Woodard, Rachel and Trish Winter. Sexing the soldier. The politics of gender and the contemporary British Army. London/New York: Routledge, 2007.

Gender stories in the military become news not just because things happen within the armed forces on a day-to-day basis, which duly get reported, but also because gender stories are inherently attractive as news stories. They are attractive because they can readily be retold as human interest stories, an increasingly important mode of news reporting in the contemporary British media, based on the principle that audience or reader identification promotes audience or reader interest and thus circulation and viewing figures. Military gender stories can so easily become people stories, whether they involve sexual transgressors, victims of gendered abuse or heroic example of military man- and womanhood. … The personal narrative of US Army prisoner-of-war Melissa Rathbun-Nealy held much less news value within the US print media than speculative narratives about her potential for sexual violation. P. 8

We start by looking at patterns of male and female employment in both the British armed forces and the British Army overall, and then compare the British experience with the armed forces of other nation states. One of the most interesting outcomes of any comparative exercise like this is not in establishing whether or not the British Army is like any other, but rather in establishing which factors make direct comparison so problematic. What becomes clear, once comparisons are attempted, is the contingencies that govern the gendering of military participation. This observation reinforces an emerging consensus within sociological studies of the military, which supports the view that although patterns of gender distribution within armed forces may show similarities across both space and time such diversity is most helpfully explained as an outcome of the social construction of both gender and military activities, rather than any innate and essential difference between men and women. P. 12

http://www.nato.int/issues/women_nato/index.html
The US Army excludes women from employment in posts where units below brigade level might engage in direct ground combat, and this includes artillery and combat engineer functions. The British Army excludes women from the infantry and the Royal Armoured Corps (tank regiments), but permits them to hold jobs in the artillery and engineers. P. 18

The reasons for exclusion differ too; the British exclusion is made on the grounds of unit cohesion, and this exclusion has been upheld through British and European legal judgments. The same European legal framework on employment equity facilitated the opening up of combat positions in the German Bundeswehr. The existence of European legislation on employment equity initiated the inclusion of women in the Austrian armed forces because of Austria’s need to comply with European Union (EU) legislation following that state’s accession to EU membership in 1995. p. 19

The Danish government, for example, is (at the time of writing) in the process of adopting United Nations (UN) resolution 1325 on women, peace and security, examining how the Danish armed forces can improve the protection of women where its forces are deployed, and facilitate their involvement in post-conflict resolution and reconstruction. P. 19

http://www.peacewomen.org/un/sc/1325.html#Full
But, despite this variation in the participation rates of men and women in different national forces around the world, the point remains that armed forces remain male dominated and masculine. What are we to make of this? One line of argument explains the persistence of this gender order as a reflection of innate differences between men and women.  … These physical differences between men and women are often but not exclusively incorporated within wider arguments, which see men and women as essentially different in their attitudes towards armed conflicts, a factor which for some lies at the root of the military gender division of labour. .. These arguments have a tendency to construct women as naturally more peace loving, or influenced by maternalist thinking that makes them less readily able to take life, or look at women’s actions in terms of their (unwitting and uninitiated) support for militarism. Men, in contrast, are portrayed as innately more aggressive. P. 20

Particularly in the case of the US military, participation in armed forces gives many women opportunities for greater economic stability and social status than they would otherwise have in civilian life; this is particularly the case for women of colour, who constitute around one-half of all enlisted female personnel in the US  Army. 

…

Essentialist arguments about men and women’s inherent natures imply that men can be excused from their actions because their innate masculinity absolves them from personal responsibility.

Joshua Goldstein phrases this best when he argues that the stability and persistence of the gendered military division of labour, attributable to the cultural reproduction of gender roles, produces and reinforces a gender division of labour which, because of the omnipresence of armed conflict across human history in time and space, has become self-perpetuating:

“Killing in war does not come naturally for either gender, yet the potential for war has been universal in human societies. To help overcome soldier’s reluctance to fight, cultures develop gender roles that equate “manhood” with toughness under fire. Across cultures and through time, the selection of men as potential combatants (and of women for feminine war support roles) has helped shape the war system. In turn, the pervasiveness of war in history has influenced gender profoundly – especially gender norms in child-rearing.”

