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Abstract

Traditional and cultural perceptions of masculinity as being male only create a mass of assumptions linking men to a stereotyped macho gender identity. This identity not only provides a possibly unrealistic target for some men, but those not perceived as part of the identity, mainly women, are subordinated and viewed to have ‘lesser’ social status and ability. Women then face difficulty in entering and being accepted within a male dominated organisation, and because of this difficulty a number of questions become raised about women’s capacity to perform ‘men’s’ masculine roles.
 I believe gender can be seen as a social process learned as a result of the practices we are submitted to throughout life rather than being purely biological. The guidance of society directs us into socially accepted categories, the choice of which is ours. But invisible barriers mean these choices are not necessarily our own and the impacts of pressure throughout society forces us to ensure we conform into a socially accepted position. These positions, into which we are directed, then hold different social status and belief. Stereotypes are manufactured around this and the influence of this not only impacts individuals and their choices being associated with that group, but in working terms, and acceptance within institutions also.
The impact of gendered identity within the military creates cultures in which hegemonic masculinity is reinforced and maintained, it allows a dominant male position to be held and controlled; this can be seen by the refusal of women into close combat positions. The power of masculine culture in reinforced throughout the structure of the military with the majority of formal practices involving high levels of perceived masculinity in order to reproduce the desired soldier needed to serve in the British Army. Due to the nature of masculinity ingrained within formal and informal activities of the British Army, the acceptance of women as subordinated subjects is very difficult. 
Barriers faced by women mean their role in the Army can not be fulfilled at close combat level. The influence of gender identity within the Army suggests that it is feminine characteristics of women that could disrupt frontline operation, and provide negative affects in a unified body of male soldiers. Admittance that it is not women’s physiological or aggression differences that deny them entry to close combat situations left the MoD (Ministry of Defence) looking quite vulnerable. It suggested that denial was purely down to the possible affects women may have on unit cohesion, which links back to the creation of gender identity. Through social processes we all hold belief in, we wrongly categorise individuals into positions that could render aspects of their lives closed and mean labels are placed to quickly. Normalised judgements made simply due to indoctrinated perceptions that through society’s framework we all believe.
This paper aims to evaluate and summarise military masculine identity and the implications on women, through contextualising gender as a socially constructed. 
Table of Contents
Title Page…………………………………………………………………………..
1
Abstract…………………………………………………………………………….
2
Table of Contents………………………………………………………………….
4
Acknowledgements………………………………………………………………...5
Chapter 1 – Introduction…………………………………………………………
6
Chapter 2 – Methodology…………………………………………………………
9
Chapter 3 – Social Construction of Gender……………………………………...13
-Biological Determinist Perspective





13
-Social Constructionist Perspective 





15
-Gender and Power Impacts on Society




18

Chapter 4 – Masculinities and the Military……………………………………...
22
-What is Masculinity?







22
-Military Roots







23
-Masculinities within Military Culture 




24
-Deviations of Military Masculinities





26
-Potential Animosity and Containment Methods



28
-Training: Cloning a ‘Warrior’





29
-Training the Body







33
-‘Off Duty Culture







33

-Male Vs Female Soldier






34
Chapter 5 – Problems facing Women in the British Army……………….
37
-Why is Gender a Military issue?





37
-Expansion of post opens to Women





38
-Exclusion of Women front direct Close Quarter Combat Positions

42
-Sexual Harassment and contributing factors for Women’s service

45
Chapter 6 – Conclusion…………………………………………………………...
49

Chapter 7 – Personal Development Plan…………………………………………52
Bibliography……………………………………………………………………….
54
Acknowledgements

I would like to thank Dr Dave Baigent, my supervisor for this dissertation and my lecturer over three years of study at Anglia Ruskin University. His continued mentorship, encouragement and advice along with all lecturers’ assistance have been invaluable for the completion of this work and my intended BA Honours in Public Services.

Chapter 1 - Introduction

Gender issues surrounding the Army have been apparent for years. The strong masculine culture and the idealised military masculine unity with the organisation appear to be what creates the effective fighting force the UK has today. The debate around who is masculine, what it means to be masculine, and therefore who can perform these roles within the restricted boundaries of the military are still very much pro men.  Constructions and perceptions of gender in a stereotypical viewed society traditionally link masculinity to the physical attributes of a male, displaying men as having great power and have depicted the ideal military soldier as the ultimate in masculine male prowess.  Subsequently affecting the roles and participation of other groups including women, of which get subordinated. Traditional conceptions of masculinity and femininity being linked directly to the gendered representations, i.e. male and female could be seen as outdated. In an increasing diverse society the complexion of ‘frozen’ gender identity no longer exists as Connell (1987) would suggest. In an ever advancing society, British Armed forces must represent the nation it serves, provide opportunity to all who serve within and maintain the high level of operational effectiveness required to defend the country.
The influence of gender on military actions will be evident throughout this dissertation, and the analysis of the meaning of gender will be used to relate and contextualise the affects and contributions gender has within the military framework. I aim to construct an unbiased analysis (or at least as unbiased as I can) of what is happening within the confines of military culture and structure to see the ongoing affects it creates. My goal is to identify the multiple and varying aspects of military culture that contribute to the dynamic practices performed through a catalogue of legitimised processes. 
The Army historically, has failed to recruit high or proportionate numbers of women into the organisation. At present the affects of social pressure for change rand the resulting equal opportunities legislation, are running through the Army and its development. Gender inequalities have been intrinsically present within Army culture and structure, from recruitment to training to combat situations. The ramifications of a long serving macho male cultured force can be been seen through operations. My aim throughout this dissertation will be to build a picture of the many aspects involved necessary to understand how this masculine culture arose, the affects it creates upon individuals and why it is the Army thrives on this culture to perform to an exacting standard.

The dissertation is split into three main chapters, these are the areas I feel necessary to expand and investigate in order to effectively evaluate military frameworks, policy and discourse and the affects created, all of which will allow me to effectively answer the title question ‘ Is the Army a suitable place for Women and Femininity?’. 
Chapter 1 explores the social construction of gender identity. The phenomenon of gender has been an ongoing debate for many years; with varying perceptions of its creation from biological to socially constructed, both of which are analysed in detail. But possibly more importantly are the affects these have of individuals through life. Gender stereotypes pressure all in society to conform into a specified gendered role, a role that is set and recognised by us all. And through the categorisation of gender specified roles can be seen a hierarchy of power, status and dominance. It is the affects of subordination and inferiority of certain groups that will be analysed within this chapter. 

Chapter 2 explores further the dominant positions created by gender identity, but analyses these within military confines. The military is a dominantly macho male domain and the division of labour clearly demonstrates this though many formal and informal practices carried out, permitted and encouraged in the Army. The creation of masculinities within the Army is the main focus throughout this chapter, exploration into how military masculinity arose, what it is and how individuals use these in order to increase personal social status whilst subordinating others is the main subject of discussion.
The final main chapter explores the artificial barriers that face women and their participation in a macho masculine Army. The linking of military masculine practices within the Army and the subordinating affects these have on women will be developed and analysed. Genders role in the army is explored before looking at the expansion of posts for women through social pressure and equality investigations. The denial of close combat roles to women is a continuing issue for the Army both internally and externally, with pressure to allow women equal rights of opportunity to prove themselves on the front line. Women’s right to serve versus women capacity to serve and all the surrounding reasons and argument are examined along with the opening of issues around sexual harassment towards women servants. 
From the mass of information and knowledge gained through the dissertation I have analysed the findings and all contributing factors in order to provide a complete evaluation of the currently situation within the Army. Weighing up the critical points required and providing my own viewpoint and stance on the situation to thoroughly answer the question in hand and close off the dissertation.
Chapter 2 – Methodology 
In developing a methodology it was necessary to first consider that the main features of this dissertation, these were to focus on the military and the issues of gendered identity within the organisation. More specifically my area of interest is the Army and how the array of masculine identities within the organisation are created by a variety of cultural practices and procedures performed, permitted and encouraged through the structure and framework of the British Army, and the affects these have on the subordination of others. 

