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Abstract

The Emotionally Supportive Sister-Soldier: How theUnited States Military Values
Normative Femininity and Devalues Nonconformist Saricewomen
Kristal Gray
Gender and Women'’s Studies Master of Science Progra
Minnesota State University, Mankato

May 2013

Women need to be vigilant about the rights andlietrthey have gained to be
sure they are not circling back to feed an oppvessystem. Women may be serving in
the military but they are filling specific roles e feminine presence within the ranks.
Women are gendered and sexualized from the daystlegr in. My research gives
valuable insight into the world of the military ahdw much emphasis is placed on
conforming.

| explain how servicewomen are expected to actthen interview eleven
servicewomen to see if they are behaving accorirtige military (and U.S.) cultural
standards of femininity. | also include my own paEstives as a veteran and feminist.
Specifically, | demonstrate how servicewomen aretemal laborers that must prove
their competency, they must be emotionally avadatid supportive, and must be
sexually discreet. If American servicewomen joitieel military to change or improve

their lives, they should be aware that they arentaaing femininity by serving in this



heteromasculine normative institution and that thimininity is defined by masculine
society to maintain the status quo.

The knowledge produced in this thesis is helpfutiie study of gender and
women because it allows us to peek into the warkth® soldier and see just how
gendered of a world our “heroes” exist in. My résulemonstrate servicewomen are
valued by male and female peers alike when thefoconand are devalued when they
do not present normative gender characteristicscaieexamine the culture of U.S.
soldiers and what they are trained to value andldevto better understand why
ideologies and violence exists in the military.dtings further show the U.S. military is
essentially hiding female soldiers in plain sightdeercing servicewomen into believing
notions of how a female soldier should look andawet causing restrictions on mobility
for women. By smiling and remaining cheerful abihtir current situation, women in

the military are quietly, knowingly, and docilelgriforming to men’s needs and desires.
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Introduction

Military culture continuously genders servicewonasna feminine presence in a
masculine institution. In this thesis, | refer émfininity as a set of behaviors and
gendered rules for women that include weaknessempetency, passivity, empathy, and
cleanliness as identifying characteristics thateulise culture assigns to all women that
highlights women as Other. Women soldiers havedrkwarder for equal credibility
compared to that of male soldiers and their coatidms go largely unrecognized. The
United States military attempts to present itseldalo-good, gender-neutral, peace-
motivated institution when in fact it violently amtatantly reinforces dying ideologies
about gender and suppresses anyone that resistingxiorms of masculinity (Silva,
2008). Society and gender norms assign femininityamen and therefore femininity is
what gives women credibility as women. Americarve@women work hard to maintain
femininity (Silva, 2008).

| am just beginning to understand the river of @gpgron beneath my perceived
reality that has shaped my entire existence amd b@ng reborn as a feminist. Women’s
close proximity to the military as civilians, vosewives, and soldiers has “military
policy makers,” according to Enloe (2000), “[depentd on the very notion of
femininity” (Enloe, 2000, preface p. x). For meaexning women’s gendered
experiences in the military has been an opportuagyEnloe (2000) would say, “to delve
into the gendered dynamics of society’s politida’l(p. xi). | interviewed twelve
feminist and nonfeminist servicewomen about thenspnal experiences with gender in

the military so | could understand their perspexgj\offer my own feminist analysis on



what military culture means for women and examixgegiences from my service in the
Army.

Gender awareness, being aware of gender rolesthelgyexist, and how they
influence your daily life, is less intense betwseldiers who live and work in close
proximity on a daily basis as gender becomes santetif a side note if the group has “a
shared commitment to the group’s mission” (McS&ly11, p. 152). | know the
relationships resemble a family environment bechesdisted in the Army at seventeen
and still have a relationship with soldiers | meRD03. My section sergeant during a ten
month deployment in Iraq was like a father figuverhe and the other soldiers | worked
with were like siblings. Unfortunately, the entldaited States military is not a big happy
family with the same goal since servicewomen havyarove they belong while civilian
feminists question whether they do.

In this thesis, | argue that women soldiers aree@when they remain silent
about their sexuality, participate as emotionakcleaders, and repeatedly demonstrate
mission capability. Only after are they respected @egarded asisterlyto their male
peers. | will refer to this stereotype as the sistddier. The heteromasculine institution
that is the U.S. military values women that dem@tstappropriate behavior. In contrast,
| also demonstrate that any servicewoman new tatawho is sexually active, or
otherwise does not fit the mold is slut-shamed, ertadeel negatively about her sexual
activity, or lesbian-bated, labeled according teuagptions made about her sexuality, and
considered incompetent within her military occupaél specialty (MOS), the job she
was trained for. All behavior is gendered and jublfpe appropriateness by people who

place value on heteronormativity. If the sisterdsel is having sex, she is doing it



discreetly and with someone in a distant unit beeanen do not want to imagine women
they respect capable of having and enjoying se&.sllence surrounding the sister-
soldiers’ sexuality is oppressive as is the dostd@dard for women soldiers who are
sexually active. Gender policing is a cruel systkat casts humans into two genders
(Butler, 1993). Little boys are taught to play wigns and drive trucks. Little girls are
taught to be clean, polite, and quiet. Nothing tess cleanliness, politeness, and
emotional support is expected from a “good” womaldisr.

Male soldiers anticipate that the sister-soldiezmsotionally supportive. Although
her competency is considered below that of her ipedgs, the sister-soldier is capable
but more importantly is content and pleasant tokworder male soldiers. Arlie
Hochschild (1983) says emotional labor is the demaeand behavior presented by the
laborer to elicit a positive response from thepat (p. 12). The flirty server, the
concerned psychologist, and the woman soldier igeemotional labor on the job. Any
woman soldier that does not present herself asienadly available is labeled a bitch.
The sister soldier is respected because she aatmasale booster and counselor to her
family of male battle buddies. The sister-soldiemeturn for discretion and emotional
labor, receives male protection, improved statnd,raight even get laid without being
labeled a whore.

Sexual relationships in the workplace are commawhkadge and all too often
rumors spread until everyone knows whla¢did. A love affair in any work place is a
distraction but in the military a distraction coutcean someone’s life, or at least
someone’s paycheck. On my deployment, a male nsjurhimself in the head with his

m4 rifle because he and a lower enlisted serviceavowere fraternizing and he faced



Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) punishmehtaternization is loosely defined
as a relationship between an enlisted person awndfiaar (Uniform Code of Military
Justice). Fraternization is more commonly knowsdlliers as any sexualized behavior
involving soldiers who work together and are unégqusank. Soldiers are taught that a
variety of sexualized behaviors will lead to pummgnt. In basic combat training, any
subtle body movement, smiling with teeth, “givitng teyes,” or flamboyant gesturing
could be perceived as being flirtatious and thétyparty would be subject to Corrective
Action through Physical Exercise, a CAPE-ing. Ettesugh any sideways glance could
lead to hours rolling around in the dirt as punishimfraternization inevitably occurred
regularly.

Interestingly, almost every servicewoman | interee was sexually active
during her time in service, although many advisgiowomen against it. Fraternization
is happening in the military, people do date, dred¢ are married couples in the service.
To confuse matters, the U.S. military considersrimdrcouples are mission ready and
competent in their jobs even while presumably skyxaative. Married couples are
allowed to live together during deployments. Sirggevicewomen who openly fraternize
are labeled, devalued, and ignored. The sisteiiesalaust be silent about her sexuality in
order to be protected and accepted. In order fonthitary to maintain its masculinized
identity, militarized masculinity needs feminintty be visible. Regulations for
fraternization distribute article 15s and othertten punishments to fraternizers meant to
halt sexual activity among soldiers. There are tggydered regulations for fraternization
in all branches of the military that should at tdaes clarified and probably revised. In

most situations there is a double standard arowrdem’s sexuality.



Women who are active and open with their sexualig/thought to be
incompetent and unworthy of protection. Regardtdssexual activity, woman soldiers
who are not clean, polite, and quiet are categdrazesluts by the heteromasculine
culture they have been chosen to enlist. Slut-shgniieing disrespected by peers,
considered lazy, accused of using their gendeet@ipmoted, is a way of controlling a
woman'’s sexuality.

As of January 24, 2013 woman soldiers have bedmsdréd to serve in direct
combat positions formerly reserved for men in tmatédl States military. This is
effective in every branch by 2016 but despite thesmnges women will still have an
inevitable decision to make: sister or slut? Chonés be good soldiers? Why the
dichotomy? Certain qualities of the woman soldreraccepted and expected. Woman
soldiers have to prove they are capable of beifggpad” soldieranda “good” woman. |
use quotations around “good” to emphasize theivelaefinition of what is good. What
is good for you might not be good for her. My tisesill demonstrate how the perceived
limited physical capabilities of servicewomen ahd pressure to prove their competency
are directly related to United States military segwomen’s sexualized and gendered
behavior.

This is a study about twelve women in the militdriynterviewed these women to
learn more about their gendered experiences aralibed wanted to go beyond the
limited scope of an autoethnography. The followliteyature review has three main
bodies of knowledge that focus on U.S. military dened policies, women'’s self-
objectified sexuality, and feminist critiques onlitarism. | will further explain the

process of interviewing and the participants’ demapgics in the methodology section. |



use a feminist lens to analyze participant resppisthe results section. In conclusion, |

will address improvements for this research anématl future research.
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Literature Review

In contemporary American culture, the military li@en a proving ground for
male heteromasculinity. U.S. military policies aedulations on sexuality and gender
actively portray the military as an asexual orgation all the while silently reinforcing
gender roles (Rich et al., 2012; Silva, 2008; Sjgh2007). The military is actually so
gendered and sexualized that military leaders dnthprs create gendered regulations in
an effort to maintain a heteromasculine imagehis literature review | provide an
overview of gendered military policies, silencedisaities, and feminist critiques of
militarism.
Gendered Military Policies

United States military policy regulates the gengdgression of soldiers. Kimmel
(2008) explains, “Masculinity is coerced and pdlicelentlessly by other guys” (p. 51).
Men are not naturally aggressive as a result of gender because gender is culturally
constructed, not innate (Kimmel, 2008, p. 51). mtedd States culture, little boys play
with guns because they are being taught that reallehave violently but little girls do
not because they are taught to play with kitchés @ed baby dolls. Throughout history,
there has always been war and, however surprisititggye have always been women
fighting in war (Jones, 1997, p. 13). This literatweview will briefly discuss current
theories and perspectives regarding servicewonangdstrate that gender and sexuality
are inseparable from policy and opinion in the W@u$ned services, and discuss concepts
of sexuality, oppression, and gender visibility.

The United States military has heteronormativeqoesi in regards to gender and

sex. Specific U.S. military policies manage to eselgender and sex within sexual
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harassment, sexuality, and former combat exclugdhmico (1997) claims any service
member faces discrimination who identifies as redetosexual, not masculine, not male,
or not white. This section reviews some literatoyeMeola (1997) and Rich et al. (2012)
on sexual harassment and homosexuality, literddyi® Amico (1997), Rich et al.

(2012), and others that demonstrate military supfooteteromasculinity while
ostracizing the other, gender roles in relatiotheoexclusion of women in combat, and,
finally, Sjoberg’s (2007) study on gender roles ametlia coverage.

The United States government has always been iagalvits citizens’ personal
matters, such as gender expression and sexuddityiicg them to be matters of the state
and therefore public. Jakobsen and Kennedy (20@bieathat heteromasculinity is
perpetuated by the state. The military is simibaa tdangerous and highly influential
international business that teaches other milgaai®d citizens U.S. gender expectations
about militarized gendered nationalism (Enloe, 208@). The military controls
sexuality with policies like Don’t Ask, Don’'t Te{DADT) that silence marginalized
people in the military (Rich et al., 2012, p. 271gsbian and gay people in the military
face discrimination for how they identify sexualRich et al. (2012) writes that the main
reason for a policy to silence LGBTQ people ingkevice, like DADT, was “the
maintenance of the ideological image of the soldret his heteromasculinity” (p. 271).
In fact, since DADT was repealed, Rich et al. (20dr@ues LGBTQ individuals are
more silenced due to homophobia from fellow soklend believes the Department of
Defense has effectively relegated nonheteroserealtities to a “hyper-private realm”
(p- 272). Rich et al. (2012) explains this rejectad military policy to acknowledge

sexual differences as it does race or religiougidihces forces queer soldiers to remain
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closeted out of fear. D’Amico (1997) argues clamhgender-neutrality tend to silence
those individuals not holding power. D’Amico (199%akes clear that not talking about
gender only reinforces the dominant gender, masitylias the norm. In this way, the
military can maintain its image of a gender-neuytsakxual organization while at the
same time remain oblivious to its hyper-mascularedencies. The military has refused to
protect people who identify as a sexual minorityhia military.

Adams (1997) asserts that U.S. military policy supppatriarchy and that
traditional hierarchal family values place maleslarge and leaves no room for
alternatives. The military is not an asexual orgation. It sits staunchly in the realm of
heteromasculinity. D’Amico (1997) explains, “Thatpage or discourse of war is raced,
gendered, and sexualized” (p. 200). Khalili (20403its there is a hierarchy within
counterinsurgent troops that redefines and situatesculinity and femininity in a
position that supports imperialism. Military poliayaintains this level of masculinity
because, “A military that enlists women must renamilitary that is appealing to men”
(Enloe, 2000, p. 238). Rich et al. (2012) explatharge organizations like armies or
factories historically controlled sexuality by exding or segregating women from men
as well as stressing heterosexuality or celibac2 ). Not only that, but the military
genders characteristics that are not generallyidered either masculine or feminine, or
are considered the opposite in the civilian world.

Enloe (2000) bring up an interesting observatiooualgender regulation in the
military when she asks, “Which soldiers should wagh heels?” (p. 261). Enloe
explains throughout the years of different unifonv@mnen soldiers have donned the

uniform was meant to “preservele] visible signsvoimen solders’ femininity” (Enloe,
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2000, p. 270). It would be accurate to assume nmodeB. military uniforms were
designed with camouflage for concealment as a feaiture but it would also be accurate
to note that every aspect of the uniform was carsid with gender in mind. Women
soldiers must not be confused for males but woroéthes's must represent the kind of
subtle, respectable femininity sanctioned by thigany. Military uniform regulations
have gone so far as top gender aspects of theromiiike pocketed pants, umbrellas, lip
color, waistlines, shoes, and chest pockets (ER0@)0). Enloe goes on to explain that
the opposite of feminine for a woman soldier is fmigh” and the opposite of militarized
for the woman soldier is “marginalized” (Enloe, PO@. 264, 267). The design of the
women'’s military uniform has evolved over the dexmdnd varies in each branch but
they all have helped women soldiers balance theeliie between femininity and
masculinity that comes with the occupation. Thenpw that femininity is allowed in a
masculinized environment that the military is hoeei must be downplayed to be
respectable.

Race and class have a great deal to do with tmarblees present within the
military. Khalili's article, “Gendered Practices Gbunterinsurgency,” demonstrates how
a white upper class female soldier can be high#rampower hierarchy than a working
class male general of color, which is preciselyr#salt of race and class (p. 1482). This
study focuses on gender as a key point of compahbstween soldiers. A snowball
sample is not random, so my sample was not repiasanof the military as a whole,
and | was only able to interview one servicewombecotor. Future research could focus
on race and hierarchy in the military. Also, the &man woman does not represent all

women nor do the women | interviewed represenwathen in the military. The U.S.
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military does have a reputation to uphold as alkiighgressive masculine institution.
D’Amico (1997) argues that the conflict in Vietnacurrent peacekeeping missions, and
troop depopulation have illustrated an image thi@ary does not approve and has put
the military on the defensive as far as their neanhce of their masculinity is concerned.
Although the U.S. military’s mission is peacekeegpas well as watr, its focus in recent
years has been on war planning and “peace enfordémet diversification (D’Amico,
1997, p. 207).