It is clear, then, that the military division of labour is social in origin, and that it is shaped not only by military demands, but also by the effects and demands of armed conflict on the wider structure and dynamics of the civilian host population. P. 21

CF Goldstein, War and Gender: How Gender Shapes the War System and Vice Versa. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001, p. 9

How does male and female difference shape gender relations and gender identities for men and women personnel? 

What we are interested in is not an evaluation of these initiatives per se in terms of the advancement of women’s participation in the Army, but rather an understanding of how ideas about gender and difference are constructed and reproduced at a policy level.p.39

Policy, by which we mean institutional frameworks for doing things, may seem initially an offbeat topic for scrutiny using the methods of discourse analysis. Policies set out what is to be done to address an issue. But policies are more than that. In order to address an issue, policies have to be based on an understanding of that issue, and most usually policies that “do things” are devised because there are recognized problems or difficulties around the issue in question. Policies then frame issues around identifiable problems, and by so doing they construct issues as problems. A fist step in this type of policy analysis, then, is to be alert to the ways in which a problem is constructed, how an issue is made into a problem. A second step is to see what the policy actually does; what changes does a specific policy or group of policies aim to achieve? A third step reviews the wider implications of strategies for change; what assumptions about the world and the way it works frame the mechanisms for implementation? P. 41  (= DOGMES Pères)

It is instructive, writing eight years after the expansion of posts, to look at statistical data for women’s participation in the arms or services that became open to them in 1998. In 1999, 3.8 per cent of the Royal Artillery (330 personnel) were women. In 2006, this figure was 4.8 percent (380 women), a decline from a peak of 5.7 per cent (500 women) in 2000. … p. 43

Although the Army might advertise itself as an equal opportunities employer, under section 85(4) of the 1995 Sex Discrimination Act, amended by the 2006 Equality Act, 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”. And although in practice women are often drawn into direct combat roles, official policy is that direct combat units are male only. Combat posts are defined as those where personnel are required to close with and kill the enemy using direct fire weapons. The exclusion of women from combat positions is an area of ongoing policy debate. … it was not until May 2002 that the report on The Employment of Women in the Armed Forces was published. The report concluded that women would not be permitted to join direct combat units, because of the risks this participation was seen to pose to operational effectiveness. Operational effectiveness could potentially be undermined because the presence of women could have negative impact on unit cohesion. P. 53

Furthermore, despite male and female differences in levels of aggression, some women would be able to summon the required levels of controlled aggression seen as necessary for direct combat engagements. Rather, the issue was presented as revolving around unit or group cohesion. Ultimately, the decision was presented as resting on the deployment of a precautionary principle: … “We have no way of knowing whether mixed gender teams can develop the bounds of unconditional trust, loyalty and mutual support that must be strong enough to survive the test of close combat. Nor can we tell what will be the impact on the other members of a team I f a member of the opposite sex is killed or maimed. Moreover, there is no way of testing to find out, since no conceivable trial could simulate the full effects of close combat.” (p. 54) == MoD, The Wider Employment of Women in Ground Combat, internal MoD briefing document (MoD = Ministry of Defence; England).
A hostile work environment has been associated with lower combat readiness and high levels of sexual harassment correlate with low levels of preparedness for operational missions. Studies conducted for the US Department of Defense by the RAND Corporation, a research institute not known for its radical political views, concluded that gender differences did not erode cohesion (SEE A FEW LINES BELOW); cohesion was high when people believed that commanders emphasized unity and the importance of the roles of all members in achieving mission success. Man and women can work together effectively in military units, the report argued, if women fee that they will be treated equally and if men perceive that women do not receive special treatment. Leadership is a key issue, rather than difference. The importance of leadership in the establishment of equitable (and thus militarily efficient) regimes of military organization is emphasized as a defining factor by the MoD in its current actions against sexual harassment p.55

J. Goldstein, War and Gender: How Gender Shapes th War System and vice versa, Cambridge: Uof Cambridge Press, 2001, p. 1999

L. Rosen and L. Martin, “Sexual harassment, cohesion and combat readiness in US Army support units”, Armed Forces & Society 24, 1997 221-224