When considering issues surrounding my subject question and how best to analyse the areas required, I decided to concentrate on each aspect separately, exploring each element, the impact it has on the varying participants and the subsequent consequences these create. I then aimed to link the information and its context into the Military agenda, to come to an overall subjective view on the data I will display. 

When first looking at how best to complete the research, I contemplated primary research to gain some ‘hard evidence’ from individual soldiers in the positions I am examining. After consideration I decided that gaining access and clearance to speak to my subjects is likely to be very difficult if not impossible and would take large amounts of time for the limited results I may have gained. To make my study and myself more efficient I decided to use secondary data. Data that had come from valid sources that predominantly had already completed a similar type of primary research that I was considering (Woodward and Winter, 2007, Higate, 2003).

I started the report by focusing on the analysis of gender identity and the construction of gender through biological determinist and socially constructed ideological perspectives. I did this by reading relevant chapters in sociological books to give me the required knowledge and resources to write a detailed analysis for this chapter. A number of sources were used, these predominantly included Connel, R (1987, 1995, 2005, 2009) Oakley (1972), Bilton (2002) and Parsons (1961). The information gained from these I used and evaluated to access the impact of gender identities within society.

When examining Masculinities in the Military there was a limited supply of relevant books available to me in the library. This caused me a degree of concern, as an undergraduate I don’t feel that I should be required to purchase all the required material to produce my dissertation, and felt that the amount of material available to me on the Military and culture across both genders was lacking. Although this was frustrating, I was able to purchase books online and they have been very useful in contributing to the end result. Due to the overall lack of published literature on the subject, I found the limited resources available insufficient to fully cover the subject as intended. As to enhance my dissertation and validate my arguments, in the text I have used some of my own reflective experiences of Military culture in varied forms as you will discover. Even though I feel these reflections will aid the arguments conveyed, these view are subjective and will have unintended bias and its important to consider this when interpreting the viewpoint.  

My 6 years of experience in the Army Cadet Force, has been used to provide some personnel views which after Hearn (1994), provide a view from the inside to illustrate the reality.  Although not a fully trained soldier, I was able to experience similar lifestyle and training situations. My success in the cadets allowed me to participate in many different Military situations, including training, be it physical or in field, lifestyle, and more importantly culture. I worked with British Army units on multiple occasions performing varying roles in both on and off duty situations, so gained access to a small portion of ‘how things really are’ for a soldier. I believe this to be sufficient and credible, and it will be my experiences from this that I use as data to assist my dissertation.

From the sources I did have however, an important author in the contribution to this dissertation was Higate (2003) who had published work on the topic I was studying. Higate’s (2003) book on ‘Military Masculinities’ provided me with data that linked military culture and masculinities together. A number of other resources were used such as Woodward and Winter’s (2007) Sexing the Solider, and more less obvious sources such as online news articles, lawful Acts of Parliament, official documents and statistics available from valid organisations such as the MoD (Ministry of Defence), although not always up to date I was able to gather enough to gain a complete reflection on matters. 

My approach to completing this dissertation has been developed through the analysis of data and the careful planning with the help of a supervisor. A base framework was comprised then adjusted accordingly to allow me the desired guidelines I would follow to enable me to complete this piece of work. Although during the process of writing I feel that I have had to adjust my title slightly to allow me to successfully use the limited resources I had available to compile a detailed analysis throughout the dissertation. I still hold great interest in the studied areas and possibly followed this path due to my interests and beliefs around Military culture.
The intention of this chapter was to provide all who read it with some background information into how the dissertation had been produced and developed. From the methodology I was able to produce what follows, beginning with the concept of gender. Gender and its interpretations within society could be said to be much overlooked. The creation of its perceived meanings provides me with a basis to begin understanding the roles of gender and its contributions to us all.

Chapter 3 – Social Construction of Gender

The phenomenon of gender is a much a debated subject. As Robert Connell observes;

 “[i]n most common usage, the term ‘gender’ means the cultural difference of women from men, based on the biological division between males and females” (Connell, 2009: pp 64). 
However, sociological evaluation of gender retreats dramatically from this common usage. It is argued by theorist such as Connell (2009), Kimmel (2004), Bilton (2002) that to properly analyse gender it needs to be considered as framework that links people into relationships and cultural groups that in turn lead to the systematic subordination of women (Connell, 2002). It is this reference to the links between people and institutions which is integral to social scientific analysis of the ways in which gender is a source of social meaning and power. This sociological approach though marginalises the biological deterministic theory of gender distinctions that suggest innate inherited qualities determine gender and actions society.

Biological Determinist Perspective
The analysis of how our gender is shaped and controlled therefore is a complex array of theories and debates, and this true both in civilian life as well as Military also. When analysing the biological deterministic approach to gender, it could be seen as the natural physical differences seen between men and women. Bilton et al (2002: pp 43) noted that “Biological determinists highlight similarities in male behaviour across different environments”, therefore is it really possible this is purely coincidence? Bilton et al (2002) suggest that male traits such as aggression, competitiveness, lack of maternal instinct are due to chromosomal and hormonal differences allocated to our bodies at birth, as opposed to social processes which ascribe differential power and meaning to natural bodies. So what if they are right and behavioural and personality differences that derive from our genetics as either male or females construct our characteristics. An example, most men have penises, are heterosexual, the masculine hunter and the 'bread provider' for his family. Most women have vaginas and breasts, are heterosexual, seen as passive and maternal, the mothers of the family and therefore feminine. It is this very straightforward and deterministic view of gender that suggests biology creates our individual traits.

The assumption that our genitals and reproductive organs dictate and divide us between the two separate sexes is what Garfinkel (1967) call the 'natural attitude' in western societies. Is this natural assumption that we in western culture hold forced upon us? Or simply one of society’s doctrines that begin to empower certain individuals and groups, in this case, gender differences we are subjected to in society, this a hegemony (Connell, 1987: pp 124).
Life and culture of individuals and groups can then be controlled by this ‘natural attitude’ that society presses on us by the way cultural practices are continued, emphasised and permitted. It is also supported by imagery, take for example the imagery of the soldier in battle – we always talk and view the soldier as a ‘he’.  This type of image supports the view by Thomas (1966) who suggests if we believe something to be real it becomes real in its consequence, and this reinforces and concurs what can be viewed as the rightful empowerment of men over women and even male groups over other less dominant male groups. Societal pressures on individuals force us to become part of one of what could be called societies accepted groups, such as homosexual, heterosexual, transsexual, and bisexual, no matter how these groups are viewed or interpreted. This is demonstrated even in professional fields, for example at birth, if the sex of a baby is unclear, one response is to reconstruct the anatomy to define the child either one direction or the other (Bilton et al, 2002). This decision made with no understanding of the traits or desires this child may develop in later life, and a decision made purely because it is socially accepted that we are a definitive sex/gender.
Most Public Services, it could be said follow the biological determinist stance that continues to runs through the service infrastructure (Baigent, 2001). It suggests the innate qualities we happen to be born with are what separate us in where were can serve and how we can perform these duties, this evident from the current continual barrier placed against women fighting in combat positions (MoD, 2006).
Social Constructionist Perspective
The debate of genders origin then moves towards the socially constructionist view, here we can sometimes confuse ourselves that it is gender that provides us with our “natural foundation of sex”(Bilton et al,2002).The use of the word sex can be confusing in these debates and it may be better to suggest right now that whilst it is both separate and but linked to gender, sex here is defined as the universal physical difference we have, and gender as the socially constructed differences between male and female tendencies. Oakley (1972) described this by suggesting 
“bodies are the trigger for the assignment of gender difference; femininity of some sort will be elaborated for females, and masculinity of some sort for males.”
Sex role theory (Parsons, 1961) begins to emphasise the impact that environment and social surroundings have on individual’s development throughout life. Sex role theory describes the traits and activities we consider to be either male or female; the association between sex and gender is made but into sex typed roles (Parsons, 1961: pp 162-163). The analysis of gender here has advanced dramatically from the historical biological view point, but it still fails to consider the influence of power and social meaning. The relationship between power and gender though were unclear or hidden in society in this theory. Sex role theory therefore fails to consider or ascertain the economic and political interests of different cultural groups, and the interests of the individuals compared with what society tells us it is acceptable to do.