Supporters of a homogenous military argue U.Stanyliunit cohesion and war
prowess will be weakened by diversity. A commoruangnt against women in the
service is that their gender will weaken the “sbcahesion” of the unit. However
McSally (2011) says studies show “task cohesionfiaving a common goal, is more
effective for mission readiness (p. 152). McSall§11) has written an article in which
she discusses the U.S. government’s knowledgevefaletraining missions that have
demonstrated “mixed-gender units perform betten tlkmale units” (p. 154). General
Eisenhower and President Carter are just two inflakAmericans who thought women
should have equal rights and perform well in thétany. Maybe not so surprisingly,
McSally (2011) goes on to say that in 1973 whenrdiiaét ended and more women were
volunteering for service, “military leaders acknedgied that female recruits were
performing better on aptitude tests and had fewsmifline problems than male recruits”
(p- 154). Remember, domesticity and passivity egarded as feminine traits. For the
reason of the military not wanting to seem feminD&mico (1997) argues the military
is changing policy to restrict and control popwas of color and women, especially

women of color. Since the general population wawdtce if there was not at least an
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attempt to look diverse, the military allows wonterserve and this year opened all
positions to women. Alfonso (2010) states womerehaaen excluded from combat and
therefore have not been promoted as often. Matiesslwant to serve alongside the
“ideal female soldier” according to Sjolander (2DIemale soldiers are invented to be
“as capable as a male soldier, but as vulnerabdecaslian woman” (p. 93). Conformity,
not diversity, is valued in the military.

In this regard, U.S. military policy values hetemsuoulinity and devalues
femininity. United States military claims to be t&liin regards to gender and equal
opportunity for all citizens but, as Weinstein (I9@rgues, “Military masculinity is
problematized by women, homosexuality, and fam{lesvii). Nonchalant leadership
and meek political response to the fervent andteohsexual harassment of female
soldiers, the appearance and physical fitnessaggns sustaining feminine qualities,
and former sexist policies like combat exclusicat throhibited female advancement
suggest women soldiers are not valued the sameagAifonso, 2010; D’Amico, 1997,
Rich et al., 2012). Meola (1997), an Army Officehawvas sexually harassed during her
service, was penalized for speaking up about b&ggally harassed. She posits because
of the hierarchal structure of power in the miltéris difficult for some female soldiers
to report sexual harassment because the harasgdrema her chain of command.
Meola’s military experiences with sexual harassnaesmonstrated subsequent disregard
from her leadership and, | argue, demonstratediéeaslued status as a feminine presence
outside her gender role. The military presentdfitsea just organization waging fair

wars manned by heroes who make their citizens proud
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Stereotypes about gender reflect how we, as UStates citizens, think about
war and who we think should (or could) get involvsttSally (2011), a veteran of 22
years in the Air Force and the first woman fighg#ot, describes the former combat
exclusion policy, in the words of one commanderjegal fiction” and she uses phrases
like “romantic paternalism” for the military’s traanal policy on gender roles that
consider women in need of protection (p. 151, 1bESally’s (2011) article
demonstrates how the U.S. government, by way ofiéorand current military policies, is
ultimately sexist and limiting to the potentialtbe military by placing importance on
gender roles and uniformity when ultimately theu®should be about “task cohesion”
(p- 152, 156). The link between military servicel aitizenship is eloquently established
by McSally when she discusses the specificitiethefdraft and its exclusion of half of
the citizens of this country suggesting their irdecitizenship status (p. 157). The
military should be representative of the citizémsytare protecting but excluding half of
the population from conscription because of genagigkes some bold assumptions about
the nature of women.

Women are essentially assumed to be peaceful arddéiminine qualities, that
they must have since they are women, somehow reflisttr weakness, softness, and
nonconfrontation. Understandably, many feminisggrd war as a capitalist venture and
globalization through war as oppressive. Thereforabat can be seen as essentially
nonfeminist and for some women military servicagginst their beliefs. | will expand on
feminist critiques of militarism later in this Ii&ure review. For the women who do
serve, Decew (1997) explains the former combatpdhat excluded servicewomen

from some military jobs is a perfect example of gfess ceiling blocking women from
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promotion, higher pay, and economic benefits. Tmnér combat exclusion policy was
founded on ideals that reinforce stereotypes tleh@n are too emotionally and
physically weak for combat. Alfonso (2010) assadw this military policy was outdated
and did not match current military practice or catdperations. For example, women
were prohibited from having a combat MOS but maiynen, like me, were attached to
infantry units as support. My official job was taih my company in chemical warfare
operations but in reality | spent my time drivimgdonvoys or cleaning weapons
alongside the soldiers with an infantry MOS. Alfor{2010) argues that participation in
the armed forces is a mark of equality for womed iailitary policy needs to be changed
to reflect the current situation of women in thditasiy. She argues that placement in the
voluntary service should be based on specific requents of the job and have nothing to
do with gender. Thanks to constant media bombartrites hard to imagine gender as
insignificant to military service.

Turn on the news and you will see images and valgdaces occupied by the
United States military. We see heroic soldiers {esind male) driving or “humping it”
through city streets or in the mountains. If femsdédiers are seen in the media, Sjoberg
(2007) says Americans see her as “at once a causigefwar, a justification for the war,
and the human face of the war” (p. 92). SjobeB97) explains how media
representations portray women in the military dsexable women in need of protection,
as resources used for warfare, or as a feminirad stedier. D’Amico (1997) would add
that women must conform their gender in the myitiar be “one of the boys, ultra
feminine, or neutral-professionalism” (p. 222). Ret al. (2012) claims the military

maintains control over sexuality by making it “tbaghly naturalized” (p. 274).
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Servicewomen are not the only women militarized @gnadring the other women whom
are affected by the military is to normalize milization; ‘inattention is a political act”
(Enloe, 2000, p. xiii). The military needs womenitscan normalize the ideal feminine
woman for citizens, servicewomen, military wiveslfgends, and daughters. Statements
to the media typically only specify gender if ttddser is a female. The U.S. military’s
general disregard or ambivalence toward genderigis@tion then becomes noticeable.
Sjoberg (2007) argues the lack of comment by tH#ami and media response to the
torture at Abu Ghrab is an example of how genderbeadownplayed. The female
soldiers involved in that event were outside tigeinder norms and the military chose to
officially decline comment on the role their gengéayed. The silence around gender is
gendering.

As a heteromasculine institution, the military ¢esapolicies that carefully
regulate any deviance from gender norms. Sexualitgntrolled by fraternization
policies that broadly restrict sexual activity. @enis controlled through the use of
sexual harassment. There are military policiesgatotg complainants from sexual
harassers and outlining procedures for reprimanavbmen soldiers are still daily
victims of sexual harassment. Discrimination foiniggfemale is a common theme in
military policy reflecting patriarchal values. Wonig sexuality is then in the control of
regulations and policies created by masculine getsges.

Silenced Sexualities

Women often think about sexuality from a male pecsipe which explains why

women have such a hard time defining their sexudiélf-objectification occurs when

women view themselves through masculine lens. Fstaihold that a woman’s sexuality
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is owned by men. Gender norms place women in ayeasse sexually. The
servicewomen in this study often gave contradictesponses regarding their sexual
behavior. Frye (1983) beautifully explains how aggsion can mold and shape a person’s
existence and reality using a bird cage exampleh bar of the birdcage is one system of
oppression holding the oppressed in (p. 4-5). Bays gender norms and widespread
ideas in the United States about women'’s sexua\ehmake it impossible for women
to have real control over their sexuality. Many wenare subject to objectification by
self and society. Bellamy (2011) interviewed wonaed concluded that sexuality is
difficult for women to define. Feminists assert wamare trying to define sexuality from
a male perspective, defining their sexuality as ¢iidhe pure and passive, penetrable,
body. This is a review of literature that discusessilence surrounding the sexual
double standard for women, highlights some femsnigto break apart dualistic ideas,
and offers definitions of feminine sexuality, owsieip, and rights.

There is a double standard surrounding nonhetegbnhanmasculine sexual
activity. Sex is everywhere, according to Richle{2012). It is especially apparent when
you are the only one of your gender present as rearwycewomen have experienced.
The demand for certain kinds of sex, along withweey definition of legitimate sex, is
still controlled by heteromasculinity. MonogamyunS. society controls women’s
sexualities because it limits the quantity and ifpal the kinds of sex women could
experience. In supporting the idea of one man aedvwoman, military policy allows for
soldiers to marry one another and even encouragjesacy by housing married couples
together on deployments. Bay-Cheng (2007) crittbe double standard that values

male sexuality and devalues female sexuality amdigevariation. Lesbian-baiting and
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slut-shaming are common in military culture. Thaaitle standard described by Lara
(2008), that allows men to be sexually promiscumutspunishes women for doing the
same, controls female sexuality and defines it ftbenmale perspective.

Bay-Cheng (2007) conducted a study and asked wevhendentified as
feminist, nonfeminist, or egalitarian to defineithgexuality. She found that gender
norms and the sexual double standard repress wsrseruality. Bay-Cheng (2007)
found egalitarians attitudes about sexuality raogfeveen feminists and nonfeminists.
Egalitarians support feminist values but only fogit own self-interest. This individualist
self-interest is translated as neoliberalism by-Bagng (2007) and she argues it does
not serve to foster social change or solidarity mgneeople with similar desire for
personal autonomy and equality. Militarized womeel separate from one another.
There are social boundaries that are strategipaliyn place by military officials that
keep women isolated. The military keeps women ghidigainst one another and in
constant competition so they remain unaware of fibigical manipulations of gender
affect[ing] them all” (Enloe, 2000, p. xiii). In 8. culture, women label sexually active
women “sluts” and women who like sex are made &b dshamed but this was not
always the case.

Pre-colonial Aztec women were encouraged by otlmman and men to be
sexually active because it was considered impoftariheir feminine energy and
spirituality. Lara (2008) furthers the discussidrdmhotomized sexuality for women as
she focuses on language and culture in Latino multtara blames religious, namely
Christian, undertones in Hispanic stories and hen&h language (Mexican and Central

American dialects) that highlight native deities'astas” and Christian saints as



21

“virgins.” Lara (2008) explains before colonizatinative populations, like the Nahuatl-
speaking people, did not possess words for virgiwlmre. Lara (2008) explains “the
closest word to ‘whore’ waaghuiani, ‘the joyful one™ (p. 103). Lara wants to “re-
sexualize the sacred” (p. 107). Lara (2008) citegaddua about living in the space
between to deconstruct dichotomies such as thigalfgifor modern women to break
down essentialist and dichotomous language anteepitogies. Organizing sexualities
into binarisms and using masculinist terminologykesadefining women’s sexuality a
slippery task.
Female sexuality is difficult to define becausks isocially constructed (Bellamy, 2011).
It has always been defined from the male perspectding masculine terminology and
an unclear understanding of exactly what sex ifaBg’s (2011) study supported the
hypothesis that women use masculine language asgdgqmtive to reflect what they think
they know about their own sexuality. Thanks togielis influence in the western world
we generally define sex in terms of reproductioversy woman is going to define her
sexuality differently. Heteromasculinity has a htinde accepting that not all sex is
reproductive or penetrative. Mainstream ideas abextand sexuality limit the potential
of individual sexuality and diversity. Women areeuaraged, from a masculine
perspective, to see their bodies as passive retfpand sex as something that happens to
them. Women are objectified as objects of malerdesi

Further, according to Ryan, many women would defigere as penetrative and a
result of male desire. Ryan (2001) debates whesttvanality can ever be liberated and
calls for a “massive relearning about sexuality’9p). Ryan (2001) believes this can be

achieved if men and women practice “mutual recogmit(p. 104). Ryan explains there
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is a power dynamic in every relationship that carbalanced if women define their own
sexuality, initiate and negotiate sexual activikRyan believes that male responsibility to
a partner’s needs and recognition of a partnersgrele will be empowering for women’s
sexuality. Moreover, multiple understandings shdwddespected and valued, according
to Bellamy (2011). Ryan (2001) criticizes the “wamaentered approach,” where
women have control of and define their own sexyalRtlyan argues the issue is
fundamentally deeper than initiative and insteami$@s on passive sexuality arguing it is
not satisfying.

Estrich (2000) would argue for women not to berdjlashamed, embarrassed, or
passive in regards to their sexuality. She claimsdexuality is exactly the ticket women
need to negotiate equality encouraging women toatdeintheir rights and question the
current system. She would argue that servicewoms@tiate against slut-shaming by
fully enjoying their sexuality. Estrich (2000) wartier readers to pressure the
heteronormative, male-centered system and make fieedijudged.

An opposing feminist viewpoint holds women and meerd to voice their
experiences and alternative perspectives. Speakihgbout sex will help to claim their
existence in popular culture and end individuaigleologies powerful in the United
States today. Only when we end the silence aroenday and speak up about our
sexuality will women be able to break down bingrabsstroy sexist mainstream
ideologies, take our equality, and enjoy our ciisd@p (Estrich, 2000; Goldenberg, 2007;
Jakobsen et al., 2005). To self-define feminin@bgllogocentric standards is an
imitation of masculine ideology (Butler, 1993). Bleeauthors agree U.S. culture needs to

stop obsessing over sexuality from a singular betasculine perspective and instead
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use multiple, diverse perspectives to experiengeldenwhite middle class male
thinkers by far outnumber those heteronormativensteeam ideologies.

Challenges to current monologic frameworks rockfthdation of
heteromasculinity. After decades of attempts tegatize and include communities of
women, one feminist theory holds that women areossjble to define or group.
Schussler (2012) would argue this diversity is {g&g what makes women potentially
so powerful and asserts there is a definitive andled relationship between pleasure
and power. Goldenberg (2007) posits, “Because oatsgrreaterather thameflectthe
world, there is no reason to think that we musttloarselves to a single world view” (p.
148). Judith Butler (1993) eloquently reminds resders the body came before the
conversation (p. 30). Goldenberg (2007) argues a@dvhave more gender power in our
differences. This range is exactly where the pdigerand Goldenberg argues we should
develop polylogic thinking. Goldenberg’s categotiiza focuses on difference rather than
similarity. A common theme argued by Goldenberg@®07) is generalization leads to
essentialism and then to “false universalism” ¢il-2). Understanding how the current
descriptions of matter came to be illuminates whatpolitical undertones are. Butler
(1993) impenetrably expounds on critiques of Atistand Foucault by Irigaray that the
feminine is excluded from the form/matter binaryhe phallogocentric act of naming
“women” started a discourse that limited women fragency to name themselves as a
category or not (Butler, 1993, p. 39). Some femtéése more materialist and, with
concern about bodily violence, they worry a poststiralist discourse will strip the body

of its power and rights.
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Women as a category are more than the discoursaweecreated for them. If we
allow ourselves to examine and critique this clasgion and why it exists this way, then
we stand to learn that the category of women gelarbetter, and different than our
language used to describe the category of womethe{B@993, p. 29). Goldenberg’s
multifaceted worldview, and refusing to use theregpor’s language or epistemology to
define ourselves, will void otherness by voidingmalogic. Goldenberg (2007) makes
the argument that there are more of us excluded fmale patriarchy than included and it
is impossible to essentialize us. Butler (1993) M@gree that a shift in thinking could
create new categories with permeable definitionsléscribing bodies and “new ways
for bodies to matter” (p. 30). Goldenberg (200&jmls we can use our differences as a
“tool to throw off otherness” (p. 148) and findestgth and unity in what ware notas
opposed to what we are. In other words, U.S. ciszzan better reach their full potential
if less energy was spent gender policing.

