
 

 
ABSTRACT 

 
 

RYAN, DIANE MICHELE. In Their Place: Measuring Gender Attitudes and 
Egalitarianism among U.S. Army Personnel. (Under the direction of Mary B. Wyer). 
 
 

The present study investigated the attitudes of U.S. Army soldiers assigned to a Civil 

Affairs and Psychological Operations command and a combat division with regard to 

gender using the Attitudes Toward Women and Modern Sexism scales; and 

egalitarianism using the Social Dominance Orientation scale.  Soldiers (N=335) 

responded to a 78-item questionnaire that assessed their endorsement of group 

equality ideals, and collected specific information about individual characteristics, 

military training and military experience.  Multivariate regression analyses found 

gender and months of deployment to significantly predict gender attitudes, and 

gender and ethnicity significantly related to egalitarianism.  At the bivariate level the 

study also found associations between age and service component on both 

measures.  Gender attitudes and egalitarianism were also found to be significantly 

correlated.  Exploratory analyses further revealed rank as a possible moderator of 

the relationship between gender attitudes and egalitarianism, and found a dimension 

of gender identity to be a significant predictor of both as well.  Limitations of the 

study as well as implications and direction for future research are discussed.  
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In Their Place: Measuring Gender Attitudes and Egalitarianism among U.S. Army 
Personnel 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 The past six years of the Global War on Terror have illuminated the urgent 

need for transformative thinking at nearly every level of the military system.  In 

Winning the Peace: The Requirement for Full Spectrum Operations, Lieutenant 

General Peter Chiarelli, a two-time commander of troops in Iraq, highlights the 

significant challenges that exist for Army leaders in combat today (Chiarelli & 

Michaelis, 2005).  The skills necessary to “win” in the streets of Iraq stand in stark 

contrast to those indoctrinated during the Cold War and prior.  Today’s conflicts 

increasingly rely as much on intellectual abilities that contribute to winning the war 

of public perception, as they do on brute military firepower provided by cutting edge 

machinery.  Thus, the Army must adapt and change not only technologically, where 

it has traditionally focused, and but also socially if it hopes to remain successful in 

the 21st century. 

 Among the necessary social changes is an increased emphasis on personal 

interactions across cultures.  Indeed, retired Major General Robert Scales (2004) 

notes that these new types of conflicts may be resolved “as much by creating 

alliances, leveraging non-military advantages, reading intentions, building trust, 

converting opinions and managing perceptions” (p.32).  In sum, gaining the popular 

support of local populations is a vital and necessary component of sustainable 

peace.  Rarely mentioned in any of the U.S. military literature or training materials 
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however, are the special abilities and contributions of more than half of a nation’s 

population, i.e. its women.   

 Historically, the U.S. government and military have paid little attention to the 

gendered nature of war and post-conflict situations.  In the early days of the Iraq 

and Afghanistan conflicts - where concerns about women’s legal, economic and 

social status were highly touted by President Bush as a centerpiece of U.S. strategy 

- there was no coherent supporting policy.  For example, in the Iraq war one of 

many missed opportunities for women’s advancement occurred in 2003 when a 

U.S. Army battalion commander of more than 500 troops, blocked the appointment 

of Najaf’s first female judge after facing just 30 protesters in a city of more than half 

a million people (Hunt & Posa, 2004). Most of the theoretical literature on the 

subject of gender and war points to the patriarchal culture inherent in the military as 

a direct barrier to women’s empowerment (Enloe, 2000, 2002, 2004; Mazurana, 

2002).  In other words, the military force may inadvertently or otherwise marginalize 

women in other cultures, which in turn limits their participation and further 

entrenches male privilege in society.   

 But much of this theory is based on historical examples prior to the 

integration of women into the U.S. military and provides no empirical evidence on 

the individual thoughts and beliefs that form such a patriarchal culture.  Recent 

psychological research on gender roles indicates, at least in the U.S., that attitudes 

about traditional male and female roles are dynamic (Diekman, Eagly, Mladinic, & 

Ferreira, 2005; Twenge, 1997). Thus, do individual attitudes in today’s military 
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reflect traditional attitudes about male and female roles in society as the early 

literature would suggest, or have they changed alongside mainstream society? 

Also, how do their gender attitudes relate to attitudes about culture and cultural 

differences? Finally, how does deployment and interaction across gender and 

culture influence soldier attitudes?  Admittedly, individual attitudes are just one 

component of a very complex phenomenon, yet they provide a logical starting point.  

In the ongoing effort to “win hearts and minds” in nations where women comprise 

more than half of the target population, these are important issues to explore in 

order to maximize the effectiveness of the military’s mission. 

This study will address these matters by measuring gender attitudes and 

egalitarianism of select U.S. military personnel.  The military specialties of Civil 

Affairs (CA) and Psychological Operations (PSYOP) soldiers require the greatest 

interface with, and understanding of local populations in conflict and post-conflict 

areas. As such they are the focus of this study.  I intend to explore the relationships 

that specific individual characteristics, military training and deployment experience 

have with gender attitudes and overall egalitarianism.  I expect to conclude with 

implications for policy decisions and training considerations, as well as recruiting 

and retention strategies.   

Statement of the Problem 
 

 The gendered nature of war and conflict has only been recognized and 

addressed by the international community within the past thirty years.  While men 

are the direct participants in war, women and children are often the primary victims; 
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and women are largely responsible post-conflict for putting the pieces together and 

rebuilding communities and relationships ravaged by hostilities (Gardam & 

Charlesworth, 2000; Pankhurst, 2000).  Despite these responsibilities, it is apparent 

that in the midst of conflict and its aftermath, women face increasing marginalization 

and oppression, particularly in societies where women’s rights were tenuous to 

begin with. 

Yet “women's rights are a key determinant of the overall vibrancy of any 

society” (Haass, 2003, p.146).  They predict the degree to which women are able to 

make critical contributions to the economic, political and social welfare, i.e. 

prosperity and stability of a given nation.  Thus, recognizing and promoting women’s 

empowerment would appear to be a worthwhile goal for any society, but particularly 

for those in crisis. 

But often the presence of those called to help manage and resolve conflict 

further exacerbates certain inequities and impedes empowerment for marginalized 

populations.  With regard to gender equality and women’s empowerment, the 

presence of military forces tends to produce this result (Enloe, 2000; Hunt & Posa, 

2004).  Whether intended or inadvertent, understanding the underlying causes of 

these gender effects could have serious implications for conflict transformation and 

peace. 

Before outlining the specific circumstances regarding the military that hinder 

social equality, women’s empowerment and their participation in peace processes, it 

is useful to conceptualize several key aspects to highlight the gendered nature of 
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these processes.  Gender is distinct from “sex” and refers to socially, not biologically 

determined characteristics.  These terms are often mistakenly used interchangeably 

in many different media (Helgeson, 2005).  Substituting the word sex for gender 

implies that certain barriers to progress are a matter of nature, when in all but very 

few situations they are a matter of nurture, i.e. socially constructed and therefore 

subject to change.  

Peace is also a socially constructed phenomenon that describes the state of 

multi-leveled relationships. By definition, peace is the absence of war.  However, it 

is generally agreed that peace is a process and not an end state (Lederach, 1995).  

Furthermore, as conceived by Galtung (1969), it can be differentiated into two 

categories – negative and positive peace.  Negative peace requires some type of 

threat or coercion to achieve peace; it is associated with peacekeeping and 

peacemaking, which may include the use of structural (i.e. state-sanctioned) 

violence to deter or eliminate personal violence.  In contrast, positive peace consists 

of processes such as peace building involved in the elimination or cessation of 

structural violence and the emergence of a “stable social equilibrium in which new 

disputes are resolved without resorting to violence or war (Strickland & Duvvury, 

2003).  Expressed metaphorically, negative peace processes put out fires while 

positive processes attempt to prevent them from igniting in the first place (Peace 

education theory, 1998). 

In terms of positive peace, research has shown that nations with higher 

levels of domestic gender equality are less likely to resort to violence as a means to 
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resolve interstate conflict, and that the severity of violence in crisis decreases as 

domestic gender equality increases (Caprioli, 2000; Caprioli & Boyer, 2001). At a 

more individually focused level, women’s attitudes and behaviors are more peaceful 

than men’s and less supportive of the use of violence in most cases (Tessler & 

Warriner, 1997). Indeed, men commit over 90% of violent acts worldwide (Connell, 

2002). 

Theorists are deeply divided as to the underlying cause of the “women and 

peace” hypothesis.  In one camp are the essentialists who inextricably link peace 

with motherhood.  Proponents of this view are further divided on whether this 

instinct is biologically based or as a result of the social practice of mothering 

(Olsson, 2000; Ruddick, 1995).  Still others look to political structures, economics 

and their accessibility to these sources of power as the root cause of women’s more 

pacific orientation (Vincent, 2001).  Though ultimately important to answer the 

question “why”, it seems that in response to the finding, a more pressing matter is 

how to best capitalize on this phenomena given the current global state of affairs. 

But before women can actively participate in positive peace building processes, 

they must be empowered to do so.  