Connell (2009) described the social construction of gender as a key move in the advance of gender theory, focusing on the impact of social relations between individuals and groups. That it is “through interactions with people ... and exposure to the values of society” (Bilton et al, 2002), we construct ourselves, but adapt our own believes to ensure conformity to fit in with the society we base ourselves with. This conformity to fit in becomes very apparent later when I discuss Military cultures and practices.
The analysis of the social constructionist view considers many wider and more complex issues that contribute to opposing sex characteristics. This is not to suggest our different sex organs do not create paths in society for us to be guided through, but the social constructionist argues that individuals have free will and the opportunity for choice. Although the opportunity we have to express this choice is limited by the popular beliefs operating in society, free willed decisions then made with uncertainty. Clearly then, social factors all impact on the type of gender we then choose to demonstrate and act out to others (Hoschild, 1983).

We are encouraged throughout life to display socially accepted roles and this starts from birth with small differences such as clothing, boys in blue, girls in pink, boys as soldiers, girls as nurses. This is then reinforced through childhood with male or female toys, games and activities, an emphasis how who you should behave, either as a feminine girl, or masculine boy. All this being praised to further reinforce and develop you into an accepted role, but as this occurs the divide only increases, and with it the hegemony the men hold over women begins to appear. Only when exceptions to the socially accepted rules occur, such as homosexuals or transsexuals are questions are raised. Are these really exceptions at all? Or is this another of societies doctrines that we subconsciously accept and follow, because of the reinforcement we gain through gender specific.
Homosexuals and transsexuals are very much assimilated to the opposite gender by a society keen to align people. Men often stereotyped as feminine and women as masculine.  Gender labels given to individuals because how they are viewed by others, and what social construction of gender allows us to believe. Not only this, I believe these labels persist due to society wanting to keep these individuals separate to reinforce their own position in society, a hegemony over another group ‘lesser’ than them in the gender hierarchy. Within military culture this is displayed with the allowance of the most effeminate man being able to serve in frontline fighting roles, yet the most masculine of women unable, this discussed further in chapter 5.

Gender and Power Impacts on Society

Genders impact on society must be assessed to gain complete understanding of the influences gender has. These could be recognised by the understanding of gender relations throughout society with the competition for a range of social resources such as, wealth, status, political prestige and power. It is this competition for power and prestige through ideological consent that allows us to recognise these influences. Social constructionism may allow us to interpret the sex roles we associate with males and females, but it does not analyse how these stereotyped roles came to be associated with the sexes. It is the evaluation of hegemonic masculinity that demonstrates the importance and effects of dominance and power of gender in society.

Hegemonic masculinity refers to the dominant form of masculinity within the gender hierarchy. Connell (1987) describes it as
 “the configuration practice which embodies the currently accepted answer to the problem of legitimacy of patriarchy, which guarantees the dominant position of men and the subordination of women”. 
Examples of this can be seen in the simplest of activities, such as men holding doors open for women. This activity, although seen as courteous, allows the man to control when and how the female walks through the door, and the acceptance that this is what men should do reinforces their prestige and status,  allowing the male to ‘look after’ the ‘unable’ female. Although “The public face of hegemonic masculinity is not necessarily what powerful men are, but what sustains their power and what large numbers of men are motivated to support” (Connell, 1987).

A hegemonic male can sometimes be stereotyped as the ideal male, the alpha male who possesses physical prowess, heroic status, a definitive heterosexuality and therefore power, an example of which could be seen as a Royal Marine. This power is then demonstrated to dominate over not only women, but male groups of less power. Gender could be seen to be the underpinning base to the distribution of power wealth and status towards men, and this encourages characteristics such as ambition, strength, drive, aggressiveness, and self reliance for men, but is overwhelmingly discouraged in women, and it is this that encourages us to permit this behaviour.

Examples can be seen in the Army where this difference between the two sexes is demonstrated by the restriction on females serving as fighting force front line soldiers. Women are now able to serve in 71% of the Army (MOD, 2006), but this is restricted to roles that are considered not to be close combat warfare with the enemy and leaves the question is it that women cant fight or that hegemonic masculinity creates a situation that makes society believe women cant fight. Political reasoning points to this affecting the professionalism and team coerciveness needed as a front line soldier. In an interview Ian Duncan Smith (shadow defence secretary at the time) said 
"Our only aim is to have a professional fighting force for this country. The suggestion of women on the front line is PC gone mad. The most professional fighting force in the world, the Israeli Army, has had to repeal rules on women in combat because it didn't work." (The Independent, 2000).

This is a clear demonstration of the power of this male position. A position of full heterosexual masculinity, a position holding hegemonic power over other subspecialist roles, the sense of prestige because others are unable to complete this role (discussed in detail in Chapter 4). Further empowerment of male soldiers occurs due to the restrictions for women in the British Army,  Van Creveld (2001:220) reinforces this when suggesting “In the Military, as in any other institution, the influx of large numbers of women is both symptom and cause of declining social prestige”.
“The interplay between different forms of masculinity is an important part of how patriarchal social order works” (Connell, 1987). History tells us that the man with status, power and wealth had ownership of property and the means of production, consequently ‘owning’ the right to superior ranking in the hierarchy of masculinities as Connell describes. Once this is accepted in society and other see this, his power becomes hegemonic. Hartmann (1976) describes this patriarchy as “men’s domination of each other ... a set of social relations in which there are hierarchical relations between men, and solidarity among them, which enable them to control women”.
The power belonging to males and their dominance is further accentuated by ‘emphasised femininity’. Which Connell (1987) suggests is “defined around the compliance with this subordination and is orientated to accommodating the interests and desires of men”. Within the Military this is demonstrated with the acceptance by women that they have insufficient qualities to enable them to fight with men in close quarter combat. Is this because women do not want front line service? Something I believe to be unlikely. The acceptance by women that this is ok increases the hegemonic power held by men and reiterates the belief of consent in there role, this automatically subordinates women, assigning the men the form of power they require.

 Power then is key when looking at gender in the context of social roles. The dominance of male status and power and how this subordinates different cultural groups, creates situations where structure dictates the links between people and institutions. This power is most successfully deployed by constructing ideals of masculine and feminine behaviour to which we are encouraged to aspire. 
The affects that gender has on society can been seen wherever we look, and the frameworks we follow ensure these definitive positions in society are clear and powerful. It is from this that the Military develop training and procedures and the resulting cultures that allow the exact creation of a unified operationally effective fighting force. Below I examine Military masculine culture and the affects this has on the integral workings of the British Army.  
Chapter 4 – Masculinities and the Military
In opening the discussion on masculine cultures in the Military, I felt it necessary to explain the context in which masculinities will be used in the chapter.

What is Masculinity?
A common sense view of ‘masculinity’ would suggest it relates to features and behavioural qualities of a man’s character: something that identifies male attributes. This may appear ‘blinkered’ from an academic perception which skews us into believing there is only one type of masculinity, one that is available only to men who either adhere to its rules or categorise into another socially accepted position. 