Gender roles restrict and control all gendersb@an the military is to be manly,
to be manly is to be masculine. Masculinity is es@nted by violence, apathy, grungy,
etc. The main concern the military has for allommmgmen and people who identify as
nonheterosexual entrance is the fear that theamylivill become feminized. Being
perceived as anything but having masculine ideatity interest is unfavorable for
current military policy and all men are taught frewyhood how to be manly (Kimmel,
2008). Phallogocentric discourse assumes thatattiemis in a neutral state masculine,
that masculinity is within the discourse and femityi is outside, and that the masculine
is the “impenetrable penetrator” (Butler, 19935@). Rich et al. (2012) explains that gay

men serving in the military are the ultimate thrieaheteromasculinity.
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Homophobia exists because men fear losing theicuofiagy. Kimmel (2008)
explains that men are scareaf bther men—that other men will perceive you aslark,
as a fraud.” (p. 50). Rich et al. (2012) explaifihis crisis of heteromasculinity results
from the realization of its own penetrability ansl own queerness” (p. 287). Men are
constantly required by their gender roles to pribvegr masculinity and often this occurs
through fraternization with servicewomen or othelitarized women Both Estrich
(2000) and Rich et al. (2012) believe ignoring matiof sexuality and gender does
nothing to challenge the generalizations of hettoal patriarchy. Furthermore,
continued dialogue focusing on gender and sexuedityonly educate and broaden
current beliefs about female sexuality. Is alloworgself to be militarized really an
opportunity for equality or is it just another layd oppression stacked on top of
previous layer that simultaneously helps to higedther layers of oppression, silence the
Others that have become aware of their unequalsstetving searched for an opportunity
they think will help, and strengthen the systemnsysftems set up to maintain masculinity
(Enloe, 2000, p. 238).

Feminist Critiques of Militarism

There are two opposing theories embraced by fetsiregarding militarism:
separatism versus equal opportunity. The first muent for equal opportunity
acknowledges that militaries and battles have ediat long as humanity and
understands there will always be populations tryongppress others. These feminists
think war is inevitable and women should take tppartunity to level the playing field.
Some feminists, like Enloe (2000), question whethetoman participating in

government can maintain feminist values while sena sexist and patriarchal institution
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by asking, “Are femocrats transforming the statb@ng co-opted by it?” (Enloe, 2000,
p. 279). The second main argument of feminismasgsm, defines militarism as an
extension of capitalism and the leading catalyshénglobalization of power and poverty.
The idea is that feminists should separate fromerdalminated institutions such as the
military.

The separatist theory, also referred to as “cdre®€tby Peach (1997), maintains
that both women and feminists should avoid the Wwac#s, hierarchal, dominating
institution that is the military (p. 106-109). Tleesire many degrees of separatism and
many feminists are actively separatisidgi (2011) reports women are often considered
peaceful and cooperative, having promoted and argdrhundreds of peace and antiwar
movements throughout history, whereas men are deresl warlike and power hungry.
Frye (1983) introduces feminist separatism as @ kel way to reclaim power while
avoiding male-dominated institutions in her chap@ppression” (pp. 95-109).

These two arguments about female participatiohemtilitary that argue
oppositely on care ethics and justice ethics atined by Peach (1997). Peach (1997)
claims this argument uses “justice ethics” to expthat the military could be a gateway
for women to come into power eventually obtainiggality and influence international
relations. Being the male-dominated hierarchaitusdn of power the military is, there
is evidence of injustices in the use of that powEckburn (2007) effectively argues,
“Feminism can lead women both towards and away frahtarism” (p. 223). In this
section on feminist theories on the military anchvem in the military, more detail is

provided on the current literature surrounding ethelory on women in the military,
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specifically conversations regarding gender oppoassnilitaristic antifeminism,
equality opportunity, and female representation.

Does the military provide an opportunity for fengte break away from
mainstream gender roles? In a study conductedliagt &008), she asks female
university ROTC students about their gender expyaga the confines of the military.
Silva hypothesizes that these female traineedlieaheed to emphasize their gender. The
females interviewed claim the military was a pladesre they did not have to pay
attention to or care about being feminine. Howefamales try to present themselves as
feminine while in uniform. She concludes the fensitdiers tried fit a gender norm by
distinguishing themselves as feminine rather theutnal or masculine. Silva (2008)
explains the female soldiers saw the military agemder-blind institution” although their
gender self-awareness and description of “femipiag natural” in interviews would
suggest the military compels females to conformeander norms (p. 950). Silva (2008)
argues that women'’s presence in the military ondk@s them more aware of their
gender. However, Silva counters that military ses\and femininity are foundationally
oppositional but because women do serve they direebcdeconstructing notions of
femininity as weak and passive as they defy gendans in their duties as soldiers.

If women do join the military, they are subjectgiender oppression and pressure
to be the ideal female soldier. Media representatimilitary reduction in size, and
stricter entrance policies have helped to createnage of an ideally perfect female
soldier (D’Amico, 1997; Sjoberg, 2007; Sjolanded1R). Sjoberg (2007) argues that
media portrayals of Jessica Lynch and Janis Kakpaswell as institutionalized forms

of gender oppression have generalized that tofemale soldier it means she must be
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“tough, but not violent,” “brave, but not self-sigient,” “masculine, but not above
femininity,” “frail, but not afraid,” and “sexy, duot perverse,” (p. 93). Any female
soldier with behavior too feminine or too mascuhmé be ostracized and face political
and social consequences. According to Rich ef@llZ), lesbians who serve threaten
military heteromasculinity and probably for thosasons have been discharged at a rate
three times that of gay male soldiers. Female sdionstantly have to prove they
belong.

Feminists are not even sure whether women belotigeimilitary. Khalili
believes women who serve in the imperial forcesoatg perpetuating colonized
oppression on a global scale, even though theymmayentarily experience a heightened
sense of power (p. 1481). Khalili argues using etejirom Anne McClintock to explain
that white women knowingly, “unambiguously” help@aize and therefore were
colonizers, even if it was with “borrowed power’da@ven if they were simultaneously
“colonized” (p. 1481-1482). Khalili calls it, “seing the empire” and explains how the
military uses qualities deemed feminine, like huitaran work, interviewing female
civilians, and other “softer tasks,” to furtherwsr cause. (p. 1483). An ethics of care,
described by Peach (1997), empathize female namnagel and the desire to protect life.
Others point out the purpose of the military igssimplest foundationally nonfeminist
in that its purpose is hierarchal centered powseplogtation of the less capable, and a
mission of death and destruction. Historically, veaminave started and lead peace
movements and social protests around the worlatceSiomen are capable of creating
life, an argument of care ethics is that women nadiyudo not want to take life. Peach

(1997) explains some supporters for women'’s exatuiom the military argue there are
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physical differences between most men and womeh, gsi the fact that women can
make babies and men have stronger upper body 8iréfge U.S. military, by its own
description, is focused on controlling unruly nasand waging war wherein killing
occurs. Peach (1997) cites that care feministseangr lacks validity and morality. Care
feminists are fundamentally against all forms aience; the military wages wars. Meola
(1997) would argue one of the most common formaalénce perpetuated by the
military against its own citizens is sexual harassm

Feminists who support care ethics also argue figatrilitary’s mission is an
extension of capitalism to the global arena. Jagolasd Kennedy (2005) demonstrate
that the current social meaning of freedom has Bkewed by people with race and class
privilege who use the word to justify their domiloat of marginalized peoples. Peach
explains that care feminists worry that even if veonobtain equality in the military, they
might be participating in a larger system of indduahat perpetuates oppressive
ideologies. Goldenberg (2007) argues we need ougmg the language of the
oppressor, which only serves to justify his motj\easd stop thinking in monologic,
masculinist terms in order to shift our thinkinga@luralist, inclusive framework.

Peach (1997) goes on to report that feminists wappart justice ethics consider
that the military provides opportunity for accesemployment, benefits, and national
esteem as well as the opportunity for women tocaffaeign policy, to exercise their
rights as U.S. citizens, and be represented ingallamale establishment. However,
military policy prohibits women from serving in ¢ain positions within the military
because of ideas about female femininity as weh&s@& restrictions have been protested

by a number of justice feminists, including Alfond®97), D’Amico (1997), Decew
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(1997), and Radoi (2011), among others. Justicenieta argue there is no need for
physical strength to be a prerequisite for serbeeause of the way wars are now fought.
Some women still might choose a career in the anjlibecause it provides job security
as well as decent financial and health benefitsloRg011) agrees with NATO and the
EU in that she supports women’s entrance into tiigany for reasons of gender
equality. Peach (1997) explains that justice fegtgnargue permission to serve is not
enough and that women should have access to alipaihe military including combat.
D’Amico (1997) blames combat exclusion on the “pobor-protected dichotomy,”
which holds that women need protection from men wihlprotect them. The argument
is that women and men can be separate but equalidton from combat is argued by
feminists as gender oppression relegating womereda of protection from men. Decew
(1997) argues that restricting women from combhtea@s “economic subordination” by
giving women less chances for recognition, lessicéa for promotion, and therefore less
monetary gain (p. 89). Since the way nations fights has changed, Alfonso (2010)
argues that women are already serving in combathasdiisconnect between policy and
practice needs to be amended to acknowledge fesoltler’'s contributions in battle.
Justice feminists point out that historically wonteave always served in the
military. Jones (1997), in his bodomen Warriorsgives examples of female warriors
throughout history. In an attempt to give womere nolodels to exemplify, Jones argues
that female participation in war is neither unfemeénor a new phenomenon. Jones
wants women to access any power source existinglirgais to exercise full citizenship.

He acknowledges that women who “exemplify the veairwill have their sexuality
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immediately judged in a way that male soldiersrare(Jones, 1997, p. xii). Why is a
woman'’s sexuality always deviant if she breaksrties?

Jones (1997) supports feminist justice argumemta/éanen in the military,
although he is careful to note he is not a suppoiftevar itself, stating, “Everything men
have ever done in warfare, women have also doned.theay have done it better” (p.
xiii). Peach (1997) demonstrates that other fertsrasgue that to deny females entrance
into all positions of the military denies femaled titizenship, limits the number of
women who can serve, and creates “bottleneckingtamotions (p. 104). To deny
women access is to maintain a male perspectiverasmdhakes the military not
representative of the population that is half feen&lhalili (2010) counters this
perspective by arguing war is often closely tiesvtomen’s rights in an attempt to justify
imperialism and she coined this “colonial feminis(p” 1488). Peach argues combat
exclusion of females creates disadvantages for swdtkers as well because females are
exempt from duties and responsibilities requiring imale battle buddies to pick up the
slack.

Peach (1997) suggests a reform of care and justtices to create a combination
of the two where females have equal access temalice positions but also use moral
judgment to consider how war is and oppresses @tharen and children globally.
Peach (1997) and Alfonso (2010) argue that womenldiparticipate in the military in
order to transform this masculine, patriarchalitason. They call for the need to
reevaluate contemporary and historical U.S. miflifanactices globally. Fulton and Koch
(2011) analyzed defense spending and conflict kehlay women holding office in

various countries and found that women do hold swaypvernment foreign policy.
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Justice feminists argue women in the military andegnment can alter international
affairs and limit war to only those conflicts treae “just.” Peach (1997) explains women
should exercise the power to influence militaryigppthereby making violence a last
resort, to be avoided if possible, and eliminatea anethod of oppression.

Feminists do not agree on military inclusion of &des because people have
different ideas about the necessity of warfare.sehihat believe war is unavoidable and
sometimes necessary for female equality argueutbfeimale inclusion into the military
for representative, economic, and historical reasbaminists opposed to war argue
female soldiers are not given equal opportunitessalse of sexist values held by the
military and that the military further oppresseséde soldiers due to sexual harassment
and the oppressive nature of U.S. military forggticy.

Discussion of military policy for gender demonsdisaits oppressive connotations.
Feminists’ views about female sexuality debates ieapowering or oppressed. Feminists
hold opposite positions on female enrollment inrthitary based on their justification
about the need for war. The goals of this researetio learn of the experiences and
perspectives of women who have served in the aforeds during the current conflicts
and continuing occupations involving the U.S. railjtin various parts of the world.
Ultimately, | aim to learn more about how other waamthought about their sexuality as
well as the nature of their work, their environmeartd how they perceived their gender.
The perceived capabilities of a woman soldier arectly correlated to policies and
people that regulate her sexualized and gendelteallzg requiring that woman soldiers

continuously must prove their competency.



33

What follows is a feminist analysis of the opinipagperiences, and behaviors of
thirteen lower enlisted woman soldiers regardiregrtbapability and competency in their
military occupation specialty and on the regulation frequency of fraternization.
Through a feminist lens, this research will dem@atstthat women soldiers have a strict
and specific role to play as female soldiers. Womentaught as girls how to act. If
women soldiers play the role well they are rewandd@t respect, acceptance, protection,

and credibility.
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Methodology

| employed a semi-structured in-depth interviewingthodology to gain insight into
the world of women in the military and analyze theiluable stories. Personal interviews
allowed me to gather data directly from particigass they experienced it. This research
is hence qualitative in nature. | interviewed a biseample of eleven enlisted women who
have served or are currently serving on active dutiie United States Military to
analyze their common gendered experiences. Aliggaaints signed consent forms and
received a copy. Of the twelve participants inahgamyself, five were in the Army
National Guard but had served on active duty duainigployment, three were Marines,
two were active Army, one was in the Air Force ané was in the Navy. | included my
own experiences as the twelfth woman of my reselaeclause | wanted to cross examine
my personal experiences with the experiences @&frabrvicewomen.

| relied on the snowball effect to locate particifg | recruited participants through
military acquaintances and friends of friends.ddighe social media site, Facebook, to
post the status, “I'm talking to women who servethe U.S. military for my thesis. Are
you a servicewoman interested in sharing your metsge with me? Do you know a
woman who might want to tell her story?” | receisetesponse from two of my
Facebook contacts who gave me contact informatotwio other women who had
expressed interest in participation however onky woman responded to my email only
after | had finished conducting interviews. | usled same explanation in emails and
phone conversations to recruit participants anc hasluded an example in the
Appendix “Recruitment.” Five participants were perally asked by me to do an

interview and the remaining six were referred tousimg the snowball technique.
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My research focuses on women who have served oreatity in the U.S.
military. | am interested in the behaviors andtadies of female soldiers. During the
transcription process, | coded for demographicrmfation such as military occupational
specialty, branch of military, sexual orientatioglationship status, identification as a
woman of color. | similarly coded a range of expedes including the frequency of
fraternization of each participant, her opiniontbe regulation of fraternization,
identification as a feminist, level of personaletgiffelt by each participant, level of
protection from peers felt by each participant, eacharaderie or closeness with peers
felt by each participant. | found common themes@urding servicewomen'’s capability
and competency in correlation with known fratertimathat simultaneously creates a
sister/whore dichotomy for the categorization ohwem soldiers.

| started each interview by asking the participmnuumber of questions regarding
demographic information. All participants identdias women. All participants had
served on active duty as lower enlisted. Only caxi@pant identified as a woman of
color. Lack of diversity in my research has undedbt skewed my findings. Each
individual woman'’s intersecting identities influenker unique experience and
undoubtedly women of color have had a differentegdgmce in the military than white
women. Khalili (2011) has researched that “war @ontence have always been gendered,
classed and racialized,” and informs that “theypghsocial relations (and are shaped by
them)” (p. 1473). Participants joined for a variefyreasons ranging from boredom to
battling for child custody. | found that every paigiant explained her enlistment in a way
that suggested the desire for social mobility, \WwHiwvill discuss in further detail later.

