relationships. Researchers and medical pracd- 2009). The Veterans Administration now rargets domestic violence as 3 major
tioners have compiled a long list of the costs that men pay for their adherence to _roblérn on is web site, pointing especially t© the finding that rewrming
narrow definitions of masculinity: high levels of undiagnosed depression {Real, Eeter:ms with PTSD are two (o three times more likely than other veterans 10
}998); dangerous rates of alcoholism, heart disease and risk-taking that translate engage in intimate partner violence. .
into shorter lifespans than women’s (Sabo and Gordon, 1995; Courtenay, 2011); PTSD impedes = often severely, and sometimes for the rest of one’s life —
fxnd feaf' of em?tional self disclosure and suppressed access to empathy, r’esul:ing' yeterans’ re-entry into civilian life, their development of healthy, p_roc%ucnve, zrnd
tn barriers to intimacy in relationships (Rubin, 1983). All of these common happy post-war and post-military lives. Alluding to his own conanuing medical
costs of masculinity’ are amplified and multiplied for war veterans, a dispropor- challenges, a veteran of the American War in Vietnam told me: ‘That pISD? It
tonate number of whom — as with Emie Sanchez and Daniel Craig, both Latino dor't eve;* go away. R.esearch supports his statement: A 1991 review of the
men — ar¢ young men of color. research on PTSD among World War 11 and Korean War veterans concluded that
The emqnonal predisposition for this stoic manly silence, I have argued, is the findings are ¢, troubling: PTISD currently exists in many veferans decac}es
created during the gendering processes of early development; then reinforéed after their exposure 0 combat’ (Schnurt, 1991). So what do war veterans do with
throug}} routine experiences in families, schools, peer groups, and sports; and their war memories, with embodied trauma that ‘don’t ever go a\.vay?’ For the
naturalized through values promoted in popular culture, rogether rcsultit,Ig in men | interviewed, PTSD was a lifelong challenge that = following in sOme C3¥¢5
what psychologist William Pollack (1999 calls ‘the hardening of boys.” Subse- as with Ernie Sanchez's years of denial and with Daniel Craig's years of anger,

quently, young men’s emotionally self-protective predispositions are amplified, swruggle in relationships, alcoholism, and medical care = eventually served as an
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p. 107) explains that in 1943, General Omar Bradley issued an order ‘that
breakdown in combat be regarded as exhaustion, which helped to pur to rest the
idea that only those men who were mentally weak, “the unmanly men,”
collapsed under stress in combat.” Re-labeling such breakdowns as ‘combat
fatigue’ shifted blame away from individual men, and began to shed light on
the conditions that created the symptoms.

During the American War in Vietnam, the cluster of physical and emotional
symptoms brought on by the trauma of war was given a medical label: Post
Traumatic Stress Syndrome, or PTSD. As we have seen, for many war
veterans the symptoms of PTSD ‘don’t go away.’ Indeed, a 2003 study by
the National Center for PTSD concluded that 20-25 years after cthe end of the
war, ‘a large majority of Vietnam Veterans struggled with chronic PTSD
symptoms, with four out of five reporting recent symptoms’ (Price, 2003).
The most common symptoms the study pointed to were alcohol abuse and
dependence, generalized anxiety disorder, and anti-social personality disorder.
Vietnam vets who had served ‘in theatre’ — that is, in war zones — suffered
from these symptoms at much higher levels than Viemam-era vets who did not
serve in war zones. What caused these high rates of PTSD? A common view is
that the sustained levels of fear that men in battle normally experience creates
lasting psychological fears that impact one for years, perhaps for the rest of
one’s life. Others point to actual physical wounds as causing PTSD.

In his riveting book On Killing, Dave Grossman surveys research on PTSD
to argue that the most powerful cause of the disorder is the shame and denial
that follow the ‘burden of killing' other human beings in war. Grossman points
out that a fundamental problem of military leaders throughout history has
involved training and motivating soldiers to overcome ‘a simple demonstrable
fact that there is within most men an intense resistance to killing their fellow
man. A resistance so strong that, in many circumstances, soldiers on the
battlefield will die before they can overcome it {(Grossman, 2009, p. 4).
During World War II, Grossman points out, military leaders were dismayed by
their troops’ frequent ‘failure to fire’: 80 to 85% of rifiemen ‘did not fire their
weapon at an exposed enemy.’” Many who did fire missed their targets
purposefully. Subsequently, military trainers in future wars transformed train-
ing regimes in ways that dramatically increased the ‘fire rate.” In Vietnam, U.5.
soldiers with an opportunity to fire their weapon at an enemy soldier did so
95% of the time, If, as Grossman argues, knowledge of killing one or more
other human beings contributes the most potent psychological fuel for PTSD,

it should come as no surprise the huge numbers of U.S. veterans who returned
home from the Vietnam War suffering from symptoms of PTSD. Absent the
group absolution that returnees from previous wars received from public
victory parades and other heroic post-war celebrations that may partly have
mitigated feelings of guilt, Vietnam Veterans more often experienced their
guilt as a private individual burden.

In recent years, some clinicians who work with combat veterans have
argued that the PTSD diagnosis is imprecise, focusing as it does mostly on
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13 Lawfully armed citizens and police

A proposal for reducing armed
encounters with agents of the state

Nicholas J. Johnson

Introduction

There is a long history of concern that police interact with people differently
based on race, That concern is heightened in the era of lawful concealed carry
of firearms. The Philando Castille case is emblematic. There, a simple traffic
stop over a tail light quickly escalated into a police officer shooting a black
man who was licensed to carry a concealed firearm. Philando Castile did
everything right, but still was shot, siting in his car, while his wife and child
looked on.'

The dynamics of the Castile case provoke deeper thinking about episodes
where police contact over some trivial regulation ends up with police drawing
and pointing guns. Sometimes this escalates into shooting and killing citizens.
These cases are jarring because the violence is so disproportionate to the
starting offence. The violence is often unrelated to the starting infraction, and
instead grows out of weak compliance or refusal to comply with a variety of ad
hoc rules designed by officers on the spot to facilitate an interview, detention,
or arrest: ‘Stay in the car, get out of the car, stand here, move there, hands up,
hand me your license, reach, don’t reach, sit, kneel, stop resisting, etc.’ Slow,
weak, or non-compliance with these commands is subject to the police adage
of ATM (ask, tell, make). This is a recipe for escalation that in the worst cases
results in guns drawn, pointed, and fired.> This dynamic is particularly
hazardous in cases where a citizen is carrying a firearm. And the danger
seems to increase when the armed citizen is black or brown.

Existing interventions have focused on police training and incentives. But
existing cridques fail to engage a more fundamental question. Why are we
sending armed agents of the state to enforce these niggling rules in the first
place? The modern regulatory state imposes countless trivial rules. And for
most of them, we would find it shocking if the first line of enforcement
involved guns. From the Environmental Protection Agency to the Interstate
Commerce Commission, to state and local authorities, most modern organs of
the state enforce their rules withour using guns.

So again, why is it that for street enforcement of trivial rules of the
regulatory state we face a continuing parade of incidents where some minor