Empowerment as conceptualized by Rappaport (1987) is the ability of 

individuals to gain equal control socially, politically, economically and 

psychologically through (1) access to information, knowledge and skills; (2) decision 

making and (3) individual self-efficacy, community participation and perceived 

control.  Furthermore it is “an intentional, ongoing process centered in the local 
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community, involving mutual respect, critical reflection, caring and group 

participation, through which people lacking an equal share of valued resources gain 

greater access to and control over those resources" (Rappaport, 1995, p.796). A 

sense of empowerment comes from within the individual but also is deeply affected 

by external sources.  Thus it must be addressed through a multi-faceted approach 

aimed at individual, family, organizational and community levels simultaneously. 

 Empowerment is sometimes regarded as a controversial idea with respect to 

culture, particularly in the Middle East where certain patriarchal traditions are more 

firmly entrenched (Zimmerman, 1995).  Culture, however, “cannot become a haven 

for oppression, but instead must be a space where respect for diversity and 

participation in the development of new values leads all [people] closer to health, 

dignity and freedom” (Ortiz-Torres, Serrano-Garcia, & Torres-Burgos, 2000, p.887).  

Empowerment then should not be viewed as a purely Western notion, but rather as 

internationally valued.  Indeed, one of the eight United Nations Millennium 

Development Goals is to promote gender equality and empower women worldwide 

(United Nations Millenium Development Goals, 2005).  

 Thus the facilitation of women’s empowerment is essential to peace 

processes which, in turn are of direct interest to the U.S. military.  While a few select 

military leaders may quietly articulate this realization, gender is rarely if ever 

mentioned in official doctrine and strategy.  In fact, military involvement may, 

inadvertently or not, serve as a serious barrier to women’s participation in both 

formal and informal activities that directly contribute to peace. 
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In the specific example of Iraq, the U.S. has been widely criticized for 

its handling of women’s issues, or rather lack thereof.  In fact there are many 

who hold the U.S. largely responsible for promoting a sexist ideology there.  

Dubois, Kelley, Kennedy, Korsmeyer, & Robinson (1985) contend that 

A sexist ideology may be construed as one that takes as basic truths 
that women are less capable than men, embody qualities tempting but 
dangerous to men and are put on earth for the service of men. Sexist 
ideology gives rise to cultural conventions, habitual reactions and 
general practices that belittle women, overlook them, or shunt them 
into places of secondary importance (p.101).   
 

This accusation stems from the primary role of U.S. military personnel in the 

reconstruction and political negotiation processes handled in previous crises by UN 

civilian experts (Hunt & Posa, 2004).  UN Security Resolution 1325, unanimously 

passed in 2000 ensures “the full inclusion of women in all aspects of international 

peace and security processes” and UN specialists, trained to make this possible are 

part of the deployment package (Hunt, 2005).  But the U.S. military has no such 

policy and is not internally staffed to address this issue.  Thus it focuses on 

traditional practices and strategies to deal with the myriad of tasks it must complete. 

As Al-Ali (2005) points out “traditional militarized regimes tend to endow men 

with the power in politics and locate women’s importance within the family.”  Cultural 

concerns and security issues further magnify this effect.  U.S. men may be hesitant 

to engage foreign women for fear of offending native men, among other reasons, 

and they also feel obligated to establish security first and deal with human rights 

issues later (Coleman, 2006).  
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 While the military continues to wrestle with restoring some semblance of 

order to this highly volatile situation, one cannot overlook the social and cultural 

forces that complicate all facets of its ability to address women’s concerns. The 

prevalence of patriarchal societies is one issue.  With few exceptions, most modern 

nation-states were formed on the basis of male privilege, which remains in one 

manner or another. Ironically, war and conflict are a by-product of a hierarchically 

organized, male dominated society and as such are accepted as social norm 

(Connell, 2002; Goldstein, 2003).  Enloe (2000, 2002, 2004) contends that 

occupying masculinized militaries maintain patriarchal privilege on behalf of male 

citizenry through both overt and inadvertent oppression of women.    

Recent isolated incidents of overt oppression by U.S. military members in 

Iraq have been widely publicized, e.g. the human rights violations at Abu Ghraib 

prison including sexual assault and harassment of female detainees, and the tragic 

gang rape and murder of a Abeer Qassim Hamza al-Janabi, a 14-year old Iraqi girl, 

preceded by the massacre of her parents and 5-year old sister.1  However, it is the 

covert or inadvertent oppression and marginalization that affects the majority of 

indigenous women via two related phenomena. 

First the overwhelming majority of American-host country interactions are 

man-to-man.  Women comprise just 15% of the total force, and are excluded from 

the combat arms units that are currently responsible for much of the policing and 

                                            
1 Ironically it was the abuse of male detainees that made headlines.  Abuse of female prisoners 
largely escaped the mainstream press, including at least one confirmed rape by a prison guard, 
which was verified in the official investigation report by Major General Anthony Taguba (Lasky, 
2006). 
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reconstruction work.  Additionally, the highest ranking officers i.e. those with the 

most influence over foreign officials are almost exclusively male.  When cultural 

norms for interaction are unclear, opportunities for misinterpretation or 

miscommunication thrive. 

This is compounded by the second issue – current cultural awareness 

training that glosses over gender relations.  For example the Combat Studies 

Institute, the Army’s military history “think tank” recently published a primer on 

Arabic cultural awareness which was highly recommended reading for all soldiers 

preparing to deploy to the Middle East.  This thoroughly researched and otherwise 

comprehensive guide excludes any mention of Arabic women or nuances of Arabic 

gender relations.  The narrative repeatedly describes the Arab person in terms of 

“he” and “him” (despite depicting a frightened looking woman prominently on the 

cover) (Wunderle, 2007).  In the absence of specific training, individual men’s 

attitudes about women plausibly play a key role in shaping their cross-gender 

interactions. 

Those personnel in specialties that require significant cross-cultural and 

cross-gender relations are of central concern in efforts to understand how attitudes 

frame these interactions.  Civil Affairs (CA) and PSYOP are two separate and 

distinct military specialties.  The primary mission of CA is to perform activities that 1) 

embrace the relationship between military forces and civil authorities in areas where 

military forces are operating; and 2) perform specific functions that would normally 

be carried out by the local government.  This would include activities such as 
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populace and resource control, humanitarian assistance and emergency services 

(Department of the Army, 2000). 

 In contrast, the PSYOP role is to influence the behavior of foreign target 

audiences to support U.S. national objectives.  This is accomplished through a well-

organized information campaign that influences beliefs and emotions for the 

ultimate purpose of changing target audience behavior.  This resulting change is 

what defines mission success for PSYOP units (Department of the Army, 2005). 

 Although these two fields may seem quite different, they share at least one 

significant commonality.  Both activities require a great deal of interface with the 

local populace.  Although this requirement might seem intuitive with respect to CA, it 

is equally important in PSYOP as truly knowing what is salient among the people is 

the key to creating an effective message.  Also, these soldiers are expected to be 

proficient with regard to local customs, culture and language.  Their competence in 

these areas greatly improves credibility and provides the commander a non-lethal 

method of accomplishing the prescribed mission. 

 In contrast, traditional combat soldiers had little opportunity or requirement to 

deal directly with local populations until recently.  One of the major lessons learned 

from the current conflicts is the need for cultural awareness among all military 

members due to the rapidly changing environment and the shift from traditional 

combat to counter-insurgency (Chiarelli & Smith, 2007; Hajjar, 2006).  By its 

definition in the Army and Marine Corps field manual, counterinsurgency is a 

“decisive battle for people’s minds”, and is characterized by the simultaneous tasks 
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of small scale combat operations and nation building (Department of the Army, 

2006). The latter often requires units across the spectrum to be engaged in non-

traditional activities such as infrastructure repair, building economic capacity and 

implementing governance at all levels – all of which require significant interface with 

local nationals. 

 Another noteworthy difference between CA/PSYOPS and combat units is the 

complete exclusion of women at the ground level, or rather the “front lines” by the 

latter.  The two largest combat arms branches – Infantry and Armor – around which 

most tactical operations are organized do not admit women in any capacity. Women 

performing certain support jobs are permitted at the brigade level and above.  

However, since most of the day-to-day missions are performed at unit levels well 

below the brigade, women do not habitually participate in them.  There are no such 

restrictions in CA/PSYOPS units and women are allowed to take part in the full 

range of operational duties.   The issue of combat exclusion has raised 

considerable debate lately in view of the fact that there are no defined “front lines” 

on the battlefields in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Hence the notion of combat exclusion 

may be less of an issue than originally thought, and just who is qualified to perform 

the real tasks at hand may be the more important question to ask. 

 

Objectives 

 This study has four explicit goals.  First is to simply raise awareness about 

gender and cultural issues that operate beyond the confines of the Army unit.   
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Second is to develop an understanding of gender attitudes as they exist in today’s 

Army.  Third is to explore the influence of attitudes about culture and power among 

U.S. Army personnel. The fourth goal is to explore how gender and egalitarian 

attitudes in general are related to individual-level characteristics such as gender, 

education, deployment experience, etc.  All four goals are directed at advancing our 

research and training initiatives that better prepare personnel for the complexities of 

“winning the peace” for women and men alike. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This literature is divided along two lines: theoretical and empirical.  The 

theoretical literature begins with an exploration of feminist international relations 

theory, which sparked the initial idea for this study.  It also examines the relationship 

between attitudes and behavior and makes the case for why attitudes are an 

important starting point in the exploration of how U.S. Army soldiers behave toward 

the people they interact with in foreign lands.  Finally, it addresses Social 

Dominance Theory which establishes a basis for the social bias and prejudice that 

members of the hierarchy enhancing military may be exposed to. 