Out of the twelve servicewomen included in thigdgtunine joined between 2002 and
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2006, two joined in 2009 and one joined in 201&sked participants about their sexual
orientation and found eight identified as straighstated, “I like boys,” three were
bisexual, and one as lesbian. One participantifteshas a transgendered woman and
explained she previously identified as a gay maatefnization, being sexually active
with another soldier, was denied by four particiigeand confirmed by eight. The
definition of feminist was unknown to some partanps but after defining a feminist as,
“A person who thinks women and men should be euire not,” seven identified with
the term, one said, “it depends,” and one saidjdést” while the rest denied being
feminists. Participants generally felt safe, prtgdcand close with their male peers. AA,
who identified as a transgendered woman, did redtdfeotected or close to male peers
although she did feel safe. Later | will discussis@areas of improvement in the
interview process and demographics obtained.

How did lower enlisted servicewomen feel aboutrte&periences as women in a
male-dominated hierarchical institution and arerth@lues in this regard feminist?
Lower enlisted servicewomen are those woman whe kaluntarily joined the Army,
Marines, Navy, or Air Force as honcommissionedisoddE6 or below with the lowest
rank being E1. None of the women | interviewed wesgponsible for larger than a
platoon sized element, which is approximately te6Q lower or equal ranked people. In
the following section, I will discuss why | choseinterview both friends and friends of
friends using an informational email, phone cally|&, or Facebook and why
unstructured in-depth interviewing was importantdonethodology. In conclusion, |
will offer some limitations and criticisms of doirggstudy of this nature from my

positionality.
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An informational email or voicemail introduced nhesis to my potential participants
and also allowed for anyone interested in parttangan my study to learn about its
purpose and ask questions. The purpose of thid @rasito get the conversation started,
to explain my project, to schedule interviews, smdistribute consent forms. | started
the email by namedropping our acquaintance thdovied with a brief introduction of
whom | am and why | am conducting this intervieelt it was important to also state
that | had served in the Army and was a veteramgiwhstated clearly in the emails |
exchanged with every participant, although foutipgrants seemed unaware of my
veteran status by the way they explained simpléarnylterminology to me as if | were a
civilian. 1 did not reinform participants that Iéhaerved in the military because | did not
want my personal experiences to influence what theyld share with me. | understand
how thinking I was civilian could influence a parpant to answer differently as well.
The use of email and online social media messagerg very helpful for recruiting and
informational to participants.

Unstructured interviews more accurately capturedehs through which | wanted
readers to see the situation of United Statesanjldvomen. | chose in-depth
interviewing as my methodology because it “is aipalarly valuable research method
feminist researchers can use to gain insight imontorld of their respondents,”
according to the chapter on feminist in-depth wwing in Feminist Research Practice
(Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2007, p. 114). | used my omgights as a woman veteran and
feminist to understand the struggles and littleories these women face in a life of
service. | have asked these servicewomen open-enoiestions in a semi-structured

interview to get them talking and to help them rarber their experiences. | wanted to
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have some control over the direction of the inmwbut | also wanted to maintain a
conversational tone. A semi-structured interview lmanimal hierarchy. | did not want to
seem like | was “in charge” because | wanted tles®en to be honest and open about
their behaviors and experiences. As a female wetédid not want to assume their
experiences were anything like mine so taking my avtersectionality into account was
important for asking inclusive questions, gainiagport with my participant, and fully
grasping how their experiences and perspective fvany my own.

Many participants seemed defensive at the beginmiitige interview although all
seemed to gradually relax and share more detail ilatthe interview. | will include
discussion of this in the results chapter. Intewgievere held one-on-one in a private
location, over the phone, or on Skype. Three ppgits typed their responses and
mailed them to me with their consent forms. Aleiniews were recorded and
transcribed. The interviews lasted 30 minutes fw@gamately one hour. | interviewed
participants individually to maintain anonymity aselparate their responses from their
identities. Participants were not required to tesgrtreal names for the interview.
Participants received a two-letter pseudonym ferdtudy.

Signed consent and IRB approval were needed ferstady. Participants were
informed of the intent of this study in the infortie@al email and prior to beginning the
individual interviews. The consent form also haibimation regarding the intent of my
research, potential risks to participants, and thghnts regarding participation.
Participants who | did not meet in person receebpy of the consent form and either
mailed or scanned and emailed a signed consentttome. | mailed a blank consent

form and stamped self-addressed envelope to twiipants that they signed and mailed
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back to me. All participants were told they did have to answer all or any of the
guestions or any question they found uncomfortd®éeticipants were told they could
“pass” on any question they wished to omit and velckthey could end the interview at
any point.

Participant responses to interview questions apé ¢@nfidential. At no time are
participant’'s actual identities be revealed. Askiv@gmen about their experiences is
validating for the women being questioned becaugweés them a voice and allows them
to share their stories and perspectives. | asketcsgzomen about their experience as
females and how they expressed their gender. Irataahel that as a fellow veteran who
has served in this state, anyone interviewed nibghtesitant to share names or
information with me for fear | will know too muchbaut their specifics.

| did not wish to ask about any trauma or triggey aegative memories although
| understand that conversation around the topaxctfe duty could have sparked
traumatic or unpleasant memories for the partidipasimply wanted to understand what
motivated women during a period when they were lesgeesented and completely
oppressed as a gender. Hopefully, sharing theilestand finding common themes in the
stories they share will empower and educate not athler female soldiers in the U.S. but
also in other institutions where women have tradgily been excluded or marginalized.

| wanted my interviews to make women in the mifitaware of their unique
intersectionality and to help women see themsedgemgents of history. This study has
helped me understand some of my own gendered ryiktgoeriences better and forced
me to examine how my individuality has been supg@édy the military and other

heteromasculine systems in power in the UnitedeStathese interviews are helping to
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preserve memory and record emotion felt at this Brdrn global history. My findings
may be disseminated to the public by word of mditbugh the potential interviewees
or through access to my thesis, which will be ledah the Gender and Women'’s Studies

office or on the website.
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Results

In the results chapter | will discuss how my fimgs support my thesis that
servicewomen are devalued for nonconforming to gendrmativity. The results include
direct quotes from participants and my subsequemtrfist analysis using theory from
the above literature review. Here, | will discussablishing rapport with participants, the
“ideal” feminist presence, women’s work, genderethbat, the sexualized double
standard and fraternization, and finding the péti@tance for regulating gender norms.
Establishing Rapport

| was able to interview servicewomen located nedrfar because of the various
techniques, such as using phone and Skype intesyiesmployed. The women |
interviewed were mostly Army and Marines locatethi@ United States (California and
Minnesota); the Air Force servicewoman was locateSlouth Korea; and two soldiers
were stationed in Afghanistan. | interviewed twovggewomen located in California, one
a soldier and one a marine, and seven servicewémated in Minnesota. Further
research will need more diversity in the intervieample to include the experiences of
women from different regions of the United Statesjore representative sample of
women of color, the experiences of men soldierseaaaly gender in between. A more
diverse sample of participants would provide maseght as to why people join the

military at all.

Education benefits and social mobility are two cg@sswomen join the military
and were also why | joined the military during ngnir year of high school. | joined the
Army when | was seventeen so that | could get hdrigducation without going into

debt. | was the first women in my family to serl/ejas the oldest child, and | wanted to
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make my father and uncles proud. All the men infamyily have served in the Army. We
are a working class family and my parents neveraged to save a dime toward their
children’s secondary educations. | think this igtfor many of my interviewees and
probably for many people serving in the U.S. mijittoday. Two participants mentioned
being raised in military families, which | think glol have made the transition from
civilian to military life that much easier as thesobably knew what to expect more than
others. Seventy percent (including myself) are giheir education benefits. Women
join the military to move upward out of their cuntesocial situation and class status. |
think women are joining the military to increaseithsocioeconomic status, gain access
to higher education, and move out of their curssrttial situation. Eleven out of thirteen
have served in combat zones. Women were serviagnmbat before the combat
exclusion policy was lifted earlier this year andresusing their veteran status to gain
access to higher status through education.

A snowball sample requires word of mouth to obtaarticipants. Four
participants are friends of mine and know me orsq@eal level, two are acquaintances,
and people | know referred the other three to mest\df the women | interviewed were
initially cautious about answering questions regagdiender in their military units and
about the motives of my interview. | sent an emath the interview questions and
consent form attached by email to everyone | inésved. Three women were
interviewed on Skype, two submitted written res@snisecause they are currently
stationed in Afghanistan in the Army, two | mefperson, and the remaining two were

interviewed on the phone. About half were unawdmay military veteran status. My
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rapport changed with each participant since myticeldo each participant varied so
drastically.

Rapport varied because of how | knew the partidipad what the participant
knew of me. Friends of friends participated in itlterview with a sense of understanding
that they were aware | was a veteran and maybeyhitqositively toward me due to our
mutual friend. My friends who | know personally finany military service are aware of
my personal opinions and may have been somewhaahiet® divulge all of their
experiences and opinions so not to injure our fiedp. While some participants were
explicitly aware of my military experience, othevere informed in the invitational letter
but did not seem aware that | was a veteran dih@gnterviews. | did not want to
influence the participants’ responses with my miltstatus although | am aware that a
civilian status could also affect their respongeparticipant might have shared more if
she knew | had experienced similar situations e tmay have altered her responses
about fraternization knowing | was a fellow soldiktly goal was for the participant to
share as much as she felt comfortable revealingtdi®y experiences. | tried to be
agreeable and open to all of their unique and cdimgexperiences. The servicewomen
participants were at times defensive about thesitpmality.

Defensiveness of the participant stems from unicéytabout my, the
interviewer’s, personal opinions about the militand women serving in the military.
Not all of the participants knew of my veteran gsadnd none of them knew exactly my
stance on the military or on feminism. The two ggyants unaware of my military
experience were so excited to discuss their myliéxiperiences with someone they

thought was outside of their military world, anéytwere explaining their experiences in
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such great detailed explanations, that | couldonioig myself to tell them their lengthy
responses were unnecessary. If | shared that Awaseran, | can imagine their
responses would have shifted to brief introductaglanations and ended with, “Ya
know what | mean?” | did not want the participatat$eel as though a “raging” feminist
from the Gender and Women'’s Studies departmentswagping into their service in the
military for the purpose of belittling their sereiclt was my intent to critique mainstream
ideologies of military culture, not of the individuservicewomen.

Often, the participants’ answers were contradictorhat some responses fit
neatly within the prescribed gender norm but latsponses were candidly reported of
their actions. For example, they were asked tmddfaternization then later asked if
they had fraternized. By their own definitions, dhigd of participants had indeed
fraternized but claimed they had not. Only oneipigdnt acknowledged her ultra
femininity before joining the military stating skaas her town princess while the rest
claimed to be “tom boys,” have “many brothers,’atways hung out with the guys.
Although half stated they were not taught at atiethwhat it means to be a girl, when
asked to define a time when they felt femininegtyrpercent said wearing a skirt and
every participant mentioned being “clean” as femeniDid the participants know they
were giving me contradictory responses in an ungouns attempt to be perceived as the
“ideal” female soldier? | wanted to behave askihéw what they were talking about but
also act naive enough to get an explanation. Bagngeable and nice are two great ways
to help someone feel comfortable enough to godetail about scandalous experiences.

Another great way to establish rapport is to bthénsame boat.
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Class status could have influenced women to jemtilitary and affected
rapport. One third of my interviewees needed mdoegollege, another third admitted
to being in financial distress, and the remainmgidtwere bored and needed something
new. Middle and upper class citizens are generaityjoining the military out of
boredom or need for college money. Recruiters afyidry to lure working class recruits
with large dollar signs and education benefits. &brief period during my time in
service, | was assigned to assist a recruiter Notthfield, MN and make phone calls to
find potential recruits. We drove the governmemticaur sharp urban camouflage
uniforms to trailer parks and apartment compleregihg for young people to train. The
recruiter and | were looking for young adults ireasf two predicaments: those who
could not afford to go to college or those who wiargouble with the law. Young adults
in either predicament are looking for a way out &arcsome the military is the solution.
Of course it was always good for the quota to riéérom any gender; we never

discriminated but that invisibility ended upon siinent.

An “ldeal” Feminine Presence

Gender awareness is persistent in the military. fibst obvious highlight of
gender by the military is the variation uniform &wldiers with vaginas. Women are
assigned a feminine gender and expected to beltawveding to the gender norms of
U.S. culture. A servicewoman who does not fit itite assigned gender role might be
perceived to peers as “dirty” or known as a “bitcfhe “ideal” feminine woman soldier
is described as clean, looks and smells good, andsels her unit. Does any woman fit

inside these rigid guidelines for the perfect ssswioman?
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Women cannot be defined solely on the basis of geinelcause it is not their
singular identity. Furthermore, this study shoutd Ine generalized to the entire military
but should be read as an analysis of a small snbsdraple of lower enlisted United
States military mostly white women who mainly jain® stimulate change in their lives.
This thesis views women as active agents of their loves who have joined an all
volunteer military. In the following analysis | wilefer to the women by their initials
offering an analysis of how their military experiess were gendered.

Servicewomen are expected to adhere to a certahdénormalized femininity
to be considered a competent woman soldier. Fertyrentails cleanliness, acceptance
of physical limitations, and need for protectioenicewomen walk a fine line between
femininity and masculinity because in this profeagsihey are women doing “men’s

work.”

Interestingly, one of the reasons people arguevibaten should not be allowed
in combat is feminine cleanliness. Participantsengsked what they were taught about
being a girl and overwhelmingly the response gwes having “cleanliness.” Ninety
percent of female participants used the word “Cléamlescribe women or women’s
work during their interviews. BJ was concerned witw the males are going to handle
the integration of women into previously all malgts believing women serving
alongside men is “not a good thing because ofdiwvianditions in the field.” Although
her dad probably gave her a lot of advice about twle a good human, one piece of
advice BJ remembers learning was to “stay clead’ré&members field exercises during
basic training when “women were brought back toltheacks every night to shower.”

Daily showers during training seem excessive ewvemilitary policy. | remember an
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FTX when women were brought to the barracks to gnafithey were menstruating, and
since anyone would like a hot shower on a coldyrdewy, I'm sure more than a few
servicewomen used that opportunity. Aren’'t womesgginas self-cleansing? How did
women as a gender ever make it living out undestaies for thousands of years without
daily showers? Policies like this are unfair to then who are not given access to shower
facilities as often as females. Apparently, sewim@en’s hygiene in the field is a hassle
and needs to remain invisible.

War is dirty business. The 2003 mass invasion gfdkges in Iraq happened so
quickly there was not a lot of time for personagjiene. The initial invasion of Iraq and
the unsanitary and inhumane conditions the mafe@sd during the 48-hour road trip to
combat example was used against female integrdfitimary leaders argued that women
could or should not have to bear that kind of hiatidn and illness. AM2 understands
that the reason women are not allowed to do cejdémis for “health risks for women”
and “it is easier for us as females to get thilgs yeast infections if we don’t take care
of ourselves.” Do women need military policies égulate their own health? Does this
mean men do not want to see women in pain? Isatfosm of protection? Or do men
think women’s weaker immune systems and inferigrspial capabilities are the reason
why women would not last on a mission of that sort?

