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ABSTRACT
Mass cultural assumptions of masculinity belonging to men make it difficult for women to ‘fit in’ to male dominated organisations. This in turn presents a number of issues regarding the questioning of women’s abilities to ‘perform’ masculinity, due to their inherent sex differences.  There is no greater example of this hegemony than in the British Army, where a workforce divides along gender lines concerning who can and who cannot perform direct combat roles.

As a gender identity, constructed socially and culturally, masculinity is stereotyped by large sectors of society to belong exclusively to men. However, vast amounts of jobs in modern society encourage women to join their organisations to carry out roles that require attaining and using masculinity. Of all the public services, the British Army has the highest proportion of men serving, therefore the lowest proportion of women and the most number of posts that are restricted to men and closed to women. It is these facts that make the British Army an interesting institution for this dissertation to examine.
This paper is therefore written with a view that gender is social rather than biological and that multiple forms of masculinities are thus socially acquired and developed by both males and females, supporting the view that gender relations are constantly changeable. Societal conceptions of masculinity can be seen to derive from the biological view that gender is innate in one’s sex, and this paper aims to summarise a debate around this.
CHAPTER 1: METHODOLOGY
It can be seen that social theories help one to discover the underlying consequences of society that may not have been immediately apparent if one had not used the social science approach (Woodward and Winter, 2007). As a social organisation, the British Army can therefore be studied from the socio-cultural context in which it is situated (ibid). As Woodward and Winter (2007) states, “Because they (the Army) are instruments of the nation state, they cannot be understood without reference to the ideas and arguments through which the nation state is constituted and sustained” (ibid, 2007:2). Therefore, societal conceptions of masculinity that this dissertation is studying, can be seen to have been constituted from the patriarchal arena (Walby, 1990) in which society is situated. Furthermore, gender issues within the Army are civilian issues and are hence rightful areas for public concern. Being funded through civilian taxes, the Army operates as a public service, representing civil society and is therefore obliged to be accountable, as would any other government organisation in regard to the laws of equality for their internal operations. The National Audit Office and the media act as guardians to scrutinise the activities of the Army and the Ministry of Defence (MoD). This in turn influences civilian perception of gender issues and, most significantly to this paper, conceptions of masculinity.

The boundaries laid down of where a woman is able to work in the Army are informed by essentialist thought surrounding gender; constructed, articulated, negotiated and circulated by discursive practices, significantly male military masculinities. “Discursive constructions of gender as an axis of difference that is (variously) contained, controlled for, negated or represented as a problem (depending on the issue at hand) are all part of the process through which the Army is brought into being as a masculine institution.” (Woodward and Winter, 2007:101). This performance of male military masculinities can have a detrimental effect to women in the Army when ‘toxic’ parts of this masculinity are produced (See Baigent, 2008b and Karner, 1998), resulting in the sexual harassment of women. 

The analysis that this dissertation presents is underpinned by a feminist critical theoretical approach, known as ‘feminist critique’ (see Hearn, 1992), that “rejects the positivist claim that research and theory-making are, or should be, value-neutral activities” (Whitworth, 2004:26). Whitworth continues to highlight the importance of discursive practices and reject positivist theory that parallels scientific methodology, arguing: 

Critical theorists also reject the positivist claim that knowledge can be read off a ‘world out there’ in an unmediated fashion. They reject, in other words, the idea of an objective reality that can be understood through simple observation. The material conditions of people’s lives are important and must be documented, but knowledge about the world and all human activity also is produced through the discursive practices associated with particular phenomena, issues and events. This means that ideas matter. 

(ibid, p.26).

This dissertation is taking a feminist approach, primarily in its aim to enhance appreciation of the experiences of women as a minority in a traditionally masculine working environment, where experiences of sexual harassment are common and barriers to their progression exist. The research attempts to view from a feminist perspective, the reason for the harassment of women in the Army and aims to provide evidence that mass societal conceptions of masculinity ultimately are the source of these experiences. Further to this, taking the theoretical views of feminists (see Walby, 1990; Johnson, (2002); Chodrow, 1978), this paper maintains the view that patriarchal domination and difference prevents the equality of women in society. However, through this use of the ‘Feminist Critique’, this paper does not seek to achieve equality of women within the Army, as equality is defined under patriarchal terms and is therefore characterised from a masculine standpoint. The paper seeks to ultimately highlight the reasoning behind particular discourses in the Army (mass conceptions of what masculinity is) and how this affects women.

Feminism is political in its motives, challenging the normative masculinity, masculine bias and devaluation of women (homophobia and heterosexism) (Reinharz, 1992). Criticising essentialism, feminist theory interprets institutions and the social arenas in which theses institutions operate, to be gendered through the representation of discursive thought (Woodward and Winter, 2007). 

Often those ideas are associated with the exclusion of women and the presence of men, but they are associated also with the particular ways both men and women are ‘present’ in nations, institutions, or events, and the particular expectations associated with both women and men, and masculinity and femininity. Those assumptions, feminists argue, affect how we understand different social phenomena and have an impact on the individual lives of men and women.

Whitworth (2004:27).

The feminist perspective that this dissertation therefore bases its analysis and theory

around, recognises the implications of these ideas and discourses identified by Whitworth (2004) that feminists hold, through highlighting how conceptions about masculinity exist, predominantly when these assumptions are hegemonic (Connell, 1995). 

Based on a ‘review of literature’, secondary sources have therefore been extensively utilised. For the analysis that has focused on masculinity, patriarchy, social constructional theory, biological determinism and gender (contained within Chapter 3), a number of sources have been used. These have predominantly included, Connell (1987, 1995, 2000); Walby (1990); Oakley (1972) and Carrigan et al, (1987). Further to this, inspiration for this paper therefore being a predominant source has been the work of Baigent (2000). Paralleling the method that Hearn (1994) took, Baigent (2001) used a pro-feminist auto-critique in his methodological approach to researching firefighter’s masculinity. Baigent (2001) utilised this feminist approach in order to discover the hidden ways in which men contain the patriarchal order of society. Although this dissertation does not seek to discover these ‘hidden ways’, it does attempt to use a similar style of methodology to shed light on the fact that patriarchy and the male order take precedent over all.
Focusing on the British Army in Chapters 4 and 5, unrestricted documents, policies, directives and statements have been drawn upon, including MoD (1999, 2000, 2006), Army (2001, 2002, 2003), ALI (2005). When this documentation is read objectively it supports and underpins the patriarchal view that subsists in society (see Walby, 1990) and the Army. However, it can be seen that alternative interpretations can be suggested when a feminist stance is taken which reads between the lines. 