 This study also examines the empirical research related to both gender 

attitudes and egalitarianism in the military.  Many studies with military samples have 

looked at gender attitudes though most have focused internally, i.e. the effect of 

women within the male-dominated environment.  Fewer studies have examined the 

construct of anti-egalitarianism.  This review will summarize the relevant theories 

and findings and establish the rationale for the present study. 

 

Theoretical Perspectives 

Feminist International Relations. 

Feminist international relations (IR) surfaced near the end of the Cold War in 

response to the positivist limitations of traditional IR thinking.  Traditional IR had for 

some 350 years, rested on the premise that nation states form the most basic unit 

of analysis for political research, theory and action (Tickner, 2006). However, from 
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the perspective of feminist IR, this measure is considered deeply flawed in light of 

the fact that, except in only limited cases, modern national borders were not 

naturally occurring.  In large part they were arbitrary lines drawn on a map by a 

group of elite, white European men over the last few centuries (Steans, 1998).   

Feminist IR theorists also challenge the notion long held in traditional IR that 

war is an inevitable probability based on human nature, and that the only means to 

effectively deal with conflict is through the use of violent force (Enloe, 2002).  

Instead they posit that when international relations are viewed from the perspective 

of women, the definition of what can be considered “important” changes (Cohn & 

Enloe, 2003).  Much like the ecological model of analysis inherent in Community 

Psychology, Feminist IR recognizes the concept of “international” as entangled with 

historical and structural factors at national, local and individual levels alike.  

Within the Feminist IR theoretical arena, the work most pertinent to this 

research is that of Enloe on the role played by notions of masculinity and femininity 

in the process of militarization (Cohn & Enloe, 2003; Enloe, 2000, 2002, 2004). 

Although Enloe views this latter term in a very broad sense conceptually2, her work 

has implications for understanding U.S. military and interactions with indigenous 

women.  

Most militaries have been conceived by men, overwhelmingly comprised of 

men, in response to perceived threats from other men (Sidanius, Pratto, & Brief, 

                                            
2 See Enloe (2000, 2004) for an in-depth explanation of how militarization can influence the most 
mundane aspects of daily life – from tennis shoes to soup. 
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1995).  According to Enloe’s (2002) theory, victory in battle required a certain type 

of masculinity that was predicated on a feminine complement.  Successful 

expressions of violence and domination on the battlefield bestowed privilege on the 

warrior class and branded bystanders as passive, demure and obedient, essentially 

excluding the latter from full participation in public life. 

Enloe contends that the historical privilege afforded to participants in 

militarism explains the continued glorification of the capacity for violence, which is 

culturally regarded as an inherently masculine quality, and in turn explains the 

gendered division of society (Enloe, 2002).  Her theory and her evidence focus on 

broad social phenomenon wherein men, military power and masculinity are all 

aligned.   Similarly Connell (2002) points out that it is the power inherent in 

institutional structures that is responsible for privileging certain kinds of masculinity 

over others.   

 What appears to be missing in this literature thus far is the link between the 

attitudes of the individuals who comprise a “culture” to the ideology itself.  These 

theorists discuss the military as a single entity, and though their work can tell us a 

great deal about why cultural and institutional arrangements are stable over time, 

they are less helpful in understanding how individuals challenge or reinforce the 

status quo.  This study seeks to bridge that gap by examining the attitudes of U.S. 

military personnel toward gender issues, power and culture, and the relationship of 

those attitudes to their experience with cross-cultural and cross-gender interactions 

in deployment. 
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Attitudes & Behavior 

 The concept of attitude is ubiquitous and among the most widely studied 

subjects in contemporary social psychology.  The practical value of attitude as an 

end-state is limited if it is not linked to corresponding intentions and behaviors.  If 

attitudes are an accurate predictor of behavior, then they are a worthwhile subject to 

study.  Likewise, if the resulting behavior is undesirable, then strategies for attitude 

change are important as well. 

Eagly and Chaiken (1993) define attitude as “a psychological tendency that is 

expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor.”  

While the term tendency seems to imply a consistency over time, research has 

shown that stability is not a given and is significantly affected by context (T. D. 

Wilson & Hodges, 1992).  Conversely, strong attitudes are thought to be less 

susceptible to change and also possess greater predictive ability (Ajzen, 2001). 

Thus, attitudes do not universally predict behavior or the intention to perform 

various behaviors, yet there are conditions that improve their predictive accuracy.  

In what is perhaps the most widely used model, the Theory of Reasoned Action 

(TRA) (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) posits that both personal 

and social factors are inextricably related in determining a person’s intention to act 

(Linnehan, Chrobot-Mason, & Konrad, 2006).  Personal factors are the attitudes 

toward the behavior, which refer to whether the person feels positively or negatively 

toward performing an action; whereas social factors are subjective norms, i.e. 

perceptions of how others expect us to behave (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 
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Thus, according to the theory, when we examine attitudes within the context 

of social influence they are a closely related to intentions, which in turn are a strong 

predictor of actual behaviors.  Hence the importance of examining the underlying 

attitudes – they can tell us why we took a specific action in the past, how we might 

behave in the future if an attitude remains stable, and how we need to change our 

thinking if a predicted behavior is not the most desirable outcome.  In keeping with 

the Theory of Reasoned Action, if gender attitudes are examined in the context of a 

military organization that clearly exerts social influence on its members, then 

resulting attitudes ought to be good predictors of soldiers’ intentions to act and 

corresponding behaviors toward indigenous women. 

Among the copious attitude research, gender attitudes and more specifically 

attitudes toward women have been frequently examined in a wide variety of social 

contexts and settings to include everything from the family to educational institutions 

to the workplace (Twenge, 1997). Yet with few exceptions, this research has 

primarily been intra-cultural, i.e. this literature review produced no studies that 

examined the attitudes of individuals in one culture toward women of another.  

Indeed, the American Psychological Association Resolution on Culture and Gender 

Awareness in International Psychology (2004) advocates for increased cross 

national research that analyzes and supports the elimination of cultural and gender 

discrimination in all areas to alleviate the prevalence of women’s oppression 

worldwide.  
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Research on prejudice and social bias in general has somewhat followed this 

trend.  In other words, most research and theory is based upon observations of 

groups that have proximal contact with one another, e.g. within specific geographic 

areas or national borders (Esses, Dovidio, Jackson, & Armstrong, 2001; Pettigrew, 

1998; Van Zomeren, Fischer, & R., 2007).  But the research on prejudice and social 

bias demonstrates that individuals’ attitudes  toward, and assumptions about 

“outgroups” have tangible effects on their evaluations of them and actions toward 

them (Fiske, 2002). 

Social Dominance Theory 

Social Dominance Theory was developed by Sidanius and Pratto in response 

to the ubiquitous nature of group-based prejudice and oppression (Sidanius, 2001; 

Sidanius & Pratto, 2003; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994; Sidanius, Pratto, Van 

Laar, & Levin, 2004).  This theory focuses on both individual and structural factors 

that contribute to various forms of group based oppression but views individual 

forms of group based oppression such as racism or sexism as special cases 

(Sidanius, Pratto, Van Laar, & Levin, 2004).  Thus, social dominance on the 

theoretical level refers to the general tendency of people to form and maintain 

group-based hierarchies in the interest of upholding the status quo. 

 A construct within Social Dominance Theory is Social Dominance Orientation 

(SDO).  This is defined as a general individual-difference variable expressing anti-

egalitarianism, a view of human existence as zero-sum and relentless competition 

between groups, the desire for generalized hierarchical relationships between social 
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groups and in-group dominance over out-groups (Sidanius, Pratto, & Brief, 1995).  

SDO is thought to generate and sustain legitimizing myths that provide the 

justification for maintaining in-group dominance (e.g. women are not as intelligent 

as men) (Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994). 

It is important to emphasize here that the purpose of utilizing the SDO with 

gender attitude measures is an attempt to extricate the latter from cultural biases in 

general.  In other words, while the gender measures have been shown to effectively 

reflect attitudes toward women (ATW) in one’s own culture, they have not been 

utilized in determining the attitudes toward women of a different culture.  For 

example, a respondent who truly harbored sexist attitudes toward all women 

regardless of culture, would likely score low on both ATW and SDO measures.  In 

contrast an individual who did not hold sexist attitudes yet felt strong feelings of 

superiority toward some other group (e.g. national, ethnic) would be predicted to 

score high on ATW yet low on SDO.  Thus, this combination of measures helps to 

qualify the nature of U.S. military interactions with foreign women. 

 

Empirical Studies with Military Personnel 

Gender Attitudes in the Military 

No research has examined gender attitudes and prejudice in the military from 

the perspective of dealing with indigenous women.  Virtually all of the empirical 

studies on military personnel attitudes toward women or any other gender related 

measure have been internally focused, i.e. primarily concerned with relationships 
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and practices within the unit that impact on cohesion and performance.  Hence, 

research in this area has centered around four basic themes: Attitudes toward 

women serving in the military (Hicks-Steihm, 1998; Ivarsson, 2005; Stevens & 

Gardner, 1987), gender and leadership abilities (Looney, Robinson Kurpius, & 

Lucart, 2004; Morgan, 2004; Rice, Richer Bender, & Vitters, 1980), effects of 

gender attitudes on perceptions of readiness and unit cohesion (DeFleur, 1985; 

Harrell & Miller, 1997; Rosen, 1996), and gender attitudes and the propensity for 

sexual harassment or domestic violence (Pershing, 2003; Rosen, Kaminsky, 

Parmley, Knudson, & Fancher, 2003; Vogt, Bruce, Street, & Stafford, 2007).  

