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Abstract

| present here a comparative study of male soldiers’ attitudes toward female service
members in Norway and the US, based on interviews with 34 enlisted men in the Norwegian
Air Force and the US Air National Guard. In the analysis, the soldiers’ views and explanations
are related to broader national cultures, where Ann Swidler’s tool-kit theory and Michelle
Lamont’s framework of national cultural repertoires informs the work. The study finds that
the male soldiers did not approach the issue of gender integration in the military in a unified
manner and their views on their own military involvement also revealed significant national
variation. Four cultural repertoires are identified used by the men to argue for the role of
women in the Armed Forces, as well as their own motivation for serving. A commitment
repertoire was used by the American participants to express why they signed up for service;
the Norwegian men, however, utilized a life-chance opportunity repertoire to convey an
individualistic motivation for joining the military. An equality repertoire was drawn upon in
both countries to articulate general support for women in the ranks and, although there was
substantial agreement among the men in regards to the benefits of serving alongside women,
the Norwegians relied more on an equal treatment repertoire, arguing that all members of
the force should be subject to the same treatment. The American respondents, on the other
hand, were more inclined to use an equal opportunity repertoire, focusing on securing
equality of opportunity for female service members. A meritocratic repertoire was employed
to argue for inclusion on individual grounds and while participants in both countries argued
for the importance of looking at skills rather than gender background, the repertoire was
more forcefully employed in the American context. Through a gender conservative repertoire
the men expressed perceptions reflecting a more traditional gender pattern, which included
notions of appropriate soldier-roles women should fill. There were, overall, notable national
differences in the manner and degree to which the repertoires were used and the meaning
participants attached to them. This | trace back to broader differences between the
Norwegian and American national cultures and how the two contexts make different cultural

resources available to the men.
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1 Introduction

A Shot Heard Around the World

December 20th 1989, twenty-nine year old US Captaida Bray is on guard during the first
day of the Panama invasion. With more than a huhge®ple under her command, Captain
Bray has a central role in the ongoing missionlyBaat morning, Captain Bray has trouble
establishing radio contact with two of her platotimst have been assigned to secure a nearby
dog kennel, seized by Panama Defense soldiers. heerushes to the site to see what is
going on she finds that her people are receiviognmng fire. As she arrives, an enemy sniper
shoots towards one of her men and in responsetsiseup her 9 mm gun and shoots what
Charles Moskos later termed “a shot heard arouadvtirld...” (Francke 1997:49).

After a three-hour confrontation the compound mused, resulting in three enemy causalities
and a captured POW. Having experienced hostiledimd also fired back, Captain Bray, along
with the women partaking in the assignment, wegagead in what is commonly understood as
a “combat encounter”. However, as a female servirige US military, Captain Bray is not
allowed to be in combat. In the Armed Forces, jpas# that involve combat exposure come

with a gender requirement; to occupy these rolesrouast be male.

Two reporters manage to get hold of the story. rAdtearing with her supervisors Captain
Bray is allowed to give an interview, as long as sticks to the basic facts and omits all
classified details. The journalists are fascindgavhat Captain Bray tells, in particular
regarding the roles taken on by herself and theratlomen in the group. The Panama
invasion has prompted women to take on new militakys and this appears to be the first
time a female service member has officially leadenbat mission. Just after New Year 1990,
Washington Timesuns the story under the headline “Army Women Wetd Panama With
Weapons — and Used Them?”, explaining that “Amerivamen participated fully in the
invasion of Panama, firing machine guns, takinggmers and even leading troops in battle”.
Other newspapers follow up and Captain Bray is soknown figure to newsreaders back
home. The confrontation is presented as a victeri@ppening and Pentagon’s immediate

reaction is to respond with a wholehearted apprafs@aptain Bray.



It does not take long before a larger political atelignites. People opposed to the combat ban
for female soldiers do not let story go by and glyicall for a termination of the exclusion
policy. Captain Bray’s story not only proves thatnfales in the force cannot be shielded from
hostile encounters, it also demonstrates that wésmggEnder does not impede them from
skillfully handling situations of this kind. Poltians on both sides engage in the discussion and
as the debate over women'’s roles rapidly gatheemstthe Pentagon recognizes its dilemma.

However, it is soon clear they will not let Capt&iray’s story disrupt the present policy.

Having first applauded Captain Bray's effort, Pgoia appears to make a strategic shift.
Misinformation about the event starts to leak catjsing suspicion to be raised about what
actually took place. Was this really a hostile confation? Did Captain Bray open fire at all?
In fact, was she even on the site? The smalleatlsief what happened are being questioned
and what at first seemed like a hazardous undegakigradually reconstrued into a minor
encounter. The slanderous campaign is effectiveCapdain Bray ends up facing several
months of legal investigation for unlawfully kilinthe kennel’s dogs — earning her the new
label “puppy-killer”. Captain Bray was never oftilly charged but the occurrences took its
toll and in August 1990 Linda Bray resigns from jody (Francke 1997:46-72).

Research Topic

Women'’s entry into the military realm has been mplicated affair and the story of Captain
Bray’s gives us a glimpse of the controversy anat@ation surrounding women’s presence in
the Armed Forces. Even as late as 1989, when wonaele up nearly 50 percent of the US
civilian workforce and participated in most socletgenas (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2011), a
female Captain doing her job became so problenaatio trigger a blackmailing campaign that
in the end compelled her to quit her job altogetfieday women comprise 14 percent of all
US service members and represent a vital parteopénsonnel structure. Their roles have
gradually been expanded, at the same time, the dfoeces is one of the few institutions to
enforce a gender requirement on certain jobs amdtdtombat positions are still reserved for

men.



Norway, on the other hand, was a pioneer whenith&984 eliminated gender bans on
military positions and allowed women to serve imailitary jobs. Still, women remain a small
minority and make up less then nine percent ohthigary workforce (Schjglset 2010:8).
Since the late 1990s it has been an expressedtabgibal to recruit more females and
affirmative measured have been imposed in the bbpdjusting the unequal gender balance.
Yet, results have proved slow to arrive. The situain the Armed Forces stands in stark
contrast to the rest of Norwegian society, whicbharacterized by high female participation.
Last year Norway was ranked second in The WorlchBooc Forum’s Global Gender Gap
Rapport, signaling this as one the most progres=sivatries worldwide in terms of women’s
situation (World Economic Forum 2010). Over thetpleades, women’s position has
remarkably improved in Norway, as well as in the W8ich makes the fact that the Armed

Forces lags so far behind the general developmpuatzzing and intriguing matter.

The gendered nature of the military therefore matkasinique and fascinating arena for
gender research. This master thesis explores pieddbwomen and the military through a
male perspective. | offer a comparative study betwdorway and the US, based on
interviews with 17 men in each country — 34 alldtiger — about their attitudes and
experiences working with women in this predominmaasculine environment. The
interviewees served in the Norwegian Air Force Bi&dAir National Guard, respectively.
Analysing the interview material | have been inséed in both the content of their viewpoints,
as well as how these relate to the broader Norwemyia US national culture. The overarching

research question is of an exploring and thematicacter:

o What are the participants’ attitudes towards woimehe military and how do they feel

about serving alongside female service members?
Two interrelated questions have further guidedrésearch:
o How do the participants frame their viewpoints?
o How do their viewpoints relate to the wider Norwaagiand US culture?

As the title of the thesis reveal, | have beent@itby a general curiosity as to what are the

relations between men and women in this uniqueasaoena. Are they “siblings in arms”?



The Gendered Nature of the Armed Forces

From a gender perspective the military realm isupacnot only in terms of the skewed
gender composition, but also with regard to its @dul and longstanding masculine tradition
and its symbolic bearing on what it means to baam’. “The military establishment, more
than any other institution, is based on and deiitgaslentity from the idea of masculinity”
(Titunik 2000:240). Throughout most of recordeddnyg warfare have been an all-male
activity and even viewed as the very quintessefhoeasculine behavior (Dunivin 1994:533;
Elshtain 1987; Miller 1997:32; Mitchell 1997). Arahg, prevailing relationship exists between
the warrior role and engagement in armed confiicth® one side, and traditional perceptions
of manhood on the other; a relation by many ardaegzersist to the present day (Dunivin
1994:534; Kennedy-Pipe 2000:33). The strong alkdmetween warfare and masculinity is in
various manners reflected by the practices of tirael Forces. Qualities of physical strength,
discipline, courage and honor are highly treasimethe military establishment and they
constitute fundamental values persistently enfomeadl stages of military training (Elshtain
1987; Mitchell 1997). The military has functioneslasocial arena that allows men to
demonstrate their abilities as strong, disciplireairageous and honorable fighters and, as
such, the military has served as a prime agenvarding men the essential qualities deemed
necessary in order to be recognized a ‘real rhaitough its code of behavior and core
values, the military has proved a central instttinat offers men the opportunity to exercise

their manhood and manifest their position as m@desnedy-Pipe 2000; Mitchell 1997).

The military has, historically, been a strong preamf ‘male duty’, encouraging men to take
on their obligation as true males and protect thitesamed unable to do so themselves. This
role has construed men as the strong guardiartj@nrtbat, by implication, relegates women
to a position of dependency, reliant on males &beleeeping. Through the male protector role,
women have also been transformed into an emblertnapiby and a reminder to the men of
what they fight for (Howard and Prividera 2004:8@nnedy-Pipe 2000:37)Whereas men

1 For instance, in Greek, the waaddreia— to be a real male — is the same word that id fmecourage’
(Elshtain 1987:50).

%ltis interesting to notice how national represéinns consequently have taken the form of a feneate
Marianneas the symbol of FrancBritannia as the symbol of the UK ar@blumbiaas representing the US.



have been awarded the role of defender and prote¢ktosocial roles traditionally assigned to
women have been roles connected to caretaking @amarimg responsibilities (Kaplan 1994).
Since pregnancy and childbirth are capacities sxoduto the female body, women have been
targeted as the natural candidates for childcadenansehold functions. The role of caregiver
and nurturer represents an antithesis to the myiltarrior and for most of military history, it
was not only unheard of for women to enter the miase realm of organized warfare, but for
women as nurturers and child-bearers to be engagedy act of violence was seen as a
symbolic paradox and even unnatural (Howard anddenia 2004:90).

Despite the chasm existing between these maleaandlé archetypes, it is interesting to note
that military masculinity has always been accomgaiy a symbolical, female omnipresence.
In addition to embodying the image of what men ffiigii, women have served as a symbolic
Otherand measure of what military men a (Kimmel 2000:503; Silva 2009:947).
Stereotypical ‘feminine’ qualities’, like emotionahd physical delicacy, have been preached
as antithetical to military virtues; it have eveseh claimed that for men in the military to
succeed they need to “kill the woman in them” (Eken1997:155), or in the words of critic
Brian Mitchell, “success depends upon becoming raalmuch as possible” (Mitchell
1997:170). Given this masculine nature of the ArfRectes and the fundamental impact the
military has had on constructions of masculinitgnd by impact also femininity — it is no
surprise that the acceptance of women into the ArR@ces has been identified as “the most
profound break with tradition in two thousand yég€oker 2001:93).

Even though the institution of the military has amgbne significant changes over the past
century, the gendered character of the establishiméar from eradicated and in many ways,
the Norwegian and US Armed Forces remain male ghroids amid far more gender equal
social surroundings. The issue of women'’s positias, nonetheless, received much attention
and can in both countries be considered a politioahrena‘generating intense passion or
disagreement” (Lamont and Threvenot 2000:1). $h#,approach to the subject has proved

quite different across the two contexts.
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Political Climate and Military Organizations

Since the late 1980’s, following the terminatioradifrestrictions on women’s military roles,
Norway has actively worked to increase the numib&ramen in the military. This has been an
expressed goal of the Norwegian government andwsuaffirmative initiatives have been
established. In 2006-07 the government issued @&@awent White Paper, which expressed
the continued commitment to strategies to redueagmder gap in the Armed Forces. This
important document maintains that greater divelisityie organization will improve its
capacity and add operational value and as a maaeiaty Norway shall strive to secure
women’s participation in all areas of society (8t@ysmelding nr. 36 2006-2007). Despite
Norway’s commitment to create a more gender bathnuétary, numbers reveal political
objectives have far from succeeded. While rankmgrae of top four NATO countries in terms
of strategies for recruiting and retaining womenyhay still remains one of the least

successful in attaining this goal (Schjglset 2010).

Even though women remain a minority in the US ArrRedces, as well, they do have a
stronger presence than in Norway and recent Cddatasshow that 14% of all active duty
personnel are fema(®).S. Census Bureau News 2011). This is not aruading number; still,

no other country depends so heavily on women oalzetter gender representation than the
US military (Mitchell 1997:xiv). Different from th&lorwegian debate, American discussions
on female military service have focused less onenigal integration and more on the
conditions for women who serve. The Armed Forcesoae of few areas where women still
face formal restrictions and the issue dominatirgdebate have been “whether women should
be further integrated into the military servicethat is, whether they should serve in even more
‘non-traditional’ roles than they currently do” (Heer and deYoung 2001:3). Table | presents
an overview over the numerical presence and fottlseadebates within the two countries.

11



Table I. Representation and Debates over Women’s Participation in the Armed Forces

Percentage of women in Debate on gender integration in the
the Armed Forces Armed Forces

Numerical focus. Political pressure to

Norway 9 % of the total force . .
increase the number of female service
members. Affirmative measures taken to
close the gender gap.

The US 14 % of the total force Focus on conditions. Debate centred

around women'’s military roles and the
restrictions on positions they can occupy.

The Norwegian and US Armed Forces are both moderstern militaries. As NATO
members they are close military allies, involvegbint exercises, as well as personnel
exchange programs (Forsvaret 2010a). The two desrdlso share strong ties when it comes
to defence material cooperation, most recentlyiomed through Norway’s acquisition of F —
35 combat aircraft from American Lockeed Martinr$@rsdepartementet 2010; 2011).

At the same time, there are also major differesegmrating the two military establishments,
most notably in terms of magnitude and global imeaient. Following the decline of the
Soviet Union, the US has become the premiere mylgawer in the world. Norway, on the
other hand, is characterized by having a smalleHfidient force (Strategy Page 2008). Close
to one and a half million people serve in activeydoles in the US Armed Forces, with an
additional 1,2 million in the Reserves and aboud.@60 in the National Guard. Even though
the Norwegian Armed Forces are the number one graplo public administration, only
23.000 people work for the Norwegian Defence, afparh the around eight thousand
conscripted men and women enrolled yearly (Encyetdapof the Nations 2002; Forsvaret
2011a; Statistisk Sentralbyra 2009; WaterhouseGiBdyant 2008). Despite cuts throughout
the 1990s, US Armed Forces still maintain the hsginailitary budget worldwide, amounting

to about one third of the world’s total militaryespling. Their military budget represents 5.2

12



percent of the American GDP, while Norway compasdsi spends 1.5 percent of their GDP
which, again, is much lower (Global Security 2011).

America’s vast military presence and active invabeat in conflicts worldwide have caused
the US to be perceived as a ‘world police’. Amemiéarces are currently assigned to a mix of
geographical commands, with large military baseSeénmany, Japan and Korea. They are
engaged in numerous operations around the world{ predominantly in Iraq and
Afghanistan. The Norwegian Armed Forces are algmged in several peace-keeping
missions and contributes with troops to Afghanistad in the recent air strike mission in
Libya, but their involvement is on an entirely @ifént scale (Encyclopedia of the Nations
2002; Forsvaret 2011b)

Both militaries contain the traditional branches Porce, Army and Navy. Besides these three
divisions, the US Armed Forces also count the Ma@iorps as a separate branch. Norway, on
the other hand, maintains a Home Defence, whickesaas a connection between the Armed
Forces and civil society, with a special respofigyttiowards the safety of the citizens
(Forsvaret 2011c). The US also has a National Galadda Reserve Corps, with the National
Guard being much like an equivalent to the Norwediame Defence. The National Guard
has local bases in all US states and as a resofiesftions abroad they currently work very
close with the active duty forces. The Reserve hawe a complementary role to the active
component and is to power the capacities of theedrimrces where needed (Army Reserve
2011; Encyclopedia of the Nations 2002; Nationaa@l2011).

The Norwegian Armed Forces are founded on a mddakte conscription. All men are, in
theory, required to do 12 months of military seeyior serve for the equivalent time as a
community worker (Forsvaret 2010b). While women ik exempt from any service
requirement, since 2009 women are obliged to dgtiespond to whether or not they would
like to enter the Armed Forcesntended as a measure to increase knowledgeahifitary
and interest among females (Aftenposten 2009; koes\2010c). The US military is founded

in a voluntary service model, where you freely sigrnfor service and work on a contract basis

3 Sesjonsplikt for jenter
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(Stevens 2008). The table bellow summarizes tha differences between the Norwegian and

US Armed Forces.

Table Il. Military Organization in Norway and the US

Norway

The US

Numerical size

Military Expenditure

Global Involvement

Internal Organization

Recruitment System

23.000 working for the
Armed Forces. About 8.000
enrolled for conscripted
service yearly

1.5 percent of the GDP

Involved in certain peace
keeping missions, participate
with troops in Afghanistan
and in NATO operations in
Libya

Air Force, Army, Navy and
Home Defence

One year mandatory service
requirement for male
citizens. Women obliged to
state their preference in
terms of military service

1.5 million in Active Duty
service. 1.2 in the Reserves
and about 460.000 in the
National Guard

5.2 percent of the GDP, one
third of the world’s total
military budget

Large military bases in
Germany, Japan and Korea.
Involved in numerous
missions worldwide, most
heavily in operations in Iraq
and Afghanistan

Air Force, Army, Navy and

Marine Corps. Reserve Corps
and National Guard

Voluntary enlistment

Even though differences in organization, as wellierging military realities undoubtedly
influence the experiences and perspectives oitieeviewees, for this study | have chosen not
to focus too much on this organizational compon€&hé focus of the analysis is rather on the
cultural understandings that inform the men’s aakidhowever, one chapter is dedicated to the

separate manner in which the men in the two coestriewed their own military participation.
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Although cultural determinants are given priorityis nevertheless important to be well aware
of the organizational structure of the two miliesriand in the concluding chapter | do discuss

some limitations of this study in relation to orgaational factors.

Research on Women and the Military

Also when it comes to research conducted on womdrttee military there is a significant
difference between the two countries. Military sdagy is a well-defined research area within
US sociological tradition and a substantial bod¥itefature exists on the issue of gender and
women’s roles (Berggren 2002:57). In Norway, ondtieer hand, the military has received
little sociological attention and even less hasmbestten on gender relations and the Armed
Forces. Of the research that has been done, adeoalsie part exists as master theses
submitted at Norwegian universities. Exploring waorsenork conditions in the Armed Forces
Turid Hjelmseth’s (1994) survey of military commamsl found that both genders are generally
satisfied with their job, yet, the men perceivedwen to be less qualified for leading roles as
well as practical tasks, such as combat assignmémtsugh interviews with female service
members, Anne Werner (1996) discovered that theemomade a conscious effort to distance
themselves from female colleagues who they vievgedrzserious’ and not dedicated to the
job. In a pioneering study of the integration ofrmen into the military, Lene Orsten (1999)
concludes that the inclusion of women is best erpthby both the need for more personnel,

as well as the emerging focus on gender equakigdgeplace in society in general.

Presenting a document analysis of how gender asduhaity were expressed within the
Norwegian Armed Forces in the 1990s, in particidaelation to peacekeeping forces, Torunn
Haaland (2008) found that masculine values wereengthasized as significant and most
notably, aggressiveness was rarely mentioned asportant quality for a good soldier. In a
recent anthropological study, however, Ole Magneitaid (2009) expounds how the
community of the highly operative Telemark battallargely centres on the physical and
symbolical male. The male body, along with masaulialues, were central to understand both
the men’s roles as soldiers and the relations miaied among each other. The strong

emphasis on masculinity caused women and femintaibe treated as both foreign and

15



threatening and the only way for women to adapt f@athem to downplay their gender. This
conclusion is corroborated by fellow anthropolodistrte Harsvik (2010), who through her
field work in the Royal Guard discovered that etlemugh this military unit strives to preserve
an ideal of equality for all recruits, the guidingrms are mostly built on masculine values,
which forces women to conform to a male standaydnBerviewing male leaders in the
Armed Forces about their views on the politicallgoaaise the number of women in the
military, Johan Hovde (2010) finds that althoughsitnmarticipants were positive about the
initiative, their ideas about why this is importavgre for the most part limited to notions

about the local work environment.

Investigating the experiences of first-time reuit a sub-study of the larger proj&esearch
on Cohort§, Tonje Lauritzen, Birgit Leirvik, Tuva Schanke afdne Ellingsen discovers that
the enhanced effort to recruit and retain femateise personnel has had a reversed effect in
that it “reproduces and maintain women as a mipait a structural level” (Lauritzen et al.
2009:50). Rather than securing women'’s positioiiiéorganization, recruitment measures
directed towards women seem to estrange them tnemrnale peers. In another sub-study,
anthropologist Nina Hellum observes that male amjitpersonnel were very sceptical of what
they perceived to be a veiled recruitment of fenma¢égnbers, which manifested itself in a
greater level of initial mistrust towards womenfdrse they had a chance to prove their
abilities. At the same time, if the work was execiivell people seemed to care little about a
person’s gender (Hellum 2010).

While this comprises some of the main Norwegiaeaesh on the topic, American
contributions are, as stated, far more extensivean@h and the military, as an overarching
issue, have been approached in numerous ways.(sdeghtain 1987; Goldstein 2003;
Howard and Prividera 2004; Kennedy-Pipe 2000; S&g8b; Woodward and Winter 2004).
Joshua Goldstein¥/ar and Gendef2003) represents a prime source and the booksadfer

thorough investigation of central aspects pertainangender relations, the military and armed

4 Research on Cohor{§orskining pa arskull) is a large, four year reskaroject funded through the Norwegian
Defence Department. The mandate is to investigatiifs that prompt personnel to join, as well agrefrom

the Armed Forces, with a special focus on gendatioas (Steder, Hellum, and Skutlaberg 2009). fdsearch is
conducted by internal and external researchers.
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warfare.Women and Wa(1987)is another classic in the literature and througistorical lens
Jean Elsthain explores the myths and stereotypesusuling women'’s involvement in war.
Lorry Fenner and Marie deYoung’s bodkomen in Combat. Civic Duty or Military Liability
(2001) provides an elucidative analysis of the tkelbaer women’s military participation.
Written by two female service members with conifigtviewpoints, the book offers a

comprehensive account of the arguments raised timsiaes of the debate.

Several studies have been conducted that spebjifeogblores the attitudes of military
personnel’s towards women in the service. Judiigh8t's (1998) large-scale survey of army
personnel suggest that acceptance of women islimithis conclusion is supported by
Jennifer Boldry and Wendy Wood (2001), whose sustagy of cadets finds that
stereotypical gender beliefs negatively impacteur tvaluations of female classmates. Social
stereotypes of women do not correspond well wittibattes associated with successful
military performance. Results from another survedigate that male soldiers are more likely
to rank women as less competent than themselvese(Rat al. 1996). In a comprehensive,
gualitative study Carol Cohn (2000) discovered taiosition towards separate physical
training standards functioned as a legitimate veaiyphrticipants to express a variety of
negative sentiments about women in the service figamental issue, however, argues Cohn
is not the training standards itself, but undedynotions of the military as a masculine
organization. Interviewing a group of male and fEnROTC students about how women
negotiate their gender status within a masculirigan environment, Jennifer Silva (2009)
found that most of the women perceived the ROT&nasmpowering arena where they could
be judged according to their performance and ret gex. At the same time, respondents of
both genders maintained conventional ideas of famtynand masculinity, closely associating
the latter with military practices. It was importda both male and female participants that

women preserve their femininity also while in thiitary.