Published secondary research data sources such as academic texts have been used, most prominently Woodward and Winter (2007) and Alexandrou, (2003). Additional secondary data that has been drawn upon, includes the use of dissertations and research theses, such as Baigent, (2001). Further to this, statistical data has been drawn from the primary research of Rutherford et al. (2006) when considering sexual harassment within the British Army and the DASA (2006) when examining the male/female composition of the Army. All sources have been acknowledged in the bibliography. 
The research strategy for this dissertation has been developed through planning the project carefully and effectively using the help of a supervisor, conducting a vast number of literature searches and consequently literature reviews. The variety of sources used has been limited by time and word constraints. Primary research was considered, however access would have been complicated and even if it was granted, the amount of time needed to carry out a sufficient project would not have been available. Conducting a series of semi-structured research interviews surrounding the topic of gender and masculinity would have however, significantly aided the findings and impact of this dissertation. Nevertheless, the use of secondary data can be seen to be invaluable as most often the data produced in these has originated from primary research (Woodward and Winter, 2007; Rutherford et al, 2007; Higate, 2003). 

To conclude, this chapter intended to provide a background into the production and development of this dissertation. It has aimed to demonstrate that feminist methodology has been influential in presenting the critical approach that this research required. A fundamental characteristic of feminist methodology is that it challenges the so identified, objectivity, alternatively arguing that researchers are not able to “escape their ideas, subjectivity, politics, ethics and social location” (Ramazanoglu, 2002: 16). It is undeniable that masculinity’s agendas to ensure the concealment of their mission can only be uncovered from end to end by challenging the right of men to write objectively (Baigent, 2001). It is this “political intentionality of analysts” (Woodward and Winter, 2007:10)  that feminism uses and champions and  which has guided the direction of this dissertation to further expose the hegemony which proposes that women are unable to fight in the British Army in  defence of this country and are therefore unable to progress in the Army as their male counterparts are able. 

CHAPTER 2: INTRODUCTION

For the majority of society, conceptions of masculinity are universally and traditionally linked to physical attributes of males. However, a number of social scientists, particularly Connell (1987, 1995), have outlined that these conceptions follow traditional notions of previous societal norms and thus outdated. Nevertheless, forms of social control in western society such as the mass media, religion and language, still hold on to notions that masculinity belongs exclusively to men and femininity belongs exclusively to women (Stockard and Johnson, 1992). This paper follows philosophies that Connell (1995) identifies with, that masculinity is not singular and that multiple masculinities therefore exist. Consequently, within public service organisations, particularly the British Army, these conceptions in society of masculinity being singular and belonging to men are largely mirrored. 
Cultural patterns that segregate gender continue to exist because they are perpetrated by individuals, most often men rather than women (Stockard and Johnson, 1992).  In their plight to maintain gender segregation, views are reinforced through men often expressing their expectations of segregated roles and devaluation of women. Women are devalued in everyday relations not just by what they do and the roles that they traditionally carry out, but just by their very being. This reality can be seen in the way in which men feminise weakness or mistakes, for example if you get something wrong you are called a c***. This general male avoidance of anything feminine and of their need to justify any such activities to make them masculine illustrates the notion that particular gender/sex roles are performed on the basis of being male or female. Therefore, it is through this that gender differentiation and male domination is reinforced. This gender segregation and devaluation of women are normal aspects of daily life (ibid). Interestingly, as Heuser (1977) discovered, there are no parallels to the behaviour of girls, who do not avoid masculine activities as men avoid feminine ones, therefore further reflecting male dominance. Significantly, men’s devaluation of women, can be seen to be expressed through sexual harassment and this shall subsequently be discussed in Chapter 4, when analysing the problems that women experience within the Army.   

The public services are traditionally masculine organisations that have only begun to accept women following changes to the prevailing norms of society regarding the equality of women. Within our traditional patriarchal (Walby, 1990), the British Army is hence a historically masculine organisation. In comparison to other public service organisations, the Army in particular, has struggled to recruit higher numbers of women and is only slowly adapting to the changes that equal opportunities legislation has pressed for (Woodward and Winter, 2007). Men and women throughout societies are under pressure to conform to their gender role stereotypes. Gender inequalities have been intrinsically present and women are therefore historically seen as the inferior ‘sex’. Chapter 3 aims to outline how conceptions of masculinity are created and reinforced through understandings of gender and sex differences and are thus hegemonic. The significance of this sexual division of labour , patriarchy (Walby 1990), gender roles and the masculine crisis theory (Brittan, 1989) shall therefore be discussed and the essentialist and social constructionist approaches that have been taken by sociological theorists shall be examined.
Although the Army is slowly adapting to the inclusion of women, this inclusion is uneven through the ranks. In 2006, the British Army comprised of 107,730 trained, serving members. According to a fact sheet produced by the MoD (2006), women constituted 8.2 per cent of trained personnel. However, the same year, the Defence Analytical Services Agency (DASA), (2006) data calculated a slightly lower figure, with the Army composed as being 92.40 per cent (99,550) male and 7.59 per cent (8,180) female. Further to this, women officers represent 10.8 per cent of all officers in the Army, whilst women of ‘other ranks’ represent 11.9 per cent respectively. It can therefore be seen that women are very much in the minority within the organisation across the ranks. Women are still kept in non-combatant roles, and are prevented from carrying out a number of jobs in the Army. The persistence of this gender order can be seen to reflect innate differences between males and females and the military gender division of labour can be seen to exist due to the foreseen view that men and women are essentially different and have innate qualities (Woodward and Winter, 2007). It is to this gender division of labour that Chapter 5 focuses on, examining supporting and counter-arguments regarding women participating in direct combat roles and analysing these positions.

Dandeker and Segal (1996) identified four major factors that have influenced the increasing employment of women within the military. These include; social, demographic, legal constraints, pressure from women already in the service, advances in technology and existing attitudes of policy makers. Consequently, these have made traditional notions of physical strength and aggression that are associated with masculinity less important, therefore ‘feminising’ their job (which shall be discussed later). The most significant of these factors, which has consequences for the increasing employment of women, has been the establishment and advances in equal opportunities legislation which has been implemented within the Army. This will be the focus of Chapter 4. 

The purpose of this dissertation, is therefore to explore the effects of the male hegemony of masculinity within the Army on female soldiers, analysing the varying conceptions of masculinity that exist, the consequences of this and to demonstrate the problems that females have in acting out masculinity. Masculinity is in this view presented as a gender identity that is socially and culturally constructed, aligning with the views of social constructionists such as Millet (1970); Oakley, (1972); Connell 1995; Carrigan et al, (1987).
CHAPTER 3: PATRIARCHY, GENDER AND MASCULINITIES: THEORIES AND PERSPECTIVES
Male domination is present and existent across all societies and therefore also within the British Army. Society is organised culturally and historically around a patriarchal state (Walby, 1990) and it is generally presumed that masculinity is “true” and “fixed” (Connell, 1995:45), (which shall be discussed later). Masculinity can vary, as it can be constructed in various situations, being either socially dominant or hegemonic (Carrigan et al, 1987). Patriarchal inequalities are seen by Marx to revolve around the concept of capitalism (Giddens and Held, 1982) and Hartman’s (1981) ‘dual systems theory’ suggests that the inequality of women in society could be due to patriarchy and capital. The ideology that there is a connection between biology and the social has been a very powerful one. This chapter, throughout, supports constructionist notions that masculinity is socially constructed. Regarding gender identity, this chapter will also discuss three varying theories that relate to the ‘theorisation’ of masculinity, these include; socialisation (see Oakley, 1972), the ‘masculine crisis’ theory (see Pleck, 1981) and the ‘reality construction model’ (see Brittan, 1989).