“Discursive studies suggest that men are not permanently committed to a particular pattern of masculinity. Rather they make situationally specific choices from a cultural repertoire of masculine behaviour” 


(Wetherell & Edley, 1999:32-33)

Connell (2005:68) suggests masculinity “does not exist except in contrast to femininity”. He continues 

“Masculinities are recognised as diverse, socially constructed and structured in terms of their own hierarchies, notably between hegemonic masculinity/ies and subordinated masculinity/ies.”
(Carrigan, Connell and Lee 1985; Connell 1987 cited in Hearn 1994: 53)


Therefore seeking a singular definition and meaning of the word, with varying social perceptions, the complexity of the meaning of masculinity and its uses can become very unclear. 

The common sense values can lead to a stereotypical view of masculinity that describes a male who is aggressive, rational, independent, competitive, self confident and powerful (something that fits nicely with the military), but with multiple perceptions this is clearly not as straightforward as first appears. As a lone term that can only be used in situational context, masculinity can almost be made redundant, but replaced by the term masculinities. We must then concentrate on the varying types or levels of masculinities, and these must be carefully considered when beginning to understand the impact and role of masculinities on the Military and its practice. 

Military Roots

The military can be seen as one of the clearest arenas of social power and violence and this is seen as celebrated masculinity (most of the time). Due to the urgency of operations and the lethal aims and consequences of the activities they perform, the type of individuals and units that must perform these tasks have to be almost superhuman in order to uphold the British military’s and more specifically in this piece of work, the Army’s, high standards of operational effectiveness.

“The reputation of the British Army is extremely high. This tradition of excellence - and the public support it engenders - depends in large part on the operational effectiveness of the Army that result from the high standards of professionalism, individual behaviour and self-discipline of the British soldier, both on and off operations. These qualities cannot be taken for granted and are only possible if they are underpinned by a robust and clearly understood framework of Values and Standards. It requires all of us to understand and live by them; and for all commanders - from the most senior to the most junior - to show emphatic leadership.”
(MoD, 2008)
“Its [British Army’s] primary task is to defend the interests of the UK, which consist of England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland” (MoD, 2010). So who best to serve these duties to our country? In 2009 there were 174,890 trained serving soldiers in the British Armed forces, of this figure; women contributed to 12.1% of Officers and 9% of other ranks (MoD, 2009). Thes figures based on the 79% of the Armed forces open to female servants, 71% in the Army (MoD, 2008).

Masculinities within Military Culture 

“The term ‘Military Masculinities’ has emerged over the past decade... as a means of identifying and explaining the operation of gendered identities within the Armed forces” (Higate, 2003:44). The term can be described as an array of gendered cultural attributes informing the practices of military life, these features can all be identified as part of a Military Masculine identity.

The typical and possibly ‘civilian’ portrayal of a soldier and therefore more importantly ‘Military masculinity’ is one of the fighting warrior. An extreme tactician, one of few able to perform this role, a fighting figure with strength, speed, aggressiveness, rationality and calm under pressure and under fire, risking life to protect Queen and country. 

This almost fantasy like image though is ‘thrown’ at us by the media, literature and cinema we are all subjected to. For example, Rambo who is portrayed to us an invulnerable superhuman. Or even published ‘real life’ accounts such as those of ex SAS soldier Andy McNabb (McNab, 1993), who talks of physical toughness, aggression, and stoic commitment as well as the bravery of soldiering on in the face of overwhelming enemy odds. “These cultural representations construct themes of violence, misogyny and heterosexuality diverging a more routine ‘everyday’ masculinity” (Higate, 2003:27). But are all masculinities like this? Do we really believe that each and every serving soldier performs their duty in this manner? It is these extreme variants of masculinity that become attached to common sense understanding of the Army.

“The concept of Military masculinities refers to a particular set of gendered attributes typically found within the institution of the Armed forces” (Higate, 2003:29). The attributes or traits, both performance related and ideological, cluster around themes of violence, aggression, rationality and the sense of invulnerability. But masculinities relationship to violence in the Army is a complex one due to the grades or violence being performed, sanctioned and encouraged. Institutionalised violence is part of the integral framework of the Army and how it manages its workforce to perform at the highest level. However the Army has recognised that the levels of violence, or masculinity required within its services vary depending on role and rank. Recognition of this allows the Army to train each group of soldiers to the required levels, specialising in different areas, thus contributing to more efficient operational effectiveness (Connell, 1995:7). Examples of this are evident with the split between Officers training at RMA Sandhurst for 48 weeks, and Soldier Initial Training Phase 1 (basic) and Phase 2 (trade) for approximately 28 weeks (Army.MoD, 2010)

Deviations of Military Masculinities

The dynamics of gender in the Military create what can be viewed as an informal hierarchy of masculinities. The warrior figure, in this case front line close combat soldiers perceived as having highest hegemonic masculine status among all military masculinities. Then below this dominant gendered identity are groups of peripheral or ‘lesser’ degrees of masculinity. In context across all the Armed forces, this could be displayed by the difference in masculinity between an SAS soldier down to a RAF Steward. SAS soldiers are distinguished from ordinary soldiers due to their immense physical fitness, mental strength and character, self reliance and unprecedented ability in every aspect of soldiering. At the complete other end of this hegemonic scale within the Military can be seen the RAF Steward, employed for domestic roles, so much so that duties involve maintaining the living quarters of Senior Officers and highly ranked Junior NCO’s (Non Commissioned Officers) (Higate, 2003).  Can this too be masculine? Is this an example of a man doing a feminine job?  Could this then be seen as femininity rather than a  peripheral masculinity alongside the real masculinity of those doing ‘true’ soldiering by those inside, but all collaborated under the same Military Masculinity shell.

I experienced similar positions to this whilst in the Army Cadet Force (ACF). The biggest, hardest, most masculine male was the man (not women) that could get over the assault course quickest, who competed best and was in the most competitions, who was good with ‘the ladies’, and held rank over others (rank not including commissioned officers). Everyone else was viewed as being a lesser masculinity and so included was the taunting of these ‘lesser’ individuals. Comments such as come on you ‘poof’, or ‘get over it you big girl’ were a frequent occurrence - delegating those in receipt of those taunts to feminised roles. Females were not even considered as they were simply not seen as a threat (as long as they could not join the fighting), but there more as something to look at, something to excite on a weekend away.
Although seen as institutionally masculine from the outside, the ‘gentler’ nature of certain roles in some area of the military is significant within the organisation. The variety of roles that the Military uptake is huge as previously displayed, because of this the levels of masculinity drilled into soldiers is dependent on the roles they perform. 

Positions seen as lower down in the hierarchy of masculinities, and perceived as more feminine roles require less physical resilience as their role is less pressing in combat, instead they require more technical training. “Fostering hegemonic masculinities in support trades has little urgency because face to face violence is less likely” (Higate, 2003:31). This masculinity difference is further stretched with the civilianisation to non military personnel of some of these ‘lesser masculine’ positions, such as food provisions and transportation. Consequently this maintains the reduced identity of these servants in the ‘league of masculinities’.

On personal levels the aura and power surrounding hegemonic masculinity within the force makes those performing in the ‘lesser’ masculine roles feel like they need to attempt to fulfil, or live up to the Military Masculine ideology. This seen by these servants performing such activities as joining in the gym with those at the top of the hegemonic masculine scale, front line soldiers. (Higate, 2003:31).