A Swedish study of military men’s attitudes towavasmen in uniform finds that even though

the men displayed a positive attitude, they wetepadticular liberal or egalitarian (lvarsson,

® Reserve Officer Training Corps, a program at Agariuniversities that offers students a militarycation
concurrent with their regular studies.
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Estrada, and Berggren 2005). This finding promipésresearchers to question why participants
were not more supportive, given that Swedish spasetonsidered a front-runner in regard to
women’s work roles. This, they write “raises somteiiesting issues regarding the universality
of the military experience across cultures” (lvarsst al. 2005:278). Many insights have been
made with regards to personnel’s attitudes, #tiél,subject matter has received little attention
from a comparative point of view; investigationsaifitary experiences across cultures, as
stated in the quote, is left largely unexplorederBhappears to be no qualitative studies that
comparatively investigate men’s attitudes towardsnen in the military. This thesis,

therefore, explores new territory.

Outline of the Thesis

To further contextualize the research topic the shapter offers an overview of the history of
women’s integration into the Norwegian and US Arrredces. In chapter three | take a closer
look at the debates surrounding women’s militamtipipation and examine the main
arguments presented for why women should, or shoatldbe involved in military work. |

then move on to my own research and in chapterlfptesent a methodological account of the
study, before providing the theoretical platform &malysis in chapter five. The analysis,
which comes next, is presented in four intercoregchapters. In chapter six | start by looking
at the separate manner in which the men view tweir service in the military. In chapter
seven | explore how the men used a widespread gepdétarian repertoifén their

discussion of female service members. While thereewotable overlaps in their gender
egalitarian approach, there were also some digteabnal differences at play. Men in both
countries also used a meritocratic repertoire, Wwhidiscuss in the eighth chapter. Utilizing
this repertoire they underlined that the importaatter is how well you perform in your job,
not your gender background. Even though the malkéd to generally expressed appreciation

for serving alongside female service members, iceatiitudes of a more gender conservative

6 In the thesis, the terms cultural ‘repertoire’ anttural ‘tool’ are used interchangeably. Othentsrsuch as
cultural ‘materials’, ‘elements’ ‘resources’ etearften also used in a similar manner.
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nature was conveyed, which | investigate in thalfanalysis chapter. | conclude the thesis

with a discussion of the findings, as well as stne®retical implications.
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2 Gender Integration in the Norwegian and US Arred Forces

Norway and the US share a historical traditionesistance towards incorporating women into
the military realm and as women have been gramgiatsrand opportunities in increasingly
more areas, the Armed Forces have always remagt@ddthe integration of women
elsewhere in society (Verng and Sveri 1990:XVI, KVIIt's interesting to note that in spite
the strongly felt hostility and historical belidfat women are to be excluded from all things
war related, women have in different manners alviieen involved in the war enterprise: As
accompanies of fighting family members, to carethear sick, or performing various kinds of
non-operative work. Although uncommon, femalesaao be found fighting alongside men
as far back as the Viking Age (Goldstein 2003:8Y-88

In the following chapter | take a close look at themal integration of women into the
Norwegian and US Armed Forces. The topic is wideugh to fill multiple volumes and the
following discussion is merely a brief overviewthé trajectory of women’s incorporation into
the military realm. | mainly look at which eventompted steps of integration, with a larger
focus on the most recent developments. In bothtcegn WWI represents a historical
benchmark. The magnitude of the war produced anegedented need for manpower, which
made women attractive to the war effort in a whwes manner. The war also coincided with
an increased focus on women'’s rights, as well asging perceptions towards female gender
roles, which caused women to be perceived as amasdifferent from before. In this manner,
the period from WWI and onwards represents a bagaky from the previous sporadic and

disorganized nature of women’s military contribatierng and Sveri 1990:11,16)

Women in the Norwegian Armed Forces

Women'’s history in the Norwegian Defense is anrgging case. As a pioneer in the military
world, women were granted full equality and allowtederve in all military positions as early
as in 1984. At the same time, few women choosditamgicareer and even today they remain

but a small minority of nine percent of all forcembers(Orsten 1999:5; Schjglset 2010:8).
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The first military related job in which women westicially accepted was as professional
nurses. In 1855 a program was founded to educatewa@s competent medical personnel,
and although an important first step it would takere then 60 years before women were
allowed in any other position apart from nursingig and Sveri 1990:11-14). While Norway
was never drawn into the First World Watr, in prepian for a potential war involvement
certain non-operative positions opened up to wormpesmpting more then 3500 females to
report for service. While the war never actualizée, decision to let women serve in positions
outside the medical field signified an importanacbe of attitude that made women visible as
a military resource different than before (Vernd &veri 1990:17-19).

The Second World War

The Second World War caused a more drastic changeren’s military roles. In 1942 the
Norwegian government, operating from exile in Londdecides that all Norwegian women
abroadetween the age of 18 and 40 shall report for datfjrst instance applicable to women
in the UK (Orsten 1999:8). Women were to servéhenriewly created female units, which had
been established in all branches of the militastirBates indicate that throughout the war 660
women served as official members of the Armed Fo(derng and Sveri 1990:55-59). The
fact that women were allowed in uniform and givexditional military training represents a
remarkable development. However, looking clos¢hese events one quickly discovers that
the changes were far from immune to old prejudarasntainted by gender stereotypes. For
instance, women'’s first uniform consisted of skivikich remained part of the attire also
during training session — if women wanted panty theal to pay for it out of their own pocket
(Verng and Sveri 1990:61). Moreover, their assigmnsieemained, by and large, well within
the realm of traditional female chores and womerewgpically commissioned to either office
work or kitchen service.

What also did not change is what has been a londjstg discrepancy between what is
accepted of female involvement in times of war ahat is viewed as appropriate in times of
peace, and conscription of women was quickly abaedas the war came to an end. In
retrospect, women’s effort has received little ggration; their service abroad, as well as in
occupied Norway, has been overshadowed by mensagods and only a scarce number of

medals have been awarded females (Verng and 3280i35; Jonassen 2010:17).

21



Two Decisive Debates

Women'’s war engagement did, however, engender partant political debate. In 1946, at
the dawn of the post-war area, an advisory comenittes appointed to review women’s
military involvement. Its concluding report recommded that in case war or other
emergencies women should be expected to contnathetheir service — just as they did
during the last war — though only in non-operapesitions (Orsten 1999:16-17). Yet, were
women to be useful in times of crisis they needd@dequately trained in times of peace, a
prerequisite that constituted a significant probl&im absorb all suitable women into the
military system would have been an impossible tagkleast for the time being. Female
conscription would therefore have lead to a disgratory selection, which was not a popular
outcome. After a heated debate, the Government\against recommendations from the
committee and decided to suspended conscriptisoofen until a more feasible solution
could be found (Verng and Sveri 1990:91-96). Thithe only time mandatory service has
been seriously debated and later discussions haagsabeen based on the assumption of
voluntary engagement (Verng and Sveri 1990:97)nEkeugh practical difficulties appears to
have been the impeding factor to put a halt on fermanscription, scholars claim the outcome
does, in fact, reflects the general sentimenténpibpulation at large, namely an “intense
rejection towards seeing women in uniform, beaviegpon under male, military command”
(Verng and Sveri 1990:97).

It would take a new generation and a new areaamagview women’s military roles. Times
were changing and in 1970 a second committee wasrapd, this time with a mandate to
investigate how to incorporate women into non-camékated military service. Its concluding
rapport from 1973 states that the best solutida @ganize women into a separate corps — just
like in WWII (Verng and Sveri 1990:151-52). Duritigs round of debate the political agenda
was dominated by an escalating focus on womentdsignd “the battle against dated gender
roles was fought on all fronts” (Verng and Sver®Q453). To institute what many perceived

as a “gender apartheid” soon became impermissvdmg@ and Sveri 1990:154).

" All translations are my own
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When the Defense department presented its newydaolitd75 it was evident that gender
equality had been a motivating factor. The commisteecommendations were completely
ignored and it was instead proposed that women,watibthen were denied the right to hold
any military position, should be treated on pahwitale soldiers — with the exception of
combat related functions and the first year of naaoiy service (Verng and Sveri 1990:155-
58). In 1976, the Parliament almost unanimouslyfieerthe new directive, making Norway a
leading country in terms of women’s integrationgten 1999:54)An important advance had

been made, still, the battle was not over.

The Last Stronghold to Fall

Physical force is not only a core element, but #gisoconstitutive activity of the Armed Forces
and, as such, the combat restriction rule putiasestrain on women'’s functioning (Orsten
1999:57). A lack of logical guidelines on how topl@ment the combat restriction rule did not
make things easier and in effect women became deit@members. Outside the military
realm, politicians and the public alike kept wondgmwhy the Armed Forces were allowed to
uphold a discriminatory gender practice that elsselin society was deemed unacceptable
(Verng and Sveri 1990:171). After a last tense tglthe final bastion of the all-male military
fell in November 1984 when the Parliament decldhed as of the following year, all
positions, as well as military training, shoulddypen to women; from now women should be

treated on the exact same terms as their male eqamts (Verng and Sveri 1990:173-76).

This was a radical maneuver and accompanying liifis mitegration of women was
increasingly treated as a matter of gender equ&itym being kept at an arms distance women
begun to find themselves in demand — at least fxguulitical stance (Orsten 1999:95). It soon
became clear, however, that despite the new poheynge the skewed gender balance showed
few signs of improving. As a response to the slewelopment affirmative measures were
gradually introduced. Over the past years, varioiigtives have been taken with the hope of
recruiting more women and making the military amaative option for females. Attracting

more women, as well as retaining those already wgrik the organization has, nonetheless,
proved difficult and the ambition of attaining 13&6nale service members has not been
attained (Steinland n d:2). At the leadership leepresentation is even worse and with only

1.5 % women possessing the level of colonel orérigihe Armed Forces tops the list as the
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most male dominated sector with regards to the dtmale to female leaders (Haaland
2008:170; Steinland n d:2). This being said, coragp&o the number of females in the
organization at large, women are overrepresentaghwiltomes to deployment missions. What
is more, since the first female Defense Ministes wppointed in 1999 Norway has maintained

a tradition of assigning a woman to this post (ldadl2008:170-71).

Women in the US Armed Forces

World War | also marked women'’s fist official eninto the US Armed Forces. Women were
admitted into both the US Army and Navy and whileyt mostly served as clerks and nurses,
they were allowed to operate in uniform and grafitddnilitary status. Preparations were in
place for a female reserve unit, a Women'’s Army ihapy Corps (WAAC), but the proposal
was shut down by the War Department. This did aditdmbitions for a female unit, however,
and preparations continued throughout the intepars. Authorities gradually warmed up to
the concept, and while still not favoring the idleay believed — as stated in an official memo —
it would “avert the pressure to admit women to actnembership in the Army” (Goldstein
2003:88).

The Second World War

With the Second World War reality rapidly changadd so did the role of women; as the US
found itself deeply mobilized for war women, asuanan resource, could no longer be
ignored. The previously unwelcome WAAC was foundbdrtly after Pearl Harbor, re-named
Women’s Army Corps in 1943, discarding the symlaliccharged “auxiliary” (United States
Army 2009). Besides the Army, women served in lib&hAir Force and Navy. Their work
was not without risk and during the war 56 womesddn line of duty (Goldstein 2003:88-91).
All together, WWII prompted nearly 150.000 womeretdist, a remarkable number that

would serve as a “valuable benchmark of women’sual as soldiers” (Goldstein 2003:92).

Yet, conservative gender perceptions persistedredsm Women were far from welcomed as
true members of the forces and when the war coedlucbuntless women suddenly found

themselves unwanted in the ranks. Upon hearing tieatshe war was over a Navy nurse
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recalls her base commander ordering “all the woafemy base by noon”; a cogent
illustration of the prevailing attitude (Goldst&1003:92). In terms of women’s integration, the
outcome of WWII was twofold. On the one hand, womehonly served in groundbreaking
numbers, but were also put to do typical male jbbs not long before would have been hard
to imagine. On the other hand, the social toleravee short lived and as the war came to a

close the majority of female workers returned ® dlomestic sphere (Goldin 1991:755)

Restrictedly Admitted

However, women’s military engagement was put orptblgical agenda more resolutely then
ever before and after the war, women'’s future @Ahmed Forces became a hot political
topic. The central question for debate was: Shaddhen be permanently admitted into the
services, and if so, were they to be acceptedsaswvists or as full members of the forces? And
also, what should their roles be? Many concerngweiced, one of them being the “potential
humiliation women’s authority would inflict on meiFrancke 1997:25). Terminating two
years of legislative discussion, Women’s Armed ®erintegration Act was passed in 1948.
The new law stated that women were to be acceptedhe regular force, but should not
exceed two percent of the total force in each braAgromotional cap was imposed and no
woman could achieve a rank higher than lieutenalanel (Francke 1997:36; Titunik
2000:243).

Women’s Armed Service Integration Act signifiediarportant step away from the military as
an all-male force, yet, rigid restrictions revetliat suspicion towards women'’s service was far
from eliminated. Promotional and numerical restiapersisted until 1967, as did regulations
preventing women from being put in command over.rdenlate as 1975 pregnancy and
motherhood were regarded reason for involuntarghdigge, a rule that not only applied to
biological offspring but also included step-childyenotherhood and military involvement was
deemed incompatible (Francke 1997:108, 136; FeaiméideYoung 2001:12).

All-Voluntary Force

In 1973, the US military underwent a momentousditaon with the creation of the new All

Voluntary Force (AVF). From now on, military engagent should be a voluntary affair. The
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termination of the draft lead to an immediate shgetof personnel and women, who few years
before were not to exceed two percent of the maeposuddenly found themselves in
demand. The creation of the AVF has been definedrasestone for the integration of women
and from 1972 to 1980, the number of female semieebers grew from a moderate three
percent, to more than eight percent eight yeaes (&oldstein 2003:93).

Along with their increased presence, women'’s ralege also expanding; however restrictions
did remain, the most prominent being the combadticti®n rule that closed off all jobs

involving a risk for hostile confrontation. The araints represented a serious impediment to
female service members, not only as an equal rightge; combat positions comprise a notable
number of jobs and as nucleus positions of thetamylistructure they are closely associated
with prestige and higher promotion (Titunik 200023

The Panama operation in 1989 and Gulf War the sulese year fueled a round of tense
debate over the exclusion policy. Both operaticas proved that the new type of fluid
battlefield makes it hard — if not impossible -stoeld women from hostile encounters
(Francke 1997:73-103). Moreover, irrespective oatndkeptics had claimed, the two
campaigns demonstrated even more forcefully thabevoare capable soldiers, also in enemy
confrontation. Experiences from Panama and the @dlhot go by unrecognized and a policy
change was made in 1993 that allowed female ssltlieserve in combat aircraft, as well as
onboard most combat ships (Titunik 2000:243; UnB¢ates Army 2009). Over the years, the
areas defined as off-limits for women have graguadlen subject to a narrower and narrower
definition. From being banned from all jobs thaghtiinvolve combat exposure, women are
today excluded from what is termed ‘direct comlssignments’, which permits them to serve
in combat support roles. At the present momenpé&tent of all positions are open to female
service members and the units to still retain algeprerequisite are the Navy SEALS and
direct combat ground forces (Navy Recruiting Comdch2d10).

From being admitted only insofar a shortage of meressitated outside recruitment to
representing a crucial component of the Armed Fyrgender integration in the US military
has come a long way. Today women comprise 14 peoddroth Army and Navy and close to
20 percent of the Air Force. In addition, 50.000weém serve in operations in Iraq and

Afghanistan (Goldstein 2003:93). Still, women’stgapation has not ceased to be an issue of
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debate. Women’s exclusion from direct combat roéesains a cause of widespread
disgruntlement, at the same times as there alsb @pponents who question women'’s
involvement altogether (Fenner and deYoung 2001¢iil 1997). On the next page, an

overview is given of the main events in the histofyvomen'’s integration into the military.

27



Table 1ll. Gender Integration in the Norwegian ad& Armed Forces

Norway

The US

wwi Wwil Aftermath of WWII Changes in the 1970s Changes in the 1980s-  Current situation
1990s

Voluntary Women abroad Extensive debate over Political interest in Increased discontent over Political aim to increase

women subject to whether women should integrating women into non-  gender excluding practices. women’s

recruited to
non-operative
positions.
Never utilized
as Norway
never entered
the war

Women
served in non-
operative
positions.
Allowed in
uniform and
granted full
military status

conscription.
Receives military
training and serve in
uniform, yet, their
tasks mostly
resemble traditional
female work

WAAC (WAC)
founded right after
the US enter the war.
Women serve in all
branches, also as
active- duty members
abroad. 56 die in line
of duty

receive mandatory military
training. Advisory
committee in favor, but
government postpones the
matter, in effect
indefinitely. Women
remain excluded from the
Armed Forces

Heated debate over
women’s future in the
Armed Forces. Women’s
Armed Service Integration
Act passed in 1948.
Women included in the
Armed Forces, with
numerical and promotional
restrictions

operative positions.
Increased social focus on
women’s rights, an evident
influence on the new gender
policy passed by the
Parliament in 1975, which
allows women to serve in all
military positions, except first
year of mandatory service
and combat positions

Creation of the AVF in 1973
causes women to be targeted
as desirable military
candidates. Women enter
the Armed Forces in
increased numbers.
Restrictions are reduced, but
combat exclusion rule
remains.

The parliament amends
gender doctrine and from
1984 women are allowed in
all military positions

Operations in Panama and
the Gulf engender new
debate over combat
exclusion policy. Policy
altered in 1993, allowing
women onboard combat
aviation and ships. The
Army gradually eases up its
restrictions, admitting
women in combat support
roles

presence in the Armed
Forces. Affirmative
measures taken to
actively recruit females,
but women still
comprise less than ten
percent of the forces.
Women involved in
operations aboard

Comparatively high
number of female
service members, well
represented in
operations abroad.
Debates about
women’s participation
continues, especially
pertaining to the
remaining restrictions
on women’s roles
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3 The Debate Over Women'’s Military Participation

In spite the proliferation of female soldiers anthsequent restructuring of the military
workforce taking place over the past decades,stheei of gender integration remains a
contended issue, with strong opponents and suppanteboth sides of the debate. Numerous
arguments have been made as to why, or why notenaould, or should not, be allowed to
partake in military work. To contextualize the topif this thesis and to better apprehend the
viewpoints expressed by the participants in thislgtit is important to be familiar with the
main arguments proposed for and against gendegratten in the Armed Forces. What is the
logic behind people’s skepticism towards integi@tvomen into the military? And why do
others, again, believe this to be a crucial tasktfe Armed Forces? Four core arguments recur
as to why gender integration is undesired and hdrtofthe Armed Forces. These have all
been reproached by integration advocates, whosalgance separate arguments for why

women’s integration is of a wider, societal impade.

Physical Strength

It remains a fact that women, on average, possssanuscle mass than men. As a result,
women are usually unable to reach the full levgdlofsical vigor obtainable to most males.
Physical strength is of utmost importance in miitaaining and real-life operations and
women’s physique has, thus, been presented asmeamgiment for female’s incompetence as
military participants. Proponents of this view atathat in spite of technological inventions
enjoyed by modern day militaries, a large numbgobs$ still demand a high level of physical
strength; strength most women do not possess. Beadwomen’s comparable lack of
strength they will inevitably become the weakeasi in the chain. This results in a lowered
level of operation and reduces military readin€sshf 2000; Goldstein 2003; Fenner and
deYoung 2001:117; Kennedy-Pipe 2000:46; MitcheB7:940-47).

While the difference between male and female plwesgemains a fact, the argument that this
makes women unqualified for military service hasrbsubject to strong objections. Colonel
Lorry Fenner (2001) argues that the physical resuénts and ability-tests used in the military

are futile, as they do not measure the actual gthemeeded in order to succeedpecific
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military jobs. The Armed Forces is a diverse orgation, and with such a wide variety of jobs
and assignments, it is insufficient to rely on agyal test for recruitment. What is more, the
physical standards employed by the Armed Forces haen repeatedly changed over time,
which indicates that military fitness tests are ifaied by other factors than the mere physical
reality faced by enlisted service members (FenndrdeYoung 2001:7Rather than using
presumptuous models and tests, Fenner recommeatdseHook at the broader picture and
investigate historical evidence of women’s achiegets, by which we will find that “women
have coped with every aspect of war” (Fenner artbdag 2001:10). Integration advocates
also repudiate the claim that physical strengsgtiisthe most decisive factor in modern day’s
militaries. In technologically advanced forcespliger’s intellect and technical skills are far
more salient in determining is person’s succesalitigs that unlike physical abilities are not
gender specific (Goldstein 2003:164-65; Woodwardl Afinter 2004:281).

Unit Cohesiveness

The second argument raised as to why women shaotldenadmitted into the Armed Forces,
relies on the assumption that it will destroy wahesiveness — a crucial factor for military
efficiency (Fenner and deYoung 2001:17). When Iorgqithe dangers of the battlefield and
confronting enemy forces, the primary motivatingtée that encourages combatants to fight is
“the feeling of mutual attachment and camaradereray soldiers” (Titunik 2000:236). The
art of warfare consists of molding single indivithignto an efficient unit, and obtaining a high
sense of community among the soldiers is essdot@kate competent troops ready for battle
(Titunik 2000:235) A common argument for female exclusion contendsuhd cohesiveness
is best achieved in homogeneous groups, somethirdhws disrupted by including non-male
soldiers (Dunivin 1994:535). Viewed as a cornerstionthe production of efficient soldiers,
male bonding is believed to vitally suffer undee ffresence of female soldiers, with the
ultimate effect of decreasing military efficiendyunivin 1994:541; Fenner and deYoung
2001:16; Rosen et al. 1996:538; Rosen, KnudsonFandher 2003:325; Woodward and
Winter 2004:291-94).
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This argument too has been strongly criticized &ydgr integration advocates. Fenner points
out that the same allegations of disrupted unitgeweade when the military underwent racial
integration; an issue that is clearly no longewad as problematic (Fenner and deYoung
2001:16). When it comes to gender integration, Eeoontends that no evidence exists that
proves that male-female bonding is unattainablégdbe reverse, there are “millions of
stories” that testifies that inter-gendered bondgylly achievable (Fenner and deYoung
2001:15,18). Integration proponents also claim thixed units make women push themselves
harder to gain male approval, while the men enh#msie effort not to be beaten by their
female counterparts, with the ultimate effect afregased overall efficiency (Francke
1997:247). Lastly, in real-life operations when es@ncing the same menacing challenges, a
mutual attachment and feeling of camaraderie vaiturally develop betweedl participating
soldiers, and therefore “combat itself is the gesatormula for all cohesiveness” (Francke
1997:248). Integration advocates believes the etliygadverse effect caused by female
soldiers is solely based on theoretical conjectaresshould be viewed as a nothing else but a

bi-product of peace.

Emotional Value

The third argument fronted by integration skepéisserts that women are endowed with a
unique emotional value, which makes them unsueddldering. According to this view,
womenquafemales possess a strong, affective value that srthkeloss or harm done to a
female soldier much harder to accept than injunéted on a man. Since warfare entails
numerous risks to the soldiers involved, it is saghoth hazardous and unwise to deploy
women. This is not only out of concern for the nsdéders who stand in danger of being
incapacitated when experiencing wounded or kilexddles; but also out of consideration to
the morale of the civilian population that mighiteadamage, as well. The male protector
instinct is argued to make men extra sensitive tdsvéhe safety of female co-soldiers, which
will make the men less focused and, thus, themare vulnerable (Fenner and deYoung
2001:20,22; Francke 1997:243; Kennedy-Pipe 2000:41)
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In the pro-integration camp, this third argumerg baen vehemently attacked, with Fenner
declaring that “the logic of this argument failsawery point” (Fenner and deYoung 2001:20).
Opponents state that looking at historical evidemedearn that in times of war, women have
rarely benefitted from the myth of the male prodeend civilian women have often suffered
great torment caused by male soldiers. Thereesetbre, no reason to believe that men will
sacrifice their duties just to keep women safe (leeand deYoung 2001:20). Moreover,
evidence from the Gulf War — where the unprecedentenber of 40.000 women were
deployed — show that there was no outcry overdhg of female soldiers or over the two
females taken as POWSs; neither the male soldigdvied nor the American public had the
emotional reaction military officials first fearefélithough the female POW’s received
increased media attention, Americans voiced no rdis@mfort or worry over women
soldiers then over men (Francke 1997:72-103). Oppizrhave further claimed that arguments
concerning women’s symbolic vulnerability rest an-dated gender roles that relates back to
the male warrior culture, a traditional constrinzttcannot be treated as a valid reason for

keeping women out of the Armed Forces.