Patriarchy 
The concept of patriarchy can be seen by feminists such as Walby, (1990) to be significant when uncovering gender inequalities and is based on the role of biology in explaining male dominance in society (Harralambos and Holborn, 1995). Patriarchy (Walby, 1990) is the social system organised around economic and cultural advantage (Higate, 2003). Millett (1970), a radical feminist, saw political relationships between men and women to exist on a day to day basis and highlighted that these relationships are structured around the basis of a patriarchal system within which “male shall dominate female” (Millett, 1970:56). In this view, patriarchy is fundamental in relation to the concept of power and is “the most persuasive ideology of our culture” (Millett, 1970:59). The principal foundation of identity in modern society is therefore gender, as individuals place men to be of primary importance. Millett (1970) saw patriarchy to exist as a result of eight key factors; ideological factors, the role of biology, sociological factors, the relationship between class and subordination, educational factors, myth and religion, psychology and physical force. These factors Millett (1970) claimed, led to women being the disadvantaged sex and can therefore be seen to form the basis of masculinity existing, as if patriarchy did not exist, it would be difficult for masculinity to. 

The sexual division of labour    
Pleck (1981) suggests that the hierarchy of power that has traditionally existed amongst men is connected with women’s subordination. Wealth, physical strength, age and heterosexuality are all considered in Pleck’s view to be assets that preserve this hierarchy, therefore male power is connected with the sexual division of labour. Pleck’s (1981) ideologies decline biological determinism, masculinity/femininity divisions and depth psychology. Similarly, Tolson (1977) explored masculinity that occurs in the workplace. The ‘culture of work’ as he called it, is concerned with how masculinity is constructed and negatively influenced by the activities of capitalist labour. The psychodynamics of masculinity involve how it is emotionally upheld through father-son and peer relations. Chodrow, (1978), in Giddens (1993), argued that boys of a young age gain a sense of self through constructing their understanding of masculinity from what is not feminine rather than from what is feminine. This can be related to sex roles that men and women are automatically assigned to. Chodrow, (1978) believed that male identity is formed through loss of a mother rather than through attachment. As a consequence of this, when men become involved emotionally in a relationship later in life, they unconsciously tend to feel that their identity is being threatened. 
Gender, masculinity and masculinities 
The term ‘gender’, has been defined by Connell, as “the linking of fields of social practice to the reproductive division” (Connell, 1987:287). Explanations are, therefore, produced concerning the sexual and reproductive strengths of both males and females, thus social control generates an array of masculinities and femininities (Bilton et al, 2002). Masculinities and femininities are in this context therefore produced according to one’s sex. Gender distinction is believed to be ‘natural’, following the ‘gendered order’ of society. Non conformity to this pattern, for example homosexuality, can therefore be seen to be ‘unnatural’. (Connell, 2002).
Masculinity is a gender identity that is constructed socially, politically and historically and can be defined as being the way in which men are expected to behave in given cultures (Connell, 1987).  However, despite the fact that masculinity could be seen to differ amongst varying cultures, there are similarities in masculinity (Giddens, 1993). In some cultures, masculinity is associated with power, physical strength, social status, and respect. For example, in Spanish speaking cultures, machismo is a form of masculine culture, where individuals are very assertive and stand up for their rights; some would call this an extreme masculinity (Mirande, 1997). Furthermore, words such as virtue and virile derive from the Latin word vir that translates as man, therefore supporting this notion of masculine being associated with power (ibid). To be masculine involves attaining male values and conforming to male behavioral norms. Values that are deemed to be male norms include; courage, inner direction, certain forms of aggression, autonomy, toughness, technological skill, mastery, group solidarity and adventure (Carrigan et al, 1987).
Masculinity can be related to feminism, the sexual division of labour, sexual politics of the workplace and gender relations in class dynamics. The first step involved in breaking down masculinity involves establishing the social or biological basis of sex differences. Masculinity can be seen to originate from two different views. The first view is that masculinity is produced through biology, genetic programming in evolutionary history. The second view is that masculinity is produced through artificial conditioning, therefore biology plays a very minor part (Oakley, 1972).

Biological

The view that masculinity derives through genetic programming and evolutionary history (see Freud, 1933, Dawkins, 1976 and Wilson 1978), is known as being biologically determinist (Bilton et al, 2002). Biological determinists argue that male and female traits have their roots in chromosomal differences, hormonal differences or other natural characteristics that distinguish males from females (ibid). Both males and females produce a variety of sex hormones from the ovaries and testes and generally, women produce a higher percentage of progesterone and oestrogen than men who conversely produce a higher percentage of testosterone and other androgens. The female menstruation and ovulation cycle is regulated through lower amounts of androgens than in men, amongst whom androgens prevent the hypothalamus from regulating hormonal production cyclically (Harralambos and Holborn, 1995). Hormonal activity is closely combined with the movement of the nervous system and so consequently this can influence the behaviour, emotions and personality of an individual. Androgens have been linked with aggressive animal behaviour. Ehrhardt (1969) studied the development of girls and examined the effect that high levels of androgens had when exposed to foetuses. His studies showed that girls who were exposed in this way were more likely to enact characteristics of ‘tomboyishness’ than other girls of the same age, class and IQ. He described this effect of exposure to high androgen levels to be the product of ‘masculinisation’ of girl’s brains.