Despite the difference in social context, studies from the first category do provide a 

baseline for the proposed research. 

 Studies on gender in the U.S. military mushroomed following the integration 

of women into the all-volunteer force in 1973, followed by the Congressionally-

mandated admission of women into the national service academies (US Military 

Academy, Naval Academy, Air Force Academy, and Coast Guard Academy) three 

years later.  Most notably, this latter event sparked several studies conducted with 

service academy populations, i.e. college-age students attending one of the four 

military academies, beginning with surveys of the first integrated class (i.e. Class of 

1980) from each institution during their first year in attendance.3    

                                            
3 It appears that these efforts were not part of an integrated endeavor by the Department of Defense 
as each study was separately sponsored by its parent service (e.g. U.S. military Academy by the 
Department of the Army, etc). Each study utilized different scales and techniques.  Additionally, while 
the U.S. Army, Navy and Air Force Academies surveyed entire class populations, the U.S. Coast 
Guard Academy did not (n=99) 
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The findings varied across academies.  Separate studies at the U.S. Naval 

and Coast Guard academies showed that while males held more traditional 

attitudes toward women, over the course of three years these attitudes became 

slightly more egalitarian with each successive class (Cheatham, 1984; Durning, 

1978).  In the Naval Academy study, gender attitudes were measured using 

Spence, Helmreich and Stapp’s (1973)  25-item Attitudes Toward Women Scale 

(AWS) in their first semester at the Academy, and again at the completion of their 

first academic year (male n=661, female n= 50).4  Assessing outcomes on a scale 

of 0 to 75, with higher scores representing more favorable attitudes toward women, 

Durning (1978) found a statistically significant difference among males.  Those who 

had the most contact with female midshipmen through their assignment to an 

integrated platoon or squad had the most positive attitudes (Mean = 42.65), while 

those in mixed companies, but without women in their immediate platoon or squad 

had the least favorable attitudes (Mean = 40.70).  Men in traditional all-male 

companies scored in the intermediate range (Mean = 41.50), whereas women 

subjects scored the highest at Time 1 (Mean = 54.47).  Results six months later 

showed a statistically significant positive change in the attitudes of all three groups 

of males (t=5.24, p<.0001).  Women’s attitudes became more egalitarian also, 

though the change was not significant.   

                                            
4 Whereas USMA and USAFA surveyed students within a month of their arrival on campus, i.e. prior 
to summer basic training, the Naval Academy did not administer the first gender survey until October 
1976, a full five months after students’ initial entry. 
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Findings from the U.S. Coast Guard Academy were similar in that males’ 

attitudes became more positive as training and exposure increased between an 

initial study in 1977 (Cheatham, 1984) and a replication conducted by Stevens and 

Gardner (1987) seven years later.  Both studies employed the original 55-item AWS 

on a 1-5 point Likert scale, with possible scores ranging from 55 to 275.  Once 

again, high scores represented more egalitarian attitudes. Additionally, the latter 

study included a cross-sectional analysis of all four classes in attendance which 

revealed that freshman males (Mean = 138.66) scored significantly lower than the 

other three classes (Mean = 160.00, 156.00, 160.00) respectively (Stevens & 

Gardner, 1987).  Finally, although the first study did not include any female 

participants, the second study found support for the hypothesis that women’s 

gender attitudes would be significantly more positive than men’s. 

In contrast, the Air Force Academy study using the 25-item AWS on a scale 

of 0 to 75 showed that male cadets (Mean = 43.10) initially held more traditional 

values than their male counterparts from a civilian university (Mean = 47.16), and 

that those values became significantly more traditional at the p<.05 level after 

completion of the physically rigorous 6-week Cadet Basic Training (DeFleur, 

Gillman, & Marshak, 1978).  Female cadets’ attitudes however, which were more 

egalitarian to begin with (Mean = 54.09) remained stable after being subjected to 

the same training.  The authors suggest that this phenomenon may have been a 

result of women’s achievement in a traditionally masculine environment, which men 

may have viewed as threatening to their elitism at the Academy.  
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Yoder, Rice, Adams, Priest and Prince (1982) found similar results.  Their 

study was part of the U.S. Military Academy’s Project Athena, which was intended 

to examine the impact of admitting women on both the institution as well as 

individual cadets.  The larger project involved repeated testing of cadets on a 

number of psychological measures including the 25-item AWS.  In a pre/post test 

design, this instrument was administered upon the commencement and completion 

of the 10-week Cadet Basic Training to the entire class of 1980 (male n=1077, 

female n=78).  Once again on a scale of 0 to 75, with higher scores reflecting more 

positive attitudes, male respondents’ mean scores significantly decreased from 

Time 1 (Mean = 42.58) to Time 2 (Mean = 39.88).  Thus male attitudes became less 

egalitarian and more traditional with increased exposure to women in training. 

However, women’s scores remained stable and were significantly higher than those 

of males on both occasions.  A significant limitation of this work as well as the 

previous study is the relatively short duration between the initial survey and retest, 

as well as the intense public scrutiny that was occurring during this integration 

process.  DeFleur, Gillman and Marshak (1978) contend that this latter fact 

produced tension and rumors which very plausibly influenced participant responses. 

Despite only addressing one small segment of the military population, the 

findings from these studies do establish a baseline for more current research.  

Robinson Kurpius and Lucart (2000) surveyed 313 male and 69 female students 

using the 25-item AWS scored in the same manner as the previous studies.  The 

analysis compared Naval Academy, Air Force Academy, and ROTC with civilian 
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students from a large southwestern university.  Of the male respondents, Naval 

Academy students (Mean=46.81) scored the lowest, i.e. had the least egalitarian 

attitudes, and civilian students (Mean=54.97) scored highest with a statistically 

significant difference between groups, F(3,304)=10.19, p<.001.  Air Force Academy 

(Mean=51.76) and ROTC (Mean=51.02) students were in between and did not 

significantly differ from any other group.  Females from both the Naval Academy 

(Mean=59.67) and the civilian university (Mean= 59.04) scored higher than all male 

samples and did not significantly differ between groups.  However, it is important to 

note that the mean score of the Naval Academy males was 4.23 points higher than 

that of the higher of the two Military Academy male mean scores from 24 years 

earlier.  Thus military men, at least those within the service academy population 

appear to have made some progress toward more egalitarian views.  

Other studies of military personnel and gender have differed slightly with 

regard to population and method. Boldry, Wood, & Kashy (2001) conducted a study 

of 353 male and 27 female members of the Texas A&M Corps of Cadets.  Though 

technically not affiliated with the U.S. military in any official sense, these cadets are 

fairly representative of the population found in other service academies by virtue of 

the highly structured training environment.  This study differed from those previously 

cited in that it did not employ attitude measures, but instead focused on the effects 

of gender stereotypes on evaluations of women within the military setting.  The 

findings suggest that gender stereotypes negatively influenced cadets’ evaluations 

of women.  While not directly related to the present study, the authors’ conclusion 
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that gender stereotyping continues to be pervasive in military settings, could be 

problematic for women both inside and outside the system, including those who are 

directly affected by military intervention. 

A major limitation of the research reviewed thus far is that the findings rely 

heavily on undergraduate students rather than experienced military personnel.  

Indeed, the composition of each U.S. military branch reflects tremendous diversity 

in terms of age, ethnicity, education, experience and socio-economic status.  Thus 

studies of college students, particularly those exposed to the unique and insulated 

culture of a service academy may not be a good indicator of trends within the U.S. 

Army at large.  In other words, the external validity of this research may be limited. 

A few studies have employed more varied samples.  Wright (1990) surveyed 

205 selecting officials at a major government military installation using the 55-item 

AWS (Spence & Helmreich, 1972) to examine the relationship between attitudes 

and the number of women hired for senior level management positions.  Although 

these respondents were not part of the active force, they were closely affiliated with 

military culture. 

 Though no significant relationships were detected with regard to the 

hypothesis that attitudes and the number of women in high level positions would be 

correlated, Wright made several findings that he felt warranted further study and two 

are relevant to the one proposed here.  First, respondents with the highest 

education level, i.e. doctorate degrees, held more traditional beliefs than those with 
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bachelors or masters degrees.  And second, the strongest correlation was between 

age and attitudes with older respondents having more traditional attitudes. 

 A more recent study provides additional insight when greater age, rank and 

educational diversity are included within a sample.  In a random sample of 1,320 

Swedish Armed Forces officers, Ivarsson, Estrada and Berggren (2005) found 

support for the idea that societal attitudes toward women are becoming increasingly 

more tolerant particularly among younger, but higher ranking and more educated 

officers.  The researchers measured gender attitudes with the 15-item Swedish 

Classical and Modern Sexism (SCMS) scale developed by Ekehammer, Akrami and 

Araya (2000).  The total score was computed by averaging the 1-5 point response 

for each item.   Higher scores in this case represented less egalitarian attitudes.  

Mean scores were 2.25 and 2.71 for classic and modern sexism respectively.  