The 1997 RAND study is cited in A.N. Wojach, “Women can be integrated into ground combat units”, in HJ. Haley (ed), Women in the military, San Diego, CA: Greenhaven, 2002, p. 27-38
“Group bonding”, referred to as “esprit de corps”, is of prime importance to the identity of the British soldier, and “teamwork” is one of the features most often mentioned in the job descriptions on the Army recruitment website. P. 67

There is a carnivalesque quality of these stories of “letting go”, in their celebration of the unregulated body (the body that “wibbles and wobbles” even if it doesn’t fall down), and in the featuring of bodily excess and of “low” bodily features like excrement and arseholes: what Bakhtin calls “the material lower bodily stratum”. These bodies of “letting go” are the antithesis of the tough, disciplined and controlled military body. Theorists of carnival have pointed its fundamental ambivalence: although it celebrates the breakdown or inversion of social control (in this case, military discipline), it can also be seen as ultimately reinforcing that control by providing a “safety valve” that is contained and limited. Although “letting go” in this way is the antithesis of military discipline, the celebration of the ability to do one’s job the next day also works to reinforce that disciplinary system. It shows that, despite “Letting go” in the evening, discipline and proper military masculine behaviour can be restored when necessary. Such episodes of “letting go” might then be seen as a temporary escape from but also an integral part of the formal practices that produce military masculinities and disciplined military bodies. Although they offer a respite from, or temporary resistance to, the disciplines and bodily regulation of army life, they are still utterly concerned with the production of masculinities, however. Practices of “letting go “ might be seen as reinforcing essentialised notions of masculinity as wild and uncontrolled that underpin the disciplined, controlled military body/subject. This is Hockey’s argument, that “blowouts” celebrate the idea that hard drinking “is what “real men” naturally do.  P. 71

See also website or the Inter Company Pace Sticking Competition, May 2006.

In this analysis of the “gender strategies” of US women naval officers entering the masculine workplace of the US Navy, Barrett identifies three discursive strategies adopted by the women. The first is a masculinising strategy, where women comply with masculine norms and adopt masculine discourse and practices. This adoption masculine practices extends to the body … (Note : se dissocier de cette comparaison aux homes; analyzer la femme telle qu’elle est) p. 74

The advertisement mobilises a key argument in the debate about women and soldiering: the argument that « feminine qualities » of empathy or negotiation, for example, can enhance the work of the soldier, and that the idea of what a soldier is and does needs to be expanded, particularly in the « peace-keeping » roles that came to the fore in the post-Cold War period. The women soldier here becomes the face of the British Army as “peace-keepers” p. 88

There is .. a need for social (as well as political and military) engagement with the military covenant that exists between soldier and society, and the need for the exchange of ideas between the two that consolidates that link, As a society, we expect our armed forces to undertake specific tasks and perform specific roles It is remarkable how little we know about these people, given what we ask them to do. P. 105

Bouta, Tsjeard, Georg Frerks, Ian Bannon. Gender, Conflict, and Development. Washington DC: The World Bank, 2005.

Most women in armies have support and not combat roles. Relatively more women as compared to men operation in armies as cooks, messengers, health workers, porters, and the like. They are not engaged in fighting and do not carry a weapon. P. 14

Women’s third role in armies is that of a dependent. They are the male combatants’ wives, widows, daughters, and other female family members. They may follow their male counterparts in to the bush and on the battlefield during conflict. In the same way as their male counterparts, they need to be reintegrated back into their communities of origin when the conflict ends. P. 14

The boundaries between the three roles are often blurred because women combine the roles. They are fighters, spies, cooks, mothers, and wives at the same time. P. 15

Women’s participation in conflict may become “invisible” or minimized in the post-conflict phase, because traditional gender relations are reintroduced and women are expected to revert to more traditional and less visible roles. This tendency is well expressed in the French saying: Il y a plus inconnu que le soldat, c’est sa femme (there is one more unkown than the soldier, it’s his wive) (Karame 1999) p. 18

Women often identify informal peace processes as an opportunity to enter public and political arenas and to become organized, particularly in the nongovernmental sector. Moreover, women are often perceived as “not political”, which enables them to access information and pressure authorities to provide services to minimize the impact of conflict on the civilian population (Machanda 2001) p. 66

(refs from other countries)

Goldstein, Joshua S. War and Gender. How Gender Shapes the War System and Vice Versa. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2001

War, then, is a tremendously diverse enterprise, operating in many contexts with many purposes, rules, and meanings. Gender norms outside war show similar diversity. The puzzle, which this chapter fleshes out and the remaining chapters try to answer, is why this diversity disappears when it comes to the connection of war with gender. This connection is more stable, across cultures and through time, than are either gender roles outside of war or the forms and frequency of war itself.