Cultural
The view that masculinity has developed through processes of artificial conditioning (socialisation) is supported by social constructionists (Bilton et al, 2002). Oakley (1972), claims that masculinity cannot be defined as a concept that is fixed by nature and that gender differences originate from social and cultural factors, therefore men and women are characterised by these factors rather than biological factors. Oakley (1972) also argues that even if there are biological tendencies for men and women to behave in 
particular ways, these can be over ridden by cultural factors, as people are socialised into gender roles. Socialisation into gender roles and the shaping of an individual’s identity can occur in four predominant ways; manipulation, canalisation, the use of verbal appellations and through exposure to different activities. For example, the behaviour of men can be shaped as a child by socialisation into gender roles. This can therefore be the beginning of shaping a masculine identity. Boys are often given gendered toys such as toy cars, guns and bricks and adults can cause them to identify with their gender by saying phrases such as ‘you’re a naughty boy’ (ibid). They are also exposed to media stereotypes of masculinity and femininity on television programmes (Harralambos and Holborn, 1995). Therefore, it can be seen that children are socialised into gender roles, due to their visible biological differences as male or female. 
Oakley (1972) also views the sexual division of labour to be culturally formed rather than biologically determined, examining a selection of societies among which women’s roles emerged as not relating to biology. An example of one of these societies are the Mbuti Pygmies, found in the Congo rainforest who are a gathering and hunting society. In this society there is no sexual division of labour, with the women and men hunting collectively and further to this children being looked after by both the father and the mother equally (ibid). Therefore, it can be seen that Oakley (1972) legitimately argued that this example of a society where there are no specific gender roles, shows that biological differences do not bear importance on these.
The Masculine Crisis Theory
The masculine crisis theory highlights the fact that men and women do not always conform to the master gender stereotypes of their society. Therefore, gender identity can sometimes be fragile and uncertain, especially for men (Pleck, 1981). Pleck (1981) argued that this crisis occurred as a result of women gaining status in the workplace and men losing power, and thus losing their sense of place in society. As a result of this Pleck (1981) outlined that men will over-compensate for this, trying to have more power and authority. However this can cause insecurity and therefore can be seen to result in gender role confusion (Brittan, 1989). Carrigan et al, (1987), saw masculinity to exist as a power relation. Bednarik (1970) proposed in his work on ‘The Male in Crisis’ that masculinity can be challenged by alienation that occurs in the workplace, the commercialization of sexuality and bureaucracy in politics and war. Further to this, he placed significant emphasis on the disagreement existing amongst the hegemonic male image and the actual circumstances of the lives of men (Carrigan et al, 1987).
The reality construction model (Brittan, 1989) differs from both the biological and constructional argument. It argues that gender identity is not fixed and can fluctuate according to time and how an individual sees themselves. The argument is that gender is a construction that can change in various situations. We all have different perceptions of ourselves, and these vary due to experiences. Individuals perform their own identity work and therefore construct their identity around their own experiences (ibid). Pleck (1981) supported this notion and saw masculinity not to be fixed by experiences in childhood, but constantly changing over time and circumstances. This supports Connell’s (1987) view that masculinities are not homogeneous, they are diverse and shifting.

Hegemonic masculinity

Masculinity can be seen to be a hegemony which males have, under particular circumstances, continued to see their social attributes which are ‘politically associated with masculinity’ as natural (Carrigan et al. 1985). It can also seen as a political expression which is used by men to explain why they protect themselves. Hegemonic masculinity is a masculinity which is “white, heterosexist, middle class, Anglophone, and so on” (Hearn and Morgan, 1990:11). The concept of ‘hegemonic masculinities’, is based on the way in which power and wealth is gained by men and how “social relationships that generate their dominance” are justifiable (Brod, 1987:92.)

Connell’s (1987) work on a ‘critique of hegemonic masculinity’  has been very influential in shaping the terms of the debate on masculinity. He speculated on the reasons for the persistence of men’s involvement in sustaining patriarchy. Connell’s (1987) definition and analysis of hegemonic masculinity saw heterosexual men as entrenched in the system of patriarchy, but he also finds reasons for men to want to change the system. However, he does assert that not all men are the same and some groups such as ‘effeminate heterosexuals’ may not be part of the dominant masculinity (ibid).
Connell (1995) examined the concept of hegemonic masculinity by stressing multiple masculinities and by exploring groups of men undergoing different experiences of change. Some want to transform gender relations and others are resisting these transformations. Men do not correspond to the hegemonic model, but many men are complicit in sustaining it. The hegemonic model of masculinity is seen as heterosexual (Carrigan et al., 1985). Carrigan et al (1987) sees the ‘male sex role’ to be non-existent, arguing that no particular ‘role’ can be individually identified to construct masculinity or femininity. Social life involves sexual differentiation and gender relations and there is no area of social life that is not an arena for this, therefore the notion of a ‘sex role’ is automatically simplified to an unperceivable degree (ibid). 
Conclusion

To conclude this chapter, it can be argued that masculinity and identity can derive from a number of areas and individuals can be socialised into forming a masculine identity. It can also be seen that masculinity is not fixed and many individuals construct their identities through experience, rather than through expected norms and values (Connell, 1987). Society has been socially conditioned to associate masculinity as being inherently male, therefore in the British Army this makes it highly difficult for women to be accepted in their job role as a soldier. It is very easy to take the hegemonic view, mistaking masculinity for being natural and this is what male soldiers in the Army can be seen to display (this shall be discussed in subsequent chapters). Further to this, as Chodrow (1978) outlined, men repress their need to express and define themselves in terms of relationships with others and are more cautious and discreet in order not to lose their identities. In this sense, it can be seen that women as an ‘other’ in the Army are used as a comparison by male soldiers and this can ultimately relate to gender relations within the Army, where organisational change is resisted by soldiers in an attempt to defend their own ‘masculinity’. 
CHAPTER 4: MILITARY MASCULINITIES, MILITARY CULTURE  AND SEXUAL HARASSMENT OF WOMEN
As was discovered in Chapter 3, masculinity and identity is not fixed and thus multiple masculinities exist across societies and workplaces. Woodward (1998) and Higate (2003) identifies gender identities as being fundamental in the construction of soldiers. The notion of ‘military masculinity’ has been used to categorise the processes that gendered identities experience in the armed forces (Higate, 2003). Masculine military characteristics take the form of physical attributes such as strength, aggressiveness, as well as heterosexuality and homophobia. Multiple military masculinities can be seen to therefore exist as a result of numerous military occupations and the subsistence of unequal ranks (ibid). However in spite of this, with mirroring the mass cultural assumptions of masculinity being ‘true’ and ‘fixed’ (Connell, 1987), military masculinity is similarly recognised to be and represented as particular and identical thus following hegemonic conceptions of masculinity (Higate, 2003). It is evident that the military is uniformly constructed as masculine. However the argument being made in this discussion is not disputing this and not arguing for change, but is claiming that female soldiers should have the opportunity to be viewed by the Army as having the ability to construct legitimate masculine identities as their male counterparts do (ibid). 