Furthermore, one-sample t-tests were performed for each outcome variable to 

evaluate whether these means were significantly different from the neutral point of 

the scale.  The results for both classic sexism (t[1317]=-53.233, p<.001) and 

modern sexism (t[1317]=-20.920, p<.001) were significant suggesting that 

participants were overall less likely to endorse sexist ideologies. 

 Additional analyses revealed significant negative correlations between 

classic sexism and rank (r=-.06, p<.001), as well as modern sexism and age (r=-

.14, p<.001), rank (r=-.09, p<.001) and time in service (r=-.12, p<.001), three 

variables which were highly multi-collinear.  This suggests that higher ranking 

officers were less likely to endorse both classic and modern sexist ideologies.   
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 That this study analyzed a population other than college students is 

extremely useful to the present research.  There are however, several limitations.  

First, is the issue that the sample consisted only of officers and is again not 

representative of the larger service branch.  Second, the World Economic Forum 

ranks Sweden number one in the world on gender equality, while the U.S. is 31st 

out of 128 countries (World Economic Forum, 2007).  Hence, general trends with 

regard to attitudes may potentially translate to a U.S. sample, but it is less likely that 

the levels of acceptance will be comparable. 

 Thus, while most studies with military samples have examined attitudes 

toward women within the context of a military environment, few have looked at 

attitudes toward women in general, and particularly those encountered in the 

context of a foreign mission.  Within the military, women could potentially be 

perceived as a threat to masculine camaraderie, eroding unit cohesion (Vogt, 

Bruce, Street, & Stafford, 2007).  Alternatively they might be viewed as part of the 

team (Harrell & Miller, 1997).  But how women outside of this military system are 

viewed, particularly those whose participation could explicitly contribute to mission 

achievement, appears to be a timely topic worth pursuing.   

The scope of the present study is limited to the U.S. Army, and more 

specifically to the personnel habitually involved in international interactions in 

today’s conflicts.  Though this may limit external validity to the military at large, the 

greater variability within the sample with regard to age, rank, education level, etc. 
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improves upon previous college studies, and provides greater insight into the Army 

organization as a whole.   

Social Dominance Orientation 

 To date, the majority of studies examining social dominance orientation have 

also been conducted with college-age convenience samples.  Through their 

research, Sidanius and Pratto and their colleagues have surveyed over 18,000 

respondents from 11 different nations (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).  A number of these 

studies noted that, everything else being equal, males have significantly higher 

average levels of SDO (Pratto, 2001; Pratto, Stallworth, Sidanius, & Siers, 1997; 

Sidanius, Levin, Liu, & Pratto, 2000; Sidanius & Pratto, 2003; Sidanius, Pratto, & 

Bobo, 1994; Sidanius, Pratto, & Brief, 1995; Sidanius, Sinclair, & Pratto, 2006).  

Sidanius, Pratto and Bobo (1994) call this the invariance hypothesis as they have 

not witnessed a single aberration over time in studies across diverse cultures.   

 In one of the more recent examinations of the invariance hypothesis, 

Sidanius, Levin, Liu and Pratto (2000) surveyed people of varying social status from 

six different nations/cultures: (1) the former Soviet Union (N=165), (2) the U.S. 

(N=5296), (3) Israel (N=892), (4) the Palestinian West Bank and Gaza Strip 

(N=159), (5) the People’s Republic of China (N=300) and (6) New Zealand (N=185) 

using items from the SDO6 scale or its equivalent.5  In a number of different 

                                            
5 The Soviet sample and two groups from the U.S. were surveyed prior to the conception of the 
SDO6 scale, and therefore were administered one of the Anti-egalitarianism scales (AE-1 & 2) that 
served as precursors.  The authors contend that these scales are strongly related enough in this 
context to elicit comparable results.  Across samples, median reliability of the SDO6 scale was .85.  
In the AE scales median reliability was .75. 
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comparisons within cultures, the researchers found several interactions with social 

and cultural moderators of SDO levels to include ethnic group, nationality, and 

social class.  For example within the U.S., the greater the difference between social 

status of two groups, the greater the difference between the two groups on their 

mean levels of SDO.  

 Though “arbitrary-set” group differences were sensitive to many social and 

cultural factors, the one area that made no difference in SDO scores was gender.  

Despite differences between nations on gender-egalitarianism, the researchers 

found that males had higher SDO scores than females across all six nations and an 

ANOVA revealed this difference to be statistically significant (F[1,1901] = 72.09, 

p<.001, η2 = 0.25).  Six separate one-way ANOVAs confirmed that this result was 

constant in each individual sample. 

While there is little dispute over the fact that this phenomenon exists, there is 

much controversy over the explanation behind it.  Sidanius, Sinclair and Pratto 

(2006) take an evolutionary perspective by proposing that higher dominance in men 

may be attributed to reproductive strategies.  However, their critics contend that this 

approach amounts to a post hoc fallacy, and perpetuates a legitimizing myth that 

provides justification for unequal status between groups (Dambrun, Duarte, & 

Guimond, 2004).  Two recent studies of college students found support for the 

hypothesis that gender identity is a more viable explanation for this invariance.  

Wilson and Liu (2003) found gender identity to moderate the relationship between 

gender and SDO such that for men increased identity led to greater anti-
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egalitarianism, while increased identity for women resulted in the opposite effect.  

To expand upon this finding, Dambrun, Duarte and Guimond (2004) investigated 

whether gender identity mediated the relationship between gender and SDO, or if 

SDO mediated the relationship between gender and gender identity.  The results 

showed strong support for the former model and for a social identity explanation of 

social dominance, suggesting that the reason men show more social dominance is 

because they belong to the higher status group.  This allows them to maintain both 

their group status as well as a positive social identity.   

Social Dominance Orientation has also been found to be strongly correlated 

with other forms of prejudice to include racism and attitudes toward immigrants 

(Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002).  Esses, Dovido, Jackson and Armstrong (2001) 

conducted a series of studies with university students in both the U.S. and Canada 

(N=110), the researchers found a strong negative correlation between SDO and 

attitudes toward immigrants (r=-.42, p<.001).  In other words, subjects high on SDO 

held less favorable attitudes toward immigrants. Similarly, comparing the SDO6 

scale with measures including the Modern Racism Scale and the Beliefs about 

Lesbians and Gay Men Scale in a sample of Midwestern European-American 

college students (N=363), Whitley (1998) found significant negative correlations 

between SDO and attitudes toward enhancement of equality for African-Americans 

(r=-.68, p<.001) and for homosexuals (r=-.52, p<.001).  However, a key limitation of 

these studies as well as those mentioned earlier is the lack of similarity that most of 
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the research samples have with military personnel who work in a highly structured 

environment with a unique set of institutional norms.  

A study by Sidanius, Liu, Shaw and Pratto (1994)  produced results that 

might be relevant to this proposed sample however.   Social Dominance Theory 

posits that certain organizations may foster hierarchy enhancing or attenuating 

ideologies.  Within the criminal justice system the researchers hypothesized that 

police officers would espouse more hierarchy enhancing ideologies, i.e. to increase 

or maintain the degree of hierarchy in the social system and score higher on SDO; 

whereas public defenders would hold more hierarchy attenuating ideologies and 

anchor the other end of the continuum, with jurors and college students occupying 

the space between the two extreme groups. Thus comparing the SDO scores of 

these four distinct groups: Los Angeles police officers (N=59), public defenders 

(N=56), college students (N=382) and potential jurors (N=116), and controlling for 

the demographic variables of gender, social class, age, ethnicity and education, the 

researchers found significant group differences in social dominance 

(F[3,609]=79.31, p<.001, η2=.53) in accordance with their roles as hierarchy 

enhancers or hierarchy attenuators.  More specifically police officers were 

significantly less egalitarian, and public defenders were significantly more 

egalitarian than the remaining two groups.  The researchers concluded that police 

officer scores were a result of working in the highly structured and hierarchy 

enhancing environment of law enforcement – an environment quite similar to that of 

the military (Sidanius, Liu, Shaw, & Pratto, 1994).  
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Finally, researchers at the Royal Military College of Canada conducted a 4-

year longitudinal study of the effects of self-selection and military socialization on 

prejudicial attitudes (Nicol, Charbonneau, & Boies, 2007).  They specifically 

measured SDO using the original 20-item measure (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & 

Malle, 1994) in a sample of 38 military cadets and 31 civilian students.  Responses 

were designated on a 7-point Likert scale, with higher scores indicating less 

egalitarian attitudes.  Data were collected from participants in their first year of study 

(Time 1) and just prior to graduation (Time 2).  A t-test revealed no significant 

difference between groups at Time 1.  At Time 2 however, civilian students’ scores 

of SDO remained relatively stable, while military cadets experienced an increase 

from Time 1 (Mean=2.60, SD=.73) to Time 2 (Mean=2.86, SD=1.02) that was 

significant (t(37)=-2.03, p<.05, d=.29).  The authors suggest that military 

socialization is a potential explanation for the increase in prejudicial attitudes.  It 

would be interesting to see whether a more representative sample of the U.S. 

military would yield similar results. 

  

Research Questions/Hypotheses 

 This study measures gender attitudes and social domination orientation of 

U.S. Army Civil Affairs and PSYOP personnel as a means of providing an empirical 

exploration of theoretical claims about patriarchal culture in the military.  As such I 

have developed three major research questions: 1) What is the relationship 

between the individual characteristics of age, rank, gender, education, military 
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specialty, military training, and deployment experience and gender attitudes (ATW)? 