Pregnancy and Biological Factors

The final argument maintained for why women dolmelbng in the Armed Forces pertains to
biological factors, and in particular the issugpmdgnancy. Critics uphold pregnancy as one of
the most serious problems caused by enlisted woasethis every year is the cause of medical
non-availability of numerous female members. A pgeg woman is not only unable to
perform a number of tasks while carrying her chslde also needs considerable time off duty
after giving birth to care for the newborn. Pregrias are a grave impediment to military
readiness, as it reduces the number of active peetoeady to step in and do their job when
needed. Also, given the importance of teamwork@mdpanionship, pregnant women is
argued to negatively influence group cohesion, @l$ as being a jeopardy to group moral
(Fenner and deYoung 2001:13). Pregnancy can beeddiy correct use of birth control or
through the practice of abstinence, therefore sé®pb not consider it an irreproachable

medical condition. In fact, women have been accasesing pregnancy as an escape route
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out of the military, and Brian Mitchell states tHptegnancy is perhaps the single greatest

obstacle to the acceptance of women in the miléangng military men” (Mitchell 1997:156).

Another biological factor asserted as problematiwomen’s monthly cycle. Critics claim that
the monthly sick-rate for women is almost twicéhagh as that for military men, a result of
problems associated with women’s period and thetfet women’s cycles tend to synchronize
when living close together. Also, compared to nveoren are in need of different hygienic
standards to stay healthy and avoid infectionsidstals that are hard to maintain when out on
missions (Mitchell 1997:148-49).

Claims that potential pregnancies and women'’s hesdues represent a problem to women’s
military service are rebuked by integration proptseas resting on false assumptions. Looking
at statistical evidence for non-deployability calibg pregnancies, one will find that “the
evidence simply is not there” (Fenner and deYoud@1213). Fenner insist that when
investigating military readiness, one cannot mel@bk at one factor causing non-
deployability, such as pregnancies; one must censilll the various circumstances that might
cause a soldier to become unavailable. When locdiradl factors prompting a temporary
leave or rest period, statistics show that merpesportionally more often non-deployable,
compared to their female colleagues (Fenner anaaiey 2001:12-13). To single out
pregnancy or ‘female problems’, such as menstryeecas the sole problem harming military
readiness, are allegations without root in realisypregnancy or menstrual problems
represents only a few out of many reasons as toemhgted members may be temporally
unable to serve. Also, since pregnancy is a candttiat pertains to women alone, if wanting
to successfully integrate women, pregnancy mustleeated as a possibility — just as it is in
most civilian jobs (Francke 1997:105).

Equal Rights

Equal rights represent a widespread argumentabyovomen need to be integrated into the
Armed Forces. Based on the premise that it is epable for any institution or organization
to exclude individuals based on their gender alegeal rights advocates claim the military

must be obliged to abide by the same standardniilitary is not perceived as exceptional
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compared to other social institutions and in mod@rtieties were equal rights is an important
political matter, as well as a treasured social@athe Armed Forces should not get away with
any discriminatory practices (Kennedy-Pipe 2000\®®pdward and Winter 2004:285).

The equal rights argument is further connectethédoroader concept of citizenship. From the
times of the ancient Greek city-states, militargvge has been closely connected with the idea
of citizen-rights and military service has histatlg represented a right and a privilege
bestowed upon full citizens only (Fenner and deXYp2001:52; D. R. Segal, Kinzer, and
Woelfel 1977). One of the basic principles of modgtates is the inclusion and participation
of citizens in all spheres of social life and, lzhea this tenet, it's argued that women'’s
liberation is not fully achieved until they areaalled to serve their country in the same manner
as men. Some gender integrationists go even opdwstaer claiming that military service is

an obligation and responsibility that should applll citizens alike. Women should therefore
not only be allowed to serve, but also expectadkfend their country in the same manner as
men (Fenner and deYoung 2001:51-77).

Democratic Functionality and Competence

As a core societal institution it has been clairtied the military should be expected to “mirror
society’s social demographic makeup [...] as weltasore values” (Dunivin 1994:538). If
becoming too distanced from the social context lcv it exists, the military runs the risk of
“divorcing itself from society” and may as a congeqce lose public confidence and support
(Dunivin 1994:542). In a democracy one should sttivavoid undemocratic sub-cultures,
which makes it problematic for the military to s@ccurately reflect the general population.
The inclusion of women into the military sphereascording to this argument, a wider matter
of democratic functionality. It has further beegwed that by excluding women from the force
you eliminate a large pool of potential candidated thereby exclude valuable competence.
Women comprise fifty percent of the population émgrohibit such a sizable group from
serving results in the waste of valuable resour€esner states that we must “recruit and retain
the highest-quality people we can from whateveragnamphic to create the best possible

military for the future” (Fenner and deYoung 20d).3Denying women the right to serve is
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claimed to be not only an offense to women'’s rightg also a hazard to the military

establishment as it prevents the construction@fthbst powerful force.

There is an inherent dilemma existing between vughhelieved to be in the best interest of the
military, itself, and considerations toward widecsl interests. Defending their stance against
arguments based on notions of equal rights and dextio functionality, critics maintain that

as the foremost protector of national security,Ah@ed Forces can not be subject to any other
demands than those relevant for honoring this mandae opposing approaches was early on
addressed by Samuel Huntington in the now clags&cSoldier and the Staf#981), where he
writes “the military institutions of any societyeashaped by two forces: a functional
imperative stemming from the threats to societgsusity and a social imperative arising from
the social forces, ideologies and institutions dant in that society” (Huntington 1981:2).

This dilemma has, as we have seen, continuedaonmthe debate over women’s military

participation, which is summarized in the tabletlom next page.
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Table IV. Main Arguments For and Against the Inmusof Women into the Armed Forces

Physical
Strength

Unit
Cohesiveness

Emotional Value

Pregnancy and
Biological Factors

Equal Rights

Democratic Functionality and
Competence

Opposers
Of Gender
Integration

Proponents of
Gender
Integration

Women lack the
physical strength
and will become the
weakest link in the
chain

Women have
proved themselves
capable to handle
every aspects of
warfare

Physical tests not
relevant for the vast
variety of military
jobs.

Intellect often more
important than
muscle mass

Women
disrupt the
homogeneity
needed to
build strong
groups

Evidence
shows that
male-female
bonding is
possible

In real-life
operations a
bond will
naturally
develop
between all
participating
soldiers

Women possess a
strong, emotional value
that makes men more
protective towards them
and, hence, the unit
more vulnerable

The public less tolerant
of female casualties or
POWs

In war, women have
rarely benefitted from
the so-called male
protector instinct.

Evidence from the Gulf
War testifies that there
was no more outcry over
female victims.

The argument rests on
outdated gender
perceptions

Women may become
pregnant, which
jeopardizes the
readiness of the group

Women need enhanced
facilities difficult to
maintain

Men are statistically
more often non-
deployable, compared
to women

Pregnancy must be
tolerated as a possibility
when including women

The Armed Forces can
not be subject to any
other demands that
those relevant for
building the best
national defense.

It’s unacceptable for the
military to uphold a
discriminatory practice

Women’s liberation
cannot be fully achieved
until they are subject to
the same citizen
obligation of protecting
their country

The Armed Forces can not be
subject to any other demands
that those relevant for
building the best national
defense.

The military should reflect the
social demographic, if not it
runs the risk of divorcing itself
from society

By excluding women you
loose out on important
competence
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4 Methodological Account

When | first decided to dedicate my master thesithé investigation of gender perceptions in
the military, | understood that | ventured intorajpct that would not only demand a lot of
time and persistence, but also a firm tenaciousmessy part. | did not, however, forecast the
large number of emails, calls, additional emailfeed by long periods waiting for waits a
reply, as well as the recurring stress over wheath&iot | would actually gain the necessary
access to obtain the interview data needed forasgarch. Looking back | am happy | didn’t
know the extent of work that lay ahead of me, seélmight have lost faith even before
starting. Even though it has been a challenginggling, it has also been a very rewarding
process. | have learned a lot about what it talkesitceed with a qualitative research project
and | now have a greater appreciation for the itgpae of challenging yourself to be more
assertive and confident in order to get what yoatwia this chapter | first present an overview
of the research process, before discussing theoahetibgical choices made with regard to the
thesis.

The Research Process

My very first attempt to map out the possibilit@fsconducting interviews with military
soldiers was in March 2008 — the last semesteryobachelor studies. While visiting Arizona |
emailed the large Air Force base located in tha,aefjuesting a meeting or scheduled phone
conversation to present my study. After three uwansd emails, | nervously made my first
phone call to a military base. From the public iséfaffice | received the direct email and
phone number to a public affairs officer, who wob#llikely to accommodate me. However,
this officer did no take my request seriously aftdraconfirming on the phone that | would get
an appointment to meet with her the following wéekver heard form her again. The first
refusal is definitely the hardest to accept, bayuickly learned that | needed to grow some
thicker skin if this was going to work. Next, | déed to try my luck with the Norwegian
Armed Defense. Shortly after returning from Arizdreent an email to Major Ola Christensen,
Chief of Communication at the Norwegian Air Foredo replied less then thirty minutes later

expressing his interest in the project — even agldismiley face to his response. The
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approaching fall I was invited to the Headquartdrihe Norwegian Defense Ministry and
during the meeting, Major Christensen assured raiettie Air Force would help me out in any

way they could.

When | arrived back in Arizona for my exchange s&terein the spring 2009, | immediately
started investigating prospective facilities thaglmh intermediate contact with American
interviewees. | soon learned about the ROTC progrbmiversity of Arizona and | sent them
an email asking them for a meeting to present mgysturther. When several emails were left
unanswered, | decided to pay them a personal isthe ROTC building | was met by a
friendly and helpful Captain, who agreed to pleadaase to his superior. Unfortunately this
did not work out, as the superior did not feel bald assist me with my project at that time.
The Captain thought | might have better luck atth@omilitary base in the Arizona area, and
offered to contact them for me. However, also thguest was rejected, as they worried my
interviews would detract too much from their valleatraining time, also suspecting that my
research was carried out on behalf of the NorweDigiense Ministry, in which case it needed

to be cleared at a much higher level of the US befeDepartment.

I had now tried my luck with all three military féities in the vicinity of where | was. Due to
limited resources | was unsure about how | migfdrdfconducting interviews in another part
of the country; travel expenses was one thing] luduld also need to stay somewhere while
interviewing, which would easily be more than | wbpay for. During the semester | had made
contact with a retired Brigadier General from the Porce Reserves, General Denny
Schulstad, a former neighbor of family friends imkkapolis. It turned out that General
Schulstad had a substantial military network inhd-West area and learning about my
difficulties making contact with the Air Force, b#fered to connect me with some of the
military people he knew. Through General Schul$tads referred to both the Air National

Guard and the Air Reserves base in Minneapolis area

Even though it was a notable difference to be reteto the right people by someone who had
a name and knew the system from within, the AirdRess base regrettably informed me that

they could not help me out at this time. This mdamas left with one last option if | should be

able to complete the first round of interviews etstill in the US. As this turned out to be a

busy time of year at the Air National Guard bas#idinot receive an answer from them in
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several weeks. My request needed to be clearedghrihe headquarters and every morning |
would nervously check my email for any news from tiase. When | did not hear anything, |
eventually called my contact. To my great relief sbuld confirm there and then, that it would
be no problem conducting interviews at their bassyever, she was not sure how many men
she could obtain who matched the specific backgtdwasked for. She would try her best to
find candidates and asked me to call her agais#terday of my departure to confirm how

many interviews she had been able to schedule.

A few weeks later | got on plane up to MinnesotaMational Guard. As | boarded the first
plane, no interviews had been confirmed yet. Fitstn | made my final transfer did | learn
that enough male soldiers had, in fact, voluntearetiinterviews would take place the
following day. My first visit to the base was vesyccessful. However, | was not able get the
required number of interviews during this one #ip the American interviews would
therefore take place during two separate sessigtisanother round of interviews being

conducted the subsequent fall.

After having been deferred several times due te tonstraints on the military base, the
Norwegian interviews took place in the summer d2Metween the first and second year of
my master studies. Through my contact in the Norared.ir Force, Rygge Air Force base was
contacted in late May and asked to assist withurgog interviewees. Due to my summer job,
as well as the up-coming vacation for the involgettliers, the interviews had to be conducted
shortly after | got in touch with the base. Howeg\tke base was very accommodating and
quick to respond, so merely a week after my infiane call to the base commander
interviews were scheduled and ready to commends.réfiects my general experience
dealing with the military in both Norway and in thiS; establishing contact with the right
people was a tedious process, but, once | hadtanfside the system, the military bureaucracy
worked to my advantage and interviews appointmeete made quicker than | ever thought
possible. By September 2009, a year and a half rfyd first started, all interviews were

completed.
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Research Design

With this project | ventured into a cross-natiostaldy. | have strived to deploy as similar a
design as possible in both countries; howeverptsituct a good research design was a
challenging process, especially since | had toderigvo significantly different military
organizations, while at the same time working wit&ilimited range of practical alternatives.

In drafting out the research design | have altedhéetween using the Norwegian and
American system as point of reference, and usirgoaise as the outset, | tried my best to find
a comparable, as well as viable, alternative witheother country. As with much cross-
national research, comparability was not a stréogivard matter and a little wrestling was
necessary to attain as similar sample groups aslppesWorking qualitatively it is important

to engage with a flexible design that allows foates to be made along the way — an advise |

find particularly applicable when working compavaty (Creswell 2006:39).

A qualitative project never starts with the finstarview; elaborate preparations have often
taken place before sitting down with the first gapnt, my own study being no exception
(Fog 2004:17; Widerberg 2001:38). Aside from thactical arrangements, before starting up
with the actual interviews | spent substantial tipneparing for the conversations that lay
ahead. In the preliminary phase of the study twmraapects occupied me; first of all, what
topics would be relevant to discuss with the pgréittng soldiers; and secondly, which

military men would be most befitting to talk to fibre purpose of this study. Designing the
interview guide and finding participants was neeguential process; rather, | worked on both
tasks interchangeably and the process can be kdedariore as abiding by a step-by-step
approach than following a neatly organized masar.p

Why Interviews?

Starting up this project, | set out to exploreaddithat was all new to me. My initial and
overarching goal was to get a better sense of hibwary men felt about serving alongside
women, and to get an enhanced understanding ofnttherlying factors that shaped their
perspectives. From the very beginning | felt coaffitithat qualitative interviews was the right
methodological choice. Through interviews the redear is given direct access to the
participants’ personal viewpoints and attitudes iasérves as “an excellent window into

peoples interior experiences” (Weiss 1994:1); veeadlowed into worlds that would otherwise
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be closed for us. Since interviews have becomertb@ominant choice within qualitative
sociological research, Widerberg warns againstdilegion interviews merely out of
convention (Widerberg 2001:57). In this case, kegpine intentions for this project in mind,
interviews appeared as the most appropriate clamdehe method that would best illuminate

the issues that | wanted to explore (Silverman 200&:-14).

Framing the Interview

Planning the interviews, | wanted them to be ortthé=d in manner that enabled the
candidates to talk freely and, in their own womstsare their thoughts and viewpoints. At the
same time, since the study was designed withimgpeoative framework, if the interview
material turned out too dissimilar in terms of whaits being discussed, a comparative analysis
would prove difficult. The solution seemed to bixad-question-open-response approach.
This approach lets the researchers present theidistwof prepared questions, while
concurrently allowing respondents to share thewsi in their own manner; interview
guestions may be carefully devised, without coisirg the respondents in their answers
(Weiss 1994:12). A potential disadvantage to thisrview structure is that following a pre-
arranged list of questions, the interview mighti@e prone to play out in a manner that
closes off to lengthy, in-depth answers. The inewvmay more easily feel like a questioning
session, which can cause participants to ignorafgignt details in their responses (Weiss
1994:13-14). Still, no approach is exempt fromapisf and despite the risk of being faced with
more constructed conversations, | felt assuredthieatixed-question-open-response structure

was well suited for this comparative research farma

The next step was to craft a good interview guitt lay reading up on the literature on the
field 1 gained a general idea about which questtoreddress (Weiss 1994:41). Still, creating a
concrete guide that comprised the central issweahted to discuss, while at the same time
ensuring a natural and coherent conversation veasléenge. After making an analytical
sketch with the themes | wanted to include, | d@fut a preliminary guide. Based on
feedback from my advisor the initial guide was sed, and next | wanted to put the second
draft to the test. Through Major Christensen, twotpnterviews were scheduled with Air
Force men who matched the desired participantlprdduring these two interviews, | quickly

discovered which questions worked and which did aontl as a general lesson | learned that |
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needed to be more concrete and less academic phraging. This pilot research turned out to
be crucial for the final outcome and the guideh@sed on the third revision, was the one |

ended up using.

For the American interviews | simply translated ¢utde, making a few adaptations to the
national context. However, | wanted to test it ontan English audience, as well, and through
the University of Arizona campus veteran commuhiisas able to practice the guide on three

young veterans before commencing the official roahdsS interviews.

From the very beginning I felt convinced that theerviews needed to be tape recorded.
Knowing myself, | did not trust that | had enoughining to take the comprehensive notes
required, and merely relying on my own accouniréel that important detail, along with the
full richness of the material might easily be Igstecorder allows the researcher to be more
attentive to the respondents and it secures anateaeproduction of the full interview, which
were important factors deciding on using a digigiorder (Weiss 1994:54).

Participants

The Armed Forces is a large-scale organizationjynseparated into distinct sub-fields. A
decision therefore needed to be made regardingwdad of the military, as well as level
within the military hierarchy, would be most suit@lbor recruiting interviewees. Military
branch and hierarchical position will undeniablfluence and shape the experiences and
outlooks of the people in question, so determirfitogh where to recruit interviewees was a

pertinent issue in terms of data outcome.

| thought it would be interesting to investigate thilitary subdivision that has proven most
favorable to female participation. The Norwegiarfddse has demonstrated a pioneering
attitude towards female participation and todayasition is officially closed off to women. In
the US, on the other hand, there are still seyebal to which women are not assigned.
Looking to the US, the most progressive brancleims of gender integration is the Air Force.
The Air Force does not only comprise the largestgr@age of female service members, but
women are also allowed to serve on almost equalstess men. Since after the Gulf War,
women can fly all types of aircraft, including figh airplanes; a significant shift from the
combat exclusion policy practiced by the Army (Eiirr1996; Goldstein 2003:98-99).
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Although it would undoubtedly be interesting tdkttd men within other parts of the forces,

the Air Force was chosen for its more progresspg@@ach to female service members.

As a result of the compulsory service model, capssdl men comprise the foundational
workforce of the Norwegian Defense and when engettie Armed Forces, these are the men
women are most likely to first make contact witenfng in this ‘entry-level’ position,

learning more about their viewpoints seemed lik@aed place to start. Moreover, considering
the cultural focus of the analysis, interviewingmweho are not fully entrenched in the military
organization also seemed like a good idea. Bywigeing this group of men, the de-
emphasized focus on organizational factors woldd bk more justifiable. As fresh recruits,
the men were situated in a ‘middle position” whigrey have not been fully molded by the
military establishment, at the same time as theypart of the organization. The participants,
therefore, appeared to be in a good position fptaing the connection between attitudes and
the wider cultural context. As a first-time resdwacin this field, | also felt more comfortable
interviewing men from the lower ranks —a factort tslzould also be taken into account
(Creswell 2006:96). By concentrating on this growmmuld have a larger pool of potential
interview candidates, which was also a comfortaeg, having chosen to work with an
organization not known to be easily accessibleeAféflecting about potential outcomes of
talking to men in other parts of the military, Itfeonfident that interviewing conscripted men

would be a solid outset for the study.

Having targeted conscripted men as the focus gimuihe Norwegian interviews, next |
needed to find equivalent interviewees within tif& Whe American military is organized in a
different manner than the Norwegian Defense, wite¢ main distinguishing factors, as
accounted for in the first chapter: it is a sigrafitly larger organization; it is based on a
voluntary model of four years minimum service tiraagd the active duty forces are supported
by two additional divisions, the Reserve forces #redNational Guard. Working with a
different military organization, there was no clkeat answer as to who would be the most
appropriate interview candidates. Also, since mgkiontact with the US Air Force turned out
to be a taxing enterprise, to find compatible pgrtints was not merely a methodological
matter, but a practical challenge, as well.
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Even though the National Guard is founded on a&ubfit set of principles than the regular
forces, after 9/11 the demand for personnel andamjilsupport increased rapidly and today
the National Guard is highly interwoven with thetref the US military (National Guard
2010a). Operations overseas are largely dependaemitidrom both Army and Air National
Guard and enlisted members will likely experienckeast one deployment cycle during their
contract time. Due to the interconnectedness betweeAir Guard and Air Force, it did not
seem to make a radical difference for me to taliném from the former, rather than the latter,
branch.

Even though | managed to get access to two ratimaparable military divisions in both
countries, to interview men in the exact same aryiposition was difficult — if not impossible
— to achieve. | therefore decided to focus on olotgiinterviewees who shared some central
background traits and concentrated on recruiting fran a relatively similar age group and
with a comparable exposure to military trainingirigsNorway as the baseline, my initial goal
was to interview American airmen in their early hites, with no more then a few years of

experience.

The majority of American soldiers | interviewed glidssess the desired background. However,
it was necessary to show some leniency with theireopents to acquire enough participants.

It might be a common assumption to expect a natanahection between age and military
experience. In reality, however, | experienced thet was not always the case. Among the
base personnel, some men joined the Air Guarddlreetheir late teens and had therefore
served for several years by their early twentids|erothers in their thirties had just recently
enlisted. Working with only one base, there wasamtinlimited number of candidates and
even among potential participants, many did noelgther the time or desire to partake in the
study. | also learned that the set experience reaqugnt did not entail automatic comparability
to the Norwegian men. Enlistment in the Nationabflus a part-time occupation held
alongside regular studies or work and besides agkwntensive course, the main training is
given during a monthly drill exercise (National Gdi2010b). This means that added training
time — or what constitutes their military experierecannot be counted on a yearly basis in the

same manner as in Norway. Given these differeriaead necessary to make some national
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adjustments, but, overall | believe | managed terinew two groups of comparable men in
both Norway and the US.

My initial goal was to interview 20 men in each oty, making it 40 interviews total. This
was later adjusted and | ended up with 34 intersjevenly divided between countries. This is
an ambitious number for the master thesis formatdver, granted the time and effort | put
down getting access to the field and conductingrinéws in two countries, | wanted to
generate solid interview data. To set up the imtevs, | asked for assistance by both the
Norwegian and US Armed Forces. Apart from the nusissue, to procure a coherent group
of respondents would be extremely hard without fielm the military establishments. In
recruiting interviewees | presented my military taams with the desired background
requirements and asked if they could find men wiialed the given criteria. By requesting
the assistance of the Armed Forces | had to giveonpe control over who | got to talk to.
However, it paid off in that it secured me a farrenbomogenous group of respondent than |

could ever have accumulated by my own effort.