It can be argued that the organisational attitudes and evidence of resistance in the Army, both in the formal and informal cultures, highlight the social construction of hegemonic masculinities. It can also be seen that contested connotations of masculinity exist within the Army (ibid). Within military organisational culture, ideas of gender are constructed around the biological differences between males and females. It is not recognised by soldiers and by the institution that multiple masculinities exist and therefore multiple military masculinities (ibid) exist which presents the Army with cultural issues. This chapter will examine the implications of equal opportunities legislation, the effects of organisational culture on women and as a result, (being a key outcome of military culture), the sexual harassment that women face.
Equality and Diversity Management
It was stated by the European Union Charter of Fundamental Rights (2002) that “Equality between men and women must be ensured in all areas, including employment, work and play”. The Gender Equality Duty, which was introduced in April 2007, made it a legal responsibility for all public bodies to be seen to be promoting equalities, and thus treat both men and women on equal terms (Women and Equality Unit, 2007). Equality and diversity legislation has therefore required the Army to create and develop a range of policies. These have included, the Chief of the General Staff’s ‘Equality and Diversity Directive’ (CGS, 2000), ‘‘The Values and Standards of the British Army: A Guide for Soldiers’, (Army, 2002), the ‘Equality & Diversity in the British Army’ booklet (2003), an ‘Equality and Diversity Newsletter’ (Army, 2007b), and furthermore, public policy statements regarding equality and diversity that have been produced by the Army and the MoD. With regards to equality and diversity training, pamphlets are issued to each recruit as well as classroom training (Woodward and Winter, 2007). The Army (2002) claimed to recognise peoples difference, stating that:
     Army EO policy lists those minorities whom CGS says you must not treat unfairly. Diversity policy says that if you treat your people fairly and with respect, they will work harder. It recognises differences in people’s abilities and needs, but believes that the sum of those abilities improves the performance of teams. That makes it more than worthwhile to work on overcoming individual weakness. 
     Army (2002:2).
However, it can be seen that there is minimal evidence to suggest that the Army are managing diversity by maximising the potential of an individual and making significant change to the organisational culture (Miller 2006, cited in Kirton & Greene 2005). Further to this, the focus that the Army has adopted regarding equality and diversity management is insufficient in the understanding and recognition of the discourses that circulate within the Army. As Myers, (1997:24) stated, diversity management strategies can be understood as a “good looking cover for inaction”. Within mass popular culture, a discourse can be seen to exist that views equity strategies to be aimed at resolving criticisms of a minority and the phrase ‘political correctness gone mad’ often circulates society (Woodward and Winter, 2007). However, most significantly to this paper, the most notable consequence of this shift to diversity is that this focus on managing difference disregards the reality that the construction of this difference is social, embedded in inequitable practice and imbalanced power relations (ibid, see also Woodward and Winter, 2006). This concurs with mass societal conceptions regarding assumptions of difference as being given, ignoring where they have derived from and how this difference is socially constructed. 
It can therefore be seen that the surface enthusiasm of equality and diversity practices is not in reality reflected by the institution, as most significantly, women are still excluded from being involved in direct combat roles. (Reasons for this exclusion shall be subsequently explained in Chapter 5). Further to this, the impact of these policies and practices can be seen to be influential on the ‘military culture’ and it is to this that this paper will now turn to.

Military Culture ‘under fire’

Due to this forwarding of equal opportunities legislation and in aid of the norm of political correctness that has emerged in the 21st century, military culture is therefore as Alexandrou (2001: 25) proposes, “under fire”. The armed forces associate themselves with having a unique culture and anything that breaks this culture is claimed to have detrimental consequences in terms of operational effectiveness (ibid). Dandeker (1999) demonstrates this unique culture, arguing that “The armed forces need to be different from other organisations because of the functional imperative that underpins all of their actions, namely warfighting” (Dandeker, 1999:87). However, despite this, military culture still includes identical features to any other culture (Alexandrou, 2001). Schein’s (1992) model of organisational culture identifies three levels of culture including; basic assumptions, artefacts and beliefs & assumptions (Alexandrou, 2002). Amongst these cultures, it can be seen that individuals collectively form together and become ‘victims of group think’ as Janis (1972) identified. The informal culture that Baigent (2001) recognises, comprises of the public service workforce at a ground level. This informal culture creates a box within which public servants fit in to and the power of this culture is strong, existing because individuals who follow it demonstrate ‘tunnel vision’ (ibid). 
The notion of ‘culture’ can be seen as significant in the army at all levels of the hierarchy. Baigent, (2008a) argues that culture only has power when individuals believe it to do so. However, it can be viewed that many soldiers are not aware of their influence on culture, nor are they aware that they form part of a culture that is separate to the formal culture. Group behaviour in the Army can result in both positive and negative outcomes. One the one hand, like minded soldiers are brought together, acting out their masculinity in a positive way and therefore aiding the creation of an effective and efficient army. The belonging and esteem needs that Maslow (1987) outlines, may be gained from being part of the informal culture and the heroic imagery (see Whalen, 1980) that is produced from their job role. Therefore, the inclusiveness of this culture consequently avoids a sense of alienation of workers in the workplace and consequently masculinity in this sense is positive. On the other hand, collective thought contained in informal cultures can have potentially negative outcomes. The inclusiveness of these cultures can produce shared illusions and self censorship, resulting in producing what Baigent (2008b) describes as the ‘toxic parts’ of masculinity (also see Karner, 1998). As a minority in the Army, women can have difficulties ‘fitting in’ with the norms, values and rules of the informal culture and can experience sexual harassment when they are seen to disrupt the hegemonic masculinity that the informal culture in the Army displays.
Officers, Majors, Colonels, and Generals are representative of the formal culture within the Army, however this is not to say that they hold views that align with the policies that they are obliged to follow and implement. This can be evident in the number of sources where various ranks of the Army have commented on the debate surrounding women soldiers. General Sir Mike Rose believed that the impact of the growing employment of women within the Army has had an adverse effect on the operational effectiveness off the army, stating, “Today, our military ethos…is being actively destroyed by a mixture of social change within our society and new national and international legislation” (Rose, 1997:31). In addition to this, Frost (1999:95) believed that, “war is not an equal opportunities activity”. Therefore, these ideologies which have been stipulated by the formal culture (which Baigent 2001 identifies with), can be viewed as emphasising the resistance that occurs not just within the informal culture but also within the formal culture, hence outlining a top down level of resistance to the destruction of the hegemonic masculinity (which women threaten). A key feature of the military culture is inevitably, sexual harassment and this shall be subsequently discussed.  
Sexual Harassment

Sexual harassment is the tool that men use to put women down (Baigent, 2009). The Sex Discrimination Act (1975), amended by (Employment Equality (Sex Discrimination) Regulations 2005), defines sexual harassment to consist of “unwanted verbal, non-verbal and physical conduct of a sexual nature”. (Sexual Harassment, S.4A (1) (b)).
 As an issue, that has persistently plagued the Army over the past few decades, the identification and prohibition of sexual harassment has heavily featured in the structuring of equality and diversity policies (Woodward and Winter, 2007). Continuous attitude survey results (see Army’s Continuous Attitude Survey 2003), complaints to the Equal Opportunities Commission, ET cases brought through with the aid of the EOC and the Adult Learning Inspectorate Report on Safer Training, have all resulted in the suggestion that sexual harassment continues to be a problem in the British Armed Forces (Rutherford et al, 2006). The Army have a number of policies and procedures in place with the subjective aim of preventing such behaviour (see Army Individual Training Directive, 2001 and MoD, 1999). However, it has been evident in a number of incidents and reports (ALI, 2005 and Rutherford et al, 2006), that these measures are rarely recognised and implemented in practice.
Research into sexual harassment in the Armed Forces (Rutherford et al, 2006), produced a high response rate of servicewomen at 52 %. Aims of the research were to discover; the levels of sexual harassment experienced, if women feel they can complain and how they feel about the complaints process, and whether prevention measures that are currently in place are effective or not. The findings produced from the research address found that sexualised behaviours (language, stories, jokes and material) are common in the British Army, Royal Navy and RAF. Out of 9,384 Servicewomen who responded to the survey, 99% had experienced sexualised behaviours in the previous 12 months and over half of the respondents 4837 (52%) at times found it to be offensive. Additionally, 6313 (67%) of respondents had also experienced personally directed sexual behaviours in the previous twelve months. Sexual assault was referred to by 182 respondents (12.7%) having experienced a particularly upsetting incident. However, only 72 women (5%) had formally complained about these incidents. Research also found that over half (39) of the women who made a formal complaint declared that there had been negative effects in doing so.