Potential Animosity and Containment Methods
The Military uses its authoritarian framework as a means of extracting obedience from those serving under its wings. Tasks such as peacekeeping aside, military personnel are “instruments of lethal force with mandates to deliver collective lethal violence” (Higate, 2003:8).  The nature of the operations for serving soldiers in battle requires the upmost of commitment, belief and most of all trust within your section and those commanding. It is of little surprise that conflict of interest could be possible, but potentially fatal and so is controlled by the regime and structure the Army uses to manage troops on the ground. The rank structure in the British Army is what marks any internal differences, or “conflicts of interest between more and less powerful men” (Higate, 2003:9). The MoD states that “Rank is the backbone of Army structure and defines your role and degree of responsibility” (Armyjobs, 2010). Any issues that arise within ranks so to speak are controlled simply and effectively by the authority assigned through rank, this power comes from not only promotion and the number of stripes on your sleeve, but the meaning and consequences of rank. When working my way through the rank structure of the ACF I experienced this in all dimensions. Once at the ‘the top’ I gained respect and had the use of controlled effective discipline to align any issues before they became apparent.  It is these core values that are indoctrinated in soldiers in training and keep the discipline of Army, and the positions of hegemonic masculine power this entails. In order for the Army to fulfil its unity of purpose of operational effectiveness any internal issues must be transparent on the battlefield, as “evaluation of effectiveness is through how these differences are contained” (Higate, 2003:9).

Internal differences have to be controlled without jeopardising operations, therefore effective containment of issues is paramount. The publicity and continuing debates around the 
male/female divide deflects attention away from any faults that may otherwise be visible. As well as this it empowers the continuing attachment to uniformed masculinity across the military and consequently opposing femininity in combat, which aids masking the tensions in an unequal military environment. Uniformity could also be said to contain internal fragmentation as it is seen as a base for solidarity among soldiers, and this assists in operational effectiveness. (Higate, 2003:9-10)

Training: Cloning a ‘Warrior’

Woodward (2003) suggests “Gender identities are central to construction of the soldier”; and examples of this can be seen when looking at prime indicators for joining up to the Army. Having the ‘squaddie’ label comes with attached ultimate masculine identity, “to put it plainly my reason for joining up was that I wanted to become a real man” (Woodward & Winter, 2007:107). From the outside it is obvious to see that the military is viewed as one of the highest of hegemonic masculinities.
Gender identities are critical in constituting the identities of us all, what we accept ourselves to be and how we act in daily life is all informed by our personnel belief of what it is to be male or female. The very process of becoming a soldier involves the construction, negotiation and reproduction of gender identities and it is this process that is essential for operational effectiveness. (Woodward, 2003:43-45)

Subsequently it is a;

 “key role of the Army to be able to create a body of individuals capable of engaging in military activities, be it peacekeeping or battle; it requires the inculcation within that group of a set of values of sufficient potency and tenacity to enable that group to complete that task” (Woodward, 2003:43). 
These values rely extensively on ideas of the necessary required attributes of those individuals, attributes that appear gendered and constructed with reference to sexed subjectivity.

The Military promote values that are the complete opposites of civilian life, such as aggression, violence, lethal killing, and through training these values become part of the ingrained characteristics of the soldier.  (MoD, 2008)

“The military virtues are not in a class apart; “they are virtues which are virtues in every walk of life ... one the less virtues for being jewels set in blood and iron.” They include such qualities as courage, fortitude and loyalty. What is important about such qualities as these... is that they acquire in the military context, in addition to their moral significance, a functional significance as well. The essential function of an armed force is to fight in battle. Given equally advanced military techniques a force in which the qualities I have mentioned are more highly developed will usually defeat a stronger force in which they are less. Thus while you may indeed hope to meet these virtues in every walk of life and a good deal of educational effort is spent on developing them as being generally desirable, in the profession of arms they are functionally indispensable. The training, group organizations, the whole pattern of life of the professional man at arms is designed in a deliberate effort to foster them, not just because they are morally desirable in themselves, but because they contribute to military efficiency.”   
(Lt Gen Sir John Hackett, 2005) 
British Army training is where new recruits begin the process of altering their personnel beliefs and identities into that of the Army soldier. It is through this process Woodward (2003:47-51) argues that through the type of training, how and where it is completed is what enables the Army to successfully recreate individuals into ‘fighting machines’ and create the type of military masculinity required for operational effectiveness.

Location is a big player in constructing the forms of masculinity we see in the Army. “Rural training areas provide an important backdrop and context to the constitution of Military Masculinities within the British Army” (Woodward, 2003:47). It could be seen that the areas carefully chosen for training new recruits is what allows the Army to ‘produce’ the exact soldiers they require for operation service.

Common sense would suggest to us the Army use vast landscapes to train recruits to build upon and test ultimate physical fitness, and this is true but can be explored further. Training activities used include long runs/marches across the harshest of environments; individuals use compasses to navigate across mountainous terrain without the use of conventional roads or footpaths, often planned in torturous weather, wearing bergans carrying weight. This as well as building on physical fitness, also pushes individual’s mental strength and capabilities to the limit. By forcing recruits to endure a range of activities similar to this, they have used the environment to aid them in the control of “particular attitudes and attributes deemed central to some aspects of soldiering” (Woodward, 2003:49). It is these aspects that create the exact masculinities required from a front line soldier. Inculcation of controlled aggression in soldiers is a skill; the techniques used purposely enable this, and the environment appears central to its success. 

Masculinity is paramount in Army training; the activities used are as much tests of ability as they are ‘rites of passage’ for those who complete.  Failure is assimilated with effeminacy, to succeed is to “attain ones identity as a soldier or a man” (Woodward, 2003:50). Failure is ridiculed and demonstrated when hearing of comments such as, “he hadn’t been man enough to become a paratrooper”. This example of the influence of masculinity and the subsequent demonstration of subordination of others displays the intent and technique of creating the ideal soldier. Experience in ACF involved a posting to a British Army unit for weekend training. Among the many strenuous activities was a PT (Physical Training) session.  Amid the serving soldiers I was able to identify how meaningful this part of masculine life in the Army these sessions played. PT provided an area of competition for men to prove themselves - the competitive nature and ‘do or die’ attitude needed to be experienced to be believed. Not only this, it was meticulously observed by those in control and commanding officers, further adding to the importance of showing yourself as the ultimate in masculine prowess: a process of being observed and self-policing that Foucault would understand.
Woodward (2003) argues as well as landscape, another area used in training that contributes to the creation of masculine soldier like identity is the barrack blocks, as they “provide the ideal setting for the inculcation of more soldierly values” (Woodward, 2003:50). Daily inspections within the barrack blocks mean that personal and communal space has to be incessantly clean, hygienic and ordered. Failure to comply with these standards means punishment, embarrassment and abuse from those inspecting (always of higher masculine status). Care of this space is a task culturally and socially associated with the roles of a woman.  It could be argued that domesticating these soldiers, is introducing a feminised process into their masculine world. Although culturally associated to femininity, in this context it is used to inculcate soldierly values onto recruits, essential when in the field. (Oakley, 1974)

Training the Body

Ones identity can be seen externally by the way they allow themselves to be seen. Physical, ‘masculine’ men are more likely to be portrayed in this manner in society through their physique and how they ‘carry’ themselves. This is no different in the Army and if anything, enhances ones status among hegemonic masculine cultures within the force.

“The body is an object laboured over in order to conform to some idealised view of an appropriate masculinity or femininity” (Woodward, 2003:51). If then the Army runs on a masculine culture, promotes, encourages and enforces masculine identity among its servants, the idealised body for each servant would be the most muscular, broad, ‘ripped’, and therefore ideal for the ultimate soldier, or so is believed. Although this is not directly attached to Army practices and procedures, I believe it to be quite plausible that as a result of invisible pressures among the force, this type of masculine competition further subordinates others.