The Norwegian participants were all between 192mglears old, having served from 3 month
and up to a year. All, except one, were of Caucasianicity and they came from all over the
country. In the US the age group ranged from 1&atty thirties, most of them being in their
early to mid-twenties. Due to reasons discussegi@ti®ere were greater variations in service
time among the American men, diverging from a feanths and up to four years. The
majority had served between two to three yeard,tpae. Most of the interviewees came from
somewhere in the Mid-West, and also here all, exaee person, were of Caucasian
background In both countries the men served in a variety ilitany jobs, from medical and

technical work to more traditional office positions

8 The fact that | ended up interviewing one Non-Caiszaman in each country was a coincidence and not
something | intentionally planned or asked for.
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Interview Experience

My interview experience was fairly similar in bdttorway and the US with, of course, some
national differences. The interviews proceededhengame manner in both countries: when
showing up for their appointment | greeted thervitavee and thanked him for taking the time
to partake in this study. Since | had not recruitedmen myself | would ask them if they had
been told what this interview was for, which — tg surprise — few men knew. Most of them
knew that this had something to do with women dedntilitary, but very few were cognizant
of the purpose of the interview or that they pgsated in a research project. Informed consent
is a core ethical principle of qualitative reseamsain | offered a short introduction of both
myself and the study to make sure the men knewtlgxahat their participation entailed,
before commencing the ‘official’ part of the intesw (H. Rubin and I. Rubin 1994:94). This
introduction also contributed to create a more calmosphere, as it clarified the context for
the conversation and gave the men an opportunitgitte any worries they might have
(Widerberg 2001:83). Of all 34 interviewees, onhegerson expressed a concern. When
learning that the conversation would be recorded, American respondent was anxious that
what he said might be taken of context and usguiagent sound bites in the final report. |
assured him that | had no intent of doing this. \Misries did not seem to stick very deep and

my assurance was enough for him to continue higcgaation without further questions.

To help the respondents get comfortable with ttede as an interviewee, as well as with me as
the interviewer, the recorded part of the interviawmnmenced with some simple background
guestions; how old were they, could they sharéla bit about their experience with the
military and what sort of training had they goneotigh so far. After the introductory

guestions, | directed the conversation over tanthén topic of discussion, namely gender
integration, which remained the central discusgoimt for the rest of the interview.

A good interviewing partnership is key to a suctidsaterview (H. Rubin and I. Rubin
1994:93; Weiss 1994:61). In the course of an imgevy| stayed fairly close to the interview
guide, while at the same time doing my best toéwasking the questions right off the sheet.
Even though an interview conversation will rareéytbe same as a natural dialogue, obtaining
the trust of the respondents is easier if the we@rer is not viewed merely as a distant
researcher. My goal was for the interview to becaiad as close as possible to a normal
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conversation and | would often mix up the ordethef questions depending on what the
respondent talked about, to create a natural fBame times | succeeded; other times,
especially with less talkative respondents, thevesation would feel more staccato than
desired. However, interviewing 34 individual melwath their different personalities and
style of taking, | believe it is only to be expeatthat | encountered a variety of interview

situations.

In both countries the interviews took place in eithn office or a conference room. It is
important to reflect about how the interview sajtmight influence the conversations
(Widerberg 2001:82) and using an ‘official’ spaite lan office, a result might be that some
conversations become more formal than what might heen if the interview took place in a
more informal setting, like a living room or a cedfshop. For this purpose, however,
conducting semi-structured interviews, | found titet context worked very well and none of

the respondents seemed to mind the setting or t@mfortable in their surroundings.

There were, naturally, some differences betweenglimterviews in Norway and doing
interviews in the US. A main factor that differeetlveen Norwegian and American interviews
was the language situation. In Norway, intervievesexconducted in my native tongue,
whereas in the US | had to do the interviews inliEhgDespite having spent three semesters
abroad, in addition to numerous visits to the USill found it somewhat challenging to carry
out the conversation in English. For an intervievbé successful, it is important that the
researcher appears confident and reliable, whichmare difficult to achieve with a
conversation conducted in the interviewees’ natiu ,to myself a secondary, language. Even
though the language situation was more challenigitige US, the English interviews did for

the most part run very smoothly.

Another detectable difference between Norwegianfamerican respondents was that the
latter group was generally more verbose and elédanaheir responses. The American men
would more often offer lengthy answers withouttflseing asked to expound their views. The
American interviews would therefore usually rurnttéel longer than the Norwegian who, in
return, were more concise in their responses. Hpgakperienced both cultures close hand, |
find that Americans tend to be more easy talkedsraare verbally expressive than what is the

case in Norway, a national difference that wasotéd in the interviews, as well.
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A Female Researcher Interviewing Military Men

The researcher is the key instrument in a qualgagtudy (Creswell 2006:38). Field relations
should be treated as data and it is importantfteateon how your identity was accepted in the
field and the how it may have influenced the geteeraata (Silverman 2001:58-60). As s
young female student interviewing military men atibweir views on gender, a common
reaction when | have talked about my project hanlb®w can |, as a female, expect honest
and truthful answers from the men? It is a validsjion to ask, at the same time it rests on an
assumption that the men | interview possess aéifuids uncomfortable to share with a
woman. Collecting the interview data, | constamtigd to create and maintain a confiding
relationship with the respondents. | communicated@en and interested attitude and did my
best to encourage them to speak their mind — ealpeifil sensed they were hesitant about
saying something that might be perceived as “mality incorrect”. During the interviews |
experienced that some of the men would add a dgrdtiéfore saying something they believed
might put women in a bad light, e.g. commentingwamen’s physical strength compared to
men, and one respondent even openly stated ttdhtl mot know if he could say this to me as a
woman — before saying what he intended regardBspresenting myself as genuinely
interested, and as someone who would not be ofteadapset by anything they said, | tried
my very best to produce a good conversational enmient and my general impression was,
that for the most part, the men were not uneasynoomfortable discussing their gender
perceptions (Fog 2004:95-102).

Gender is definitely an influential factor in quative research. However, without ignoring the
gender component, | also agree with Silverman wigewrites that it is important not to over-
emphasis the effect gender might have (Silverm&i28D). In my experience, to be a female
researcher did not represent an impedingly inteuaetor. While some men might have been
more open to a male interviewer, | also believe llaaing a man conduct the interviews would
entail other challenges, as well, for instance ggme men feel the need to perform their
masculinity in a more overtly manner if talkingaonother male. During the interviews, several
of the men confessed that in the military they fbitrmuch easier to talk to female colleagues
and that it felt more natural opening up to a womaomething which may also have been

applicable to me as a female interviewer.
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A Comparative Study

As accounted for in this chapter, working with teases concurrently not only increases the
workload; it can also be quite a challenge to aattsearch design that can be deployed as
correspondingly as possible in both countries. Deisg said, there have been some definite
advantages working with more than one case. Workamgparatively with a case you know
well — in this case my home country Norway — ensipleu to get a fruitful analytical distance
to a world that is closely familiar (Krogstad 2080). Your taken-for-granted perceptions are
made more salient and you become more aware ofativealization of your own cultural
understandings (Lamont and Threvenot 2000:16-1upkieim famously wrote “comparative
sociology is not a special branch of sociologys gociology itself” (Durkheim 1982:157),
early on verifying the central importance of congise research within the tradition of

sociology.

A vital part of a comparative study is the selettid cases. It is important to identify research
units that comprise a good combination of similesitand difference and achieving a good
balance between these two allows one to generaeesting research questions (Engelstad
1995). Charles Ragin writes that “one of the cons@&f comparative research is to establish
familiarity with each case included in the studwfd as such “knowledge of cases is
considered an important goal [...] (Ragin 1994:10%) cases in this study, Norway and the
US, seem to fulfill both these criteria. Havingdarin and experienced both countries first
hand, they represent familiar contexts that | kmesll. As western countries with close ties
between them, Norway and the US share many sitmgsyiculturally as well as politically. At
the same time, the countries are also notablyréffite in particular with regards to
demographical makeup, national history, as wethas distinct cultural features. As discussed
in the first chapter, the military establishmentsechibit certain similar features, at the same
time as being substantially different. All in dibwever, | believe the two countries posses a
good mix of similarities and differences and thneyt therefore represent good cases for

comparison.
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5 Theoretical Platform

When | commenced this project | was motivated lgauine curiosity as to what military men
felt and thought about working with women in thesawdine environment of the Armed
Forces. Determining theoretical approach, it wgsartant for me to elect a theory that would
not obscure the richness of the interview mateliai,allow for my curiosity to play out.
Writing a social science thesis it is easy tohettheory take front seat and have the data
mainly serve as an assessment of the theory'dtyalidvanted to avoid this for my study and
have therefore been cautious to put the interviata th focus and resolved to go with a less
theory driven analysis. Having chosen a less theenyered approach it is still decisive to
ground the investigation in a theoretical foundatibheory is what helps separate sociology
from just everyday interpretations and without tle¢ical assistance an analysis will quickly
become unsubstantiated and out of focus. For thgopa of this thesis | have selected the
theory of cultural sociologist Ann Swidler. | willot put the entire theory to the test, rather, |
utilize some core theoretical perspectives asrtistools to help assess the material at hand.
Applying conceptual tools in this manner | beli@all®ws for more flexibility in the analytical

process and gives leeway to extract more knowléadge the interviews themselves.

To attain a more elaborate comprehension of théswégwpoints it is vital to understand the
underlying factors that shape their outlooks. Eerugh the men come from different
backgrounds, all with their unique personal staryat they do share is a common national
culture that has undoubtedly contributed to foreirtberspectives. My analysis is focused
upon discerning the possible influence of suchucaltdeterminants and detect how they may
have factored in to fashion the men’s attitudes.tkig task, Swidler’s theoretical concepts
represent a promising avenue. Despite making a sedeetive use of Swidler, in order to
appreciate the parts | do use it is necessary tweainted with the basic structure of her
theory and to know from where the concepts originkt the following | start by positioning
Swidler in the landscape of cultural analysis, befaresenting the framework of the theory
itself.
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Culture as a System

Within the field of cultural sociology Ann Swidland Clifford Geertz represent two leading,
yet opposed views, as to how to understand culfire.dominant definition of culture was for

a long time the one give by Geertz , which defindsure as:

“a historically transmitted pattern of meanings emdied in symbols, a system of
inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forynsibans of which men
communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knovdedigut and attitudes towards
life” (Geertz 1973:89).

Or put another way: “man is an animal suspendeukins of significance he himself has spun,
| take culture to be those webs [...]" (Geertz 18)y.3Two facets characterize Geertz’'s
definitions: firstly, they represent a static oo#aof culture as an all-encompassing structure of
meaning transmitted from one generation to the.r&tondly, principal importance is
attached to symbolic forms as the main vehiclesutin which people experience life; an
emphasis that can be traced back to Geertz'sigags an anthropologist and his method of
“thick description”. In his work, Geertz’s resean@tipe is to present a detailed account, or
thick description, of a cultural phenomenon — aalit story, or performance — succeeded by an
interpretation of its broader significance, achtelag connecting the piece of culture to other
parts of social and cultural lifeGeertz strongly favored this approach over geizeml
accounts, as he belived thick descriptions allomctdtural meaning structures to be
understood on their own terms, without imposingeot$tructures of significance (Geertz
1973:3-30). This is undeniably a valuable argunagi Geertz’s analyses has, no doubt,
brought important insights into cultural acts tivatuld otherwise seem opaque; however, as

Swidler points out, his approach is lacking in ottegards:

9 An eminent example is found in his now famoudyaisiof the Balanise cock-fight (Geertz 1973:41):5
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“By making the cultural event central in his accouBeertz makes it hard to ask how
central it is in the lives of its participants. Alllture is vividly lived, because he

examines it only at its peak and for those mostraliyiinvolved” (Swidler 2001:20).

By merely concentrating on cultural highlights tBeertzian tradition has, according to
Swidler, contributed to construct a false perceptibculture as a congruous entity (Swidler
2001:13). Aiming at documenting the deep-rootedifitance of some selected cultural
expressions Swidler argues, “the task culturalymtslset themselves is still most often
describing the unifying principle of a cultural s3” (Swidler 2001:12). This notion of
culture as a unified system is what Swidler sorglp disputes. To her, it represents a limited
and, in many ways, unrealistic way of looking atune, as it rests on what she finds to be a
false assumption of cultural consistency. If cudtig understood as a coherent system people
should be expected to act in a uniform manner,amirg the webs of significance in which
they are all entangled. What is more, if cultursesxas a coherent system, not only should
people act similarly as a group, one should algeeeixpeople to act congruously as
individuals, as their actions too are influencedalonsistent culture. Swidler, in her own
studies, finds no proof of this being the casestates “when we notice cultural differences,
we recognize that people do not all go about theginess in the same ways” (Swidler
1986:284). Swidler can not see that we live in@edg characterized by consistent individual
action or uniform group behavior and, to her, Ggtheory falls short in accounting for the

many irregularities, inconsistencies and variatiesobserve within one society.

A second and interrelated criticism raised by Seriglertains to the predominant focus in
Geertzian analysis. Since the Geertzian traditiainiy dedicates its attention to cultural
description, two important factors are left unaadged for: firstly, how culture actually
becomes meaningful to people on a personal basissecondly, how social actors,
themselves, put culture to use in their everyday What Swidler misses is a lens through
which we can understand people’s personal engagdesiiénculture; an appreciation that goes

beyond merely deciphering its content (Swidler 20Q114). She writes:
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“...understanding how culture changes, or indeed,austhnding what difference it
makes for someone to participate in a particulaltune will require that sociologists
address the problems created by the diverse usasmahon cultural materials”
(Swidler 2001:14).

This brings us to Swidler’s theory — and also tamkl of her disagreement with the Geertzian
framework. Swidler do not view culture as a systemwhich people are inconvertibly
ingrained; rather, she believes it exists as a nmugie complex structure that allows for
considerable individual variation with regards tmhit is perceived and how it is employed.
Even though the cultural materials are the samedople within a given society, how people
individually uses it varies greatly. In order tovadce our understanding of this diverse usage
Swidler calls for a refocusing of cultural analys/hat we clearly need are more
differentiated ways of describing not the conteintwdture, but the varying — what? —
confidence, seriousness, engagement with whichlgdmbd it” (Swidler 2001:14). Based on
her critique Swidler proposes a new approach tturllanalysis, namely her own theory of
culture as a “tool kit".

Culture as a Toolkit

A realistic theory, argues Swidler, does not presatividuals as “passive cultural dopes”, but
as skilled users of cultural resources they haedabe (Swidler 1986:277). In life we are all
faced with a myriad of situations and dilemmasalt easily seem confusing and perplexing
and we are all in need of strategies to make sefnge world we live in. An individual rarely
remains unchanged throughout life and also on sopai level people need tools to cope with

changing perceptions towards life (Swidler 1986;20001:25). Swidler states:

“We must think of culture less as a great strearwlmch we are all immersed, and
more as a bag of tricks or an oddly assorted ta@&ntaining implements of varying
shapes that fit the hand more or less well, arealwtys easy to use, and only
sometimes do the job” (Swidler 2001:24).
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To Swidler, culture does not comprise static welim@aning, but consists of a reservoir of
different strategies — or tools — that can be usdtlp construct a meaningful life. The tools
we chose sometimes works, while at other timesamdy, in parts or in ways unintended.
Nonetheless, what culture provides is a varietyno¥es from which to chose from, depending
on what we aim to achieve. In her bobdlk of Lovg(2001) Swidler skillfully utilizes her own
theory to analyze white, middle-class Americanstpptions about romance and love. In our
society the notion of love seems to be infused withther fixed cultural meaning and the
topic would, therefore, presumably be discusseduniform manner. What characterized
Swidler’s interviews, however, was that the resmonsl, for the most part, could not present a
coherent rationale as to why they loved the petsewn did, why they got married or what they
valued about being in a romantic relationship. ®ovey their viewpoints they instead had to
engage a variety of different discourses.

This was also the case with my interviewees, botdarway and in the US, and during the
course of an interview most of the men had to egnpleange of different tools to express their
viewpoints. One of the Norwegian participants gigasllustrating exampl& When | first

asked him if he believes men and women managehthienges of military service equally

well he responded, “so far | have, kind of, not teht there is a difference, not that I've seen at
least [...] It becomes so that you count them [wonsnguys, in a way. They have to do just
the same™" In regards to the next question on whether hebedi men are more suited to be

soldiers, especially for combat assignments, he teplied:

“Yes, guys like physical activities and to exhahetmselves and prove that they are

men, kind of, but there are many girls who are tha [too], but, | think the guys are a

19 participant N — 03. In my analysis, as well athis thesis, | use a simple coding system, whezditt letter
indicates which country the participant is fromftX Norway and A for America) and the number stahesorder
of the interview, ranging from 01 to 17 in each miwy. Since | have not focused on the impact of laagkground
factors besides those they all share — gendetanyilbranch and service time — | decided to go iin,
functional codes.

1 All translations from the Norwegian interview maakare my own. | have been careful to try to ttaresas
accurately and directly as possible and therefoneesphrasings may seem a bit awkward to englishksps. A
few times when using slang or a distinct Norwede&m, it has been necessary to use an englishtivatanly
closely translates the word used by the participalhin all, however, the translations are verggise in
conveying what was being said in Norwegian.
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little more fit to go to war, if that's it [...] | timk that has to do with the physical and

the psychological, it's a little more in place, @hare] more used to go through that”.

| followed up by asking if he thought men possessef the toughness needed in a combat
situation, whereby he responded: “Yes, | thinkisd,that really depends on the girl. There are
many girls who are fit for the military and theme anany who are not”. Within this sequence,
the man starts by framing the military as an arbare gender background is irrelevant; the
women have to do the same things as the men addihes he almost don’t see them as a
separate group. Moving on to the topic of soldigtime participant switched his stance and
instead present men as more fit for traditionalfararactivities. When [ followed up with an
additional question the man modified his view atades] that it really depends on the person in

guestion — some women are fit for military servicthers are not.

We see that the interviewee in no way approachedubject of gender relations in the

military in a coherent fashion, but uses diffeneggisonings to communicate various aspects of
how he feels. Instead of scrutinizing a particpl@ce of culture, Swidler believes we should
begin with its users, like this participant, “agikiwhat they do with the different ways of

framing meaning they have available” (Swidler 2@2).:

Cultural Universe and Personal Tool Kits

In our modern society we are constantly impelledhtoose between competing cultural
signifiers. The overall culture is much broader andtains far more elements than those we
personally adopt, and our cultural universe is muiter then the culture we make our own.
Determining which pieces of the existing cultureppropriate for our own use we all engage
in a critical filtering of the culture we are inrdact with, continuously deciding which
elements to accept and which to reject. This gjffirocess ranges from substantial matters,
like political conviction, religious belief or profind personal standpoints, to more trivial areas
such as style preferences or forms of speech. Ulheral components we choose to embrace —
ideas, images, attitudes, convictions and demeanars what compose our personal tool kits

(Swidler 2001:15-17,43). In the example given ahdolve interviewee’s view men as more fit
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for combat, but also that individual abilities dayin, both emerge from culturally embedded
convictions. Materials available for adoption vagrgatly from society to society, with each
culture offering a characteristic overall repednom which to choose from. Still, people
within a given society often share substantialgafttheir tool kits, as certain defining
elements are likely to be endorsed by most men{Ssviller 1986:284).

When it comes to the concrete use of cultural nessuthere are great differences among
people in terms of how much culture they applyhigit own lives. Swidler writes that: “some
people draw on a wide range of cultural precepis \vhile others move within narrow
confines, using one or two formulas or phrasesragadl again” (Swidler 2001:46). People use
their repertoires to varying degrees, but, oppasitehat might seem logical to infer, Swidler
emphasizes that the extent of tools a personasiould not be taken as safe evidence of the
scope of tools they actually possess; truth is,ynpeople hold a much wider cultural
repertoire than what they deploy on a day to daysba

A key factor to people’s cultural usage is theibib&or reflexivity, and Swidler makes a
distinction between what she calls a “settled” usran “unsettled” life (Swidler 2001:52). A
settled life occurs “when people have, in somee&sgingzen their sense of self in relation to the
world...”, a condition that is often the resultao$ettled career, a set personal life and a lilesty
where evaluation and questioning is not part ofrthutine (Swidler 2001:69). People in a
settled situation are less likely to exercise theflective capacity, hence, employs fewer parts
of their cultural repertoire. An unsettled life, tire other hand, is characterized by a higher
level of instability and uncertainty; this is ofteannected to work situation and personal life,
as well, but may also be due to search for newctie in life. Experiencing unstable times,
writes Swidler, one is prone to employ a wider yawhcultural resources and maybe even
adopt new ones, this to help asses and make sktisesituation and to determine which
course to take next (Swidler 2001:58,69).

People use culture to different extents dependmbife circumstances; though, either you use
a wide array of tools or just a selected few, Sevii$ careful to accent that people rarely go

around making well considered and thoughtful deaisias to which part of their repertoire to

56



employ. In everyday life use of our cultural repéds generally occures without much
consideration, as the tools we fully accept fuseith our experience in a manner so it no
longer seems like culture: “when culture fully tak# so merges with real life as to be nearly
invisible” (Swidler 2001:19). Due to this naturation process “the easiest way to see culture
as a repertoire is to examine a situation in wipiebple mobilizes several parts of their
repertoires simultaneously” (Swidler 2001:25). Auation in which people instinctively resort
to their tools for recourse is when they have sbdimgtto defend and to ask for a persons
outlook on a given matter is, therefore, an emineant to unveil how people draw on their
cultural resources. In the interviews conductedHes thesis, the men were asked to expound
their viewpoints on various aspects pertaining tonen and the military. Since the men were
not only asked abouwthatthey felt, but also to flesh outhy, they were in a natural manner
impelled to defend their positions. In this manndrlieve the interviews represent a suitable

body of data for Swidler’s theoretical framework.

National Cultural Repertoires

Apart from looking at the tools used by the menvitially, | am also interested in
investigating how elements of the Norwegian andculBire impact the participants’
viewpoints. For the comparative part of my analySianadian sociologist Michele Lamont
offers a valuable example of how to apply Swidlénsory to a cross-national context.
Working within a Swidlerian framework, Lamont inthaces the term “national cultural
repertoires”, defined as “relatively stable schewfasvaluations that are used in varying
proportions across national contexts” (Lamont ahceVenot 2000:8). The notion behind this
concept is the same as supporting Swidler’s tooilhidory; the difference is merely a shift of
focus from individual tool-kits to cultural toolpacific to a given national setting (Lamont and
Threvenot 2000:1). Lamont writes:

“each nation makes more readily available to itsrmbers specific sets of tools through
historical and institutional channels, which medhat members of different national
communities are not equally likely to draw on teene cultural tools to construct and
assess the world that surrounds them” (Lamont ame¥enot 2000:8-9).
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Lamont’s approach facilitates for investigationcaftural elements that are widely
disseminated throughout society and largely endiobyats members, thereby enabling us “to
analyze national cultural differences while avoglthe traditional essentialist pitfalls of
culturalism” (Lamont and Threvenot 2000:1). Throungn shift of focus from individual tool
kits to national repertoires, Lamont makes Swidléneory highly suitable for comparative
cultural research.

Theoretical Application

As stated in the introduction, | believe it is innfmt to grasp the cultural influences that lie
behind my respondents” viewpoints, and for thik tasgard culture as a tool kit to be a
promising concept. Looking to Swidler’s theory, whéind to be core strengths for my
analysis is her treatment of culture as diverseraadifold as opposed to a static entity, as well
as her rigid emphasis on people as cultural ub&ysheoretical application will be an
uncomplicated and straightforward matter. Reviewimginterviews | want to first establish
which cultural resources the men in each countayvdyn in their discussions. | then want to
explore how elements of the national Norwegian Amgtrican may have impacted the way
my informants perceive female military participatiand see how differences in cultural

understandings may caused the participants to frssnes in separate manners.