There are a number of views that can account for this pervasiveness of sexual harassment in the Army. One view is that it is a form of bullying and sex discrimination, another as a level of deviance or a way for men to dominate women. However, the organisational culture of an institution also has a profound impact on the frequency of sexual harassment.  Rutherford et al (2006) found that key findings from focus groups, have found that the emphasis of women’s difference and the sexualising of women are the main factors that can account for such behaviour. Signs of men’s devaluation of women, in largely male settings, such as the army, are therefore highly prominent. 
The sexual harassment of women can be seen to be a behavioural norm in the Army. Thus women who do not fit in with this norm will be (as Baigent, 2009 describes when discussing female firefighter), onlookers on the edge. The continuation of hegemonic masculinity being present in the Army occurs because onlookers allow it to happen (Baigent, 2009). Most significantly, it can be viewed that the cultural context in which sexual harassment takes place, is not and has not been recognised by the MoD, as there is no evidence to show that they propose to tackle this problem (Woodward and Winter, 2007). The prevalence of sexual harassment within the Army can be located in the Army’s cultures on gender. The construction of female difference is exasperated by the culture.  Also the nature of sexual harassment derives from the Army’s construction of female difference (ibid), displayed through their exclusion of females from combat roles (which shall be subsequently discussed in Chapter 5).

Conclusion

The presence of women in the British Army directly threatens the male workforce and the ‘heroic imagery’ that Baigent (2009) claims the workforce seek out when carrying out their work. It is therefore challenging the masculinity that they have (arguably) socially acquired. The strength of one’s feelings about gender role segregation as discussed in Chapter 3, can be seen to be highly visible in organisations, such as the Army, which are being threatened by change (Stockard and Johnson, 1992). As Baigent (2009) describes when referring to the fire service, “The way this history repeats itself sets trends and precedents that protect the way men operate, which in turn contributes to their hegemony” (ibid, p.8). This can be related to occurrences in the Army where women are forced to place themselves in the informal male hierarchy, subjecting themselves to the possibility of sexual harassment and thus, as a consequence, they do not ‘fit in’ with this hegemonic masculine culture and may leave (ibid). 

Therefore, soldiers display and follow essentialist views of biological determinism arguably through the socialisation that takes place throughout their lives and also through the socialisation they undertake in the Army. Baigent (2001) argues that masculinity is in common sense terms seen as ‘positive and natural’. This supports Connell’s (1995:45) theory that “mass culture generally assumes there is a fixed, true masculinity … inherent in a man’s body” (although neither Baigent (2001) or Connell (1995) actually follow this view, as they believe that the ‘mass’ is a social control to benefit men). Therefore, it can be seen that soldiers emulate these mass cultural beliefs which view that masculinity is true, fixed and hegemonic (Baigent, 2001) and thus that masculinity belongs to men and femininity belongs to women. It can therefore be viewed that male soldiers are not born with the ability to be ‘a man’ and fight battles, they learn how to do this through training and socialising.  

Given that the Army as an institution has traditionally been almost exclusively male, it can be seen that the organisation is masculinised through culture and in turn, soldiers construct their identity around the culture under which they work (Alexandou, 2001). Soldiers construct masculine work identities and these identities can be influenced in varying ways by the cultures that surround them. The inclusion and wider acceptance of women within the Army has taken place due to legislation and policies (as shall be discussed in Chapter 5), not because men wanted them there and consequently this has resulted in a fragmentation of this culture. The surface acceptance of women, which Hochschild would identify as “surface acting”, leading and transforming into “deep acting” (Hochschild 1983: 54), has consequently changed the dynamics of the Army and this has left resistance in the forefront. Giddens’s notion of “unintended consequences’” (Giddens, 1979: 56) can be seen to be a result of this, where what Weber (1971) may see as a restrictive ‘iron cage’ to be built around male soldiers, resulting in them resisting this inclusion, as they become alienated from their work. It is therefore necessary for this examination to consequently turn to how the experiences of women in the Army are, as a result of this hegemonic masculine military culture, politically structured around the sexual division of labour and therefore around hegemonic societal conceptions of masculinity.
CHAPTER 5: HOW SEXUAL DIVISIONS OF LABOUR ARE REFLECTED IN THE BRITISH ARMY 
The discussion in Chapter 3, involved exploring the concept of masculinity and how various notions of the construction of gender identity and sex roles impact on conceptions of masculinity. Furthermore, Chapter 4 focused on military masculinities and culture and how hegemonic conceptions of masculinity are attained by soldiers and maintained in the organisational culture. This paper now turns to theorise how essentialist notions not only continue to plague modern society in their effect on women, but are also replicated in the Army and thus interfere with the progression and acceptance of female soldiers and the type of job roles that are available to them.
The discursive practices whereby conceptions of masculinity are constructed and dispersed, operate through setting the limit of where men and women can work in the institution, thereby creating a sexual division of labour (Woodward and Winter, 2007). As a consequence, it can be seen that the gender identity of masculinities directly control the participation of women and thus military masculinities. Hegemonic conceptions of masculinity are therefore a gender issue that is visible within the British Army (ibid). The essentialist ideas displayed in the informal culture, regarding gender roles, inform the identities of each subdivision of the Army. Therefore in this way, a sexual division of labour in the Army can not only be seen amongst the various operational units, but also in how they define themselves within those units (ibid). This chapter aims to uncover how hegemonic conceptions of masculinity have consequence in the sexual division of labour within the Army. It will outline the arguments for and against the continued exclusion of women from frontline combat roles and will argue that women are represented as being inferior to men as a result of particular (essentialist) conceptions of masculinity.