In reality, there is often little time or patienioe feeling embarrassed about
hygiene or bodily functions in the military, regkasks of gender. During a convoy
training exercise in the Army in preparation foptbyment, | found myself with a full
bladder. The exercise was timed and graded. Thes @ampany was anxious and was

completely submersed in the game. My commandingeseit, the woman in charge of
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my mobility, gave me permission to use the lattime-area not inside our vehicle. We
stopped in a defensive box formation that requan@dconvoy of vehicles to park closely
in a square on the road. As soon as the hummvppexdd threw my weapon over my
shoulder, hopped out, and dropped trou. | did ac¢ that thirty higher ranking male and
female sergeants, officers, and peers were surnogimae in their vehicles. No one else
cared or seemed to notice either. How much morenasip do we place on gender in the
United States than other parts of the world? Orrerdraining exercise in Norway |
learned how significant gender is in the U.S. Maie female Norwegian soldiers share
showers and latrine facilities and sleep in theestants in the field. Americans are sure
to have a separate “female tent.” These exampéesaant to demonstrate the absurdity

of putting as much importance on gender as militaiyure does.

Servicewomen not only must look and act femining,tbey need policies for
protection because they are seen as physicallsionf&ven though servicewomen have
loaded weapons, ninety percent of the women irdered felt protected by their male
battle buddies. No one said she felt safe becawesbad a loaded rifle with a mounted
laser scope. BJ explained that in her company, gReact like they’re my big brother.”
LE even had bodyguards at a FOB (forward operdiasg) overseas after an incident
when a male sniffed the back of her neck at thevdmall. For servicewomen’s protection
from men soldiers, the participants were often spd, heavily guarded, required to
travel with another woman, or given a curfew. Aigahe military’s policy is segregate
the females instead of educate the males. In Balisibks the females had a floor of the
building to themselves with a separate entrancecanteras recording around the clock.

The excuse is that these men are sexually depainddave strong sexual urges from
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forced celibacy. The U.S. military effectively nashzes gender roles by separating men
and women. Sleeping arrangements and sexual hagaspuolicies teach women and
men what their expectations are, even if the exgtiect is to be scared to walk without a
male escort at night. In reference to feeling e by the two men in her section, AW
simply stated, “my guys knew better.” Military pojiis set up to protect women from
men implying women need protection by men from raed that sexual harassment and
assault are inevitable. U.S. military policy haguiations specifically for women’s
bodies.

FR explains a special rule for women on the flighe is in case of pregnancy.
Pregnant women are protected by the military freamdp around or near hazardous
materials. A woman can get in trouble for disregagc rule designed to protect, not the
woman, but the fetus. Marilyn Frye (1983) explaims rampant concern with fetuses,
such as the heated media debate about abortiosp@adhl policies to protect a woman'’s
body when she is carrying a fetus, as parasitisri@p). The idea that women are in
need of protecting from men is ridiculous and thesi that women need men’s protection
from other men is narrow. Women have always decidadd when to terminate a

pregnancy as they should since their bodies aredha.

Persistent oppressive ideologies have trainedapelgation into believing that
women are physically and mentally weaker than mdleese ideas are so widespread
that the women soldiers in this interview describa@inen as innately weaker and
passive compared to males. When asked about gassi@mptions, AA responded, “It
was assumed you [women soldiers] couldn’t or digr@nht to do the running around and

heavy lifting and stuff.” Grouping all women asygically inferior to all men we can all
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agree is sexist and dichotomizes all humans irsiogular gendered identity. What is the
response for a servicewoman having more physicagth than what is expected of the
feminine? LO says her male battle buddies are awsayprised at how much she can lift.
Contradictorily, she understands women being bafmoad certain MOSs like artillery
because men are physically stronger. BJ believesané women soldiers are treated
equally however she noticed that males get pickeddrtain details, quick unofficial
tasks, that require heavy lifting but the femalesar get picked. FR’s MOS requires
loading missiles above her head onto F16 fightengd and she confirms, “There is a lot
of heavy lifting.” FR is a woman and fully capaloiethe physical requirements of her
job. Logically, if servicewomen believe all men ateysically stronger then they must all
be more intimidating as well.

Soldiers need to intimidate their enemies and taf@ately, mainstream
ideologies stress that feminine qualities are ninidating. AM2 claims men are better
for certain tasks commenting that, “the women weehzere are not as strong or as large
and it's better to send [to combat] those who apeenntimidating.” Woman soldiers are
defining themselves from a male perspective usiagauline terminology. Intimidation,
which stems from confidence and perspective, ilingtmore than happenstance. Often
servicewomen talked about “heavy lifting” when désiag the physical differences in
men and women'’s duties. This was usually in respémshe question about men and
women being equal in the military. As these sewm®en’s varied experiences
demonstrate, woman soldiers are fully capable e&ftly lifting.” Decew (1997) believes
exclusion from jobs and promotions is a perfecinagxa of how sexism and the glass

ceiling are legally protected in the military.



51

Women in the military have different physical figserequirements, sleep in
separate and guarded locations, and their fetiissesyoman in the military should find
herself pregnant, are protected by military poli€lge physical fithess uniform shorts,
made of a silky material and quite short on thghhivere banned in the Marines RA
assumes “because of the females.” The military gedrits uniform policy to protect
women instead of respecting women or educating so&hers about sexual harassment.
Women were feminized in numerous ways by theseigslithat offer them protection.
The U.S. military could be offering women many ogpoities for advancement if their
protection policies were revised to more accuradelycribe current reality.

It is perplexing that these stereotypes persist éveugh women in the military
joined voluntarily and admit to being less feminthan average before joining. Gender is
always an issue. Are servicewomen unaware of pstfieminine they have been trained
to behave? When asked if she thought she was tmbat male battle buddies and had
access to the same kinds of opportunities, AM sauh believe that it is harder for us to
do some things due to the fact our bodies are Oifirently. But, | try my hardest to
make sure | can do as much as they and | seefethates doing the same. | don’t
believe that we always have the same opporturiitgesvicewomen are continuously
reminded of their gender. Finding the right balabe®veen soldier and women is
essential. Women in the military are expected fzeap a certain way, not to be too
strong and to need protection.

U.S. military policy is gendered and includes pefscregulating feminine
appearance. | asked participants to recall a timenwthey felt feminine during active

service. The servicewomen interviewed felt mostifieme wearing the formal dress
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uniform skirt and pumps. Soldiers wearing skirtansexample, as outlined by Enloe
(2000), of military policy defining what femininitipoks like. Dress uniforms in the
military are designed to complement the genderely bloO says the most feminine she
felt in the military was at last year's Christmasty when she wore the skirt and pumps
for the first time. BJ remembered feeling espegitdminine when she wore earrings for
the first time in uniform at her graduation frommdy basic combat training. Others also
mentioned feeling feminine while wearing makeup padume in uniform. Adding these
feminine touches is evidence the servicewomen wlaotenternally feel more feminine
which in turn made them feel self-credible. Dregsand looking “as they should” made
these servicewomen feel like they were playingcbreect role in the most masculine
institution in our country. In U.S. society mostwid agree with the assumption that
skirts, pumps, makeup, and perfume are feminine.Ul%. military defines proper
femininity in a slightly different manner.

All branches require servicewomen’s hair doesgogpast the collar of their
uniforms. Even in combat or at an FTX (field traigiexercise) servicewomen cannot let
their hair down. AA explains, “It's hard to jugghehat’s expected of a woman and
what's expected of a soldier; it's often confligiih Servicewomen are taught what is
expected of them in basic training and that trgnga deeply engrained schema. |
remember feeling embarrassed whenever my haireslippt of my neat bun in uniform.
A schema is like planting a seed in someone’s nimdidea that changes the way they
think thereafter learning it. A schema sets uphitan to think a certain way. Butler
(1993) explains how schemas created by phallogaocetiscourse have given labels and

meaning to specific forms (p. 33). Hair needs tauoked away so servicewomen do not



53

appear too feminine but their hair cannot be tawtdhecause they cannot appear too
masculine.

The uniform itself can make some servicewomenttaeinanly so some
servicewomen feel the need to enhance their femif@atures. Being feminine makes
women feel like “real women.” There are many detogalabels for women who do not
abide by the femininity rules meant to discredénthas something less than womanhood.
Servicewomen | interviewed did not feel highly abthemselves when their self-
perception was less than ideally feminine. FR, wigifeg her altered appearance in
uniform, explains, “I feel like just because youdwund men [it] doesn’t mean you have
to act like a man. You can still look presentalyld these uniforms don’t do much for
you anyways.” She wanted to appear different themtale troops all around her; she
wanted to present herself as the feminine presé&hdéural social norms categorize
certain appearances as feminine and women arettthagho be a woman means to be
feminine. When placed in a masculine or potentigéinder invisible environment
women are labeled according to gender as oppodeeirig titled soldier. This is because
“playing soldier” is something little boys are tdmi@s the gender norm.

Women’s Work

Gender norms are strictly upheld in military cuétuirhe participant responses
demonstrated how whenever possible female soldrersffectively distinguishing
themselves as feminine and are distinguished by rdilary policy as feminine instead
of gender neutral. Silva’s 2008 study on gendehéROTC found female soldiers have
opportunities to break gender roles but are nogyTdre entering a masculine institution

like the military caring a great deal about presgntheir femininity as innate. Any
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attempt to erase or silence gender in the milisamply makes all soldiers more aware of
their gender.

AA was a servicewoman in the Army National Guarcwias essentially
silenced into a gender norm and then ignored. Redised when AA wore non gender
conforming civilian clothing. As a transgender wamAA had a different experience
that highlights the importance the military placesgender conformity and it's resistance
to gender variation. AA says that trading the umfdor civilian clothes did not get her
noticed or harassed but says that in civilian @stlil lost credibility that the uniform
gave me.” Being in uniform de-feminized AA’s appaace making her “recognized” as a
male by the military. Servicewomen have to look dodhe work of the female gender.

A masculinized institution such as the U.S. militaas definite women’s work.

LO worked “in admin” doing paperwork and payrolld@inistration or “admin” jobs are
usually filled by servicewomen, are inside, air-gitioned, with regular hours, and
“easy” jobs. AJW worked in the hospital with a édtother females and noticed, “When |
first was in the navy | worked for flight deck fug department and that was mostly
men.” There are women assigned other masculindeslip the military but that only
means the servicewomen have additional “feminiasks. FR functions as the morale
booster in her shop and on the flight line descsriber male battle buddies as “depressed
and angry, just going through the motions.” FR s&es frequently sings songs to draw
their attention and boost moods. Not only were m&agnen in a caretaker role but AJW
explains it as “appealing” for women, as what th@senen wanted. Interestingly, as a

child | always envied those soldiers running aroandhe flight deck directing jets,
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loading munitions, and filling fuel. Women haveareously been taught that we should
and other women do want to be feminine.

The integration of women into all branches of thitany and the recent revisions
to combat exclusion policies seem to demonstraedhicymakers might actually think
women can do everything men can do. Some femimatg this change as equal
opportunity and rights gained for women in the tarly. “We scarcely know enough
about how militaries rely on, and try to controbmen’s talents, women’s aspirations,
women’s nightmares—and how women with and resporiddse maneuvers” (Enloe,
2000, p. xix). Is femininity being transformedtire military as something better or
more oppressive to the range of womanhood thataisty? It is true women have always
been fighting in wars alongside, behind, and imfraf men, however women in the
current U.S. military have overwhelmingly been gsed to light duties traditionally
known as women’s work involving caring for othestgying clean, cleaning, or cooking.

The argument remains that women are simply betitedsfor different tasks.

Women in the military are confronted with sociaktazles that put them at a
disadvantage. AA makes an interesting point wheniskexplaining the disadvantages
servicewomen face both physically and mentally. &hes women are, “obviously
physically starting off at a disadvantage. You gahthere but it takes more. You're also
mentally starting off at a disadvantage becauses bog basically are taught to be
soldiers.” JS, a veteran of the Army who has semeaambat, believes, “I can’'t do
everything a man can do but | have seen other wamencan. Some can do it better.” It
is erroneously dichotomous to argue women are palgiless capable than men. Judith

Butler (1993) explains how our society can starnake assumptions about nature when
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we give it labels, values, and meanings (Bodiesrtister, p. 5). Many women have to

try even harder than the males just to get recmgnior being capable.

Servicewomen have a small role to fill wherein thaye to work hard just to get
noticed for doing the job but not too hard or shklve considered less of a woman and
lose credibility in that sense. The “ideal” femiaiwoman soldier would have to be able
to drag herself out of combat but probably woultilb®able to dead-lift and fireman
carry an immobile man soldier to safety. In basaming every soldier is required to lift
another onto her shoulders and carry the casualgfety 300 yards away. Many women
in today’s military do not fit this ideal, not féeick of trying or because they are
incapable, but because the ideal is unrealistimyMrvicewomen could drag a wounded
male soldier to safety and probably go back foitla&o In the heat of a life and death
moment, if someone is wounded nearby, regardlegsrder and with the proper combat
lifesaving training, any servicewoman or man wallistically attempt to safe their life
by dragging them to safety. But this kind of beloavs perceived as masculine.

Obviously women in the military feel masculine iatés because our society
defines many of the actions women perform alonggide male battle buddies in the
military as masculine. A “good” soldier has beepldged overseas, served active duty,
been to combat, has security clearance, or weret @maugh to be commissioned but
weak, feminine, lazy soldiers have easy “insidgimrt assignments. Commissioned
soldiers can start in ROTC, through an officer pang that trains them over several
months span, or by already having a degree. Malayess admitted feeling masculine
when a mission or detail required heaving liftingpther use of physical strength. FR, an

airman, claims that her job on the flight line ifafent from most of the “inside jobs”
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most women in the military are assigned. FR goema@xplain, “I feel masculine quite a
bit actually. People give me so much crap becatisee really large hands and kind of
wide shoulders so they say | ‘man handle’ the momét” FR’s body type and job
requirements make her feel masculine. How do semwm@men balance being a “good”
soldier with being a “good” feminine woman?

All women could describe at least one time wheay tlelt masculine because they
surpassed standards, were assigned to a spesKicdasidered “man’s work,” or, as AM
and AM2 say, they can “hold their own.” Simply sdarg up for yourself or passing
standardized tests will get you labeled masculsa servicewoman. The masculine label
demonstrates to servicewomen that they have gaseleuthe realm of women’s work.
LO feels most masculine during PT tests becauseays “guys are always really
impressed with how many pushups | can do.” She dddgeople are similarly
impressed with how much she can lift. It is notygolhysical behavior that makes these
women soldier feel masculine. LO also mentionsvdgar language as something that
makes her feel masculine or like a “tom boy.” Pbgkheight is something that can be
perceived as masculine. FR recalls, “l was in thkim band flight; | didn’t even play an
instrument. They said | was in the band flight heseal was tall; | carried a big bass.”

FR was assigned to a task she was not proficidrgause of her height while many
servicewomen are not offered details because ofdleader. We see an interesting
paradigm when AA answered the question about a simeefelt masculine. She shared a
story with me about the deployment when her batilddies considered her a man, albeit
a thin, wispy, blond, probably gay man. AA is ansgendered woman who while on

deployment in 2009 was still living as a male. Tikisur conversation:
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KG: Can you recall a time when you felt masculine?