The following analysis is presented in four intencected chapters. The chapters are
thematically organized rather than structured addte two national cases. The opening
chapter addresses the interviewees’ perceptiomeofilitary and their participation therein,
followed by three chapters presenting and discgsbia three most prominent cultural
repertoires used by the participants. Since thpteharepresent sub-segments of the full
analysis, if read isolated they might give a fadeeception of the cultural usage as more
harmonious than what is truly the case; howevegnwiegarded as a whole, the analysis is
intended to provide a comprehensive understandihgw some repertoires enhance one

another, while others, again, exist as more orifegmgruous. The repertoires are examined as
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they are presented; though, | offer a more extengiscussion of all four repertoires in the

concluding chapter.

Presenting an analysis of such a vast intervievenais a challenging task; even more so

with the raw material covering two independent sa3® make a reliable analysis it is
important to not just cherry pick examples to gebherent story and | have therefore been
careful to comment on findings and present qudtasrot always corroborate the general
conclusions (H. Rubin and I. Rubin 1994:226). A¢ #fame, for a cross-national analysis to be
viable within this format all variance and nuancaanot be accounted for. This analysis,
therefore, focuses on the most well-defined viewfmias well as the most pronounced
repertoires, and examines how patrticipants in botintries relate to these (Lamont 1994:33-
34). Since the repertoires were not always equiheloped or utilized to the same extent
within the two national contexts, in some instanmes case receives a more lengthy treatment,

yet, in the analysis as whole this will get balahoet.
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6 Attitudes Toward Military Service

Women and the military was the main topic for thieiviews; however, it did not take long to
discern that the participants’ view on the militaryd their own involvment was considerable
different across the two cases. The American meergdly viewed their military participation
as a patriotic commitment they, as American citizevere obliged to take on. As members of
the Armed Forces they felt committed to abide Ibygher moral standard and be a leading
example to the rest of society. The Norwegiangherother hand, predominantly viewed their
stay in the military as a life-chance opportunilitary service was something they did out of
personal incentives; it was believed to benefitrtliedividually and was, overall, framed as a
personal adventure rather than a citizen obligafitms difference may seem somewhat
surprising given the fact that recruitment is awdary commitment in the U.S. but mandatory
in Norway. Given that the interviewees revealechstifferent approaches towards military
service in general, | commence the analysis by these differences and also review the
separate standings of the institution of the ArfRectes within the two countries. | then
examine how the diverging repertoires used by the ta discuss their service are embedded
in the wider national cultures, before I relate fingings to two predominant perspectives
within military sociology. To get a better underslang of how the men view their military
service, as such, provides valuable backgrounddorprehending their attitudes towards

women in the military.

Military Service as a Moral Commitment

“... the American people look
at us and look up to us”
(A-01)
The Armed Forces hold a high position in Americaaisty. Having lived in the US it is hard
not to notice all the small markers that indicéie tespect people have for the military and its
service members: Active duty soldiers invited tgpgke line at train stations; discounts
awarded in a wide range of places to both currentell as veteran soldiers; bumper stickers

and yard signs expressing support for the troopterans invited to identify themselves before
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cultural events to receive ovation; Starbucks @#&ed California wine sold with proceeds
going to military personnel; people wearing a capsshirt testifying their veteran status — and
the list goes on. While this is merely anecdotadlence, working on this project abroad it was

interesting to witness firsthand the strong presghe US military have in American society.

To comprehend the revered position of the Armead¢&®obne must look at the manner in

which the US was founded. Unlike most other coesirthe US was not created on the basis of
a common ethnic identity; rather the nation wasifided by self-interested men” (Berns
2001:133) on a shared ideological platform of wthay believed to be fundamental political
principles and inalienable human rights (Berns 2BDHAs the only country founded on a

creed, a cornerstone of the American identity lenallegiance to the very principles on
which the nation was created. What makes you anrisareis not your background, but your
dedication to the American ideology. Seymor Matiijpset explains: “Being an American [...]

is an ideological commitment. It is not a mattebwoth. Those who reject American values are
un-American” (Lipset 1997:31).

The strong emphasis on ideological loyalty has mtecha great sense of patriotism and
national pride. Such sentiments are both widespaeddntense and, compared to other
countries Americans “exhibit a greater sense afigte&gm and belief that their system is
superior to all others” (Lipset 1997:51). While tha@re numerous ways to demonstrate one’s
patriotism, there are few deeds more patriotic thenact of soldiering and to be a military
member represents, in many regards, the very qsiatee of patriotic devotion: “Patriotism
means love of country and implies a readinessdof& for it, to fight for it, perhaps even to
give one’s life for it” (Berns 2001:131-32). Ameais military involvements are, no doubt, a
much contended issue, however, the symbolic positfadhe Armed Forces — and even more
so the troops — is one that transcends politicagieements. While one might object concrete
military operations, it remains a shared natioealisnent that no one is closer to demonstrate

their national allegiance than the members of theetl Forces (Berns 2001:133).

The men | talked to seemed to be well aware theat gosition in the National Guard
represents more than an ordinary job. Many of theeAcan participants expressed that as a
military member they felt expected to embody thieies the institution of the Armed Forces

connotes and to act as a role model for the gepetdic (see Ficarrotta 1997). One respondent
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reported: "A lot of people look at us and | gugast the American people look at us and look
up to u$, adding that, as role models, "we need to mairttaeerprofessionalism and | guess
the moral high ground”(A — 01). The participantended this responsibility to also include the
US as a nation, saying that "as the leader in thddwAmerica has this responsibility that we
should walk the moral high ground and set a go@hgate” (A -01). Both nationally, as well

as internationally, the US and its military membeanes expected to lead by example and

demonstrate an exemplary sense of moral respabsémd commitment.

Another participant commended his fellow soldiard asserted that "the people you're
surrounded with are kind of a cut above. They'teaimitted for a better good hopefully” (A
— 08). Not only are service members expected towvanally set a good example, on a personal
level they are also “a cut above” their fellow o#ns. Asking the respondents which qualities
they believed a good soldier should possess, tleeg quick to mention traits that testify to
your personal character and the virtue most regdbalbeought up in response to this question
was “integrity”. To have integrity was viewed asae quality for any good soldier. One man
defined it this way: "I think number one, you knaike integrity. Always do the right thing,

no matter who is watching. Being overseen or naking sure you are always doing the right
thing. | think that is huge” (A — 02). To be a seldis about more than obeying orders and do
what you are told. It is also about your inner dspon and to possess a solid character was

perceived as an integral component of being a gi®doldier.

Moral responsibility was central also when it caiméheir motivation for enlisting. Most of

the participants had a clear sense of purposewabyahey joined the military and, while the
benefits they receive was part of the motivatiomae predominant factor was the notion of
“giving back” — either to community or to the copntOne participant said: "I always wanted
an opportunity to serve my country. I'm a firm leser that we can’t enjoy these freedoms for
free. I've always been looking for a way to do tH#t— 04). Another interviewee shared that
ever since he was young his parents have instilléin a sense of community, to "serve some
purpose that’'s greater than yourself” and his imgolent in the Armed Forces gave him this

chance of "contributing to something that’s larten yourself(A — 11).

What is more, several participants admitted thay tin fact, hoped to be deployed and to be

able to “sacrifice” in that manner. One respondsd:
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“I| definitely feel that as a Guard member in theeeves, to be able to do that, to
sacrifice some time on an active duty role, beiegloyed [...]| do have some

reservations, but | feel that the sacrifice wouévioorth it ...” (A — 02).

For the vast majority of men, their service in Acrened Forces was more than just a part-time

job; it was a vocation they believed they, as eitiz of the US, were committed to take on.

The American respondents exhibited a strong sefinssponsibility and aommitment
repertoirewas widely used to convey both their motivationderving, as well as their sense

of responsibility as service members. As militargmiers they viewed themselves as bound
by an elevated moral standard and expected totpavaoral high ground for fellow citizens.

On a personal level they believed it to be impdrtarpossess a committed character and a
strong sense of integrity. As citizens they felligdd to give back and sacrifice some of their
time, security, and effort for a greater good. Tfetycompelled to contribute to their country
and pay for the freedoms they enjoy, as Americtiperis. Individual considerations were
notably absent and their attitude towards the Arff@des was dominated by a profound sense

of moral and patriotic commitment.

Military Service as a Life-Chance Opportunity

“I thought this year would do me good, both
socially, physically and experience-wise. | do
not have a strong desire to go to Afghanistan
or fight for my country, or things like that”
(N -10).

The Armed Forces do not hold the same positionanaggian society as it does in the U.S.
The Norwegian Armed Forces are not endowed witlsémee high, symbolic status and
Norwegians are comparatively less concerned witbrde politics and maintaining a strong
military force (World Value Survey 2008). Military'visibility in Norwegian society on a day-
to-day basis is not considerable and Norway’s ariiparticipation abroad has not spurred the
same wide societal interest as it has among Amesica
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In terms of their attitude towards own service, Nwwegian participants showed a
distinctively different approach than the Americaan. The most striking difference was
revealed in regard to their motivation for servargl discussing why they were in the military
not a single Norwegian participant invoked a searfsgtizen obligation; in fact, the closest any
of the men got to refer to the existence of a aleice requirement was a few who admitted
that they were there because they “had no reasbypsot to”. One interviewee explained that
“| saw that | had received the notice and thougll, well” [...] | am not the person to lay
down and cry and scream to get out of somethingdsaided to try and make the best out of
it...” (N —17).

The vast majority of interviewees presented hightiividualistic rationales as to why they
“decided” to enter the Armed Forces. Most of thenmaderlined personal benefits and
pointed to the positive consequences this yeardvgield to them individually. One man

explained:

“Well, I really just thought to get a better resunités nice to have that on your resume
and it's a good thing with new people you know that you get to know new people.

And it [military service] is just good to have umd®ur belt” (N — 05).

To build their resume was frequently mentioned a®#vational factor, along with
socializing and getting to know new people. Sontgbatted their stay to private
circumstances, as for instance one man, who sguwiried “...mostly because | flunked New
Norwegian, so then | didn’t get into any schootsit's really a year off before school” (N —
06). Others, again presented more intertwined egpilans as to why military service

eventually ended up as a good option:

“1 guess it was because | lacked alternativesad fust graduated high school last
year, in 2008, then | had ... | could have startedstagies, but | was too tired of
school for that. | worked from June to the endet&mber at a grocery store, so | was
pretty tired of that, so | was kind of ready fonsgthing new, so when | got the notice |
could at least try, | don’t have anything to lodsethat” (N — 16).
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Military service was not something the participanténtionally aimed for; rather, it was a
convenient alternative in the situation he wad'me patriotic and communal motives so
dominant among the American interviewees were reggnt among the Norwegian
participants who, in turn, mostly viewed their naitly service as an individual project. One of
the men even said, unhesitantly, that to fightisrcountry is not the reason why he is in the
military. He joined “mainly because | thought tlysar would do me good, both socially and
physically and experience-wise. | do not have engfrdesire to go to Afghanistan or fight for

my country, or things like that” (N — 10).

When the participants talked about their initigbestations of what it would be like to serve, a
widespread anticipation was that it would be likethe movies”. They believed it would be
tougher and more in line with the hard-core routiepicted in Hollywood films and although
they never mentioned exactly which movies theyihadind, the comparison of expectations
with cinematic depiction was frequently made. Oespondent replied that he though it would
be “a bit more strict, that it would be harder anldt of discipline. It is a lot of discipline, kti

but it's not even close to the way | thought it vgagng to be. | thought it was going to be more
like in the movies” (N — 03)Another participant alluded to the same notion jragithat in

reality it is more like a normal job:

“I thought it was going to be more like the impriessyou get from movies and what
you imagine it to be — what you hear from othergdee- that it is very push, push,
push, with guys crying in the mud, kind of, buhits like that. It's more like a work
place, kind of” (N — 01).

Although some participants expressed disappointthatthey didn’t see more action, most of
the interviewees seemed quite content, regardhesdheir initial expectations were not quite
met. They were, after all, exposed to situatiorgstaaining they would never have encountered
in civilian life and, while the military was lesstense than they envisioned, they focused on
the experiences they did get and the new peopjegbiein contact with.
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The common manner in which the Norwegian partidipéamed their military service was as
alife-chance opportunityThe notion of opportunity was central both to whgy decided to
enter, as well as how they approached life whitgisg. To serve in the Armed Forces was
viewed as a chance for them to better themselaalgo physically as well as professionally.
It was also construed as a place to get experighegscould not get in the civilian world or

represented an opportune alternative in the sitndbiey were in.

National Differences and Cultural Conditions

Compared to the American commitment approach, tsvBigian life-chance opportunity
repertoire appeared less pronounced. Their motixees, overall, vaguer and subject to more
individual variation. Whereas the American explama were infused with strong ideological
conceptions, the Norwegian replies remained voidi@blogical connotations; their decision to

serve was predominantly spurred by personal incesiti

Considering the different intensities of the twpegoires one should keep in mind that the
situation surrounding the men’s service is distindifferent across the two cases; to enter the
Armed Forces is a far more profound decision foAarerican than what is the case for a
Norwegian. The institution they join is involvedaperations on an entirely different level
than in Norway, their enlistment is much longer anith a voluntary recruitment system, the
decision to sign up is entirely their own. For haerican interviewees deciding whether or
not to enlist represents, in many regards, whatBwrefers to as an unsettled situation. This,
seemingly, prompted them to make a more activetisalture materials (Swidler 2001:89).
Entering the Armed Forces may in the worst casetbesparticipants their life and the
American men, therefore, had to make sure that tiemision is well anchored. Doing so they
engaged powerful cultural conceptions that expjigtipported the choice they were making
(Swidler 2001:93). The Norwegians, on the otherdh&ind themselves in a more settled
situation. Their motivation, in turn, relied on rmowell-used cultural formulas, such as
individual opportunity and self-enhancement. Thew&gian men are not forced to make the
momentous decision of their American colleaguesciwmakes their need for cultural

resources less severe (Swidler 2001:103-04). Tdigseging settings may help explain the
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different intensities of the two repertoires, bt content of their evaluations may be better

understood by exploring the national cultures inchlthe men are embedded.

American national culture places great emphasisassonal liberty and self-governance, at the
same time as the notion of civil society is alseeatral cultural element. Americans generally
possess a strong community attachment and exhifait eften seems like an almost innate
urge to give back. What might seem like two polapasites — a prevalent individualistic focus
and a strong sense of communal responsibility iA iality, an interrelated matter; or in the
words of Lipset, “somewhat of a double edged-swdkdiset 1997:268). The American creed
promotes an elaborate sense of individual freedudhtlae Government is, to a large extent,
construed as an intrusive entity that needs t@beicted to not interfere with people’s
personal liberties. Yet, the creed also fostergh sense of moral duty and voluntarism.
People are expected, as individual moral agentegla personal responsibility to constribute
to the civil society in which they live; the crutraatter is that people do this freely and,
thereby, maintain their personal autonomy (Lip$g&7t276, 289). This double-egde sword,
some claim, is a pertinent aspect of American cejtas “the self-interest demanded by the
individualistic pursuit of success needs to berzdd out by voluntary concern for others “
(Bellah 1985:199). Several of the American partois believed it was important that military
involvement took place on a voluntary basis, makiryident that they valued their sense of
self-governance. Still, the notion of giving bac&saclearly ingrained in the interviewees and

represented a forceful cultural resource usedstifyutheir engagement in the forces.

The Norwegian national culture promotes a divergintiook. As a western democracy,
individual freedom is undoubtedly a central asédiorwegian culture, yet, the emphasis on
individual autonomy is less prevalent than in ti& NMorwegian society is characterized by a
high level of government involvement and as a usiakwelfare state the scope of government
responsibility is substantial. However, as oppdsesiany Americans, Norwegian citizens are
widely accepting of government intervention intovate life and the welfare state has
considerable support in the general public (Hagehtippe 1993:103). Claims have been
made that within the elaborate welfare system tan&inavian model represents, solidarity

becomes institutionalized to the extent of replgc¢hre notion of voluntarism. While the scope
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of this argument can be debated, there is littigdtithat Norwegian culture emphasizes a less
persistent attitude towards personal social respiihg (Selle 1993). Compared to the
American men, the cultural material available t® Norwegian participants made them less
prone to conceive their military involvement asaial obligation and the notion of personal

social responsibility did not represent the readigessible tool as it did for the Americans.

The life-chance opportunity approach of the Nonaagparticipants may, in turn, be better
comprehended by looking at the generational skien place with regard to moral ideals.
Compared to previous generations’ emphasis on fpelredient” today’s youths cultivate a
much stronger individual focus. Today “the indivad life-span is ideologically foregrounded”
(Gullestad 1996:37) and the individual person, \higir personal life projects, has taken
center stage (Gullestad 1996). The life-chance appity repertoire used by the Norwegian
men corresponds very well with this change in valystem and, as demonstrated, the
Norwegian interviewees were not hesitant to stategnal incentives as the sole motivation
for military service. American culture is also higimdividualistic. However, the notion of
community seems to have been a more forceful @lltaol in motivating the American
participants. The notable difference between haptrticipants discussed their military
involvement remains an intriguing aspect not onbyrf a cultural point of view, but also

observed from a theoretical citizen-soldier pertipec

The Citizen-Soldier Tradition Reversed

Moskos (1977) has made a noted distinction betweemilitary as amnstitutionand the
military as aroccupation whichrepresents an interesting parallel to the divergitigudes of
the American and Norwegian interviewedsipproached as an institution, service members
exhibit a dedication to the Armed Forces that edsdbat of an ordinary job. If perceived
merely as an occupation, it is not considered ndiifarent from any other job. Whereas the
American men treated the Armed Forces as an itistiftthe Norwegians perceived it more in
line with an occupatigrand their attitude towards serving did not appeardifferent from

what it would have been towards an ordinary ciwili@b. This national difference is especially
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interesting from a citizen-soldier perspective, ethdraws a distinct link between citizen
obligation and military service. The citizen-soldieadition is conventionally associated with
conscription and the idea that protecting one’sntgus an integral part of being a national
citizen. It has even been claimed that a systewolointary recruitment — as in the US — serves
to weaken this link by letting individual incentsreeplace the feeling of national duty
(Kestnbaum 2002). My findings, however, found @ssertion to be quite reversed. The
American interviewees, who all enlisted on a vaduptasis, displayed a strong sense of
citizen obligation; the Norwegians, rather, were ¢imes to frame military involvement as an
individual undertaking assumed for personal gdioisriore on this see Krebs 2009; Soeters
1997). Table VI presents these national differences

Table V. Attitudes to Own Military Involvement

The US Norway
Attitude Towards A commitment: a social A life-chance
Service responsibility, a patriotic effort and opportunity: a

a way to give back to society undertaking for

personal gains,
motivated by highly
individual incentives

Cultural Foundation An elaborate emphasis on personal Less focus on the
freedom, yet balanced out by a individual obligation to
strong sense of individual social give back, more
responsibility acceptance of public

interference. The
personal life-project
fore grounded.

Relation to Citizen- The military approached as an The military
Soldier Tradition institution, corroborates the citizen- approached as an
soldier tradition occupation, subverts
the citizen-soldier
tradition
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Having established the separate manner in whicinéeapproached service in the Armed
Forces, the diverging attitudes make up an interg@$siackdrop for exploring the main
discussion topic for the interviewees, namely tpenrspectives on women in the military. In
the next chapter | start by looking at the notibeguality and how it was used by the men in

discussions of women’ roles.
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7 Two Understandings of Equality

In both countries, gender equality was a largeppsuted principle and a readily available
resource frequently used by the respondents toeftaeir outlooks. The majority of

participants did not depict the military as an esolely male arena unsuitable for female
participation; rather, the interviewees genergllgle favorably of women and expressed great
appreciation for females in the ranks. There wasmon agreement across the cases regarding
the positive value of gender integration and alginthetoric were used in assessing the

advantage of a gender-mixed force.

While equality represents a prevalent social vatugoth Norwegian and American national
culture, it is far from a straightforward concelptthe opening chapter of their boBkuality

in America Sidney Verba and Gary R. Orren discuss the imbenabiguity of the ideal'...

the blunt term equality can not convey all thatistake. Equality has many meanings, often
contradictory; it is not one issue, but a compléissue$ (Verba and Orren 1985:1). This
ambiguity became manifest when getting into moexge discussions about women'’s
position within the Armed Forces. The meaning &gakcto the concept of equality, as well as
what aspects they found important were not jusstree between the two countries and
looking closer into the material, two divergingsset reasoning became apparent. Whereas the
Norwegian men used a repertoire embedded in arrstadeing of equality as meaning equal
treatment of men and women, the repertoire emplbyeitie American participants instead
focused on the importance of men and women beiagtgd the same initial opportunities and

given an equal chance of serving and succeeditigeidrmed Forces.

In this chapter | first discuss the overlaps inegahattitude towards women in the military,
before investigating the two different equality egpires used by the participants. After
substantiating the two repertoires | look at hoe diverging notions are embedded in a wider

cultural context.
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Women as a Welcome Asset

“Women have qualities that us guys don’'t have
at all at that make us learn from each other, and
make us more competent for all kinds of things”

(N - 10).

There was widespread consent among men of botbnadities that women represent a
valuable asset to the military establishment. lthlsountries the men assertively
complimented women, both on a personal basis dsas&@omen as a group. Compared to
themselves, females were believed to possessaratitfrange of qualities, which makes them
a beneficial resource to the forces. Female sadiere not presented as inferior to men;
instead they were portrayed as different, yet dgwaluable members of the military.
Contrary to what has been claimed by integratigmoogents (e.g. Mitchell 1997), women were
not discussed as foreign or disruptive elementstlagid presence was much appreciated and
valued by the men on both sides of the Atlantic.

When asked to elaborate on the specific qualities@n possess that are beneficial for the
military, most of the men, Norwegian as well as Aicen, had no problem naming positive
attributes. Numerous qualities were listed, fotanse “better multi-taskers”, “good
organizers”, “better thinkers”, “good social skilend “tougher mentally”. In Norway,
however, the men more typically emphasized comnatioic, empathy and compassion as
valuable traits. One man put it like this: “womemnde smart in all kinds of strange ways, but
first and foremost | guess they have an abilitthtok a little longer, to be more sympathic and
to show more solidarity ...” (N -10). Another parpent believed women create a more
intimate environment: “... its just kind of a feelinf closeness that makes us more
comfortable, feel less trapped here — not just ligvery direction, kind of” (N — 13Many

of the Norwegian men also said they preferred tdide in women and that they felt they were

“easier to talk td or to “confess in”.

Also talking favorably of what they perceived améde characteristics, the American

informants emphasized somewhat different virtuegahisable. Diversity was more often
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underlined as an advantage; since women not netgs$bak in the same manner as men they
can provide “a different train of thought”, “othperspectives” or “new insights”. One man
summarized it this way: “l think women think diféartly and bring other things to the table, as
far as ideas, brainstorming and an ability to bangjfferent thought process than males — the
way males think — in general” (A — 02). Just adlorway, many of the American men talked
favorably of women as more empathic, however, rsorthen their Norwegian counterparts a
repertoire consisting of more traditional gendearelsteristics were invoked when discussing
women’s sensitive side, e.g. depicting women asrénearing kind of people [...] better
comforters, better nurturers” (A — Ofnother interviewee felt “that they have more s@aof
focus on everyone’s welfare instead of their owlh™(15),while one commended them for
their “phenomenal job of caring, compassion — aafor soldier troops, military members that

are dealing with things that they are dealing wi{h™—02).

Although none of the interviewees expressed antlgMeostile attitude towards female service
members, in both countries there were also those meutral in their attitudes. These
participants were hesitant to attach specific getateels to concrete qualities: “I guess it
depends on the person either way” (N — 17) orltoglhout men and women as two

distinctively different groups:

“..I guess | think you would definitely lose if ydan’t include women in the military,
but | don’t know it's necessarily because it's @iéint than what men have. | think it's
just more people, as always, that brings a largeolf skills to the organization” (A —
07).

These interviewees were generally just as supmodigender equality, but found individual

differences to be more pertinent than general miffees between men and women.