Combat exclusion
Despite the Army not being exempt from equal opportunities legislation, they are exempt where combat effectiveness is concerned. The MOD (2002) stated that the European Court of Justice has claimed that “member states can derogate from the principle of equal treatment in the interests of combat effectiveness, but such derogation must be necessary and appropriate”. This therefore creates leeway for the Army to have control over the ideologies of the institution. Consequently, this provides the opportunity for male soldiers, Army policy makers, as well as society in general, to conceptualise masculinity as belonging exclusively to males. Further to this, the jobs that women are excluded from can arguably provide male soldiers with self actualisation (Maslow, 1989) and most certainly self esteem needs and therefore women are prevented from being able to achieve these needs. Conceptions of masculinity belonging exclusively to males, therefore become hegemonic in the Army, as women are completely excluded from sectors of the Army based on their ‘sex’. However, direct combat roles require higher levels of masculine ‘attributes’, physical strength, aggression and agility. Therefore, it would be irrational for this discussion to not consider the biological argument that the British Army and the MoD evidently concur with.
As of 2007, 70% of all posts are open to women, with the Infantry, Royal Armoured Corps and the Household Calvary being amongst those who exclude women from their regiments (Woodward and Winter, 2007) and this is still the case in 2009. Within these jobs, soldiers would have to cope with situations whereby soldiers are required to “close with and kill the enemy” (Alexandrou 2002: 60) and women are deemed by the Army to be unable to handle these type of circumstances because of a range of factors. These factors include damaging unit cohesion, their suitability to the job and sexuality issues.
Unit Cohesion and the social belief of unsuitability
Unit cohesion is one of the most significant factors involved in this debate, as there are a number of factors deemed to impact on unit cohesion. The MoD have argued that the presence of women in front line situations would have an adverse consequence on combat effectiveness, stating that “Women are excluded from ground combat not only because of the impact on discipline but primarily because of the risks to cohesion of small teams under the extreme and violent conditions of close combat.” (MoD, 2002). It can therefore be seen that the MoD follow essentialist notions, perceiving the sexual differences between men and women to potentially spoil unit cohesion. Similarly, Hewes (2002), a Colonel in the United States Marine Corps argues that due to the biology of a woman, they are “incapable of bonding with men in a manner that contributes to unit cohesion”. He proceeds to claim that the majority of men attain a “compelling instinct to be…perceived by other men as being manly’. Therefore, Hewes (2002) maintains that male bonding is solely for males and that it is “Exclusively a guy thing, one of the fundamental facts of life that can no more be behaviourally modified than can a woman’s exclusive ability to bear children”. Hewe’s implications that women are inherently unable to bond with men due to their biological sex and their ability to have children is clearly a reflection of the views of many men and possibly women in society, however especially servicemen. 
This view of a Colonel in the United States Military indicates that for him, gender differences are biological and it can be seen that Colonel Hewes is by no means alone in his views and which are shared by those of many ranks in the British Army, such as Frost (1999) and Rose (1997) (as mentioned in Chapter 4). It is therefore relevant to consider why this is so and in whose interest is it to uphold such beliefs? It could be seen that these notions and arguments strengthen the hegemony of masculinity in the Army, being an additional effort to conceal the potential fact that women are equal to men. This would support the ongoing argument of this paper, that gender differences are universally seen by society and therefore the Army to be essential to one’s sex, thus masculinity is seen to be an essential and innate quality.
Furthermore, there has been and currently is a social belief existing regarding the unsuitability of women to work on the frontline due to ‘inherent’ physical incapacities (Van Creveld, 2001). As a consequence of this, it can be viewed that women conform to this universal belief of society, accepting that they are physically unsuitable. Giddens (1993) would argue that this belief would be directly related to socialisation. Masculinity is an act, therefore the attitudinal barriers of men are hegemonic, “what you believe to be true becomes true in its consequence” (Thomas, 1909). 
The issue of sexuality 

It has also been argued that the presence of women in close quarter combat situations presents sexuality issues, including the possibilities of sexual relationships amongst the soldiers and romantic distractions. Sexual desire can be seen to be disruptive on a number of levels and therefore causing disruption to military function (Febbraro, 2002). Similarly, women’s vulnerability in being subject to sexual assault is a further significant concern in this debate. Following the activities of the Gulf War, a journalist (cited in Nantais and Lee, 1999:183) claimed that for women “attaining equality may carry a terrible price”. Military and civilian morale could therefore be seen to be undermined under circumstances of the enemy capturing a woman soldier (Alexandrou, 2002). Additionally, male soldiers may feel that their duty is to protect their fellow female soldiers, resulting in them having additional priorities to fighting an enemy (Devilbis, 1985). 
Further to this, the sexual objectification of women, emulated in the military culture, is argued by Hewes (2002) to be the “Crude and profane verbal give-and-take (that is) traditional to life in the military” and this is behaviour that he claims “women confuse with criminal sexual harassment”. In this view therefore, the Employment Equality (Sex Discrimination) Regulations (2005), (as discussed in Chapter 4) must ‘confuse’ this type of behaviour with which Hewes (2002) concurs, with sexual harassment. Hewes (2002) claims that unit cohesion and male bonding is restricted because women cannot tolerate this type of behaviour (that is considered by the EER (2005) as sexual harassment) as women do not have a “robust sense of humour and a tough skin” (Hewes, 2002).
However, in contrast to this view that Hewes (2002) projects, Payne states that the (sexual) attention “is one way in which men subordinate and control women in the workplace. It is one of the tactics used by men in restricting and resisting moves towards sexual equality in organisations” (Payne, 2000:79). This therefore implies that women will be subjected to sexual harassment not because of their difference but because of the fact that they will be a minority in an almost all male setting. As Cockburn states, “women often feel uncomfortable in the masculine environment” (Cockburn, 1991:88). 
Women as capable
It can be seen that the notions that have been so far outlined, follow particular philosophies and sets of norms and values which are deterministic. The Army of a country should reflect the values of civilian society (Moskos et al, 1999). The arguments that have been discussed boil down to a prolonging theme that women do not deserve to belong in combat roles because of their biological sex differences, that they are women and not men. Sex difference is therefore crucial to the Army’s understanding of gender differences. Therefore the Army have institutionally constructed and upheld these ideologies through their organisational culture and through notions that military effectiveness, efficiency and cohesion is upheld by male only friendship and bonding. Solidarity within this context is important for military effectiveness, however this solidarity can be seen to not need to be exclusively male. Col Paul E. Roush, USMC (Ret) stated that: “Bonding requires three elements: organisation for a common goal, the presence of (or potential for) danger, and a willingness to sacrifice. Not one of these is gender-specific” (Thomas and Thomas, 1993:40). Cohesion in this sense is therefore seen to be affected by the solidarity of a group, leadership, and the adequacy of supply and command channels. Situation, circumstance and environment have principal relation to the bonding of a unit and thus primarily commonality of experiences within the group has the most significance, rather than gender undermining this (Wilson, 2002). 

The MoD have reasoned the exclusion of women on the frontline through saying that women have a lower psychological and physical capacity than men and have a “reduced capacity for aggression” (Womack, 2003:45). Therefore, it is clearly assumed by the MoD that women are incapable of performing to a physically high standard and this view could be seen to have been generated from essentialist notions of males being physically stronger than females. However, through training women can considerably improve their physical performance and in some circumstances match, if not exceed the performance of men (Baldi, 1991). Despite the fact that the upper body strength of a male is on average greater than that of a female, women are able to utilise their bodies in differing ways in order to reach the same product (Goldstein, 2001). 