Training can be seen as the sole ‘weapon’ used in the construction of identity within the Army. It can be seen through clearly defined practices and norms that morals, values, and disciplines of individuals are shaped to conform to the requirements of the Army.
‘Off Duty’ Culture
Although not officially part of Army training, excessive drinking sessions and nights out with fellow recruits and training staff, including regular soldiers also become part of Army culture very early on in a Military career. Similarly to physical training, ‘mans’ drinking sessions are another unofficial test of masculine status and a test of individual commitment to the team.  Again an ACF posting with regular soldiers from the Royal Infantry (soldiers viewed with high masculine status among other units due to their combat fighting role) allowed me to view ‘true’ Army culture. The weekend away was to commemorate World War II victims and visit battle sites, along with the participation in the prestigious Menin Gate Parade in Belgium. The night prior to the parade I joined in with the soldiers in a night of excess drinking, where last man standing appeared to be the game. We stumbled back into the hotel 1 hour before departure, immediately showered, dressed and went down to breakfast to continue the day as normal. Not showing the affects of the night before was the aim and ‘being man enough’ to continue was seen as the ultimate in masculinity.  This example indicate just how entrenched off duty events along with official training techniques are in creating a masculine identity, and contribute to Military culture apparent in the Army. 
Male Vs Female Soldier

Higate (2003:2) suggests that “women’s multiple physiological disabilities render them less operationally effective...” Wilson’s (1987:98) table of evolutionary gender differences below demonstrates some of the key foundational differences between the sexes.

Gender difference on the basis of evolutionary theory and observed empirically

	
	Males
	Females

	Physical
	-Greater size and strength

-Capacity for short term energy output
	-Lesser size and strength

-Capacity for endurance



	Mental
	-Spatial and mathematical skills

-Rationality 
	-Verbal and social skills

-Empathy

	Temperamental
	-Sexual initiation and exploration

-Aggression

-Independence

-Psychopathy

-Dominance
	-Sexual selectivity and relationship seeking 

-Nurturance

-Attachment

-Emotionality

-Submission


(Wilson,1987:98)

It is clear to see from this that most aspects on the male side of the table reflect closely to the previously considered requirement and Army’s necessity of a “deep seated military masculine culture” (Higate, 2003:3). This can be further verified when looking at the Army’s core values:

Selfless Commitment


Courage


Discipline
Integrity



Loyalty


Respect for Others
(MoD, 2008)

Which appear to compliment the perceived ‘Military Masculine ideology’. In fact by design masculinity can perpetuate in the Military, perhaps ensuring a continued male dominant role. Women physically do not have the power of men and it is suggested that women could be a burden operationally, a “hindrance compounded by men’s need to compensate for women’s inferiority” (Higate, 2003:2).  

Oppositions suggest that the presence of women into the unified body of men on the front line could and would distract and decrease cohesion within the section. This not only could be problematic when in an active fighting role, but deeper down with aspects such as living quarters and sanitation when in the field. Close proximity of the opposite sex and natural human urges could also cause obvious detrimental situations. Distractions that would be new to a masculine unit, and could potentially affect operational effectiveness. (Higate, 2003:3-15)
The complexities around the best physical warrior to complete the required role for operational effectiveness mean that women’s ‘Right’ to serve becomes complicated. Women should have the right to serve their country as ‘equal citizens’ and although I believe this to be true, the Army must ensure this does not outweigh the Governments primary goal of operational effectiveness. From her I will explore the barriers and affects facing women serving in the Army.
Chapter 5 – Problems facing Women in the British Army
The exploration of military cultures, masculinities within the organisation, and ways Army training reproduces masculinity have lead me to this point, but little reference has been made towards women and their contribution to the Army, and the effects of Army culture on women. Ongoing debate around women asks the question of women’s right to serve, against women’s capacity to serve. Higate (2003:3) states “Combat is the ultimate measure for women’s suitability”. However opposition to women’s service could suggest that women’s marginalisation and resistance to service is due to one, their physical capability to perform and two, the affect they may have on male cohesion in combat.  In this chapter I will explore deeper the variety of artificial barriers in front of women and the affects these can have.
Why is Gender a Military issue?
Gender has been used in a wide variety of situations throughout this dissertation to place context into the described patterns of culture running through the Army. But why is it that gender has become an issue for the Army? How has a civilianised issue become problematic within the framework of Military culture? Gender informs the Army on how to operate, how they are structured and how best to manage within the organisation. Gender also gives us understanding and how to perceive Military roles within civil society. Gender thus contributes to all aspects of military activity and Woodward and Winter (2007:4) suggest “gender is a military issue because it is an operational issue for military personnel”. They continue to say
“Gender is an issue whether an armed force or units within that force are single-sexed or they are mixed. Gender is an issue, whether working relations within a unit of men and women are understood to be unproblematic…or such relations are fraught and difficult. Gender informs the stories that circulate within an armed force which construct and reproduce its dominantly masculine identity, and the stories that circulate about and armed force within civilian culture and social life that interprets the military through a gendered lens. Gender in short, is one of the frameworks through which military life is structured; gender is a military issue” (Woodward & Winter, 2007:4)
For the Military then gender needs factoring into every practice, procedure and development that occurs or may occur within the organisation. It determines how men and women must behave, what is allowed and forbidden. It determines accommodation, not just in the field as previously mentioned but barrack blocks also, what facilities are deemed appropriate to share and what much be segregated (Woodward & Winter, 2007:3-5). Within the ACF it was forbidden to enter the female accommodation, which has a number of ramifications amongst which were difficulties as an officer in organising and hurrying up women – this absolute ban also suggests that either men or women could not be trusted together. Do we really have equality within a service, if that as suggested servants cannot control instinct, or be trusted? How does this bode for unity in combat positions? And who is it that feels the effects of this type of situation? 
Expansion of post opens to Women

The expansion of posts open to women was initiated in the early 1990’s following the Major Defence review under the ‘Options for Change’ white paper. The primarily observed change for women was to disband women only corps. The recurring affect of this opened some limited posts into previously male positions, such as Logistics, Signals and Medical services. Official expansion of posts occurred through Parliament on 27 October 1997 which increased the availability of posts open to women from 47% to 70%, although direct combat positions would remain closed, the affects of the continuing closure to women of these posts I will discuss below. (Woodward & Winter, 2007:42)

Two formal ideas behind the expansion stated, one; 

“If we are to properly modernise our Armed forces, we must also bring our personal policies up to date. The Armed forces must represent the society they defend, if they are not too become isolated form it” (MoD, 1997). 

And secondly;

“We want to see Armed forces which truly reflect our every opportunity to progress. We also want the very best of our youth in the forces and if there are artificial barriers  to recruiting the best , whether it be from among the ethnic minority or among women , then our pool of excellence is diminished as a result” (Robertson G, 1998)
As seen in these statements, the expansion of posts to women was associated with modernity, gender equity and the benefits that would be bought to the operational effectiveness of the Military by having an increasingly diverse workforce. The change of stance by the MoD though does demonstrate an acceptance of the problematic nature of having a single sexed, unequal UK defence force, serving a widely diverse community of citizens. But was this really to increase operational effectiveness? Was it an attempt to ‘look good’ in a changing society? Or simply due to increased social pressure? I suggest a mixture of the three but realistically agendas on political gender equity external to the Armed forces forced the change.

Coinciding with the expansion of posts, the Army introduced a directive for the assessment of the physical capabilities of new recruits. Designed to improve equality, the assessment recognised that the further away from combat fighting you are the less physically capable you must be. Creation of the assessment meant the Army could present a ‘gender free’, non discriminative single sex test, that they stated was “dismissive of male and female difference…through a mechanism for accounting for difference” (MoD, 1997). The new idea demonstrated the intent to match physical suitability to a military career, and displayed the recognition and acceptance of female physical difference. Although opposition suggested that that it made the military look ‘soft’ and lowering its standards (Woodward & Winter, 2007:45). This was significant in contributing to the improved look of an equality conscious Army, but would the changes increase women servants? And expansion of posts lure them into filling these positions?
The Army is currently understaffed and in recent years has seen a decline in school leavers becoming recruits, of which were predominantly male (Woodward & Winter, 2007: 43). It could be said then that the Army is looking to recruit from a shrinking pool of “available, fit, willing, suitable, young male labour” (Woodward & Winter, 2007: 43), which allows a differing perspective on the increasing of roles available to women. Policies representing women present them as equal to men, valued and capable members of the Armed forces. But the lack of new recruits could suggest that this may have occurred more out of necessity and a requirement to provide an Army at full capacity.