Asking about their group composition preferencles,majority of men said they favored
gender mixed-units over working in exclusively mgteups. Some believed that women
“pbalances things out”, while others confessed fhet/“liked having women around”. In both
countries, several interviewees admitted that witly guys around, men will often act more
unruly; they tend to be “a little more rowdy, areldlittle bit more crude and tell dirty jokes

and all that” (A — 08). In a mixed unit, on the etthand, people “tend to work a lot better and
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in a more positive way” (A — 12Working with women “adds a different aspect thaates a
different interaction; not that manly action-mangdtdy type of bonding, but it becomes more
professional” (N — 4). Women were, by and largespnted as having a positive influence on
group dynamics and a Norwegian respondent, whagurasic training was in an all-male

company, even admitted he felt a void with no wompessent:

“I just really noticed that something was missingnrd | noticed what it was when |
came here [to the base] because then we had tlkeosgetrcent — the unit | was in for
the security course it was very, it became somediffatent. It became a much more
diverse group. [...] The atmosphere and mood becamething completely different,

like, just by having them there” (N — 02).

Accompanying their gender egalitarian viewpointaptable number of men in both countries
concurrently engaged a generational discoursetipoisig themselves and their generation’s
gender values as distinctly different from thoséhef “outgoing generation“of men. One
American plainly stated “we’ve just gotten to thint where we are going to get rid of the
oldsters, and then the people that are comingwadays don’t really care what color your
skin you have or what gender you are” (A — 10). theo juxtaposed the “old military” with
what he perceived as “the new military”, which ontrast “opens up a lot for women” (A —
03). A Norwegian participant referred to traditibgander perceptions as “an old dinosaur
way of thinking” (N — 04) that is no longer valid ioday’s society. Using a discourse
underlining generational difference, the men poséd themselves as more liberal and
inclusive in their gender outlooks — a “new forcgmpared to the past cohort. Although
present in both countries, a generational discowesemore frequently used by American

respondents.

An equality repertoire emphasizing equal worth weargloyed by men in both countries; no
one discussed women as inferior members of thepgroas lacking profound characteristics
needed in a military environment. While respondeetgaled interesting similarities in their
adherence to a gender egalitarian agenda therédhaasyer, significant national difference
when it came down to the particular meaning inmédes attached to the concept of equality.
These differences were especially accentuatedscudsions of fitness standards and

conditions of women’s service. Then, when partiotpaliscussed the issue of conscription in
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Norway, or draft in America, their viewpoints tewld® again converge and, once more,

prompt the use of a similar equality repertoire.

Equal Treatment versus Equal Opportunity

“It should be the same, really,
since there should be equality”
(N —09).

Physical Standards

Both the Norwegian and US Armed Forces operate s@gfarate physical fithess standards for
men and women during the initial military trainingomen are subject to a lower standard,
which means that they have to complete fewer setsaaee allowed longer run-times during
fitness tests. The practice is justified by gertiferences in muscle mass and general body
structure. When | asked the Norwegian men how fekwbout men and women being subject
to different fithess requirements, there was agr@gting split in opinion. Certain participants
had no problem accepting the practice, stating“thats are stronger” or “we’re not built the

same”, which makes a difference in standard ordy™f

The majority of interviewees, however, were faslaaderstanding of the differential
treatment of male and female recruits; if a cerstamdard needs to be maintained, it is neither
fair, nor make sense, for one group to be exengpth&se men, gender was simply not viewed
as an accepted reason for dispensation and theyotiaelieve it was right for women to be
treated as a separate group entitled to their oves:r“If there are certain criteria for things

you should be able to fulfill those criteria, ifyare either male or female” (N — 08). Another
respondent concurred, stating that “if women afeitothe military, they kind of should do
what they guys have to do, not dodge” (N — 3)e conditions under which your serve were

not considered a negotiable matter, adaptablertaceemembers’ gender.

Other participants contended that since women atrexcused from any of the actual work

they have to do in the military, different fithegandards simply do not make sense:

75



“I believe the physical tests are made so that sfeall manage to get through this-and-
that; a long run, carrying heavy equipment and ¢jsitike that. And when you're first
out doing that run, you got — everyone got the saquepment and no one has — there
are no differential treatment there. It's just thleysical standard, so that exactly — |
just think it is a strange way to do things. Bthihk the Armed Forces have just started
with it, so it's not so intimidating for girls, s8s not as hard, and things like that.
Maybe they started with it [a lower standard] tojast it up later, because the way it is
now, | feel is kind of — strange. It becomes a tfpgender discrimination, in a way”

(N —04).

The physical reality of military life does not adfuo one’s gender or, as pointed out by
another participant “the things don’t weigh lesst joecause she manage to carry less” (N —
15). Since men and women are otherwise subjetietsame expectations and workload,

leveling one group’s fitness standard was neitbgarded as logical nor reasonable.

Some interviewees also pointed to the male baramaet claimed that it does not represent an
unattainable standard, even for women. One marekperiencedhat “those girls who are

good and actually try, they manage to meet the staledard, and there isn’t that high of a
physical standard that they can’t make it” (N —. 1f7fhe male requirements are manageable if
women only commit themselves, than there are reoresafor why that standard is not made

the universal norm.

Among the Norwegian men, gender differences ireitnstandard were not perceived as a
clear-cut matter of accommodating variations betwtee male and female physique. Many
expressed dissatisfaction with today’s differenpiactice, either believing that requirements
should be inviolable or questioning the logic behmaintaining two parallel standards. Instead
of gender specific requirements they called fordittons to be the same across the board; if

the norm of equality is to be honored, all recroged to be treated the same.

The American interviewees viewed the matter diffilse The perception of differential
requirements being unfair or unethical was not edhay the American respondents; to the
contrary, in fact, several of the men believed hgyust one training standard is what would

be unreasonable: “I don’t think it would be fairdo one standard, because they obviously are
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not built the same, its not fair to give them handerk [...] making it fair is a very good idea”

(A = 14). The notion of “fair” was in the Americaontext not equated with “same”, but rather
with adjusting the requirements so that people hagesame outset according to their physical
disposition. To level the criteria was not percdias a violation of the creed of equality, quite
the reverse, it was considered a manner of ensthraigpeople of both genders have an equal

opportunity to succeed.

Other participants asserted that job achievemehteigey factor when it comes to physical
standards, not the requirements themselves. Onegaraaived today’s practice to be
“perfectly fair”, stating: “The way I look at it jare they [women] able to fulfill their job? If
the PT standard [Physical Training standard] alltvesn to fulfill their job then go ahead and
go for it” (A — 09). Maintaining a difference is itself not judged as an offense; if running
slower or doing fewer push-ups still allows youltna satisfactory job that’'s what is important

— as concluded by the same respondent, “that’stdboctionality”(A — 09).

Also according to this perspective, gender bagedds standard is a matter of creating equal
opportunities. If easier requirements do not r@stnamen from doing their designated job,
the concrete content of the fithess standard isigoificant. Allowing women to serve under a
different set of conditions is not considered a te@aker for attaining equality, but a

reasonable adjustment that facilitates for womepjsortunity to serve.

While the general sentiment among the American wesione supporting a dual fithess
standard, some interviewees did not approve optasent practice. However, quite
interestingly, the American skeptics framed thealgimg of separate requirements as a
manner of disenfranchising female service memlimeaintaining that women’s lower standard

presents them as less capable than male soldieesm@n put it like this:

“| believe not holding them to a higher standasdust like, oh well you can go ahead
and be equal with guys, but it’s all right, you taeally have to. You can go off and
slack off in this and that. | don’t think it matsgfior the job, but | think it patronizes
women” (A — 04).

It was not the different standards that is targetethe main problem, but the consequences it

bears in that it symbolically portrays women aseakvlink in the military work structure.
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Another man said: “I think it's more sexist therytimng [...] it's probably an old fashion
concept, | guess, women can’t do as much as guy&~.03). While the actual attitudes may
differ from the men referred to above, the arguraeon relies on the same reasoning, namely
how it affects women'’s standing in the Armed Ford¥bether they argued that a differential
standard is what best provides women with an eguizket, or believed that this practice
patronizes women and detracts from their stattisarmilitary, the participants used a common
repertoire that, in both cases, emphasizes thertampze of creating equal opportunities for
women in the forces.

Treatment Within the Military

The equal treatment repertoire used by Norwegigpaedents became even clearer when
getting into more details about women’s positiothvm the military. As part of the recruitment
strategy to increase the percentage of women ihNtneegian military, certain measures have
been taken to accommodate women'’s entry. For instamomen are not required to sign a
binding contract — a declaration of consent — waftér three months and they are also invited
to exclusive “girl meetings” to get helpful advioa how to handle life in the Armed Forces
(Jenter i Forsvaret fra A til A 2010).

Even though women represent a significant minanitthe forces, facilitating differently for
female service members was not viewed as an a@deptenner of raising the numbers.
While not all participants commented on these megsduring their interviews, among those
who did it was clear that this was an upsettingt@natWhen asked if there, in their mind, were
any specific obstacles for a full integration ofmen, differential practices were quickly
mentioned as a deterrent:

Participant: The declaration of consent at the end of basiming. And all those girl

meetings, they are not really necessary, if younask...].

Interviewer is it unfair that they [women] are subject to s@dreatment?
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Participant: Yes, most definitely. They have said yes, thanstheyld be able to handle
it in the same way as everybody else, even iviblisntary. It is close to voluntary for

the others in here, as well (N — 08).

Another interviewee could not hide his feelings whalking about “the benefits” women
receive in the forces. To him and others he hageslewith, this was viewed as distinctly

“provoking”:

Participant: They fuss around and set their own rules, just beedhey are girls,
which, of course, provokes a lot of people. Bec#lusehing is, there has been such a
fight over equal rights and all those kind of then@hen, when they enter the military,
damn it, they receive special treatment — just beeahey are girls! Those are the

things that really provoke.

Interviewerwhat kind of benefits do they typically get?

Participant: Well, when they first enter they receive a “part@rus™? they get

money because they are girls and because theylsinadl a “pantie-bonus”. Okay, they
need to wear this-and-that kind of panty and —okay what about us? We need to
shave, right, if not you have to apply in ordekeep your beard. Why don’t we get a
shaving-bonus, kind of, because razor blades tkst,a lot more. It's kind of —
everything is catered towards the girls [...]. Itju®n’t make sense that the girls are
integrated into the military because now there egeal rights, and then they receive
special benefits because they're here — since we tesbe a male dominated branch.
That, | think, is wrong. It’s just like getting eveight, then all we do is just turn the
table (N — 13).

12 Even though Norway practices mandatory militanyi®e for men, it is considered a relatively eastter to
escape duty. Due to financial constraints and bucigs the military can not afford to take in akmwho, in
theory, are fit for service, which means that disté#s of a rather minor character has often beeough to be
released from service. With the new selection systmmmencing in 2010 the official policy is to atonly
those best qualified (Evensen 2007).

13 Because female recruits do not receive militanyamvear, as do the men, they receive a 4 NQ&etillegg
(pantie-bonus) in addition to their daily allowarioecover the costs of undergarments.
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The notion of equal conditions is, once more, eddkejustify their stance on the differential
treatment women receive. Special arrangement®foale members were seen as a clear
violation of the equal treatment standard theydwelishould apply; even more so than the
separate fitness standard, as these arrangememetpereeived as an excessive way of
privileging women because of their gender or, aséspondent said, “just because they are

girls”.

The US Armed Forces have not deployed any simifategies designed to attract and retain
women. Females are, however, subject to differentlitions than men, as they are banned
from service in any direct combat or front-line pios. Asking the interviewees about their
view on these restrictions, the majority of men @oance more utilize a repertoire
emphasizing equal opportunities to convey theitomlis. One man stated: “| guess because |
think they can do it just as well as men, if sonee@so inclined, and they join and they want
to do that, then they should be allowed to” (A 3. ¥nother participant adds: “we are slowly
becoming a nation and even a world of equal oppdst@nd | don’t see any reason why they
couldn’t fulfill any role they want to fulfill” (A— 01).The combat restriction policy was not
considered unfair because women are spared frorimgen the most hazardous positions, but

because it deprive them of opportunities.

Some participants connected their rejection ofggreder ban with the commitment repertoire
discussed in the previous chapter. According tedhmen, the restrictions on women'’s roles
are not merely a matter of being excluded fromatepositions, but also of being prohibited

from serving your country in the most dedicated nenOne interviewee stated:

“If that person is willing to go ahead and sacr#itheir life, my opinion is that — you
know what — if they are capable and willing to do Isdefinitely agree with that and |
don’t think there should be any restrictions ondésms being able to perform in those
roles” (A — 02).

The most committed way to serve ones nation isstoyour life while protecting it and by
excluding women from direct combat positions yoeedt them the chance to demonstrate and

act on their patriotic devotion. In this sense, bafrrestrictions entail that women are deprived
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of a dual opportunity, as these roles are alsctiyréied to what is so important to many

Americans, their sense patriotism.

Mandatory Service

What was most univocally targeted as an equalsigisue by the Norwegian interviewees
was the existing practice of male conscription. e did not favor being the only ones
forced into the ranks and nearly all the men Igdlko believed the system is ready for reform.
Offering their viewpoints, many respondents quesitbwhy the Armed Forces should be
exempt from the norms of equality governing the oésociety, contending that it is time for
the widespread demand for gender equality to aldode military service. One interviewee
statedwell, | have always said that if they shall hawvpial rights they should take it all, not
just equal rights in the areas where themselves iwveBo | guess | think everyone should go
in” (N — 08). Gender equality does not just impsttgng the same benefits, but also the
obligation to take on the same responsibilitiesilitany service being one of them. Another
interviewee concurred, saying “I think, in a waygirls are so focused on equality all the time,
I think that since we have to be in the militargnihgirls should also have to do that. That
would make it like fifty-fifty” (N — 12). Yet anotér believed since women “nag about equal
right all the time [...] this is a good place to staeally” (N — 11). The military was largely
construed as an arena where women could demontteatérue commitment to the ideal of

equality and show that they were serious about thenand to be treated the same as men.

Although there was substantial agreement that tegept conscription system illicitly violates

the principle of equality, not all of the men bebe a change necessarily requires subjecting

women to the same service as niéres, they don’'t necessary have to do military servbut

it should kind of be the same for both, either camity service for those who are not so fund

of mandatory service, or something else” (N — @Hother interviewee, sharing from personal

experience, agreed that there is not just one wé tof service to your country:

Participant: | would rather... | have a cousin who is the sameasgkam. Her father
was in the military and for some reason she hastspgear working in a retirement

home and in a kinder garden, so if you for instainaé women do — it would kind of be
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damn un-cool — but if they worked in a kinder garde did other things than what
guys do now, then maybe that would be better foegspand maybe better for them,
too. There are several ways to do mandatory seamcewe know from before that

many positions [in the military] could be elimindtand that it costs a lot of money.
Interviewerso they [women] could do more of a civil service?
ParticipantYes, there are many ways to serve your counthynkt(N — 10).

While it was still considered important that theemall treatment of men and women is the
same, these participants were more permissivenmstef the concrete job women could do.
There were also some men who solved the issuedgesting that neither should be forced
into service: “I think it should be, like, both [ggers] could if they want to, not that both are
forced, but that they can if they want” (N — 09).

There was common agreement that the unequal batam@ntly existing between men and
women needs to be corrected, however, there wgsistaine view on what this correction
should entail. Still, whether it is to incorporatemen into the mandatory service system;
prescribing them a different kind of social serviceeliminating forced service requirements
altogether, their arguments all rest on a strorigrée of equality of conditions. The
interviewees did not oppose the present practicause they, themselves, wanted to be
excused, but because it so clearly breaks witlcatteral tenet of egalitarian treatment, which
they believed should be honored, also in the ArFades.

While the US Armed Forces relies on voluntary réorant, they do have in place a “Selective
Service System”, the so-called draft, which me&as &ll men between the age of 19 and 26
are liable for military service should a shortag@@untary personnel occur in a situation
where manpower is direly needed. The draft onlfieppo male citizen and has not been
effective since the Vietnam War (US Military Just2010). Asking the American men if they
believed also women should be subject to the daafgtable number confessed they did not
think it should be limited to men alone. One magtohically asked “If | have to go to war,
why can’t they?” adding”l think it should be men and women. | mean if veegoing to be fair

about it, and that would be kind of — not [necabgagexist — but, just picking out the men” (A
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— 16). Another stated, much resembling the arguatient of the Norwegian men: “Yes, | do

think it should be, because that’s what equalitgial danger, equal responsibility” (A — 10).

Discussing this issue, the previous repertoire j@torg equality of opportunities were largely
discarded and instead replaced by the equal treat@eertoire recurrently used by Norwegian
respondents. Since the draft exists as an exigeeagure that, if reinstated, signalizes that the
nation is facing a serious crisis, this questiansed to evoke a different sense of collective
responsibility, one that resembles the attitudeoohmitment with which the men approached
military service, as such. Stepping up to the gfageur country needs you is not a matter of
securing opportunities, but of fulfilling your oghtion as a citizen and in this regard women,
as equal citizens, should be expected to shargatie social duties as men. With a few
exemptions, which | discuss in the last analyseptér, it was widely agreed that this citizen
obligation should not be gender specific, prompthgyAmerican men to employ a different
understanding of equality.

National Differences and Cultural Conditions

The two equality repertoires, as exposed in thaptdr, seems to well embedded in the wider
national Norwegian and US culture which, as | artjue, cultivates two diverging
understanding of what equality means.

Egalitarianism is a fundamental ingredient of treWegian national culture. The ideal of
equality is both widespread and well supported,tar@bntend that egalitarian values have a
powerful presence in Norwegian society is “a ratlgontroversial assertion” (Skarpenes
2010:238). Norway is a country where “egalitariangiderations are pervasive, highly valued
and legitimate” (Skarpenes 2010:222). Both at thenmlevel of society at large, as well as
the micro level of everyday interactions, polititsaand regular people alike conserve a
developed notion of equality. The predominant galtaonception is one that goes beyond the
mere protection of basic rights and is more broé&aityised on the creation of substantive
equality among the citizens (Aukrust and Snow 18Krpenes 2010; Svallfors 1997).
Political intervention — such as re-distributionva#alth — is generally regarded a legitimate

means and to restrain people’s freedom — like #@nomic liberty — to create more equal
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social conditions is not considered inadmissiblea($rs 1997). Norway is a society where
mechanisms of equalization are widespread and alithghe prevalent support of mitigated
collectivism and egalitarian principles, the Norwaygnational culture is “a culture

conventionally considered as a prime example ofitaganism” (Skarpenes 2010:222).

Norway, it has been claimed, possess a passiaqtality; however, the strong urge for
egalitarianism has also given cause for concera.dulture so entrenched with egalitarian
values, there is little room for pluralism and siking extraordinary is easily targeted as
suspicious (Graubard 1986:107-08). This pitfalvedl captured by the “Law of Jante”, or
Jantelovena constructed village law that first appeared noeel by author Aksel Sandemose
(2005), but has become a lasting cultural referefibe basic tenet of this law is that you must
not think you are special, or more importantly iéet you are better then others. Many
perceive this conformist ideal to be the downsitid@wegian egalitarianism and it is also a
feature that distinctly separates the Norwegiarakiyuculture from that of the US (Kiel
1993:60-61).

Equality has always been a guiding principle of Aican society, stretching all they way back
to its constitution, which when created embracedtson of equality unparalleled by any other
state (Lipset 1997:143). At the same time, theegb@li equality has always existed in a fine
balance with their other cultural tenets of induadity and liberty (Lipset 1997:19). As
discussed previously, the American Creed promatedaborate sense of freedom and
individual rights. People shall be able to liveithiée as they please without excessive
government intervention, a hands-off approachithabt only a result of their intense
commitment to individual autonomy, but a politigainciple believed to simulate individual
development and personal achievement: In a sottiatyallows people to live largely
unrestricted by public interference, individuals¥&she maximum ability to developed their

personal talents and skills (Lipset 1997:128).

This idea lie at the heart of the American notibequality, namely that people should be
enabled make the most of themselves and their itegsaio a manner that rewards individual
endeavor (Verba and Orren 1985:24; Lipset 1997NV&)ba and Orren (1985) writes:
“Equality opportunity to make of one self what ara has been the dominant norm in

America. People should have equal rights and oppities to develop their talents; ability and
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effort should be awarded” (Verba and Orren 1985[6g national ethos of the American
dream captures the very essence of this balaneeéetindividual autonomy and equality of
opportunity: In the US, people shall all have anaepportunity to freely pursue what they
want and try to make of themselves what they wwghether you succeed, however, is up to
personal skills and effort (Lipset 1997:287; Vedwal Orren 1985:257). Equality, as fostered
by the American culture, is less elaborate tharNbevegian conception. It is predominantly
concerned with maintaining equality @bportunity less so equality aksult To secure
equality of result would demand too much constrampeople’s liberties, an interference that

strongly violates the American passion for freedd@arba and Orren 1985:127).

Equality of opportunity was a stance repeatedlyppsed in defense for women in the Armed

Forces and a notion also maintained for why wontemulksl be allowed certain dispensations.

The different approaches to the concept of equallong with the cultural embeddednes of

their understandings, are presented in table VI.

Table VI. Two Understandings of Equality

Norway The US
Approach to Used an equal treatment Used an equal opportunity
Equality repertoire. Emphasized that all repertoire. The important matter
force members should be subject is whether or not women receive
to the same rules, in terms of equality of opportunity. Different
fitness standards, conditions within fitness standards perceived as
the military and mandatory service permissible if it secured women’s
requirement. Conditions perceived opportunities. Exclusion of
as unfair when women are subject  females from direct combat
to a different standard than the positions seen as unfair as it
men. deprives them of an opportunity.
Equal treatment repertoire
employed when discussing draft
eligibility.
Embedded in the elaborate Embedded in the tenet of equal
Cultural understanding of equality opportunity central to the
Foundation promoted by Norwegian national American culture. Focus on
culture. Focus on creating securing equality of opportunity,
substantive equality among people enabling people to make the best
of their abilities.
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There was also considerable consent among thenr@sth countries that if a woman only
proves herself, she should not face more barriecause of her gender, a viewpoint

corroborated by the repertoire discussed next, lyaaneritocratic repertoire.
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8 Support of Meritocratic Principles

Alongside the two equality repertoires, the mew aksployed a distinct meritocratic reasoning.
Utilizing this cultural tool the men argued tha¢ timportance is not background
characteristics, but how well you perform as a@er$n other words, it does not matter
whether a person is male or female, the determifsiar is the merits they can present and
how well they do their job. The meritocratic rejpée was in both contexts used directly as
well as indirectly in support of females, as itelephasizes women’s gender status and
allowed them to be judged according to their pentmce.

A meritocratic argumentation was widespread amoag of both nationalities; however, some
distinct national differences were apparent. Théetowratic repertoire used by the Norwegian
participants was often used in a vague manner,lynieicicating that personal qualities are
important. The repertoire was of a more princigeracter and even though the men conveyed
the importance of looking at personal qualificatidhey rarely went into details of why this is
decisive. Moreover, the meritocratic framework wasd in two different manners: one that
harmonized well with their notion of equal treatrevhile another — as we shall see —

underpinned a seemingly opposite reasoning.

The American respondents displayed a more elabooateeption of meritocracy and their
understanding stretched beyond the principle agbro&the Norwegians. Their meritocracy
repertoire played well together with their perceptof equality of opportunity and the two
tools appeared to enhance the validity of one amofrhis, | argue, may result from the
extensive emphasis on merits in the American ogltaifocus that also in the larger cultural
context is closely connected with the ideal of éqyuportunity. The Norwegian national
culture does not promote the same merit-based appra difference | discuss at the end of
the chapter.
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“It Depends on the Person”

“... you choose the person who is best qualified,
not because they are male or female” (N — 04).