AA: When | was in Iraq, | worked out a lot. My wieobody got bigger, much
bigger, than it ever could have gotten without cardus working out like | did.
But it was never mentioned by anyone, which is bédause everything was
mentioned and picked apart about everybody by &eely about everything so
the idea that it wasn’t mentioned meant to metthey were uncomfortable with
the idea.

KG: With your masculinity?

AA: Yes by my working out, getting stronger, doibetter on PT tests.

KG: Was it not talked about?

AA: It was actively ignored. They had to try to a@e it and not talk about it. My
last drill in June or July 2011 we had a PT testan Faribault and out of the
whole unit | think there were 10 or 11 that pas3dwy were the E8s and above
[leadership] and the officers and me and a coutilerdower enlisted. And no
one said anything except, “god damnit, AA.” | stiduldn’t get a compliment out

of them. The entire platoon failed except for me.

This sort of behavioral modification is how hetesomative culture controls any
behavior, sexuality, or race other than white letersculine male, and this is especially
true in the military. Silencing gender variatiotartonforming to norms is exactly what
Rich et al. (2012) argued in that repealing DorskADon't Tell was even more
oppressive to the LGBT military community becaudericed many into silence. When

AA starting looking more buff, read masculine, batle buddies ignored it, effectively
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silencing AA, demonstrating what they would defasea “normal” male body type. AA
was living as a male during deployment in 2009veas not rewarded for his body
building because it was seen as normal behaviorealehis feminine civilian attire was
viewed as abnormal and therefore he lost creditakta nonconforming gender.
Silencing “the other” centralizes the norm. All papants stated they did not notice race
being an issue in the military.

Race devaluation is evident when the silence sading it is examined. One
participant identified as a woman of color. Howewmeither she nor any participants
claimed to notice women of color in the militaryimigtreated or labeled differently
because of their race. This is a perfect examplehite privilege at work. They did not
notice race differences because they did not avEhte soldiers | interviewed were not
personally impacted by racism and therefore to thehd not exist. Women are
subjected to this silent oppression and often firanselves as the oppressors. Sexual
and racial identities fall into a hierarchal rarkin the military. Khalili (2010) explains
that race and gender work differently in the miltasing the example that a white
working class female soldier has more power thblaek upper class male general (p.
1482). Black men are sexualized in U.S. societythigdis also true in the military. The
“ideal” woman soldier is neither too masculine tmy feminine, has a specific cheerful
but passive personality, has white skin, and ensid into their assigned women’s work.
Gendered Combat

Gender was effectively silenced and oppressed waadntly by combat
exclusion. Women were serving in combat zones bdfo recent policy amendment to

“allow” women into the more traditionally male “cdrat” positions. Many stereotypes
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persist about the threat of women in combat. Rénis woman soldier who does not
think women should be allowed to hold certain jobthe military. Those against
integration of the U.S. military claim women ardistraction and a liability. Shockingly
and overwhelmingly, the argument | heard most agailomen in combat was their
cleanliness as a factor. Women acknowledge theaelsange happening as generations
evolve socially to be more comfortable with womesépanding roles. Gender policing,
the social construction of what women should bfsrefarguments against women in
combat.

Stereotypes would have that women are emotionahaordlly superior to men as
a group. Several participants acknowledged beiagtie to give out relationship advice
to battle buddies. Battle buddy is the term usedetscribe peers in the military. The
servicewomen functioned as a sort of peer counsg&tmther moral argument against
women on the battlefield is that when women arered, men will not know how to
react. LE, for example, is okay with an all-femadditary and thinks that a lot of women
could even do the tasks better than men. LE hdsysgpthree times on convoy
operations and thinks having a coed military issmmuch a distraction as an instinctual
liability. Her argument surrounding instincts foesson assessing casualties on the
battlefield. She thinks men have innate instinigé will make them want to rescue a
damsel in distress. This makes me wonder, wherthase instincts during the
overwhelming occurrences of sexual assault by ngamat women in the military? LE
argues men become “ineffective” when confrontedhaitvounded female soldier and
are unable to justly assess multiple casualtieswame is a woman. Women, according

to common assumptions, somehow elicit unwanted iem®from men at inappropriate
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times, like in combat. Similarly, women supposeduiyye a wider spectrum of emotions
than men, which somehow makes them weaker psycdiealbgand emotionally. Those
that argue war is no place for a woman claim woggmot handle it. Servicewomen
have heard this rhetoric so often they believAnid yet the reality is that servicewomen
can do it.

Women served in combat previous to policy changgmg they could. The
change to the combat exclusion policy has not @efitly impacted the women |
interviewed for them to have definitive opinionsabit but nine of the women |
interviewed had served in combat zones and shheidgendered experiences with me.
While on the “front lines” on a forward operatingde, LE, being the only female, slept
in a tent with two males. These sleeping arrangésneare only acceptable because one
of them was a medical doctor. LE says that on missoff base, “the [gender] lines just
get really blurred.” Units operating on the fromgls, in real world, life or death
situations are more focused on the task at handahg sort of social cohesion and task
cohesion is the foundation of camaraderie (McSalb,1). On convoys, JS slept in the
truck or on the ground next to her male comradesiv8y missions involve as little as
three vehicles following one another to a predeteechdestination usually through
dangerous territory. LO thinks gender is less entitiee more presence women have in a
unit. She recalled being attached to a chemicalath a more balanced gender ratio and
being treated “like everyone else.” Attached tardantry unit, LO was part of a very
small population of women and describes, “I woubdiously be treated differently. |
would be treated like a girl.” While out on convoy$ describes how she and a couple

men soldiers would assist each other with hygi&he. says her male battle buddies “put
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up a tent with our shelter halves so | could gd&kiithere and wash with a couple bottles
of water. They would guard to make sure no one Wwaok there and then | would stand
guard for them. We were very careful about nudifihese responses demonstrate how
some women believe gender is less highlighted where women are present or when
the mission is overbearing. A common perspective thhat women and men in the
service should have to qualify for the position.

Servicewomen interviewed think soldiers should havgualify for their assigned
MOS instead of focusing on gender. McSally (20Xpl&ns how the “business model”
might strengthen the U.S. military arguing thatigegender-selective in the military
restricts and weakens the military as a whole tingithe potential of each position (p.
151). BJ said, “They should only take the bestefliest women for combat jobs. | think
they shouldn’t base it off their ASVAB [the Armee@ISices Vocational Aptitude Battery
that measures high school students’ abilities uaingultiple choice method]. Make sure
they are capable of doing combat jobs. Not all wormiee badass.” She agreed they
should have to qualify for the position. LO belisy&everything in the army is voluntary.
You voluntarily join. You voluntarily choose youwlh. | think if you volunteer to be in
the infantry, why not?” But does this kind of thing really help women? “Now that they
are willing to accept the fact that a woman carettiie same training that the men have,”
JS predicts, “it is going to make for a much betpealified, stronger, and smarter army
than we have right now.”Clearly women are alreaatipipating to the fullest extent in
every aspect of the military and share the opitiat they are fully capable of combat
duties. Military leadership still holds a patriaativiewpoint about servicewomen’s

capabilities.
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Stereotypes persist in the minds of those who eheomen are incapable of
certain tasks due to gender. One of FR’s superw@ssumed she was incompetent at
everything because of her gender. She recallsupargisor asking her one day, “FR,
how does it feel that everyone thinks you don’t\wrnwhat you're doing, | don’t mean
just in the military | mean in life in general?” FRplained, “He would always ask if |
needed someone to come out and help. He admitbessit’t just about work; he
assumed | didn’t know how to do anything.” FR’s enkdadership assumes she is
incompetent for no other reason than the factghatis a woman. When asked if she was
treated differently than her male battle buddiel] aid yes she is excluded from
specific tasks because “they [male leadership]tdbimk a female can handle it so they
never put a female in for the mission.” AM2 statd4iey picked all men to do these
missions. Many of the women were upset and feltltkeriminate[d] but the women we
have here are not as strong nor as large angatod to send those who are more
intimidating to do these missions.” AA covers thersotypes associated with being a
woman in the military when she explains, “girls axpected to just not want to get
dirty...be proficient at paperwork...be a counselohie$e stereotypes persist because
military culture perpetuates gender norms. Mersapposed to like lifting heavy things.
Ideologies such as these only serve to limit themtal of individual women and
similarly the U.S. military.

Heteromasculinity erroneously assumes that sendo®m are incompetent and
incapable. When | asked participants if it is h@rthe a woman in the military, an
overwhelming majority answered yes because théyHel constantly had to “prove”

themselves. | found these results shocking becsersecewomen go through the same
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training that the males do. Why, when they arrivthair duty stations, do women have
to “retake the test” and prove they can hang withguys? AM stated, “I feel that you do
have to prove yourself to the males that you cawklat they can. | do think that it is
definitely harder to be a woman in the military quared to men.” AA also claims, “I had
to work extra hard to prove myself.” BJ describés/women have to prove themselves,
“We get looked at differently; if we do somethingong it's more noticeable. If a female
does something wrong, they [the males] expecbinfus.” Assumptions about gender
create limitations in the amount of progress madgdyvernment institutions like the
military.

Every experience for servicewomen is gendered.@#ia new face in a
company is especially challenging if your faceesinine. LE confirms, “If you're new
you have to prove yourself.” LO recalls being newd ghen being put in charge of an
entire platoon. Instead of required monthly coungeand leadership training on how to
successfully command troops, her command said @hadaodhing until finally she
received a negative NCOER, the yearly status repo# soldier’s performance.
Although it is good that she was in a leadershigitim, LO could have learned more
from that experience had she been given the rigidiagce. Gender creates a challenge
that servicewomen must overcome.

FR explains that being a woman in the militaryab&llenging” but with
determination to “stay focused on your job and wjwat're there for, it's definitely
rewarding.” FR advises that to survive as a wor@nassential that women, “Don’t take
handouts. You've got to prove yourself unfortunatd@hat'’s just the way it is.”

Gendering illuminates masculinity as superior amgtlaing other as inferior. However,
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women remain optimistic about acceptance into thifnity that is enlisted military life
even while combating stereotypes that women hagasiter than men in the military.

It is widely believed by military men and womenttsarvicewomen use their
gender to gain opportunities and make life easietfemselves in the military. All the
servicewomen | interviewed knew a story about sameesho slept with someone to get
something. This stereotype is obvious when theoresgs of these participants are
analyzed using a feminist lens. If these womenisdelt so adamantly about defending
their work ethic it is because they have beenciziéd before. FR defends her work
ethics, “l won't sit there and let everyone thingdt things handed to me. | make sure |
bust my butt out there and earn what | get and lpadgpnotice.” LO thinks is harder to
be a woman in the military the higher ranking a vaoims. She explains, “As you go up
in the ranks | think it's harder because peopl€etdoecessarily see you as an
authoritative figure. And | don’t know if that's f@nybody, | know that’s for me. People
don’t see me as an authority figure regardlessk.f LO explains how she was in a
platoon of all women; there was only one man. Whiequired as to why, she said
everyone in that platoon worked in an office aneldhe maintenance person was the
male. Here are examples of two women with good vedinkcs just trying to do their job
in the military.

| am also defensive as a woman veteran amount Ingrd what was required of
me during my military service. Just recently a matenan accused me of probably never
having to do anything during my time in grade, tisatny achieved rank, and added a
sideward glance and a wink at the end of the seatdthe meant that | used my looks to

get out of the “heavy lifting.” | immediately ch&std him and defended my honor as a
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hard working enlisted leader in my unit. My deferesiess is evidence of repeated
assumptions about my gender awareness in the eseHgconly made those assumptions
about me because of my gender expression.

Even when women do their equal share of work, #reystill gendered. Our
standards were a lot higher than the males beeuesg day we had to prove ourselves.
JS remembered working around men in the Army acalleesome of the sexist
discourse, “They'd say, ‘oh women are not suppasdzk able to be in the army, they
shouldn’t be doing this job.” The minute | made istake, it gave them miles to say
‘she’s incompetent, she’s not a good soldier, Is¢sd her home.” Again, here is this
idea of a “good” soldier somehow being vastly déf& than a “good” woman. Js was
assumed to be incapable because she was a sermeewdhe women | interviewed
were very aware of their opportunities and what wakheld from them due to gender.

FR explains that even if you're doing the same amhofiwork as the next airman
you're going to get noticed just because of yourdge and therefore would argue that
women have more opportunities than men. Gettingg@dtcan help you get awards,
promotions, specialized training, and special tmegit. Another marine, LE, explained it
another way saying women have access to more aies in the military simply
because there is less competition. Women not amypete with other women but a
woman is more likely to be recognized for her haoitk because of her gender. Women
fight hard to gain respect at work however | wosdgigest women end the silence
surrounding their required femininity and fight ddo gain respect for being the soldiers
they are. Estrich (2000) wrote about the pressun@en are under to conform to male

standards. She encourages women to demand tHds,rgpeak out, and be proud of
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what they are doing with their bodies. Women catm@obkay with male standards of
femininity; we have to make our own.

Are servicewomen accepting their inferior statuarerthese women broadening
the scope of what constitutes feminine? Servicewohave the unique opportunity to
break down gender norms because they are fully nseddn masculine culture. Did
these women know what they were getting themsehtesavhen they joined the most
masculine of proving grounds in U.S. culture? Wheun have signed the contract it is
too late to go back but, luckily, it is possiblent@ve forward and make change. AA
wants other women to know they “should not be dftaibreak stereotypes” and says,
“Volunteer to move things.” She is referring to tdea that men get chosen for mission
because supposedly they are physically strongelile@doing the heavy lifting. Men are
supposed to be okay with women “liking” to stayaciepassive, and get by as burdens
for their male battle buddies but that mentalitymgair to merandwomen. JS thinks, “In
the military the whole gender thing needs to gotbatwindow.” LO thinks if a woman
can prove she can do the job, let her do it. Wogsen respect from their peers by
accepting challenges and proving their competentybfortunately also by having their
sexual activity regulated.

The Sexual Double Standard and Fraternization

According to military policy, when it comes to gemgdsexuality, and service,
women are wrong. An argument against women in tiieany is since there are so few
women, and since servicemen go for months withexmal contact, men could become

out of control. The claim is that women soldiers ardistraction that men are unable to
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avoid and hinder the mission because men are utabdsist emotional and sexual

urges.

Sexual harassment is commonplace in the militatiy ishocking twenty percent
of military veterans have been subject to sexaairtra (Veterans Affairs Department).
Military women in combat zones are physically akrof assault by someone on their
own team. When a man sleeps with a woman peersddvi@behavior but when a
woman does the same she is at fault even if shehgagctim of assault. The argument
is that men will be unable to control their sexuigles during long stints of celibacy in
combat if females are present. LE talked abouptteses of initiation women endure
every time they get to a new unit. She said nevemarines have a similar initiation
except that for a woman “everyone is trying to fyoki.” Boys are taught young that
their sexuality is beyond their control and beinglpy is manly. The attention women
receive is usually unwanted, even if they are wepperfume, jewelry, or two bras. This
heteronormativity oppresses servicewomen by cdimgolvomen’s movements, actions,
and behaviors.

Servicewomen occasionally modify their own behatoavoid unwanted
advances in the military. LO says, “On deploymestbpbped going to lunch because of
the way that | was looked at when | was walking ddie food line. | got sick of being
looked at like | was on the menu.” She goes oratoshie avoided the chow hall for two
to three weeks until eventually she got used tdhdrassment because it was unavoidable
and happened everywhere, not just in the chow b@lladds that “on deployment people
get crazy” and “men are animals.” This assumes §e&icemen, our national heroes,

can “lose control” and become “animals” with no mder capable of extreme violence for
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the satiation of their sexual urges. U.S. society taught the masses that men always
want sex and women always resist sex, and thebkay. The reality is that respectable
human animals like men do have the capacity torobséxual urges, sexual urges that
women have too.