2) What is the relationship between these same characteristics and egalitarianism 

(SDO)? 3) What is the relationship between gender attitudes (ATW) and 

egalitarianism (SDO)? 

 The first question seeks to identify which personal characteristics are 

predictive of ATW outcomes. The following hypotheses are based on findings in the 

literature.   

H 1.1: ATW will be significantly related to gender.  In accordance with all of the 

literature, women are expected to have significantly more positive attitudes with 

regard to gender roles and opportunities (Adams, Rice, & Instone, 1984; Boldry, 

Wood, & Kashy, 2001; Cheatham, 1984; DeFleur, Gillman, & Marshak, 1978; 

Durning, 1978; Robinson Kurpius & Lucart, 2000). 

H 1.2: ATW will be significantly related to age. Based on Wright’s (1990) finding, the 

relationship between ATW is expected to be negative, i.e. older respondents will 

have less positive, i.e. more traditional attitudes toward women. Although Ivarrson 

et al. (2005) found that older participants were significantly less likely to endorse 

modern sexist ideologies, they did not find a significant effect for age and classic 

sexist ideologies.  Also, as the population in Wright’s study appears more closely 

related to the one proposed here, his findings are judged more pertinent.  

H 1.3:  ATW will be significantly related to civilian education level.  Again, negative 

relationships between civilian education and ATW are expected in accordance with 
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Wright’s finding that higher education levels were related to more traditional 

attitudes. 

H 1.4: ATW will be significantly related to service component.  Based on the 

findings of Ivarrson, Estrada and Berggren (2005) that suggest exposure to the 

military hierarchy predicts less positive attitudes toward women, reserve component 

soldiers who are less exposed to military structure on a day-to-day basis are 

expected to have more positive gender attitudes as opposed to their full-time active 

duty counterparts.  

 Because little military research has been done outside of the college 

convenience sample, three additional research questions are posed to explore the 

relationship of individual characteristics, military training and deployment 

experience. 

EH 1.5: Do any other individual characteristics predict ATW?  Additional 

demographic factors to include marital status, spouse employment history, 

satisfaction with cultural awareness training, and language ability will be explored. 

EH 1.6: How are ATW related to military training?  A positive relationship is 

expected, as greater awareness should promote more positive gender attitudes, but 

the opposite effect is also feasible. 

EH 1.7: How are ATW related to military experience?  With no available prior 

research in this area, a specific hypothesis is impractical.  If individuals have 

extensive experience in strongly patriarchal societies, then it is possible that those 

experiences could sway gender attitudes in either a more positive or more negative 
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direction, i.e. soldiers could either highly endorse women’s subordinate status in 

these societies, or become more cognizant and supportive of the status of women 

in the U.S.  

   The next research question is similar to the first, but with egalitarianism 

(SDO) as the dependent variable.  Hence, the hypotheses are as follows: 

H 2.1: SDO will be significantly related to gender.  In accordance with the invariance 

hypothesis, a strong positive relationship for women is expected with regard to SDO 

(Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994). 

H 2.2:  SDO will be significantly related to rank.   This is supported by Pratto’s 

assertion that SDO is higher within more dominant groups (Pratto et al., 1994). 

Hence a negative relationship is predicted. 

H 2.3:  SDO will be significantly related to civilian education level.  A positive 

relationship is expected between civilian education and SDO in accordance with 

cross-sectional and longitudinal evidence that prejudice against subordinate groups 

usually decreases as higher education increases  

H 2.4: SDO will be significantly related to ethnicity. Members of ethnic minority 

groups will have significantly higher SDO and more positive attitudes with regard to 

egalitarianism than those in the majority group, i.e. European-Americans, as 

minorities have a vested interest in promoting group equality (Sidanius, Pratto, & 

Brief, 1995) 

H 2.5: SDO will be significantly related to service component.  Based on the findings 

of Nicol, Charbonneau and Boies (2007) that suggest exposure to the military 
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hierarchy predicts less positive attitudes toward egalitarianism, Reservists are 

predicted to have more positive attitudes in terms of egalitarianism as opposed to 

their active duty counterparts.  

 As with gender attitudes, the following questions are put forth as exploratory 

hypotheses:  

EH 2.6: Do any other individual characteristics predict SDO?  Satisfaction with 

cultural awareness training, and language ability will be explored. 

EH 2.7: How is SDO related to military training?  Again, a positive relationship 

between the amount or level of training and the dependent variable is expected, as 

awareness should promote more egalitarian attitudes; but the opposite effect is also 

feasible due to hierarchy-based relationships in the military environment. 

EH 2.8: How is SDO related to military experience?   How is operational focus 

related to egalitarianism?  Are soldiers in units primarily responsible for interactions 

with the local populace different from those with a combat focus on matters of social 

equality?  Highly patriarchal societies also tend to be meritocracies (Haass, 2003).  

Does increased exposure to these environments predict anti-egalitarianism? 

 The final research question seeks to qualify the relationship between ATW 

and SDO. 

H 3.0:  ATW will be significantly related to SDO.  The empirical findings that women 

invariably score higher on measures of ATW (Spence & Hahn, 1997) coupled with 

Sidanius and Pratto’s invariance hypothesis which posits men invariably show 

higher levels of social dominance suggests that these two measures will be highly 
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correlated (Adams, Rice, & Instone, 1984; Boldry, Wood, & Kashy, 2001; 

Cheatham, 1984; DeFleur, Gillman, & Marshak, 1978; Durning, 1978; Robinson 

Kurpius & Lucart, 2000; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994).   

EH 3.1: Do any individual characteristics moderate the relationship between ATW 

and SDO? Assuming these two measures are significantly correlated, the conflicting 

evidence about civilian education and age (Ivarsson, 2005; Wright, 1990) and the 

interaction effects of race and social class discovered by Sidanius, et al. (2000) 

suggest that other factors may potentially produce an interaction between them.  

Hence five potential moderators of the relationship between ATW and SDO will be 

explored: gender, education, age, ethnicity and rank. 
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METHOD 

Participants 

 The population of interest is U.S. Army personnel from operational units, i.e. 

units that have a mission to deploy and conduct operations in support of U.S 

government objectives.  This study uses samples from two distinct subgroups: 1) 

Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations personnel whose primary function has 

always been to positively interact with the local populace and assist with stability 

and reconstruction efforts, and 2) combat soldiers, whose traditional role by 

definition is to close with and destroy the enemy.   

 Six Army units were approached to take part in the study.  One did not 

respond in the requested time frame, one declined on the basis of a scheduling 

conflict, and two other unit commanders agreed to participate until ordered by their 

mutual superior headquarters to cease cooperation the day before data collection 

was scheduled to begin.  The two remaining units are major Army command whose 

senior officers were willing to provide access to personnel who could participate in 

the study during the work day.  One command is designated as a Civil Affairs and 

Psychological Operations (CA/PSYOPS) unit, and the other as an Army combat 

division.6   The CA/PSYOP unit is part of the U.S. Army Reserve Command and has 

approximately 15,000 soldiers assigned to locations across the U.S.  The combat 

                                            
6The term “division” is exclusive to U.S. Army combat units and refers to a specific echelon in the 
hierarchical structure. There are 10 combat divisions in the active Army.  There is only one 
CA/PSYOPs “command” and it is located within the U.S. Army Reserve.  Both organizations are led 
by 2-star generals who oversee numerous subordinate organizations.  Henceforth the term “unit” will 
be used interchangeably when appropriate.   
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division is located at a major Army installation in the Midwest and is responsible for 

over 15,000 active duty personnel as well. 

Procedure 

 A survey was administered to personnel in both units in accordance with 

scheduled training.  Unit members were directed in groups to a specific location 

during their normal workday, and presented with the opportunity to participate in the 

study.  There were six survey sessions: two with the CA/PSYOPS unit and four with 

the combat unit.  With one exception, each meeting included approximately 50 

participants.7  Each session relied upon unit integrity, and was conducted 

separately within each command, so that the potential for cross-contamination was 

negligible.  A short presentation at the beginning of each session introduced 

participants to the general purpose of the study and provided them with instructions 

about completing the 78-item questionnaire by marking their responses on a 

Pearson OMR answer sheet and a supplemental information sheet (Appendix A).  

Most respondents completed all items within 30 minutes or less.  

 To minimize any perceptions of coercion or influence, the initial presentation 

explained that participation was completely voluntary, that there would be no 

penalty for non-participation, and that their opinions were being sought for research 

purposes only.  Participants were also told that their responses were anonymous 

and that all analysis would be at the group and not individual level.  Due to the 

                                            
7The first collection from the CA/PSYOP unit was held in conjunction with a monthly weekend 
Reserve drill and included 152 soldiers in one sitting.  
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potentially sensitive nature of some questions, it was important that participants 

understood that their commanders would never have access to individual 

responses. Respondents were told that this survey is part of a project to improve 

pre-deployment training and enhance operational effectiveness.   

 To minimize any priming effects or response bias, the survey was entitled 

“Social and Cultural Attitudes Survey”.  This is in accordance with established 

survey research methods (Jenkins & Dillman, 1995; Schwarz, 1997; Tourangeau, 

1999).  To eliminate any perceptions of deception, participants were given a 

debriefing letter upon completion of the survey describing the nature of the study in 

greater detail (Appendix B).     