As we have seen, the Norwegian men predominantigrad to a gender egalitarian agenda
and even though their notion of equality promptezht to speak out on what they perceived as
an unfair double standard, the baseline of thewpboints was, nonetheless, that women
should be treated the same as men. The meritocegictoire represents another mode in
which the men revealed their support of gender l@gueand showed their acceptance of
women in the Armed Forces.

A phrase repeatedly used throughout the intervieas ‘it depends on the person”, a
statement implying that individual qualities is ane decisive factor than ascribed background
traits. Some of the less talkative men used thegeghrase as their main answer to questions
on female participation; others would use the phiessa qualifier and then add a more detailed
response. One interviewee responded when askedtiiks flirting may cause a problem in a

gender-mixed group:

“Well, it really depends on the people, if they rage to separate — how to put it —
leisure time from when they are at work. So evangtrall in all, depends on the
person, but yes, it [flirting] may have a negataféect on concentration and things like

that — to a certain degree” (N — 02).

Others made a more pronounced use of a meritoceatsoning and expressed in a direct
manner that if women pass the same tests and execuhe same level as their male peers, the
fact that they are female is insignificant. One meplied when asked if he finds it problematic
for women to be in a unit that might experiencerglecounters: “No, not really. As long as
they have managed to accomplish the same as wd hawddn’t object to that” (N — 05He
would later add that “... if they [women] manage &sp the same tests as the men than it's no

harder for you than for us” (N — 05). The notionsvearroborated by another participant:
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“... much depends on the person, anyway. The taskgtna the military they don’t
rely so much on whether you are a boy or a girwN@u are going out to shoot, now
you are going out to do these things, now you aiagyout to march — it's not really —
you don't get better just by being a boy or a difeel” (N — 17).

Success, or failure, is not contingent on a pessgahder but depends on their personal skills.
The same view was reiterated when discussing jpbiapments. Questioned if he though it's
better for the Armed Forces to have more men inrcanding positions one interviewee
replied:

“If you chose a man just because he is a man awodraan is better qualified, | don’t
think there is any point in affirmative actiror things like that, but you choose the

person who is best qualified, not because theyraie or female...” (N — 04)
Another man expressed that:

“if they [women] are just as good as the men — theygood at things they also — than
they deserve that position also. [...] it should behsat who is most deserving of the
position, have the qualifications to be there, gbtsposition” (N — 06).

This meritocratic rationale aligns well with the M@gian equality repertoire. Fulfillment of
the same standard was viewed as a precept of goamdl the fact that women are allowed
separate criteria is what primarily caused genol&@etdeemed an intrusive factor. The
emphasis on personal skills and qualifications;aweyed through the meritocratic repertoire,
promote a similar outlook, being that if a persttaias the objective criteria, gender becomes
insignificant. In this manner, both tools worksetiter and accentuates a corresponding

perspective.

Then there were some interviewees who proclaimegithno way viewed women as a
separate group. Also utilizing a meritocratic répiee these participants repudiated any impact
of gender background, but it a manner less congmigh the Norwegian equality approach.
One man stated: “at basic training there were aflgirls and | got no impression that they

4 The participant used the Norwegian wéjdnnskvotering
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didn’t belong there and they were accepted assopeand not as a sex, kind of” (N — 16).
Another interviewee didn’t think there was any eifnce working with women than working

with men:

“Well, in the military | don’t think there is mudttifference, really. They [women]
become gender equal and are not viewed as someatliagnot from me at least. You
are one of a group and than you don’t exclude fins.gOf course they are included”
(N = 03).

The awareness of women’s gender status as exprégsedh the equal treatment repertoire

is, in this context, renounced. The depiction ohven as a partly detached group due to their
separate arrangements is contradicted and genthstésad maintained to be an insignificant
factor. This illustrates how various cultural re@isgs can coexist and be employed at different
times, depending on the context and what is beisgudsed (Swidler 2001). What might seem
like two inconsistent understandings of women'sela the Armed Forces may in reality be
the result of the men discussing two different atpef the service. The equality treatment
repertoire was mainly used in referral to instdotl arrangements that allow women to abide
by separate rules. The men called for male andléesgvice members to be treated according
to one uniform standard, a perspective corroborayeal meritocratic logic. Then, when
discussing personal encounters and individual éxipegs with women, the men more easily
dismissed the impact of gender and instead pradebse women are approached as individual
people, not representatives of their sex — arudtithat also resonates with a meritocratic
reasoning. Addressing different aspects of womaenilisary participation the men engaged
differing cultural tools, which allow for “multipleultural framings of the same issue [to]
coexist side by side” (Swidler 2001:111).
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“Everyone Have Been Dealt With on an Equal Merit Bae”

“If they [women] can meet the standards
for it and they can carry their weight, yes,
| don’t see a problem”
(A —16).
The American respondents made a more elaboratef @smeritocratic repertoire. The vast
majority of men expressed that if women prove thapabilities, they will get their due

respect, regardless of their gender. One man equlai

“If those people have been doing what they are espg to do, they get that respect
and it [gender] doesn’t seem to matter. If they argood performer they get a lot of
respect and it doesn’t seem, at least in my expeeiethat it doesn’t seem to matter if

they are male or female” (A — 01).

The participant was quick to establish that peapéejudged according to the merits they show
and later concluded that “... | think everyone hagerbdealt with on an equal merit base” (A
— 01). Discussing women'’s suitability for differentlitary positions, the American men

largely consented that skills and effort are thetipent matter. As one man simply noted, “it
doesn’t matter what your gender is. If you know tystuff, you know your stuff” (A — 10).
Another participant agreed, stating: “It dependewerybody’s skill level, not because that
person is a girl. It's just how hard she is willitgwork” (A — 17).This attitude was echoed by
several men and reflects the same notion undertfi@g\merican Dream which, as we have
seen, propagates that success is achieved threugbnal effort, not who you are or where

you come from (Lipset 1997:287).

Several participants believed that having worketth\weople in the military, gender has not
been an apparent factor. One man explained théwé® not operate with gender specific
expectations, admitting “I would be very disappethtf | could not count on a woman to do
the same thing a guy can. | have the same expawsat{A — 16). Another interviewee

revealed:

“The biggest thing | noticed is there really isttiat big of a difference between

gender. It's more so of certain individuals — | mdar as many girls there are that
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can't, like, do their job right, there are just agany males. | never really look at the
gender thing” (A — 15)

A meritocratic repertoire was also instrumentatdavey their trust in the Armed Forces as an

institution. Discussing the allocation of militgpgrsonnel one man stated:

“... the military know what they are doing, | mearese they put people, they don't
want to send out people who are not qualified poaition, [I] kind of leave it up the

people higher up and believe they know what theydaing” (A — 03).

The same line of thought was corroborated by amgtaicipant who claimed, “each person is
a tool to get the job done. Knowing the capabai@ad limitations of your tools or of your
people is very important” (A — 10). The view thargonal biography is extraneous is, once
again, reinforced and what is identified as theiauask is to forcefully employ the available
resources based on their proficiencies. As thegeipants demonstrate, the American men
were more inclined to take a bird’s eye view omtkelves and their fellow soldiers and, in

doing so, display a meritocratic orientation tovegatige military as a whole.

Lastly, discussing the issue of combat positioms American men continued to rely on a
meritocratic repertoire. One participant repliethew | inquired about his position on the
combat ban, “I think if they [women] make it thrdugll the training [...] | think they are just
as well able to” (A — 05)Asking whether he believed women are better fitclentain military
positions another interviewee affirmed: “No, | dottiink so. | think anyone can do anything
as long as that’s what they want to do and theyared at it” (A — 06).The men once again
revealed their support for women in combat roleBat¥W's more, their meritocratic
argumentation corroborates the same logic undeylyia equality of opportunity repertoire; as
expressed by the last respondent, if this is winath@n want and they prove themselves able,

there is no reason why they should be prematurelljuded.

National Differences and Cultural Conditions

This tie between meritocracy and equal opportusitstearly reflected in the American

national culture. The American Creed assumes thet/ene should be granted the same initial
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chance to give their best and pursuit what theyt\{lapset 1997:83). Competition among
people is not viewed as harmful; rather, it isag¥ery individual to prove him or herself
capable. In American society, evaluations are,ltvge degree, made on the basis of
performance and compared to other countries, Amesiare much more likely to approve of
merit-based difference in reward (Lipset 1997:26herican culture have, to a great extent,
de-emphasized the importance of ascribed backgrwaitd, instead, “hard work, ambition,
education and ability have been regarded as mgvertamt for succeeding in life than social
background” (Lipset 1997:81). The American underdiiag of meritocracy does not require
that people live in equality, but rests on the idbat all should enjoy the same initial chances
of employing their skills as they see fit, in putsaf their own interests{Martins Pinheiro
Neves 2000:337). In a culture where individual perfance represents the foremost legitimate
mechanism to evaluate and reward, equality of dppdy is an imperative precondition and
in this manner invariably connected with the cdtyrominence of meritocratic principles
(Lipset 1997:83; Martins Pinheiro Neves 2000:338).

In Norway, on the other hand, the greater nationlilire sustains a somewhat different focus.
Norwegian society is in many regards less meritacthan the US. The prevalence of
egalitarian values have, to a certain extent, tgkenity over a more merit based system, a
cultural trait particularly visible in the educata sector, which have proved far less centered
on personal performance compared to other cour(@learpenes 2010). In the Norwegian
culture, values of solidarity, egalitarianism attdugsm are widely accentuated, both privately
as well as in public political discourse; valueatthave been claimed to diminish the
significance of personal merits (Skarpenes 201Q:228). In a culture more concerned with
the realization of true sameness between peom@entpact of individual performance will
likely be restricted. While the American notionezfual opportunity corroborates a
meritocratic approach, the Norwegian understandirgguality asameneshas, to a certain
degree, had the reverse effect. It is importamiote, however, this does not mean that
Norwegian culture is not influenced by meritocragiociples, which it undoubtedly is.
However, given the decreased emphasis on perserfalmance the Norwegian national
culture makes a meritocratic repertoire less allglto its citizen compared to the US where,

in turn, a meritocratic approach represents a raocessible cultural resource (Lamont
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1994:134-35). Having explored two cultural toolatthromote an egalitarian attitude, in the

last analysis chapter | take a closer look at viangs that were of a less supportive nature.
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9 Traditional Gender Perceptions

“...there’s of course always a few women that are
way more advanced physically and mentally than
males, but | would say in general males are propabl
more equipped for the military than females”
(A-12).

Despite the overall inclusive stance towards wonrerggard to some topics participants did
reveal a more traditional gender attitude. TheBtudés were embedded in a conservative
notion of male and female social roles and resjditgs and reflected traditional gender
ideals. The most definite issue that prompted #eeai what manifested itself agander
conservative repertoirevas protection of women. Across the cases themagdrity of men
agreed that in a dangerous or threatening situgtieymwould be more inclined to protect a
female colleague than a male. A notable numberdfgipants also believed men are more
suited to take on conventional military work, sashcombat assignments. Moreover, several
Norwegian interviewees admitted to an initial skapm towards female commanders, and in
the US some participants confessed that they pedenen as natural leaders and identified

domestic life as a female responsibility.

While there were some cross-national differencakemattitudes revealed, they did not appear
to be rooted in the broader national cultures.i€lpants’ use of a gender conservative
repertoire was often couched in discourses thahasiped socializing mechanism, some even
approaching ‘biological essentialism’, as well astappeared to signal pop-cultural
representations of military work. So, even though ¢ontent of the conservative attitudes did
reveal some national variation, the foundationheifrt outlooks did not seem to be confined to
the specific national contexts. What is interestgthat participants who expressed these
attitudes conveyed them in a manner that remainigdreconcilable with their general support
for women in the ranks. In fact, none of the melizutg this tool seemed to notice its
inconsistency with their general endorsement of eonasserted in response to other
guestions. The gender conservative repertoireetbie, was not utilized as a means to express

their disapproval of women in the military andtlms manner, seems to attest that the
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longstanding gendered nature of the Armed Foréks$brms soldiers’ perceptions of the

institution.

Female Commanders and Traditional Military Work

Discussing the issue of female commanders, a reotabhber of the Norwegian participants
admitted to have been somewhat suspicious aboutthisavould actually be like. Although
the men did not oppose women in leading posititmiem, a female commander represented

an unfamiliar phenomenon. One interviewee explained

“... I didn’t know really what it was going to bié, to have a female above you telling
you what to do, not that | have anything againat,thhave had female bosses in other
jobs, but you kind of have that impression of tilgary of men pushing you, kind of”

(N —01).

Several other men echoed this view and agreedh#wing a female commander departed from
their pre-existing expectations of the Armed Foreesording to which the role of a military
commander was strongly associated with a sturdgcuol@me man. In spite of their initial
suspicion, most interviewees acknowledged that whewy got to experience having a woman
in charge their skepticism was quickly forgotteheTparticipant above recounted his first
encounter with a female commander: “... she put ffarséhe position right away, [as] our
commander, and it seemed naturally then, | thinkai kind of, if you have the right

qualifications you can fit into any position” (NO4).

When the initial skepticism of high-ranking femaleas challenged, the men had few
problems modifying their stance and accept thabman could qualify as a good commander.
Interestingly, and as demonstrated by the partitiphove, the change of attitude was often
accompanied by a shift to a new cultural repertdsesoon as gender was judged
insignificant, the conservative reasoning was resed and instead a meritocratic rationale
was employed. The participant above announcesthatson with the right qualifications can
take on any position, regardless of being maleoraie, thereby re-framing the issue as a

matter of competence. According to Swidler a “frejushifting between multiple cultural
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realities is not some anomalous sleight of handtmihormal way in which ordinary mortals
operate” (Swidler 2001:40). People, continues Savjdklip frequently between one reality
and another, switching the frames within which thagerstand experience” (Swidler
2001:40). To discard one repertoire in favor oftaro— or to switch between cultural realities
— is just a basic strategy for making sense otttenging circumstances of one’s everyday
life; a strategy employed by the men to bridgediseord between expectations and actual

experience.

The topic that revealed the most rigorous undedstgof gender roles among the Norwegian
men was traditional military work. Compared to warmthe interviewees found men to be
more aggressive, even harboring more of a ‘kilstinct’; qualities stressed to portray men as
more befitted for the physically challenging okrgled jobs. Some participants linked these
qualities to childhood socialization and how bowd girls already early on develop separate

interests:

“If you look at kids, then, girls don’t run arounetry often with pistols and play
cowboy and Indian. We instill [boys with] war anidlence from we are very young.
It's just such things that stick with the guyshihk that instinct is extremely much

greater with us” (N — 13).
Another interviewee concurred:

“Without a doubt, that starts already in the chitthd, with boys who pretend to fight
and girls who play with dolls. It will always bédi that, no matter how much gender
equality there will always be a difference betwhew boys grow up and how girls

grow up” (N - 01)

Some participants took the argument even one stépef and claimed that men are
biologically determined to fight and kill. When &skif he thought men are more naturally
qualified for warfare one man quickly respondedhihk so. Definitely. It's just something in
the body, with the evolution and things like tHall,to survive, kind of” (N — 09). Another
interviewee confessed he would feel safer fightifangside other men: “Yes, | actually think

so, that men are maybe more instinctively preparddll others [...] So, if | was in a trench,
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then, | think | would be safer, or more secure ey, if there were men next to me, not
women”(N — 16).

The traditional core activity of the military prafgon — to fight — was often identified as a
male domain. Even though some of the men also dreawmeritocratic repertoire and
emphasized that there definitely exists some wowtemare just as capable to fight and Kill,

the predominant understanding was that operatisig@®ents is suited for male soldiers.

Still, the topic that prompted the most prevalesg of a conservative gender repertoire was the
issue of female safekeeping. The overwhelming mnitgjof the interviewees agreed that if
facing a dangerous situation, they would feel niocéned to protect the women than the men.
One man simply explained that “yes, it feels &lithore natural that you protect the women a
little more, the boys manage more on their own™{(B3).Another admitted... | have noticed
that you easily are a little more attentive towatasgirls. Really, I' m sure they don’t need it,
but it's something that is just there, an automiagponse” (N — 06).

While some described this as an instinctive respatisers were not shy to declare their
protective propensity. One man blatantly statéat's just how | am. My female friends are
worth more than my buddies, not that there’s mutferénce, they are all high up there, but —
it's about priorities” (N — 08). A participant ofsamilar viewpoint confessed that the protective

inclination is, in fact, the result of “an old-fashed way of thinking”:

“That relates to an old-fashion way of thinking tly@u will rather sacrifice three men
than one woman. That's an old mentality that rermawhat can | say, in the blood.
[...] You would rather, what can | say, go down thgoerself than send other women
in the line of fire, to say it like that” (N — 02).

There was broad consensus among the Norwegianhaethey either instinctively or
deliberately act more protective toward females Frhditional ideal of men as the safe keeper
was still very much alive; yet, the question of wWieg or not women need men to keep them

safe was for the most part left noticably unaddréss
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Men in Leadership Positions

The American participants, too, generally consetdeidel more protective toward female
service members. More so than for the Norwegiartsrviewees attributed this as the result of

something transcending cultural habits:

“I’'m not saying that | wouldn’t want to protect nfigllow men, but | would say that we
are built to protect women. That was our first jessentially. That mentality just comes
down to pure instinct. It's a good one if you rgahink about it, because if it comes
down to it, the world could be re-populated by angt full of women and three men.

But if you have three women you’re screwed” (A ¥ 09

The conception of the male protector was a forceliesl also in the American context. Some
participants, however, remained more circumspetteir replies. It was not rare for an
interviewee to first emphasize his general conéareveryone’s safety; at the same time as
concluding that they do keep an extra eye outfentomen. One man started off: “I guess the
best way would be to make sure everyone’s okayinmutld later add thatl’d actually more

so care for the women [...] | think it's almost sohiagy you're born with, kind of [an] urge”
(A—15).

In the US, as in Norway, talk of female safekeemngendered a widespread use of a gender
conservative repertoire. The men largely proclaitied they did feel a heightened sense of
responsibility towards women, an urge many Amerigarticipants ascribed biological or
instinctive mechanisms. Whereas the Norwegiansegial slip into more vague or
unexplained suggestions of this instinct as andiaattic” response, the Americans were more

elaborate in both their use of words and explicetio

The American participants also employed a gendes@wative repertoire in discussions of
general social roles. Several participants mada clistinctions in terms of what they
perceived to be male and female work, a divisi@t threctly reflected a gender traditional

role pattern. A few interviewees openly stated,timtheir view, men are natural leaders. They
believed men to be endowed with specific leaderahifities and that leadership roles should,
therefore, primarily be occupied by men. Asking@las view on the draft one interviewee

replied:
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“I think it should be the men that are called rathiban the women. This is their role
historically in this country. The men have takeangbn themselves to be leaders in this
country and protect it. | think that is the waytite draft] should be reinstated if the
government is going to force something upon you [think it's men’s responsibility”
(A —04).

Discussing gender composition in the Armed Foroedheer participant stated that:

“my perception is that men are typically leaders #rat is, | don’t necessarily think to
be let’'s say fifty-fifty or seventy-thirty malesmnthan females, it can definitely be
fifty-fifty [...] but a lot of the leadership roleging males, | think the majority of them
should be males” (A — 02).

When | asked why he thinks it should be this wag#didly replied "I think people will

follow a male more so then they would a female ieaalership role” (A — 02)These
standpoints align very well with a conventional denview, according to which influential
positions are perceived as a male expertise. Leatbs have traditionally been a male domain

and, according to some of the American participahts is also how it should remain.

More than just distinguish men as “typical leadeh&' last respondent also identified the
domestic sphere as women’s domain. Relying onaheegyender conservative repertoire he
explained his skepticism towards a gender-neutedt dystem:* | think it is just natural to

leave mums at home to better maintain stable hdmes than males being at home, you know
[...] my view would be take the men out of the holeaye women where stable homes can be
maintained ...” (A — 02) Another interviewee concudrfd guess I'd feel bad if a woman was
forced away from home and stuff and given a guntahtito shoot the enemy ...” (A —12).
This identification of the private sphere as a f@me arena is interesting both in that it
perpetuates traditional gender norms, but alsatbgtsng military duty within a broader

societal context. This being said, far from all mained such conservative views.

Just like in Norway, some American’s pointed to éffilects of early socialization and how that
may cause boys and girls to perceive the militafferntly. One man explained the unequal
balance between men and women:
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“It's not necessarily because of unwillingnesseabthem join, but because growing up,
females don’t think about it as a female occupathoou don’t hear as much, | mean,
they don’t play with GI Joes probably or they'ret goven them by their parents.
[...]They don't think “I want to be in the military5o they don’t go out and enlist” (A —
07)

The patrticipant frames the skewed gender compaositiothe result of a conservative notion of
who military service is really for. While this peective rests on a gender traditional reasoning
as well, it departs from previous viewpoints by erstoring the force of social mechanisms,

thereby avoiding an essentialist, or biologicdioraale.

Even though the attitudes, as well as manner ichvtiiey were conveyed, somewhat differed
between Norway and the US; participants in botmtaes affirmed the persistence of both
traditional gender ideals and gendered percepbobtise Armed Forces. Still, none, of the
interviewees were opposed to women in the serVice.men had no difficulty combining an
inclusive stance with the attitudes summarizeclie VII. In their responses, the men tended
to switch between two cultural realities, relying different cultural explanations depending on
the topic at hand (Swidler 1986; 2001). Participartmpetently shifted from one cultural
understanding to another and by deploying differepertoires, women were presented both as

a welcome asset and as the subject of genderedsranthessentialist thinking.

Table VII. Gender Conservative Attitudes

Norway The US
Attitudes of a Gender Initial skepticism towards female Feels more protective toward
Conservative Character commanders. female service members.
Belief that men are more suited Men believed to be more
for traditional military work. suited for leadership
positions or to have a greater
Feels more protective towards responsibility to protect the
female service members. country. Women associated
with the domestic sphere.
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10 Conclusion

Reflections on the Four Cultural Repertoires

This master thesis has investigated various aspébtisw participants from the Norwegian Air
Force and US Air National Guard feel about sendtugngside women. It has examined how
they framed their viewpoints and how their attitsidelate to the broader cultural structures. It
is clear from the interviews that the men did rmgraach the matter in a unified manner;
however, they did share some distinct culturalgdbéat they used to convey their perspectives.
Four main cultural repertoires have been identiigtiin each national context: A

commitment and life chance opportunity repertosedito discuss their military involvement;

two equality repertoires; a meritocratic reasorand a gender conservative repertoire.

Although the men | talked to work within one of midies most gendered domains they all
displayed a largely positive attitude towards wonmethe force. Both the American and
Norwegian participants agreed that female serviembers are a resource to the military
establishment who, with their own qualities, cdmite with something different from the men.
Most of the men preferred to work in mixed groupd amphasized that as men of the younger
generation they are inclined to approach militapmven more favorably than previous
generations. A shared equality repertoire was bggahrticipants to convey their inclusive
stance; at the same time, the manner in whichdpeyoached the concept of equality revealed

significant national difference.

The Norwegian men relied heavily on the Norwegiequality thinking” and were in

agreement that an equal standard should apply tegardless of gender. It was evident that to
most participants, being equal meant that thingsilshbe the same. The men were not
suspicious towards females, as such, but harboneidteustful attitude towards the separate
treatment they believe women receive. While thigseaped to be the underlying sentiment, at
times it did occur as if participants ‘blamed’ h&erential arrangements on women,
themselves, talking as if this is something theyearesponsible for or had demanded. Even so,
it was nonetheless the practices and not womersepce that was targeted. The equal

treatment repertoire so widely used by the Norwegien suggests that measures initiated to
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increase women’s presence in the Armed Forces iy & reverse effect — at least by its
impact on men'’s viewpoints — as gender-specifiaragements caused women to be perceived
as a somewhat separate group, unrightfully entitbetieir own rules. Even though the men
expressed appreciation for serving with womengsghexial treatment did remain a source of
suspicion and skepticism. This finding is corrolbedaby other research, as well (Hellum 2010;
Lauritzen et al. 2009). It was evident that in fragitheir reservations, the cultural tenet of
equality so entrenched in Norwegian culture represka potent resource. While the men all
expressed their individual viewpoints, it is hascekplain their outlooks merely as the result of
their own, reflective processes; rather, they rbestinderstood in relation to the wider cultural
context and the Norwegian emphasis on egalitaréunes.