Women in the military are actively engaged in coissal sexual activity. Nine of
the servicewomen interviewed in this study werauaély active at some point during
their service. Two women said they were never déxaative and one passed this
guestion. Military fraternization is prohibited baten subordinates and leaders but the
exact definition of what actions specifically qialas fraternizing is contested among the
participants. Recruits are trained not to makea®ygact because it could be perceived
inappropriately. AA specifically defines fraternima as “Any personal interaction that
could be construed as taking away from the readioeéthe mission.” This seems simple
enough to understand. Dating someone in your aifastommand could get complicated
after a breakup. Public displays of affection ai@pbly not a good idea either. LO
agrees fraternization is hard to define but whaskied if she has fraternized, she says,
“In all of the years I've been in, absolutely. irtk everybody does, and | don’t think it’s
a problem until it's with your leadership or yoeabership with enlisted, their
subordinates.” Subordinates are those people lcaming and enlisted and the officers
are the leadership responsible for their designatéidof subordinates. But what if a
soldier is dating someone outside of their assigmetland that person gets transferred
into their unit? What about two people of equakrdating but then one person gets

promoted?
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Fraternization is hard to define and hard to avéitien asked what they thought
of fraternization in a military setting, women st@tthey did not have a problem with it as
long as it did not interfere with their job or mms. Many women did fraternize
according to military policy and their own defimitis. Women constitute 15% of the
military; nine of the twelve servicewomen in my sdenhad fraternized according to
their own definitions while |1 would argue all fratézed according to the broad military
definition. Participants did not feel as thoughittifi&ternization had a negative impact on

their work environment.

Many women reported feeling neutral or okay withreat military regulations
regarding fraternization in their branches. Alltpapants agreed that fraternization is
okay unless is effects your career or work envireninSeveral said they did not
fraternize but when | asked how many sexual pasttiexy had or if they dated, they
answered that they had in fact fraternized, evesr dsked them to define it in their
own way to me. FR defines fraternization as “whea people in the same shop, with
one higher ranking than the other, are gettingtteggeor dating.” My next question was,
“did you fraternize?” FR explained, “not with lilkeboss or anything like that. | dated
someone that was higher ranking than me. We startesh the same shops. | wouldn’t
consider that fraternizing.” This is an exampleadfirect contradiction in a participant’s
response in order to fit into her gender role séaually passive feminine soldier. AJW
was involved in a physical and emotional relatiopstith her leading petty officer who
was a woman in the Navy. Most women were okay Wiéhfraternization they knew
about but AM recalled some favoritism. Most peauie not okay with some getting

special treatment.
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On deployment, there was a lower enlisted admivicavoman sleeping with
our major who was married. The major was in chafgeur company and had the power
to give out duties and special privileges, whichubeally gave to the specialist he was
seeing. Several of us knew about the affair ard tio tell our female captain about the
inappropriateness of an interoffice relationshiptiihg came of our tattling. JS’s
argument against the regulation of fraternizatrilt’s not world war one; it's not a big
deal to be on birth control. A lot of the relatibiss [on deployment] were not
inappropriate. They were just two people that ndexseh other and a lot of times | think
that's how people got through the deployment.” Whsked if she thought fraternization
should be regulated like it is, AJW said she knawade officer on deployment who
committed suicide because he was in a relationshipan enlisted woman and was
going to lose his rank and pay. AJW defended thetions, “Love is love and sometimes
you can’t change who you fall in love with.” Maybmslitary policies regarding
fraternization needed to be tweaked to bettercgttlee reality of our soldiers.

Even when women were okay with the idea of fraon and had indeed
fraternized themselves, the participants insistetuaher regulating other women'’s
sexuality by promoting discretion. LE shared thevatten code: “pick a dick and stick
with it.” She goes on to add that fraternizatiobest used with “discretion.” BJ warned
women who would join the military, “you shouldn®me to the military to find a
husband; a lot of women here do that.” Relationshipd sexual activity are regulated by
gender expectations in the military. BJ believespbe have “crazy” behavior trying to
fraternize but that “minor” fraternization is nopeoblem. She describes the sexual

activity of women soldiers as a spectrum with nvasimen falling on either extreme:
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“you’re either a hoe or you're just talking to they.” This supports my theory that
women are placed into a binary in the military ibher being a slut or a sister-soldier.
When asked what she thought about how fraternizasicurrently regulated in the
military, she shockingly explained, “these daysytreereally strict about it because girls
go out and get raped.” Gender norms are perpettatibe point that some
servicewomen are actually blaming the victim ofpea crime. This is a clear example of
victim blaming and how gender norms are upheldhérilitary. | have a hard time
believing servicewomen actually fall into two categs of sexual activity and tend to
believe that this is a double standard createdebgrbmasculinity to control women’s
sexuality.

These servicewomen’s experiences with fraterninaggrve to highlight the
double standard women face in the military. AA dades, “You have to set a good
example of what you want to see in others otheryasgre just perpetuating these
stereotypes.” Women do not want to see other wagnpioring outside their gender role,
meaning women are just as guilty as men in allovaing perpetuating a standard for how
each gender is supposed to behave. LE said fraédion is not allowed and said she
never had any sexual partners during her deploysn®ates this make her a “good”
soldieranda “good” woman? Women are contained and limitedhieyr gender.
Sexuality becomes something to regulate and comceatler to be labeled a “good”

servicewoman.

The two most common labels participants used ordhesvolved around
women'’s sexuality and were in reference to have ftmch” sex or having the “wrong

kind” of sex. The use of a derogatory label letsnea know when they are outside their
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gender bounds. The “right” kind of sex is anythiregerosexual in which a man
penetrates a passive woman. Men actively pursuarsgxvomen are the recipients.
Labeling women soldiers bitch, slut, or lesbiais kem know exactly how they are not
conforming to gender roles. RA, a marine, recaiighen you go to boot camp your drill
instructors tell you that once you go into thetflgau’ll either be a bitch, a slut, or a
lesbian” A negative label consequently devaluegtrson labeled. Often promiscuous
women in the military are considered only goodatihg sex, not being soldiers. AJW
remembered women who were sexually active labededs” but also noted that fellow
soldiers had “good gaydar.” People are able togaesther people’s sexual orientation
because of gender policing (Kimmel, 2008). Genadicimg is society’s way of labeling,
name-calling, or stereotyping others so they kngacty what they are doing wrong for
their gender. What attributes are stereotypicalay men and what attributes does a
straight man have to portray in order to not besaered gay? Gender norms teach boys
that men disrespect women and have uncontrollaxeas urges. Sexually active and
proud women are labeled as “whores” and any wontamhas sex is pressured to

remain silent.

Woman soldiers are expected to remain silent athairt sexuality. Common
labels revolve around sexual activity or emotiagiression. Women who have sex are
sluts. Women who do not smile enough are bitchbs Jilence is oppressive in that it
forces grown women to behave as if they are noinigasex, are uninterested or guarded
from sexual activity. If women stray from the notiney are looked down on and
devalued as soldiers. It would be appropriate twhale here that women who are public

and unashamed of their sexual activity are lab#led Women with this label are not
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respected by males and are therefore devalued l®sraad females alike. BJ later
advices, “people that are ‘easy’ get labeled.” Baldy, liking sex is bad. LO was labeled
a “flirt” because she had male friends that shexspme with and says, “It doesn’t matter
what you do, they still label no matter what, aold you're pretty, you must be a
whore.”” One woman drill sergeant told LO not tes&uher looks to get ahead” when she
pulled LO and another female battle buddy asidedayeand added, “Do the right

thing.” The woman drill sergeant was assuming tweitg women in the military would
try to use their physical appearance to gain aacegetand promotion through their
military careers.

| was invited to a specially guarded, secret cafeten base by a major who
wanted everyone to call him “Coach” as opposeditidary procedure that would have
enlisted personnel call him “sir.” Coach made fdenvith our female captain and asked
her to bring other females with her to a Fridayhhidinner at the engineer chow hall. It
was a small chow hall, only accommodating 20-25pea@nd on Fridays they served
grilled steak and lobster. They also had a spé&aiatale” building with couches, a pool
table, gaming consoles, and a huge televisioninkegkaccess to Friday night feasts and a
relaxing atmosphere for no reason other than bedawnas a woman. | am positive my
battle buddies hated me for these privileges.

All branches of the military prohibit “relationslspbetween enlisted personnel
and officers or those who would otherwise be inrgeaf subordinates (Uniform Code
of Military Justice/Manual For Courts-martial). Rgbnships are more difficult to define
here because they are broadly recognized as psiitpsy exchanging or loaning of

money, or any sexual act (Uniform Code for Militaystice). Some interviewees claim
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they did not fraternize when they had and the nurohe bit of advice they would tell
other women in the military is to keep their fraieation discrete. AW stated she did not
fraternize but did sleep with 15 partners. Thi€dition is ultimately engendering
because silence around what is reality represgeadiual experiences of women in the
military. Bay-Cheng (2007) found that women whafoom to gender norms are
repressed sexually by the double standard revokiaognd promiscuity. Women are
categorized into a “virgin-whore” dichotomy whereire virginal women are competent,
passive, and valued. Women labeled whore are pextéd be incompetent,
untrustworthy, and devalued. Society devalues wowtem proudly use their sexuality.
What does a woman'’s sexuality say about her and eMdes she say about her sexuality?
Finding the Perfect Balance, Regulating Gender Nors

Respected servicewomen had to keep to themsehas rsat to draw attention to
their gender. BJ explains, “Girls that keep thimes private are respected by the males.”
Many of the women | interviewed talked about makliimg right decision, respecting
yourself and not being easy in regards to theiugkactivity. These women were
advising others to play by the rules. There islaviaus double standard for sexual
activity. Kimmel (2008) explains “hooking up” oftes about proving manhood to other
men (p. 192). My interviewees confirmed the opmositthis is true, that not hooking up
is about proving womanhood to other men. Womemsaeant to be passive, follow
men’s lead, and respond to men’s desires. Thih& women have been taught in
American society since before they were even Btraying from the gender norm will

draw unwanted attention. The “other” is bad.
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While some women are actively adhering to traddlodeologies surrounding
femininity others are attempting to ungender thdweseby altering their physical
appearance. Servicewomen with short hair are ceraidess feminine according to AM.
When asked why women with short hair were treatddrdntly, AA says it is because
long hair is, “kind of like the classic symbol @nhininity.” Servicewomen have an
opportunity to break certain social gender norntsane doing just that. AA speaks truth
to power when she acknowledges the correlationdmtvhair length and femininity
(read: girlhood versus womanhood). She explainglding hair] can’t be easily taken off
like a hat. It's kind of a strong statement. Toglatl your hair off is a commitment so
you wouldn’t do it unless you had a good reasondhvén will sometimes cut their hair
for the military to throw off femininity and unwaad male advances, thinking hair care
would be easier, or make a statement. Althouglintleat is true, the alteration of
appearance to modify another’s behavior is not evepiag or liberating. Women with
short hair were assumed to be lesbians, tough@rooniscuous. AA sarcastically
enlightens, “oh obviously, obviously they were liesis.” Lesbian-baiting and slut-
shaming are means men use to control women'’s bahlating military women know
what men are expecting from their gendered batttlles. Women regulate other

women'’s behavior just as adamantly as men do.

Women police the behavior of other women to follgender norms. This
regulating of gender to match certain cultural n@rsnknown as gender policing.
Participants were asked what they would tell oth@men in the military and their advice
was quite regulatory. Everyone interviewed wantedmnen to respect themselves but

what exactly does that mean? The explicit adviesghwomen would give other women
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is to “have some respect” and “don’t be a whorevbTparticipants used the word “ho”
to describe a woman who is sexually active. Womestrhe desexualized and
degendered in order for men, and therefore othenevg to respect them. Implicitly this
vocalization about the sexual behaviors of somedrubeings is an oppressive white
religiously organized male perspective that setganeet male desires. Marilyn Frye
(1992) coined this mainstream heteromasculinistdvbiey have created as the
“Patriarchal Universe of Discourse (PUD)” (p. 7).

Whether the soldiers are having sex or not is leetsid point that sexual activity
is to remain discrete if the servicewomen are toegarded as respectable. Every woman
| interviewed agreed there are certain stigmasttivaaiten hard working military women.
Men and women alike devalue women openly sexualiy@ by gossiping and labeling.
LO would give this advice to other women who wopish the military: “Don’t be a
whore. Stand your ground. Don’t stoop to that leleal they think you're going to. Just
don’t do it. You have a job to do, do it, and siegparound with all the guys is not that
job. That’s not it. So just be proud of who you anel don’t disrespect yourself by doing
that.” Again | ask, can’t hoes be good soldiers@ Women | interviewed wanted to tell
other women to respect themselves first and mairtkegir own identities. This is a male-
centered approach that objectifies women and uilshime abandoned for a woman-
centered approach and a reevaluation on what wertly think we know about
sexuality. Why do women care who other women slei#g? Why are there levels of
respect that have to be earned by servicewomen?

Gaining respect is no easy task for military wom&mvoman marine has to

conguer phases to gain respect. LE explains hovstbier phase” cannot happen right
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away. The first phase involves the new woman maan@ove she is not a “typical” girl.
Remember, too much femininity is not good. The mdse is when she is bombarded
with sexual harassment and advances. This behd®&monstrates how males are also
trained how to act by our society. If she has sbe,does not gain respect. Remember,
too much masculinity (enjoying sex) is not goodeiitshe has to be emotionally
available to every male she works with. This emmlidabor is part of her act as a
“good” feminine servicewoman.

Noah (2013) made a report in the online joui@lv Republi¢hat “emotional
labor served identifiable emotional needs” of teenbtional economy” by “economy’s
bottommost rung” (p. 2-3). In instances of sandwidker, flight attendant, or feminine
woman soldier, the emotional support and empatéyanefiting a class based
marketplace wherein the consumer often is afflifemit well-off. As | discussed above,
recruiters often drive through trailer parks or {omeome neighborhoods trolling for their
next enlistment because upper-class seventeermlgsawho are thinking about a career
in the military are probably going to West Pointaélemy and not For Leonard Wood,
Missouri where | and many other working or loweasd recruits end up. A common
sales pitch recruiters is free money for a colledecation and good medical benefits.
What this means is that the majority of our miltas made up of working class people.
Working class women in the military are emotioradddrers. In a sandwich shop that
means the sandwich artist is being nice to yowetagdip and because the “proper
emotional responses are mandatory” (Resnikoff, pah3he military, it means woman
soldiers become the femininity dumping ground whreete soldiers bring their

counseling because they assume the females areeaidaborers.
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Eventually a close camaraderie may be obtainedtvehmales they work closely
with, and, for many women, it is the ultimate gaatl proof of respect. This ultimate
respect is when a servicewoman is treated likela $iister. Sjoberg (2007) illustrates
how the “ideal” feminine woman soldier has to walkne line balancing masculinity
and femininity. Ten out of twelve servicewomen dexd having a family-like
relationship with their peers. The final and apiated phase is when they finally accept
you as someone like “a little sister,” accordind_E& Ultimately, the female soldier must
not be perceived as a threat to military heteromlasty. If the servicewoman passes all
of these tests she can rise to the level of reaplkcsoldier. If she is too masculine or too

feminine she is labeled and devalued.
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Conclusion

This thesis demonstrates that women are fully depaftanything the military has
to offer. Women are taught from a young age they tieed to be prissy, clean, indoors,
physically flaccid or soft, and this makes men fg@bd. Men benefit from women'’s
weakness because it makes men feel needed and. M&mtyen are, from male’s
perspective, thought of as incapable and incompetelittle girl who plays outside is
called a “tomboy” and regarded as someone outkelérégular” behavior of a little girl.
Both men’s and women'’s behaviors are limited by tvdoaiety deems appropriate for
grown males and females but this restriction oglg 0 oppress women whereas its
purpose is to maintain white men’s superiority @r§983).