 A total of 352 Army personnel completed the survey.  From this number, 17 

responses (5%) were eliminated due to response error or missing more than two 

scale items. Three failed to provide any of the demographic data, four were 

determined to be invalid due to the pattern of responses, six included responses 

outside of the appropriate choices that could not be interpreted, and four were 

missing more than two scale items.  The remaining number of analyzed responses 

was 335. 

Measures 

 The survey was divided into seven sections.  Section I consisted of questions 

about group equality from the Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Pratto, 

Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994).  Section II asked participants to reflect on 

appropriate social roles and contained items from the Attitudes Toward Women 
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Scale (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1973).  Section III was derived from the 

Modern Sexism Scale (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995) and focused on 

opportunities presently available to women in contemporary U.S. society.  Several 

exploratory items that will be used in future research about how gender and 

ethnicity are and should be viewed within the context of the military were included in 

Section IV.  The next two sections, Sections V and VI were comprised of 

demographic items, and career experience questions respectively.  The final 

section, Section VII was the Supplemental Information Sheet and contained all of 

the continuous variable information such as age, years of military service etc. 

Individual Characteristics 

 Participants were asked to provide the following demographic variables:  

age, gender, race, civilian education level, marital status, spouse employment 

history and number of languages other than English fluently spoken.  Age was given 

as the age on last birthday.  The average age of respondents was 30.47, standard 

deviation 9.17 years; the median age was 28 years; and the mode was 23 years.  

Gender was dummy coded with male as the referent ‘0’ code.   

Race was initially designated a categorical variable with 8 specific choices 

and an “other” category.  However, due to the limited number of respondents in 

several of the categories, and an unusual (higher than Army average) number of 

respondents in the “other” category, this variable was collapsed into three 

categories “White” “Nonwhite” and “Other” to achieve a more even distribution of the 

data and facilitate statistical analyses.    
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There were eight ordered response choices for civilian education level 

ranging from GED or high school equivalency certificate to doctoral degree.  

Participants were also asked to indicate the number of languages other then 

English spoken fluently.  Responses ranged from 0 to 4 or more.  Finally, 

respondents were asked about their marital status and spouse’s employment 

history.  There were initially four choices for the former: Single, Divorced, Widowed 

and Married which were then collapsed into Unmarried and Married groups.  

Persons who were presently or had ever been married were asked about their 

current or most recent spouse’s employment history.  Choices for this item were 1) 

My spouse has a professional career outside of the home; 2) My spouse works 

outside of the home but does not have a specific career; 3) My spouse has worked 

in the past but is not currently working; and 4) My spouse has never worked outside 

of the home.  

Military Training 

 Military training refers to the level of two separate focus areas: (1) general 

military education and (2) cultural awareness training.  General military education is 

a categorical variable generally correlated with rank and time in service.8  Specific 

courses differ between officers and enlisted personnel, but the sequence is similar 

                                            
8 CA/PSYOP officers were also asked about occupational specialty training, which is a tiered 
qualification system for these officers that consists of specific occupational doctrine, regional 
specialization and language training.  However, there were not enough CA/PSYOP officers in the 
sample who had completed each level of training to make analysis feasible.  Therefore this variable 
was not analyzed. 
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for each.  In both cases, respondents were asked to indicate the highest level of 

training they have completed in the applicable areas.    

 Cultural awareness training is the area-specific training that personnel 

receive prior to deployment.  Whereas the other training category is governed by 

Army doctrine and standardized curricula, cultural awareness training is not.  

Otherwise stated, unit commanders have wide latitude to implement this training as 

they see fit.  Therefore, in this area respondents were asked whether or not they 

received it and the approximate duration in days and hours.  They were also asked 

to indicate their perception of its adequacy which was phrased as follows: “To what 

extent do you agree with the following statement – The cultural awareness training I 

received adequately prepared me for the situations I faced on my most recent 

deployment.”  Responses were indicated on a six-point forced choice Likert scale 

(1=Strongly Agree, 6=Strongly Disagree).  For those who received this training, the 

mean was 3.21, standard deviation 1.58. 

 

Military Experience 

 For the purposes of this study, military experience is characterized by rank, 

military occupational specialty, unit type, service component, total years of active 

service, total number of times and total months of deployment since September 11, 

2001, as well as the overseas region most frequently deployed to.   

 Rank was a categorical variable with response choices grouped in 

accordance with accepted Army definitions (Army Basic, 2006). The categories 
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used and the respective Army pay grades encompassed are as follows: Enlisted 

(E1-E5), Non-Commissioned Officer (E5-E7), Senior Non-Commissioned Officer 

(E8-E9), Warrant Officer (WO1-CW3), Senior Warrant Officer (CW4-CW5), 

Company Grade Officer (O1-O3) and Filed Grade Officer (O4-O6).  There were nine 

available choices for military occupational specialty which were selected to 

represent the positions most commonly found in the sampled units. This item was 

limiting in that there are 16 official occupational branches in the military, but only 

space on the survey form for 10 possible answers.  Thus some branches with a 

similar focus, e.g. administration and logistics were combined to constitute one 

response option, and others that were less likely to be present in the study such as 

engineer or aviation, were lumped into the “other” category. To facilitate analysis, 

this variable was recoded into three separate groups: 1) CA/PSYOP, 2) Support, 

and 3) Maneuver/Combat Arms.  Unit type refers to the operational focus of the unit 

and was either CA/PSYOP or Combat.  This information was not provided by the 

respondent, but was coded at the time of survey completion.  Service component 

refers to which of the three components of the U.S. Army the respondent was 

assigned.  As no members of the National Guard were included in the study, the 

two available response choices were Active or Reserve component. 

 Number of times deployed is measured by the number of times the 

respondent was deployed for a period exceeding 90 days at a time, and choices 

ranged from 0 to more than 5 times.  Respondents also provided the total number of 

months deployed since 9/11. 
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  Overseas region most frequently deployed to categorized using the United 

States Unified Combatant Commands which are defined as the following regions: 

African, Central (Middle East), European, Pacific (Asia), and Southern (Caribbean, 

Central and South America)(Security.org, 2006).9  These regions were then ranked 

according to the United Nations Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) (United 

Nations Development Program, 2005).  The GEM is a numeric indicator included in 

the UNDP Human Development Index that assesses by country gender disparities 

in economic, political and professional opportunities.  Composite scores range from 

0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater opportunities for participation in civil 

society.  For this study, individual countries were grouped by region and the 

corresponding GEM scores were averaged to establish a regional value (Appendix 

C) and then ranked from highest to lowest.  As expected, the European region had 

the highest level of gender equity in terms of participation (.657) followed by 

Southern (.577), African (.555), Pacific (.483), and Central (.346).10 

 

Gender Attitudes 

 Two measures of gender attitudes were used in this study.  The Attitudes 

Toward Women Scale (AWS) was developed by Spence and Helmreich (1972) and 

“is intended to assess people’s beliefs about the responsibilities, privileges and 

                                            
9 Northern Command, which is designated as a Unified Combatant Command is omitted as it 
primarily encompasses the U.S. and thus would not be considered an overseas deployment. 

10GEM data are only available for 93 countries with the greatest number of exclusions occurring in 
the African region.  Hence regional estimates are based on the available data. 
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behaviors in a variety of spheres that have been traditionally divided along gender 

lines but could be shared equally by men and women” (Spence & Hahn, 1997).  

More specifically, it is a measure of attitudes toward women’s rights (Spence & 

Hahn, 1997).  It includes items such as “Women should worry less about their rights 

and more about becoming good wives and mothers” and “The intellectual 

leadership of a community should be largely in the hands of men”.  There are seven 

reverse-coded items such as “Women should assume their rightful place in 

business and all the professions along with men”.   Items are scored on a six-point, 

forced choice Likert scale (1= strongly agree, 6=strongly disagree), with higher 

scores indicating more flexible and favorable attitudes toward women.   

 The original 55-item form was shortened to 15 items chosen for their superior 

psychometric properties (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1973).  This instrument has 

proven highly reliable with test-retest reliability coefficients of .74 and .80 for male 

and female respondents respectively (Yoder et al., 1982), and  alpha coefficients 

ranging from .81 to .85 (Robinson Kurpius & Lucart, 2000). The present study 

yielded α=.78 for the AWS. 

Since its development in 1972, the AWS has become the most widely used 

measure of gender attitudes.11  However, in light of the fact that it was introduced at 

a time when drastic changes in women’s rights and roles were taking place, there is 

some concern regarding its relevance over 30 years later (Loo, 1998).12  Indeed, 

                                            
11 As of 1990 over 300 studies have employed the AWS (Spence & Hahn, 1997) 
12 Item 24 which originally questioned sock darning and locomotive driving as appropriate roles for 
men and women respectively was reworded in this survey to read knitting a sweater and driving a 
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Spence and Hahn (1997) reported possible ceiling effects specifically for women 

respondents on six items which is likely a result of societal acceptance of certain 

roles for women (e.g. attending college).  Thus, the Modern Sexism (Swim, Aikin, 

Hall, & Hunter, 1995) scale was used as a complement to the AWS and to provide 

an additional dimension to the ATW construct.     