The answer in a nutshell is that killing in war does not come naturally for either gender, yet the potential for war has been universal in human societies. To help overcome soldiers’ reluctance to fight, cultures develop gender roles that equate “manhood” with toughness under fire. Across cultures and through time, the selection of men as potential combatants (and of women for feminine war support roles) has helped shape the war system. In turn, the pervasiveness of war in history has influenced gender profoundly – especially gender norms in child-rearing. P. 9

The evidence – from large-scale organized female participation through various types of gender integration through the participation of individual women – supports Hypthesis 2. When women have found their way into combat, they have generally performed about as well as most men have. Women in combat support roles, furthermore, have had little trouble fitting into military organizations, and have held their own when circumstances occasionally placed them in combat (especially in guerrilla wars). They can fight; they can kill. … Women physical strength, while less than men’s on average, has been adequate to many combat situations – from piloting to sniping to firing machine-guns. One recurring argument of those opposed to women in combat – that the women would be unable to drag wounded comrades from the battlefield under fire – is refuted by the record of women nurses’ doing so. Women’s supposedly lower levels of aggressiveness, and their nurturing nature, have been, historically, no obstacle to many women’s participation in combat. Furthermore, contrary to the idea that women are too soft-hearted to kill, not only did Soviet snipers coolly shoot down dozens o German soldiers, but in various cases women took the lead in cruelty and torture, especially of prisoners. P. 127
The gender integration of groups (men and women) does not apparently disrupt small-group bounding. In sum, then, male bonding provides a poor explanation of gendered war roles. P. 203

Gender as an absolute division in war is not explained by the biology of either individuals or groups. P. 250

War as a cause of gender:

The persistent strength of “reverse causality” from war to gender pervades this study. The war system influences the socialization of children into all their gender roles. War’s influence shadows all of our lives. .. Gender serves as a medium or vector, as it were, for war’s presence in our most intimate social settings. P. 410

In raising boys into men, we can ask ourselves … whether we are producing warriors, and if so at what cost to the boy. We may be surprised to see how high the cost is, even if the boy never goes on to fight a war. P. 411

Blatchford, Christie. Fifteen days. Stories of bravery, friendship, life and death from inside the new Canadian Army. NY: Doublebay/Random House of Canada, 2007.
Canadian non fiction book

Finally, I threw myself upon the mercy of the small group of women with whom I run a few times a week. We met, as usual, in Judy Wolfe’s kitchen, and there, desperation in my voice, I told them my problem: I had no fucking idea how to write the fucking thing, no plan, just a lot of stories destined to move only me to tears, since I was apparently incapable of putting them to paper. I begged them to skip the run, and they agreed immediately. P. x

The army has a formal procedure for the sighting of enemy, just as it has a formal procedure, or form, for every eventuality and every thing. That’s both why it works and why ti can make smart men crazy. This particular control procedure is called a fire control order, and it’s supposed to be done the same way every time – something like, “Contact, reference hill 600 meters left”. But what Schnurr barked to his light machine gunner Corporal Jimmy Funk was “Jim, they’re on the right! Fuck’em up!” (p. 5)

He (Sgt Fletcher) thinks of guys “like Sergeant Tower, who started August 3 as a section commander and ended up as the platoon commander, with his best friend dead… Little things, like Mooney who gets his thigh torn apart, and after I checked his penis for him – and that’s my worst story ever – to see him immediately buoy up and go out and grasp his replacement, all the while still putting pressure on his wound. “Here’s the radio, here’s the frequency, here’s what you gotta do”… Little things, to see the injured gguys not want to leave theatre, to a man saying, “Can-we-stay-can-we-stay-we-want-to-stay?: Where do you stop”?

Nine times out of ten, Fletcher said, “by vitue of rank, Ill never be friends with the guys I command”

I didn’t say it, but what I thought was: Love, that’s a different matter. Who could not love them?

p. 352 (last para/sentence)