The wider cultural context is also vital to undarst the concept of equality central to the
American men. Their understanding of equality waanty embedded in the ethos of equality
of opportunity predominant in American society. Bgopportunity is a fundamental value of
the American culture and undoubtedly informed hbevparticipant’s framed women’s
engagement in the Armed Forces. With a few excagptithe men were generally not
concerned with the concrete circumstances of wosngarticipation, instead their focus was
largely on whether or not the principle of equabortunity was being honored. For the
American participants it was important that womesremgranted the same initial opportunities
as men, which prompted them to perceive separstagement as permissible if it enhanced
women’s opportunities. We see that also among therfcan men there was a clear
connection between their attitudes and the culitifarge and while the men, also here,
expressed their personal opinions, again, it issnfficient to explain their outlooks as merely

the product of individual reflections.

In both countries a meritocracy repertoire represeanother mode in which participants
communicated a gender-tolerant attitude. Drawingh@repertoire the men maintained that
gualifications are the crucial factor, an approtat de-emphasizes women’s gender status. In
both contexts, the meritocracy repertoire corredpdrwell with the previously examined
equality repertoire. However, the interconnecti@swnore salient in the American case.
Relying on a meritocratic logic, the American resgents emphasized the importance of

looking to a person’s skills, and individual memsre proposed as imperative when assessing
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fellow service members. American culture is a pwofh nurturer of meritocratic principles;
yet, to maintain a meritocratic system it is ineddo concurrently uphold a system of equal
opportunity. The interconnection between the tws apparent also in the way American
participants discussed women'’s service. Women shoeilsubject to the same opportunity to
serve and, hence, granted the same chance as pevéotheir abilities. In this way the two
repertoires promoted a unified perspective. Evengh Swidler’s theory rests on the
presumption that people do not use culture in athway, this does not mean cultural tools
can not be used in a consistent manner, in fadtjI&wwrites that while some “operate with
much more fragmentary and incomplete systems @a&ifle.] cultural coherence may also be
developed by employing available cultural elemémis particular consistent way” (Swidler
2001:68). The clear consistency between the Amegasse of these two repertoires is an
interesting finding, also in how they further relab their commitment approach to military

service.

Among the Norwegian participants the two reperisere also used in an affiliated manner,
while not as patently as in the American contekie Norwegian men believed people should
be subject to the same rules and that whoever pioest qualified for a job should get it. Both
perspectives emphasize a similar point of view, elgirthat if a person has been trough the
same training and proves him or herself able, geisdmn irrelevant factor. The reply ‘it
depends on the person’ was frequently used by tdre@gians; a response that indicates that
individual differences are more pertinent than gerimhckground. Several men also stated that
in their experience, gender has not been an intilaslactor. They believed the women they
had worked with had been received more as indiVideaple than representatives of their sex.
This assertion rests on a meritocratic conceptsrwyell, even though it departs from the
notion of women as a somewhat estranged groupaddileeitr special treatment, as expressed
through the Norwegian equality repertoire. This dastrates how two diverging reasonings
can not only coexist, but also enable participtmtesddress multiple aspects relating to the
guestion at hand. While an equal treatment reperteas used to convey their annoyance with
the differential practices, the meritocratic reped was used to express their personal

experiences working with females.
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It was clear during the interviews that particigaint the two countries exhibited a notable
different approach to service in the Armed Fordé®= American men largely framed their
decision to sign up as the result of an internatmitment to give back, either to community
or country. Military service did, to many, represan opportunity to fulfill a social
commitment they believed they, as American citizéiase. Some participants applied this
commitment repertoire also in discussions of wors@xclusion from direct combat positions
and maintained it to be unfair to deprive womethefopportunity to serve their country in this
dedicated manner. In regards to the same quesgioticipants often intertwined a meritocratic
logic, as well, contending that if women prove tlsefaes capable there are no good reasons
for why they should be excluded from any part @f thilitary. The commitment approach and
the two other repertoires continued to be useddorsistent manner and promoted a

consolidated perspective.

The Norwegian men’s approach to own service didpofent together with the other repertoires
in the same congruous way. The Norwegian parti¢gpdiscussed their service as a life-
chance opportunity and an undertaking they believeald benefit them on a personal basis.
None of the men related their military service targer community or national responsibility,
instead they offered highly personal motives ashyg they entered the Armed Forces. This
life-chance opportunity approach and focus on iidial reward represents an interesting
departure from the demand for equal treatment,cgspewhen it comes to the mandatory
service requirement. Most participants believedas unfair that conscription only applies to
men and maintained that equal rights should inckgieal responsibility, as well. This outlook
does not quite harmonize with their attitudes ta@lgaown service, in which any sense of
responsibility was completely absent. Moreovekitg about why also women should serve,
no one mentioned the individual gains that militegyvice bring along, which was so decisive
for their own motivation. There were a discord betw the logics presented for why women
should serve and why they, themselves, decidedtty éhe Armed Forces. This dissonance,
once again, testify to people’s varying use ofurelt Addressing an issue, Swidler writes,
“people run through the different parts of theiltaral repertoires, selecting those parts that
correspond to the situation or exemplary probleat trrently holds their attention” (Swidler
2001:25). People seek to maintain a cultural tatoiide enough so they can orient themselves

and chose according to the situation at hand (8wRkD01:31). Whereas the American
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respondents tended to employ their cultural mdseniea unified manner, the Norwegian
participants approached the different issues iroeensolated manner, prompting them to

make a more diversified use of their cultural capes

We've seen that even though an inclusive attituds predominant among the interviewees,
some of their viewpoints were of a more consereativaracter. Utilizing a gender
conservative repertoire the participants expresgegs that reflected traditional gender
perceptions and conservative notions of male amdlie social roles. Several Norwegian
participants admitted that they had been somewegitical of what it would be to serve under
a female commander; however, the initial skeptiomas soon erased when they got to
experience that women can do a good job, alsorimtanding positions. A more widespread
notion was that traditional military work, and esjadly operative assignments, is more suited
for male soldiers. The majority also believed tiauld be more inclined to protect female

service members if facing a dangerous situation.

Also, to a large extent, the American men admittefiéel more protective towards female
colleagues, which many perceived as an innateniadtin. There were also some who believed
that men are natural leaders and that it theredflooelld be more males in leadership positions
or that men have a greater obligation to protestthuntry if needed. Along the same line,
women were associated with domestic duties andeponsibility to maintain stable homes.
While this was not a widespread viewpoint it, ndwedtss, accredits a distinctly traditional

gender pattern, which makes it interesting to oleser

Looking closer at the gender conservative repertdi departs from the previously discussed
tools in its lack of distinct national variationhi§ repertoire seemed to, instead, be embedded
in shared biological as well as pop-cultural nasiofihese ideas did not appear to be distinct
features of the Norwegian or US national culturg,rather beliefs emerging from shared
conceptions, or common cultural materials. Tablg &ttempts to summarize the main

findings of this thesis.
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Table VIII. Main Findings

Approach to Service

Understandings of Equality

Meritocratic Repertoire

Gender Conservative
Repertoire

Norway

Service as a life-
chance opportunity,
focus on personal
reward. Individual
motivation.

Utilization of an equal
treatment repertoire. Focus
on substantive equality
among service members,
low acceptance for special
treatment of women.

Expressed support for
meritocratic principles and that
qualifications are more decisive
than gender background. Vaguer
use compared to the US and
employed in two different
manners

Initial scepticism towards female
commanders

Belief that men are better for
traditional military assignments

More inclined to protect female
service members

Relation to Other

Corroborates a different

One use of the repertoire

Stands in stark contrast to the

Repertoires logic than the life-chance corroborates a similar logic as the  equal treatment and
opportunity repertoire equality repertoire, while the meritocracy repertoires
other supported a different
reasoning.
Cultural High acceptance of The cultural notion of Meritocratic principles are Not embedded in a distinct
Foundation government equality is elaborate and influential, yet the increased feature of the Norwegian

intervention, less
focus on individual
obligations.
Individual life-project
foregrounded.
Patriotic sentiments
downplayed

Norway is characterized as
a prime example of an
egalitarian society.
Understanding of equality
as sameness

emphasis on egalitarian values
downplays its impact, compared
to the US

culture.
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The US

Service as a
commitment, to
community and
country. Focus on
the importance of
giving back.
Collective
motivation.

Utilization of an equal
opportunity repertoire.
Focus on ensuring equal
opportunity for women in
the force, special treatment
perceived as permissible if
it helps secure this goal

Widespread use of a meritocratic
repertoire. Skills and merits
viewed as more important than
gender background.

More inclined to protect female
service members

Men viewed as natural leaders
and with a greater responsibility
to protect the country. Women
associated with domestic sphere

Relation to Other

Works well together with

Corresponds well with the equal

Stands in stark contrast to the

Repertoires the commitment and opportunity repertoire. equal treatment and
meritocracy repertoires Corroborates a similar perspective meritocracy repertoires

Cultural Enhanced focus on The notion of equal Meritocracy a central element in Not embedded in a distinct

Foundation personal liberties, opportunity a central American culture. Merit based feature of the US culture.

alongside a strong
emphasis on
individual
responsibilities.
Patriotic sentiments
prevalent.

element of the American
culture. People should be
awarded the same initial
chance to prove their
abilities.

reward widely supported. Strong
belief in the power of personal
endeavour.
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Relation to the Debate over Women’s Participation

A discussed earlier, women'’s entry into the militegalm has given rise to an ardent debate

and it is interesting to see how the attitudes eged by the participants relate to the general
arguments proposed for and against gender integrafhe wider debate on this issue has for
the most part been conducted between politiciamsgbrer ranking military members and it is

therefore valuable to observe how the attitudat®fground people of the organization relate
to them.

The view that women’s physique impedes them fromgla satisfactory job in the military

was not sustained by the participants. Women’&c#fit body type was little commented on
and for the American men this was something thatdcbe accommodated through adjusted
standards. The Norwegian’s objection of such adjasts, on the other hand, implies that
women’s physical strength was not seen as the inmeed asserted by integration skeptics. At
the same time, participants in both countries esqwé that they considered women less suited
for traditional military assignments. These typas$ignments are characterized by being
physically strenuous and even though women’s plgsigas not explicitly mentioned, it is

hard to believe this did not factor in to why th@sies where identified as a male strong point.
Other biological differences, such as women’s ghbit become pregnant of their enhanced

need for facilities, were not viewed as problemhbtidhe participants.

Women'’s disruption of unit cohesiveness was neipieeceived as a problem by the men |
interviewed. As we've seen, the vast majority pnefe: to work in gender-mixed units and
there did not seem to be a lack of bonding betvieemnale participants and their female co-
workers. It is, of course, hard to tell if the nferd it easier to bond with other men or if they
tend to build stronger relations with people of lene gender, but the assertion that women
deeply disturb the unity of a group did not holgetfor these participants.

Women’s emotional value, on the other hand, wasfarential factor on the men’s
viewpoints. The men did, overall, feel more pratectowards women and while some
attributed this to biological instincts, the heigied sense of concern does testify that women
hold a different status, causing the men to be ratae to their well-being. While the men
openly admitted to this, no one maintained that ihclination makes them or their unit more
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vulnerable for attack; however, the potential adgesffects of their heightened concern were

not directly discussed during the interviews.

The notion of equal rights was also reflected mattitudes of the interviewees. It was widely
believed that women should share the same respliysals themselves, either in terms of a
mandatory service requirement or draft selectiggikelity, a perspective also emphasized by
integration advocates. The connection between wnpamticipation and democratic
functionality was not commented on by any respotsjdiut the idea that women represent a
valuable resource one should not ignore was, howegehoed by a few of the men and

presented as a reason for why it is importantdo alclude women.

Only some of the main arguments that have circdlat¢he debates over women'’s
participation were employed by the men in this gtuis may indicate that for the younger
generation men, other issues are more relevatioferthey perceive female service members.
For instance, meritocratic principles and the lhehat skills is an imperative factor was widely
supported by the interviewees, but a claim thatfea®ften been maintained in academic or
political discussions. The fact that participamtiscussion only partly resonated with the
arguments made in the larger debates also sugpesisther factors are of more consequence

for how women are received and integrated wherriagtthe Armed Forces.

Theoretical Implications

Swidler’s theoretical concepts have proved veritfirsLin the analysis of the men’s

viewpoints. Approaching culture as a toolkit, ared a unified system, has illuminated how
participants rely on varying cultural logics to ey different aspects of how they feel. To
relate the actual attitudes to the wider cultuaadtext in which the men exist has further served
to elucidate the cultural understandings that déikibd their viewpoints. It has also

contextualized their positions within a wider franoek.

This study adds to the evidence that in everydaypieople discuss the same phenomena in
diverging, and sometimes even contrasting, manikersthose who engage diverging cultural

materials, however, their approach does not nedsappear inconsistent. In fact, none of the
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men in this study reacted to what appeared to h&asiting viewpoints on their part. To draw
on varying cultural repertoires seemed like a ratstrategy and while some interviewees used
different tools to convey a coherent perspectitieers used them in a less unified fashion to

address various facets of their outlooks.

This study has shed light on how cultural repegovaries according to national context and
demonstrated how the cultural elements centrdi¢d\lorwegian’s responses where not always
the same as those drawn on by the American paatitsp The attitudes expressed in both cases
clearly reflected sentiments found in the nationdiures at large and the overarching cultures
seemed to present the interviewees with reserebimseaning to which they resorted to frame

their positions.

While Swidler’s concepts have proved very usefeaitain findings can not be properly
explained by her theory as it stands today. A faittat is not thoroughly addressed by Swidler
is the notable difference in intensities with whible men utilized their cultural tools.
Throughout the interviews, the Norwegian men wdtenovaguer in their responses compared
to their American counterparts who, in turn, madeaae elaborate use of cultural materials.
The American’s were often more explicit in theittaral expressions, as opposed to the
Norwegian’s who used vaguer terms and were mousiaé in their replies. There is
admittedly a clear difference between the geneeadmar that Norwegians and Americans
speak. American’s are known to be more verboseoatgpoken, whereas Norwegians are
typically more reserved and succinct in the way tiadk. This being said, the different
intensities with which they engaged the repertasesonetheless, an interesting finding that

should not be discounted merely as verbal mannerism

In Talk of Lovg2001), Swidler states that people differ in teohlowrichly they deploy
cultural materials (Swidler 2001:71). People alaoywvith regards to thiatensityof their
cultural involvement. However, Swidler makes aididtconnection between an intensified
cultural use and people living unsettled lives (@ai 2001:90). Therefore, although Swidler
touches on the notion of intensity, her focus rermain the users and not the materials itself.
To Swidler, it is people’s engagement with culttivat might be rich or intense; what is not
examined is the force of the tools themselves. Bwibes not explore how some repertoires

represent powerful cultural resources, while otlhess so. In her review of Swidler’'s book,
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Lamont is sceptical of this notion that people digierent amounts of culture (Lamont 2004).
Perhaps extending the scope of investigation miatdude the content of the repertoires and
the way different cultural elements are chargeth different force will be a promising
expansion of Swidler’s tool-kit theory. The currshidy, at least, suggests that this may be

worth further investigation.

Swidler has only applied her theory to her ownaral context. Reviewing the evidence from
this comparative study, several questions arisggelto the issue of cultural intensity and
differences between cultures. Do some culturegn&iance, offer vaguer or less pronounced
tools than others? Do others promote more ardgett@res or nourish interconnected cultural
understandings that intensify their meanings and they are employed? Lamont’s notion of
national cultural repertoires have facilitated &acomparative use of Swidler’s theory, but,
neither she explores the concept of intensity ahdther different cultures equip their users
with more — or less — forceful cultural tools. Ddls fact that the American respondents
engaged the cultural repertoires in a more elabpest well as interconnected manner has
anything to do with the national American cultui®the Norwegian culture, in contrast, offer
less compelling cultural formulas, which accounttfee Norwegian participants’ vaguer

cultural involvement? These are questions that vaekd to closer examination.

Critical Reflection and Further Research

This study has provided interesting insights i@ attitudes of military men towards gender
integration in the Armed Forces; yet, some critredllections about the limitations of the
findings remain. First of all, considering the szaiof data, the material is based on a limited
number of interviews, which naturally limits theope of claims that can be made. No
generalizations can be made in regards to thenfgsdistill, the data may serve as a valuable
indicator as to what views military men may holdaomore general basis (Lemieux and
Schmalzbauer 2000:149). It is also important t@ tako account that all participants serve in
the Air Force. Substantial differences exist betw#ee military branches and the Air Force is
known to be the most benevolent in terms of accegtaf women (Orsten 1999:43,94).

Research conducted in other divisions of the mnjlidructure paints a less tolerant picture

112



(Harsvik 2010; Totland 2009). Moreover, the papiits mostly serviced in lower-rank

positions, leaving the attitudes of higher rankafiicials unexplored.

Certain reservations may also be made considenatghe interviews were all conducted by a
female researcher. | am, as stated, hesitantaohaetbo much significance to this gender
component, none the less, the fact that a womdeated all the interviews should not be
ignored either. If a male researcher was doingrttezviews participants may have responded
somewhat differently or discussed other aspectisedf viewpoints. A normal expectation, |
believe, is to think that if facing a male intemvier, attitudes of a more negative character
would more easily be conveyed. It is hard to prieditat might have been the case, however,
as we have seen, the outlooks presented in thdy stare not exclusively positive and other
studies do testify that military men are able tpress negative sentiments towards women in
the force, also to a female researcher (e.g. C6B0)2 This suggests that the researcher’s

gender may be of less importance.

Positioning this study in the field of existing @asch, a notable finding is that the sentiments
expressed by the interviewees were of a more ivewharacter than what has previously
been disclosed (Boldry et al. 2001; Cohn 2000; Retel. 2003). The overall supportive
attitude seems to represents a new element arwlitiioe interesting to explore this more
systematically. A stated above, the Air Force isn to be the most gender tolerant, which
prompts the questions: How do the attitudes ofigipennts in this study measure up to those of
men in other parts of the Armed Force? It woula &ls interesting to examine if gender

attitudes varies according to other traits, sucagesand military experience.

This analysis has been focused on the culturalenite on the men’s viewpoints and it would
be interesting to see how the attitudes of merntheracountries are informed by available
cultural resources. What are the differences anckd@ain elements tend to be more global in
character? We see that the gender conservativeogpealid not reveal distinct national
difference and expanding the research to includesrmountries might give a better
comprehension of whether some understandings ohiltary and women'’s role are more

universally endorsed. This would be rewarding boiim a theoretical point of view and a
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potential enrichment of Swidler’s theory, but alsam a military-sociological stance, as it
would further enhance our understanding of the gepdrceptions possessed by men in the
Armed Forces, as well as how they relate to theemsdcial context in which the military
exists. Based on the evidence presented in thssstheis clear that participants greatly relied
on national cultural tools to frame their positio@®nsidering the repertoires that were
employed, and despite some conservative outloaksg) lmenveyed, | believe it is safe to

conclude that women were — to a large extent —gpexd as their sisters in arms.
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APPENDIX I.

Interview Guide

Age

Military occupation/highest achieved rank:

Military experience (how long have you served, what was your job in the military etc)

1.

Why did you decide to join the military?

Can you a little bit about your military experience — positive, negative, important etc.?
Historically, the military has only admitted men; would you describe the military as a
masculine institution?

- In which ways?

Have you worked with any women in the military?
- How was that compared to working with men?

Did you behave differently towards women then towards men?
- Did the men act differently when only men are present?

Physical differences

Did you feel that the women physically measured up to the various tasks in the
military?
- Where there times you felt that women’s physical abilities caused problems?

How do you feel about the different physical standards for men and women?

Unit cohesion

Did you feel that the women were well integrated and functioned as a natural part of
the group?

Do you believe that mixing males and females in a group can have a negative influence
on group cohesion/ cooperation?

10. Do you feel that women create a different sexual environment to some of the men?

- There has been a lot of controversy over the issue of sexual harassment in the
armed forces; do you believe sexual harassment is a problem in the armed forces?
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11.

12.

- Do you believe women are too sensitive as to what they see as sexual harassment?
Do you see any positive effects of having women in a unit?

Do you believe it is hard for men to take orders from the opposite sex?
- Do you think it serves the military better to have men in commanding positions?

Emotional value

13.

14.

In a dangerous situation, would you feel an extra need to protect female colleagues?

Would you be more uncomfortable with a female casualty or female POW then if the
person was male?

General questions

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

How would you describe a good soldier?
- In general, do you think men are better fit to be soldiers then women?

For a well-functioning military, do you believe it is important that men are in majority?

Can you think of any particular obstacles for the full integration of women into the
armed forces?
- Pregnancy?

Do you think men, in general, handle the challenges in the military — physically and
mentally — better then women?

Do you believe men, in general, are more aggressive or have more of a ‘killer instinct’

that makes them better soldiers?

- Do you think women have the mental an emotional toughness needed to serve in
the military/serve in combat?

Are there any qualities you perceive as typical female that you see as valuable to be a
good soldier?

Are there specific positions in the military you think women are better fit to serve in?
- In the new kind of warfare we see in Afghanistan and Iraq, where the military takes
part in rebuilding a country and not just combat operations, do you see female as

particularly valuable?

Do you believe it is problematic that women with children serve in the military?
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- Do you think women with children should be deployed?
23. If reinstated, do you believe both men and women should be subject to the draft?

24. Do you believe women should be allowed to serve in combat?

Vignettes

A.

Joe and Jane are both officers of the same rank, but Jane has held the position for longer. Joe
is known to be physically strong, but also has a reputation for being somewhat obstinate and
stubborn. Jane is well liked, but some of her superiors worry that she pays too much attention
to the opinions of her soldiers. Jane wants to have a long military carrier, whereas for Joe the
military is only a temporary occupation. Both appear to be candidates for a commanding
position in Afghanistan, in a zone where many dangerous incidences have occurred

a. Who would you recommend for the position?
b. Why do you see that person as better fit for the job?

B.

A married couple, Sarah and Sam, is both enlisted in the armed forces. Sarah discovers that
she is pregnant and even though they are both happy about the news they disagree about her
future in the military. Sarah wants to continue her military carrier, but Sam feels that is
irresponsible, especially with regards to the likelihood of her being deployed. Sam, on the
other hand, thinks he should stay.

a. Who do you think is right?
b. Can you think of any solution to the problem?
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APPENDIX II.

Dear Participant,

Thank you for participating in the study ”Siblings in arms? Perceptions of Gender in the Armed
Forces”; a sociological research project conducted by graduate student Elin Gustavsen. The
study is a comparative study between Norway and the US that aims at exploring men’s
experiences and perspectives on gender integration in the armed forces.

Participation in this project is completely voluntary and you can at any time during the
interview end the conversation without explanation. If you wish to terminate your
participation all information about you will be immediately deleted.

For an accurate reproduction of the interview, the conversation will be recorded. | want to
emphasize that all data storage complies with standards of complete anonymity and only
myself, as the interviewer, knows the identity of the interviewees. Names of participants are
not included in interview transcripts, interview notes or recordings and with completion of
the study in 2010 all recordings will be erased.

Interview transcripts, notes from the conversation, and interview recordings are treated
confidentially and stored safely from all others then myself. In any publication of the study,
participants are presented fully anonymously and no individuals will be identifiable.

This study has been approved by the Norwegian Social Science Data Service and complies
with their human subject requirements. Responsible research institution is University of Oslo
and advisor for the project is senior professor Anne Krogstad.

If you have any question relating to the study or your participation, do not hesitate to contact
me.

Respectfully,
Elin Gustavsen

elingus@ulrik.uio.no / 520 248 2647
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