Maintaining a dichotomy maintains the oppressionsBparating women, as a
group, from men, as a definitively separate gron@n are able to oppress women.
Women do not get paid as much and do not have aguaaks to jobs and promotions that
men have (Frye, 1983). Men who behave protectigatywomen who take pleasure in
being protected not as a comrade but exclusivetglree of gender have established and
maintain that women are not as competent, skibegyroficient as men and therefore
need men for survival and existence (Frye, 198B8¢ jbbs women are allowed to work
in, the extra measures of protection, the separalidit living areas, sexual harassment
in the chow halls, and the explicit labeling andgment of women’s sexual and social
behavior are all examples of the systems of opjmesgpheld in the U.S. military.

Conducting interviews with other servicewomen halpéd me understand the
experiences of other women and appreciate thegéasigvith gender we all face. My

hope is that my participants, soldier-scholars, athér servicewomen and men might
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read my research or other academic work like noreducate themselves about the
oppressive nature of socially constructed gendanaoFinding common themes that
might be true in their own lives and are similathe experiences | have analyzed here
could help to culturally enlighten readers and Hiolbhepromote change.

Learning about the gendered experiences of seraicen and analyzing what
they have shared with me using a feminist lenseas pivotal for self-reflection of my
own military gendered experiences. My goal was &kenparticipants aware of their
unique intersectionality and see themselves astagéhistory. What this research did
was help me reflect on memories | had suppresseé@m@able me to understand that my
experiences were gendered and help me see that cbatributed to this massive system
of oppression. If | could change the past, | wdulth down surf and turf Fridays because
| now know that my presence at these dinners wath&benefit of the high ranking
male officers. With self-reflection comes more us\aared questions that can only be
answered with more research.

The more | learn the less | know. This researdhnhef with many unanswered
guestions partly due to my own naiveté with conihgctesearch. | did not ask as much
demographic information as | should have to obsaime specific data which would have
been helpful. Upon reading the analysis, | thoudlmany more questions | should have
asked and other demographic information | shouletledbtained. Many questions arise
from what was not said because of what was nottaskecioeconomic status became a
focal point for why women join the military, howetr were raised to think about gender,
and how they are treated as enlisted. Questionshl Mhad asked include: How old were

these participants? What were their ranks? Weredhenlisted or were some



82

commissioned? What part of the country did thegindate? Were they raised in military
families or liberal families?

Data demonstrates that the United States milimgendered and sexualized but it
is not fully conclusive and leaves plenty of spmeuture research. Future research
could focus on the definition and amount of frateation by men. | would be interested
to find how often pornographic material is viewedidg active duty or deployment and
if it is used for solely sexual purposes, aggressiffuser, or stress reliever. Further, |
would like to know what women and men in the U.8itany think about the repeal of
the combat exclusion policy, how this affects geradel daily life, and if it is a step
toward equality for servicewomen. | would be ingtegl in conducting more interviews
with more servicewomen and men to expand on tsisareh.

The questions | asked were intentionally ordereglitot specific responses from
participants. The ordering of my questions wasndégl to encourage interviewees to
explain themselves and to answer candidly and hignésmtentionally asked questions
about perfume and hair after | asked if they hagt ehanged their appearance to appear
more appealing. For example, AM2 said she useslaiadher hair because she likes how
it looks but later answered the question about gimgnor adding to her hair to make it
look more appealing in the negative. There are scon&adictions in the responses and |
asked similar questions in different ways to trydase real experiences and perspectives
out from women who are militarized and work in “ams world.” | tried to start with
light, easy to answer questions leaving the momeptex questions for later in the

interview.
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The final question in my interview, besides do y@ave any questions for me,
wasDo you identify as a feminis®A offered a perspective when asked if she was a
feminist. She explains, “I find the further | gato female territory, the more | begin
seeing things like male privilege and the femageesitypes and roles, things that are
expected and requirements [of being a woman].” Fterviewed actually knew what a
feminist is. | defined feminism to FR as, “the idaat men and women should be equal
and that in the current state of things, womerogmessed because of their gender.” FR
confirmed she does identify as feminist after rifked the definition and other women
would also state they were in fact feminists affigave them the previous definition. AW
and AA both immediately said, “Yes,” they are femata but followed up with stating
neither is “crazy” enough to “burn bras” and “haten.” People know what a misogynist
is without doubting the definition they have jusibgled. Why is feminist such a wishy-
washy term for people to accept?

Is it possible for the military to be an equal aréor women and men? This
guestion might be impossible to answer becauseawe et to see an arena where
equality truly exists. The military is not a vacuuatthough it is a subculture in its own
right, and U.S. mainstream culture undoubtedlyuierfices policies and opinions in the
U.S. military. Creating a military that is repretsive of the general population would be
the first step toward making this institution eqtalwomen and men. De-emphasizing
gender by changing appearance policies, putting evoim leadership positions, and
making individual job requirements that are notdabsn gender will also help break the
glass ceiling of the military. Of course, peopleleologies about gender need to be

completely deconstructed for any of these changbave any real affect.
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By smiling and remaining cheerful about their catrgituation, women in the
military are quietly, knowingly, and docilely comfoing to men’s needs and desires.
Women have the urge to be pretty but who definest wahpretty? LO says she wore
makeup and even got her eyeliner tattooed on bechesfelt the uniform did not make
her look pretty and some days “a girl just wantktk pretty.” We're told to smile and
look cheerful or we're considered a bitch. In basamning, soldiers are taught smiling
means flirting, flirting means fraternizing, anaternization means punishment. Men
desire women to be content with their subordintus so they can continue ignoring
women'’s reality, which in the military especiall/shockingly violent (Frye, 1983). The
U.S. military is essentially “hiding” its femaleldeers in plain sight by coercing
servicewomen into believing notions of how a fensklier should look and behave.
This creates an “ideal female soldier” and many woraspire to be good enough: not
too feminine and not too masculine in the militanifform and as a soldier. Defining
women creates a barrier that causes restrictiomlwility for women. By grouping
women into a subordinate status and telling thesy tannot load artillery or that their
deaths would be more painful than a man’s deathtdithe full potential of each
individual woman and benefits men who in turn hameestricted access to better jobs,
better pay, greater degrees of respect, importamecerelevance (Frye, 1983). It also lets
men off the hook.

Fraternization is not a problem among soldiers at@peers but becomes a
problem for peers when the relationship is betweensoldiers of unequal ranks
working in the same place. The power balance causfes treatment of most

subordinates while one or a few get special priygke This power dynamic creates a
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ripple effect and negatively impacts people’s pecspes of servicewomen’s motives,
competency, and ethics. | am not talking about@ogrr sexual harassment, or assault
and | am not victim-blaming. Fraternization betweseperior officers and lower-enlisted
servicewomen creates tension among women and sr@alew of problems in the
workplace. Servicewomen should be aware of thisgpombalance and know where
their agency lies.

Do not assume that men get out of control whenidegiof sex while on
deployment and that a lone woman in the midskedyito be assaulted. When we have
the take this perspective, we are viewing all mepaential rapists and all women as
vulnerable and victims. Men are expected to be mmieiss and war-like; women are
expected to be emotional and weak. This is whyailieg stereotypes exist that women
are unfit for war and that the nation would be mpims if women were on the front
lines. Women are sensitive and in need of prote@axrording to the logic of our society,
even though women’s sphere tends to encircle dbseaery aspect of reality and
therefore all the grimy, dirty, hard to handle attans of life.

Women'’s equality is limited by cultural gender narthat continue to reinforce
existing ideologies. | think women in the militaaye like any other heterogeneous
“group” on the planet in that they are behavindisigly and proactively in their own
survival, in sophisticated and purposeful waysigure their piece of the pie. However,
women are just as much at fault in limiting th@nfard potential in society, general
welfare, status, rights, because women in theamylihave participated in their subjection
by maintaining or at least participating in gend#es and differentiation. This is a

reflection of U.S. society as a whole. Our armadds have the potential to demonstrate
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how a community can function better, at a highgeptal, if it were more representative

of the society as a whole (McSally, 2011; SilvaD20
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Appendix A: Interview Questions
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What branch of the military were you in? When daai yoin and why? How long was/is
your service?

What do women think about women serving in thetamy?

Did women soldiers have special rules becausedheewomen? If so, can you give me
an example of one such policy?

Did you notice women of color being treated or lalidor different reasons or
differently? Please tell me about one of those B&pees.

Is it hard to be a woman in the military? Pleasglar.

Does being a woman help you achieve opportunitigse military? Please explain.
Does being a woman make being in the military easidarder? Please explain.
About how many other women did you see or talkn@alaily basis?

Did you ever hear about another soldier or youtseifig labeled a certain way? What

were they called and why do you think they got thiskname”?

How would you define fraternization?

Did you fraternize? Can you tell me about that/éhesperience(s)? Do you feel
positively or negatively about it?

Please describe your sexual orientation.

Did other soldiers assume you couldn’t or didn’iivep do a task because of your
gender?

Did fellow soldiers treat you differently in civéln clothes? In PT clothes? If so, how?

Why do you think this was?

Did your recruiter give you any advice about hovatt? If so, what kind of advice?

What was said? Was your recruiter’s advice sucabssf
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Have you ever tried to alter your appearance fregulation uniform? Example, wearing
a regular bra versus a sports bra or no bra. Peeqgsain.

Were females with short hair treated differentlgrtiemales with long hair (in a bun or
ponytail)?

Were you ever told to smile more or asked why ymkéd down or mad or upset?

Did you ever go to MWR events, dances, sports sygaimes, or other activities outside
of duty? What did you do? Did you feel accepted?

Did you wear a ring so people would think you wérsimgle?

Do you feel like you were treated differently thaour male battle buddies? If so, how?
Were/Are you close with the people you work withefe/in the service with)?

Do you feel like you are equal to male soldiers?yDo have the same opportunities?
Did you feel like you were being protected by madédiers you knew?

What were the sleeping arrangements like duringeduty? Were males and females

separated on different floors or by dorm room?

Did anyone in charge of you or higher ranking eediryou to change your appearance
either because you looked too masculine or femth{egample, | know one girl was told
her hair was too short)

Describe a time when you felt masculine. What wene doing? How did people react?
Were you allowed to wear makeup? Did you?

Did you wear perfume or jewelry? Did you ever psak in your hair?

What was your job title? What did you do on a daikgis?

How would you describe what it’s like to be a woniahe service?
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Do you identify as a woman of color? What waski¢ lto be a woman of color in the
military?

What were you taught about what it means to bela @n life generally, not just the
military)

Do you remember the first time you put on the umif® Describe this experience please.
What would you want other women to know about howurvive as a woman in the
military?

Did you feel safe at night on a military base?

Were you attached to an infantry or combat unit?

Describe a time when you felt feminine in the maijt What were you doing? How did
people react?

Did you change your hair or add to it to make @kanore appealing?

Were you single, dating, married, polysexual, arybur relationship status change
during active duty?

How many sexual partners did you have during aativtg?

What did you think about the fraternization you wrebout?

Do you think fraternization should be regulateelikis?

Describe the first time your family saw you in yauniform.

Do you identify as feminist?

Appendix B: Consent Form for Participation in a Regarch Study

Minnesota State University, Mankato

Gender in the Military

Description of the research and your participation
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You are invited to participate in a research stoolyducted by Kristal Gray. The
purpose of this research is to understand the exmss of women in the U.S. military
and to understand what empowered these women daiegiod when they are
underrepresented as a gender: how women felt dleng a female in the military and
how they perceived and expressed their genderendbidentities. Your
participation will involve honestly telling the iegtigator about your experiences.
With your permission, the interviews will be audezorded.

Risks and discomforts

There are no known risks associated with this reke&ome of the questions may
cause discomfort or embarrassment. You are notrestjto answer any question.
Potential benefits

There are no direct benefits to you.

Protection of confidentiality

Your participation in this study will be confidealj that is, only the principal and co-
investigator will be aware of your identity. Anygsented or published results of the
study will not include personally identifiable imfoation.

Voluntary participation

Your participation in this research study is voamgt You may choose not to
participate and you may withdraw your consent tdigipate at any time. You will not
be penalized in any way should you decide not ttigyeate or to withdraw from this
study.

Contact information
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If you have any questions or concerns about thidysor if any problems arise, please
contact Kristal Gray at (507) 351-2002 and/or Kiligfray@mnsu.edu. This research
project is being directed by Dr. Jocelyn Stitt. uv@an contact Dr. Stitt at 507-389-
50260r Jocelyn.stitt@mnsu.edu about any conceradigge about this project. You
also may contact the Minnesota State Universitynkds#o Institutional Review Board
Administrator, Dr. Barry Ries, at 389-2321 or batigs@mnsu.edu with any questions
about research with human participants at MinneStdge University, Mankato.
Consent

| have read this consent form and have been gheopportunity to ask questions. |
give my consent to participate in this study.

Participant’s signature: Date:

A copy of this consent form was given to you.
Appendix C: Recruitment Email
Hello Participant’s name,

| am a graduate student at MSU, Mankato and aaeteirthe Army. | am
interviewing_female soldiers about their experienas women in the military am
currently doing interviews for my thesis in the @enand Women’s Studies Department.

Would you or any female veteran you know be inteicg doing an interview with me?
| am more than happy to meet you on campus, daaeimterview or Skype at any time
that is convenient for you. The interview will tagpproximately one hour and your
identity will remain anonymous.

Please text or call me at (507)351-2002 or emditiatal.gray@mnsu.edor find me on
Facebook. As a fellow female veteran | would liggttank you for your service and
assistance in my research.

Respectfully,

Kristal Gray



Graduate Student
Gender and Women'’s Studies
Minnesota State University, Mankato

Appendix D: Demographics

Participant Job

AM ARNG 31B (Military Police)

AM2 ARNG, 42A(human resources)

AA ARNG, 25B, computer technician

BJ ARMY, Aviations Operations Spc

AJW Navy, hospital corpsman, ARNG MWR coordinator
AW Marine

LE Marine, driver, search, wrecker operator
RA* Marine, mortar transport operator

LO Chem

KG Chem

FR AF weapons

JS Army, mechanic

orientation
straight

straight
straight, was a gay
male

straight
lesbian

bisexual
straight
straight
straight
bisexual
straight

bisexual

fraternized
no

no

yes -2
no
yes -8
yes -15
yes -2
yes
yes -2
no
yes -4

yes
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Participant
AM
AM2
AA
BJ
AJW
AW
LE
RA*
LO
KG
FR

feminist
depends
no

yes

yes

no

yes

yes

no

yes

yes

yes

equalist

safe
neutral
neutral
yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes
neutral
yes

yes

protected
neutral
neutral
no

yes
neutral
yes

yes

yes

yes

yes
some

yes

close joined
yes
yes
no
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes

2004
2004
2005
2012
2002
2005
2006
2009
2003
2003
2009
2003
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