When looking at women’s distribution within the 70% of positions open, it is interesting if not surprising to see where the divides are. Woodward and Winter (2007:44) split these into 3 functions of role; Combat Function of which only 1% of women serve (all in the Army Air Corps). 21.9 % of women serve in Combat Support Positions (Artillery, Engineering, Signals, Intelligence), and 77.1% of women serve in Combat Service Support positions (Policing, Logistics, Medical, Personal). So although expansion of posts has enabled women to participate within a much wider field of opportunity, evidence suggest that women are still serving in indirect combat (service support) roles. Woodward and Winter (2007:44) suggest three ideas why this might be. 

One idea suggests that women subconsciously choose careers in posts in which they feel they will have the greatest chance of acceptance. This reinforces the potency of Army culture and its perception by all potentially subordinated because of it. A second idea suggests that the type of women that could be attracted to an Army career are likely to be motivated by demand for an intellectually stimulating job, one that would not be achieved by a combat position. Thirdly, the suggestion that despite a change in recruit physical screening, the demands required from open combat positions are beyond women’s physical capabilities
It appears from the evidence provided that even if close fighting roles became open to women, there would only be a very limited amount of women that would enter these units, even if physically capable. But why is it the Army actually denies access to women and what impacts does this have both on women and operational effectiveness?
Exclusion of Women front direct Close Quarter Combat Positions

Construction of female difference through policy and discourse within the British Army resulted in the exclusion of women from close quarter combat positions (Royal Infantry and the Royal Armed Corps). The Equal Opportunities Commission (1999) argue “combat positions should be open to all on the basis of ability, and not closed to some on the basis of sex”.
 Although the Army may advertise itself as an equal opportunities employer, under Section 85(4) of 1995 Sex Discrimination Act amended by the 2006 Equality Act;
“[The] British Armed forces are exempt in respect of an act done for the purpose of ensuring the combat effectiveness of Naval, Military and Air Forces of the Crown” 

This passed law, means there is not obligatory position of the Army to include women in all roles. Whether this is correct or not will be discussed further on, but the fact that there is a law in this area suggests a perception of women and other possible subordinates to have lesser abilities than that of others. And that inequality between sexes, genders, ethnic groups or whoever may be relevant goes much further into social cultural representations and traditional values than the debate at the forefront of Military agenda. How are different cultural practices of the British Army compared to those in civilian society? Has equality been created as an issue within the Military, possibly due to the increased media surveillance during the Iraq and Afghanistan Wars? Has amplification of the ‘goings on’ in the Army created what is now an ongoing issue? Whereas actually, can similar resemblances be seen in societies framework external to the Military, and so more inline than we are made to believe. 
Reasons for the refusal of women’s entry in fighting positions were published in The Employment of Women in the Armed forces (2002) report. It placed onus on the idea of risk that women’s entry could pose on operational effectiveness, and potential negative effects on unit cohesion. The report stated;
“Under the conditions of high intensity, close-quarter battle, group cohesion becomes of much greater significance to team performance and, in such an environment, failure can have far-reaching and grave consequences. To admit women therefore, would involve a risk without any offsetting gains in terms of combat effectiveness.” (MoD, 2002)
Although, the report did suggest aspects of women’s abilities that many had previously considered an excuse for the denial of entry, as having no impact on the decision. Again stating;
“...some women would be able to make the required standards of physical capability” (MoD, 2002) and continues “furthering this, despite male and female difference in aggression, some women would be able to summon the required levels of controlled aggression necessary”. (MoD, 2002)

Common sense tells us that for a fighting force, unit cohesion must be automatic and inherently operationally beneficial. Without allowing women’s participation there is no way of knowing the potential effects on those currently performing the role. It is evident that the decision has been made as a precautionary principle, the potential impact is viewed as such a high risk in comparison to the possible gains that currently this is not an option, this not to say that in an ever technologically advancing world this is not to change.

Research into cohesion by King (2006) among Royal Marines suggests potential problems with how cohesion occurred. Kings suggests cohesion was based around informal practices that bough together the team, rather than the argued formal practices and procedures that should unite a team. If true, the impacts of this revert directly back to training procedures and cultures within the military, as discussed in chapter 4, which potentially place another barrier to women’s entry. Women then would not gain unit cohesion within a group simply through training, and would have to conform and counter the military cultures discussed.
Is it possible though, women are seen as threatening to unit cohesion, not in practical or material terms, but because women in Infantry positions could potentially “dilute men’s identity as defenders acting on behalf of the defended, among whom women are categorised” (Higate, 2003:2-4). Their presence, declared as being disruptive, could possibly be due to the lowing in status of what is historically a man’s role. (Woodward & Winter, 2007)

A US (United States) Defence report (1997) even stated;

“Men and women can work effectively together in military units if women feel they will be treated equally, and men feel women do not receive and special treatment. Leadership is the key, rather than difference.”
Interpreted from this, it could be seen that culture and the effects this has on individuals believes and values towards multiple aspects throughout the Army, could be the underlying factor contributing towards the denial of entry, rather than the suggested reason, unit cohesion.

Could the denial of women be another of the many differences that previously was thought to be destructive to unit cohesion, differences such as skin tone, cultural background, ethnicity and most recently being ‘openly’ gay  in the Army. All of these now hold no resemblance within military framework, and acceptance has arisen from initial scepticism. (Woodward & Winter, 2007:55)

 Maybe then, it is possible this is a period of uncertainty about women’s capacity as a ‘warrior’, and the significance of difference until proven still firmly holds policy in its current form. Although for the women that do serve, it appears not to come without complications anyway.  

Sexual Harassment and contributing factors for Women’s service
Considerable evidence is now available to suggest bullying and harassment are an institutional part of Army culture and practice (Rutherford, 2006:46). In a poll commissioned by the MoD (2005), 10% of respondents claimed to have experienced bullying, 9% harassment. To me this figure appears quite low and possibly unrepresentative; I predict the figure to be this low due to the investigation being internal. Possible fear about how the outcomes would be treated and the participating respondent’s livelihood post investigation could have influenced the number of participants. This proves true in the following text with results of an external investigation. 
In recent years the balance between the so called necessity for personal abuse in the Army because of training requirements has almost given way to increasing public discourse of concern about the severity of bullying and harassment. Investigations into Army training and cultures within the integral framework of the Army coincided with the concerns articulated by the public. Findings of the ALI (Adult Learning Inspectorate) report were very critical and suggested;

 
“a culture in which discriminatory practices were accepted as part of Army life, where there was little evidence that such practices actually bought any appreciable operational benefits” (Woodward & Winter, 2007:56).
 Results from the report suggested failed and incomprehensive efforts were made to address the issues, and pointed to the prevalence of sexual harassment and bullying despite Equal Opportunity and Diversity policies. 
Interestingly the Equal Opportunities commission formally placed the MoD under investigation, and almost immediately an agreement between the two parties was made and the investigation was suspended. The agreement allowed the commission of full research into the prevalence of sexual harassment within the Military. Which in effect, by agreeing to this the MoD made a public declaration about the issue of sexual harassment and its problematic nature within the forces, suggesting definitive action was required to combat the issue. (Woodward & Winter, 2007:57)
The concluding report by Rutherford (2006) displayed results showing 99% of all 9384 servicewomen that responded had been involved in situations considered to be sexual harassment, situations like jokes and stories, language and material occurrences. Although women displayed a high level of tolerance for these behaviours, 52% of respondents found them offensive and 67% of these had harassment directed towards them personally, although the wide range of perceptions of what is offensive or not creates a possibly unclear representation. Of these behaviours sexual language, exploits and pornography were most frequently found offensive. But sexual assaults through unwanted touching also occurred;
“The younger the women, the more likely they were to have experienced unwelcome sexual behaviours. 77% of women under 23 had experiences these behaviours compared to 44% of women in their forties.”