A significant amount of both empirical and historical research can prove that women’s capabilities can outweigh any negative ones (Febbraro, 2002). As a class, women are being excluded from combat simply on the biological grounds that they are women and not men. However, this is denying women equality of opportunity and in particular to succeeding to senior positions. In general, research has shown that the presence of women in the military has not had adverse effects in terms of unit cohesion and bonding and that both sexes are able to work efficiently and effectively when deployed in mixed sex units in the field (Goldstein, 2001). Scientific research has shown that male attitudes towards females in combat generally become more positive through exposure to females participating in combat related duties (Hodson and Salter, 2002). CPT Cynthia Mosley, USA, commander of a combat support company, during the ground attack of dessert storm into Iraq claimed that, “When the action starts, every soldier does what they’ve been trained to do- nobody cares whether you’re male or female. It’s just-can you do the job?” (Mosley in Febbraro, 2002).
Further to these arguments, technological advances that have occurred throughout society, have caused the ‘feminisation’ of military tasks or an adjustment in what the military might see as their masculinity (a masculinity that is from a sociological point of view, available to all). However, females can attain attributes that are significant to modern warfare such as the ability to perform rapid sequences of small motions that would take place, for example, in tanks or fighter aircraft, replying significantly less on upper-body strength (Goldstein, 2001). In addition to this, the modern liberal democratic nature of society is increasingly changing the nature of ‘war’. Consequently new tasks have been created, such as negotiation and conciliation tasks in order to reduce conflict (ibid). It has been argued by Febbraro (2002) that women are more likely to attain the social and emotional abilities that are required for combat under these circumstances, such as using negotiation, communication and resolution skills. Therefore, advances in technology have ultimately resulted in physical strength being of lesser importance than what it used to be. Wharton states that “People may adjust and change their aspirations as new opportunities present themselves and others are closed off” (Wharton, 2005:171). Therefore, if women soldiers are not given the opportunity to work in jobs that male soldiers are able to work in, equality is undermined by this artificial exclusion of women.
Conclusion
There are a number of problems that occur when women engage in masculinity or as Baigent (2008) describes, acting out a masculinity. Negative views of female soldiers are consequently generated from the perception that women ‘lack’ physical presence and tough physique (masculinity), rather than from real life examples of women who have ‘chosen’ to be physically tough. The perception, as well as the reality, that soldiering involves action, danger, male fellowship, agility and strength, follows this masculine discourse that soldiering is men’s work, as this involves acting out masculine ‘attributes’ and behaviour that is only socially deemed appropriate to a male. However, this depends on who the male is, as the essentialist view of the innate abilities of the sexes has stemmed down throughout the Army via tradition and culture. 
It can be seen that the reasoning surrounding the existence of sexual harassment, the exclusion of women from combat roles within the Army and the attitudes of both the formal and informal cultures can be related to the patriarchal society in which the Army is serving within. “Masculinity in the infantry is a variation of the near hegemonic masculinity prevalent in Western industrialised societies” (Hockey, 1986:24 cited in Williams, 1977). The fact that jobs within the Army are free from equal opportunities legislation, is in itself, hypercritical to the notion of equality of opportunity, which is what the Army is aiming to achieve through its policies, particularly in the ‘Equality and Diversity Directive’ (CGS, 2000). Further to this, the nature of modern warfare has consequently caused complications when attempting to determine the difference between direct combat and combat “support” roles (Febbraro, 2002). It can therefore be concluded, that it is impossible for women soldiers in the British Army to be accepted as equal to their male counterparts if they are excluded from particular roles due to their ‘inabilities’. This demeans women in all aspects, making them and emphasising that they are a lower class citizen, therefore highlighting the real power of the hegemony of masculinity within the Army. The Army’s exclusion of women from direct combat roles merely confirms which of the sexes the Army sees masculinity as belonging to. 

CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION

There is a considerable body of evidence to indicate that the idea that women should be excluded from the front line has become outdated. The changing nature of modern warfare has consequently meant that no clearly defined frontline exists. The continuation and preservation of hegemonic masculinity can be seen to be heavily present within the Army. Women do not ‘fit in’ with this norm due to their biological sex and the hegemonic view that masculinity is exclusively for men. Therefore, (as examined in Chapter 3), this forces them to be onlookers, on the edge looking in (Baigent, 2009) which can be related to Foucault’s (1977) notion of actors being watched on a stage. Further to this, Chapter 4 explained that collective thought about masculinity, thus the norms of the informal military culture, can lead to sexual harassment. Soldiers learn to ‘fit in’ following their enactment of carrying out a role (see Goffman, 1959) and are thus socialised into fitting into the practices and norms that are enacted by employees of the service, using sexist ideologies and fundamental ideas of sex differences in order to defend their jobs and image.
The traditionally gendered/patriarchal society (Walby, 1990) in which we live, has created gender roles for women that are difficult for them to break away from. Conceptions of masculine and feminine are traditionally seen by our society, as well as by members of the Army, to evolve from sex types (Kimmel, 2008). The full integration of women into all sectors of the British Army, would most likely demolish mass cultural assumptions of masculinity being male, thus destroying the hegemony that it sustains. This paper does not dispute the fact that this may consequently have detrimental effects in terms of combat effectiveness and be damaging to the Army ethos. It is true that biological factors cannot be simply ignored in the debate. However, is it morally just to exclude women from particular jobs on biological grounds? The hegemonic masculinity (Connell, 1995) that is displayed by the organisational culture of the Army follows the argument provided by biology. Therefore, maybe it is time that the implications of sociological thought and theory should be considered by Army in this debate. 
Most significantly, the patriarchal social system (Walby, 1990) in which our society revolves around marginalises women through the protection of male interests. Conceptions of masculinity within the Army, as well as wider society, align with the traditionally historical, conventional and societal devaluing of women of which social control presents. Unfortunately, for women who enter the Army or who are part of the Army, or any other male dominated arenas, it is a no-win preposition (Kimmel, 2008). Masculinity in such arenas is sustained through the hegemony that seeks to reproduce and protect it (Connell, 1987). In order to succeed, women must become ‘like men’, sacrificing their femininity. However when they do depart from their femininity, they are consequently punished, being labelled as non-heterosexual, as ‘dykes’. It can therefore be seen that gender inequality forms a double blind for women (Kimmel, 2008), established through assumptions of gender difference and ‘institutional gender neutrality’ (Kimmel, 2008:16). The Army, as with many other workplaces, is gendered and criteria’s for success are often customized for the ‘other’ sex. Sex and gender difference and domination is therefore unfortunately reproduced and reinforced. Until men, society and consequently the British Army and the MoD recognise that masculinity is socially constructed and until conceptions of masculinity are universally seen as varying and multiple in their form, societal norms will allow the Army’s conceptions of masculinity to be of hindrance to women in their organisation. Therefore, it can be concluded that mass societal conceptions of masculinity affect women in the Army through; generating a military culture where sexual harassment is the norm, being replicated in Army policies whereby a sexual division of labour is formed and therefore ultimately limiting their participation in combat roles through exclusion on biological grounds. The hegemony of masculinity in the British Army and in society is insidious by its nature and automatically practiced by individuals whether subconsciously or not. Finally, until these conceptions of masculinity are questioned and significantly re-evaluated by society as a whole, they will continue to plague the general progression, integration and performance that female soldiers in the British Army may deserve. Masculinity is for women as much as men, it is a social construction, not a biologically innate quality. Therefore, it is surely time for its historical relations with the male sex to be questioned and thus removed in order to destroy men’s hegemony.
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