Although harassment is obviously occurring, why and how it is occurring is more important, if to solve the issue. Perceptions of what harassment is and the levels of tolerance of harassment contribute to the amount that it occurs and the affects this holds on women. Most definitely due to military culture in the majority of occasions, why is it that men feel the need to harass women?
It is possible that the low levels of female contact, especially sexual contact whilst serving contribute to the felt need by some men to harass women, and this could sometimes be elevated by women’s acceptance to some types, or occasions of harassment. Is this ‘men being men’ or could it be women trying so hard to fit into a dominant male culture that certain situations get ‘overlooked’  and permitted whilst looking for acceptance. During the ACF many situations of sexual talk about females would occur, sometimes directed to them, as well as occurrences of groping and more. But, male ‘banter’ was seen as the main drive for this, it was ‘something to tell the lads’, women were seen as sex objects rather than equal ‘soldiers’.
Miller (1997) concluded that men despite their training and prohibition can resort to sexual harassment as a means of expressing their disapproval of women’s military participation, and Cockburn (1991) suggests;
“This attention is one of the ways in which men subordinate and control women in the work place. It is one of the tactics used by men in restricting and resisting moves towards sexual equality in organisations”
It appears sexual harassment of women develops from the “deep seated” (Higate, 2003:3) military masculine culture, a culture that informs everyone within and creates barriers for those outside. My belief is that harassment occurs within the Army as men’s ways of showing their dominance and power of position over women, materialising from a core fear that women could reach a level of equality in a man’s ‘warrior’ domain.
Chapter 6 – Conclusion

Throughout this dissertation significant amounts of information have been provided from varying resources to allow me to build a picture of the multitude of aspects required to understand the complexities involved in British Army politics. The intention, to provide me with evidence to critically analyse and answer the dissertation title, ‘Is the Army a suitable place for Women and Femininity?’ 

It is clear that current practices within military confines hold values around masculinity. These values of masculinity are what the Army build and uphold their reputation on, and so are very reluctant to let these pass by. British Army framework bases the progression and development of soldiers using a highly masculine mode of re-creation through training, using military masculinity and the subsequently created military culture in order to gain the required assets off each individual serving. The Army due to the infamous levels of masculinity is a very much dominant male arena, and these levels of masculinity are sustained through the hegemony that seeks to reproduce itself.  This means that the entry and acceptance of entry for women is looked at in a reserved manner, for reason of the acceptance of women could lead to a decline in social status in a traditionally macho masculine, male dominant force. 
“Current dominant forms of public discourse limit the extent to which women and other subordinates are accepted as potentially able to effectively enter the male bastion of combat and the military” (Woodward & Winter, 2007:64).
Gender identities within society label us into specified and accepted categories. Sex and gender difference, and therefore domination is reproduced by the cultural practices permitted and performed. Until masculinity within society (including the Army and MoD) is constructed in such a way that all genders are equal, continuing subordination will occur and women will consequently remain in a dominated role by men. Until conceptions of masculinity are questioned and amended by society as a whole, progression for equality of rights for women’s integration in the British Army will not occur.
Gender roles in the British Army are massive, as they provide assumptions and perceptions of not only individual capability, but where in social and military status these individuals sit, how much power they have, and label stereotypes devaluing and possibly discriminating against them. Within the military domain, culture adds to the influence this has and further emphasis this perceived difference between gender, which in turn creates barriers to work as well as team integration.

Although there have been many changes in the military in respect of the inclusion of women into a large proportion of roles, I believe that retention of ban of women into close combat positions will continue. In the current situation admitting women into close combat roles would gain no operation benefits, but could incur risk among those women and the men serving with them. Due to this I cannot see the decision being overturned any time soon. One possibility could be that the decision is over turned by future equal rights legislation.  I feel the decision made though, does demonstrate the belief that the inclusion of women will undermine operational effectiveness. Whether this belief is to allow the continued domination of men over women within the military (a position shrinking rapidly), or only because unit cohesion would be affected that much by female integration, may possibly never be known. If technological advances in weaponry provide ways of fighting the enemy by primary use of weapons rather than people, then I do believe that women could be included as emphasis would be placed of manning equipment, not equipping a man, 

In the current climate I believe the decision for women’s denial of entry into close combat positions is the correct one. I think that the potential risks involved by the acceptance of entry to women far outweigh the possible gains that may occur. For the Army to compromise its primary goal of operational effectiveness, certainty of success is essential. This not to say that women cannot perform in these roles sufficiently and potentially could perform better than men. But due issues such as sexual harassment that currently exist in the roles women participate in, and the huge impact that could occur if frontline inefficiencies were to happen, at this current point in time I believe policy will not change.
The underlying factor contributing to women’s denial of entry occurs external to culture and external to the military. In the traditional gendered society in which we live, gender has been created and interpreted into distinct varied categories, and with these categories come the accepted activities, performances and characteristics automatically ascribed to those within. Power, status and prestige or lack of, are all gained through no involvement of our own. It is the affects the subsequent accepted roles we are perceived in, that we as individuals must comprehend. For the Army to be equal, social perception of individuals must be believed to be equal.
Chapter 7 – Personal Development Plan

Over the course of my three years at Anglia Ruskin University I have undoubtedly developed as an academic by completing the BA (Honours) in Public Services. Increasing my knowledge of subjects and developing strategies of how to overcome, plan, complete and present marked work whilst gaining the abilities required to overcome barriers in the way. The Honours Degree has allowed me to continue to a higher academic level in a subject of real interest to me. 

Development over the first two years has showed me how to produce work capable of gained the grades I have aimed for throughout the degree, my aim has always been to finish with a 2:1 Honours Degree in the subject. I aimed for this level throughout because I believe this to be realistic for my ability as I have never been the most academic of students. If I gain an overall 2:1 for the Honours Degree I aim to use the qualifications and the skills gained throughout the course to lever me into a career as an officer in the British Army. To have the qualifications behind mind and improve my chances to gain entry into the Army has been my goal throughout, and to complete this would be a great achievement.

During the third year the work load has increased dramatically and my every effort has been required to allow me to get this far. Organisation, concentration and desire pushed me through each report/assignment I have written and have aided me in the completion of my Dissertation. My Dissertation title was decided due to my increased interest in the Army as a potential career. Because of this I believed the dissertation to be a great chance to explore further into issues and developments within the Armed forces whilst allowing me to combine the multiple practices I have learned as a student to present a legitimate piece of academic text. 

To start my dissertation I completed secondary research into the areas of interest in the Army, mainly military masculine culture and the subordination of women. I took notes whilst reading multiple sources, compiled a framework and discussed all completed with my tutor. Once this was okayed I starting writing the dissertation, gaining guidance from my tutor throughout. I hope to have achieved a high standard of academic writing throughout, combining academic text, interpreting it and adding personal experiences to validate and reinforce points throughout. 

It was the skills I gained through the Public Service three years course that gave me the ability and confidence in myself to complete such an individual and important piece of work. I have gained a broad understanding of many aspects surrounding all public service, but these relate to one another and can be interpreted to situation to allow the close analysis of any areas within public service culture. Not only this, using the variety of modules completed on the course, I have been able to gain better understanding of ethical and cultural situations that could previously have been difficult

The skills gained have allowed me to build a repertoire colourful to an employer, and given me life experiences I may otherwise have not gained. All my ability and effort has gone into completing a precise and thoughtful dissertation, and I aim to continue on after university using the same morals and values gained to guide me through life.
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