 Because the AWS exclusively measures overt sexism, the eight-item Modern 

Sexism scale was used to measure covert and subtle sexism13.   Covert sexism is 

defined as engaging in harmful treatment of women in a clandestine manner.  

Subtle sexism which is characterized by less obvious forms of discrimination that 

are either hidden or unnoticed because they are built into cultural and societal 

norms (Swim & Cohen, 1997).  Examples of items include “Discrimination against 

women is no longer a problem against women in the United States” and “On 

average people in our society treat husbands and wives equally”.  There are three 

reverse coded items such as “It is easy to see the anger of women’s groups in 

America”. 

                                                                                                                                      
tank, as feedback from focus groups indicated that very few people were familiar with the original 
reference. 

13 The complete Modern Sexism instrument includes two subscales: the Old-Fashioned Sexism 
scale and the Modern Sexism scale.  With confirmatory factor analysis, Swim and Cohen (1997) 
found that the Old-Fashioned Sexism subscale and AWS loaded together on a factor representing 
overt sexist beliefs, and the Modern Sexism subscale loaded on a separate factor corresponding to 
covert and subtle sexism.  This fact coupled with the finding that the reliability for the Old-Fashioned 
Sexism scale (α=.65) is much lower than that of the AWS, resulted in the decision to omit the Old-
Fashioned Sexism scale for the purpose of this study and use the Modern Sexism subscale in 
conjunction with the AWS as a comprehensive measure of gender attitudes. 
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   Like the AWS, the Modern Sexism scale is also consistently reliable 

averaging α=.75 in previous studies and α=.78 in the present one.   Scores for this 

scale were determined in the same manner as the AWS.  The composite gender 

attitudes score was derived by averaging the responses for all completed items 

from both scales.  The mean score on this variable was 4.06, standard deviation of 

.63.  

Egalitarianism 

 The Social Dominance Orientation Scale was developed by Pratto et al. 

(1994) to measure the degree to which a person accepts inequality among social 

groups.  Alternatively, it can be viewed as a measure of egalitarianism.  With 

reverse coding, a lower score on SDO indicates a tendency to favor hierarchy-

enhancing ideologies; a higher score represents a tendency to favor hierarchy-

attenuating ideologies and policies (Pratto et al., 1994).  Like the other two 

measures, this 16-item scale has also shown to be highly reliable with test-retest 

reliability coefficients ranging from .81 to .84 and internal reliability averaging α=.89 

(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).  This study also generated a α=.89 reliability coefficient 

for the SDO scale. 

 This scale has undergone numerous revisions as the creators refined their 

understandings of the concepts involved in SDO (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). The 

sixth and most recent adaptation was used for this study.  Unlike previous versions, 

this one emphasizes orientation toward intergroup relations and group dominance 

as opposed to interpersonal relations or simply equality (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).  
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It includes items such as “Some groups are just more worthy than others” and 

“Superior groups should dominate inferior groups”.  There are also 8 reverse-coded 

items to include “Group equality should be our ideal” and “We should do what we 

can to equalize conditions for different groups”. 14 

 Using the same six-point Likert scale as the previous measure (1=strongly 

agree, 6=strongly disagree), respondents received a numerical value with lower 

scores indicating higher preference for hierarchy enhancing ideologies (i.e. group 

exclusiveness).  This differs from Pratto’s et al. scoring system which is coded in the 

reverse manner, with high scores indicating a greater preference for group 

inequality.  However, in the interest of comparing ATW with SDO in a way that 

facilitates interpretation, the SDO data have been recoded so that higher scores 

represent a more egalitarian cross-cultural orientation, parallel to the ATW, where 

higher scores represent a more egalitarian gender orientation.  In this study, the 

sample mean for SDO was 4.278, standard deviation .913. 

Exploratory Items 

 There were 13 items derived from the NSF Measurement Matters Project 

that dealt with ethnic and gender identity and the significance of these concepts in 

relation to a military career.  Most items were presented in pairs with the respondent 

asked to indicate their opinion of how important the concepts of gender and 

ethnicity should be in the military as compared to how important they actually are.  

                                            
14 Item number 13 from the original scale was rephrased from “Increased social equality” to “There 
should be increased social equality” as feedback from three earlier focus groups had indicated that 
the item as originally phrased was confusing. 
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Examples of items include “My gender should be an asset for my military 

occupational specialty” and “My gender is an asset for my military occupational 

specialty”, as well as “A strong sense of belonging to an ethnic group should be 

important in the military” and “A strong sense of belonging to an ethnic group is 

important in the military.”  These responses were scored on the same 6-point Likert 

scale as preceding items (1=Strongly Agree, 6=Strongly Disagree).  This scale 

produced a reliability coefficient of α = .70, but because these items were 

exclusively exploratory, no additional psychometric analyses were attempted. 

Research Design and Data Analyses 

 The research design is cross-sectional.  A total of 335 cases were used in 

the analysis.  No more than 8 independent variables were used at any given time to 

test the three hypotheses.  A sample size of 107 is required to detect a medium 

effect (.15) at .80 power at p ≤ .05 for this number of independent variables (Cohen, 

1992).  Thus the sample size provided adequate power to either accept or reject the 

null hypotheses. 

 Each of the research questions were analyzed using hierarchical multiple 

regression.  In seven instances follow up analyses were required and utilized either 

independent samples t-tests or two-way factorial ANOVA.  
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RESULTS 

 The following section contains the descriptive statistics for the sample, the 

correlations between variables, and the results of hypothesis testing. 

Descriptive Statistics 

There are 335 individuals in the sample.  Age of respondents varied from 18 

to 60 with a mean of 30.47 years old, standard deviation 9.17 years.  The data were 

positively skewed to the lower range of the age scale.  Women (N=69) comprised 

21% of the respondents, and 79% were men (N=264).  In terms of civilian 

education, nearly a quarter of the participants had completed a bachelor’s degree or 

higher (N=78), 14% had an associate’s degree (N=47), 39% reported attending 

some college but not graduating (N=130), and the remaining 24% had a high school 

diploma or GED (N=80) (Table 1). 
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Table 1 

Distribution of Study Participants by Age, Gender and Civilian Education 
 
 

Variable    N 

 

  Percent 

 

Mean    SD 

 

Age 

 

331

 

-

 

30.47 

 

9.17

Gender     

Male 264 78.8  

Female 69 20.7  

Civilian Education Level 
 

    

GED 24 7.2   

High School Diploma 
 

56 16.7   

Some college 
 

130 38.8   

2 year college 
degree 
 

47 14.0   

4 year college 
degree 
 

42 12.5   

Some graduate work 
 

19 5.7   

Master’s degree 17 5.1   

 

 A range of ethnicities were represented in the sample (Table 2).  European-

Americans comprised the largest discrete category of respondents followed by 

African-Americans and Hispanic/Latinos.  Asians, Native Americans, and those from 
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the Pacific Islands and Middle East each comprised about 2 % or less of the 

sample.  However, over 20 percent of respondents identified with the “other” 

category, despite Army estimates of between 2-3.5% in the aggregate population.  

This overrepresentation may be a result of several potential factors:  1) perhaps 

using a convenience sample resulted in a higher number than average of bi and 

multi-ethnic participants; 2) some participants might have been opposed to or did 

not feel comfortable declaring a specific ethnicity; or 3) the use of the term 

European-American in lieu of white or Caucasian may have been confusing to some 

European-Americans so they selected “other”.  To facilitate further analysis to 

address this anomaly, the data were recoded into three categorical values 

(0=White, 1=Non-white, 2=Other.  Using the egalitarianism scale as a precursory 

test, a one-way ANOVA revealed a statistically significant difference between 

Whites and Non-whites, but not between Whites and Others, or between Non-

whites and Others.  This suggests that the “other” category was largely comprised 

of European-American respondents, and a smaller number of multi-ethnic 

participants that would be closer to the Army average percentage.  Despite this 

possibility, the “other” category was left as is for the required analyses. 
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Table 2 

Distribution of Study Participants by Race/Ethnicity Compared to U.S. Army 
Aggregate  
 

 

Race/Ethnicity 

 

N 

 

Percent 

 

FY 05 Army 

Profile15 

 

African-American 

 

63 

 

18.9 

 

21.6 

Asian 5 1.5 4.0 

European-American 143 42.6 60.8 

Hispanic/Latino 39 11.7 10.5 

Middle Eastern 1 .3 * 

Native American 7 2.1 * 

Pacific Islander 6 1.8 * 

Other 69 20.7 3.1 

*data unavailable for this category 

 Approximately 70 percent of the sample reported only speaking English 

(N=237).  An additional 22 percent fluently spoke one (N=73) language in addition 

to English.  The remainder spoke two (N=14), three (N=5), or four or more (N=1).  

More than half of the respondents were married (N=183), and approximately one-

third reported having never been married.  Of those who had or were currently 

                                            
 
15 Department of the Army, 2005 
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married, nearly half had spouses with professional careers (N=113).  The remainder 

worked outside of the home but not at a specific career (N=38), had worked in the 

past, but were not currently employed (N=73) or had never worked outside of the 

home (N=5). 

 In terms of military education respondents were asked to indicate the highest 

level of general military education they had completed (Table 3). The response 

choices differed depending on whether the respondent was enlisted or a 

commissioned officer. Of the 292 enlisted personnel in the study, 41% had only 

completed advanced individual training, an additional 24% had attended the 

Primary Leadership Development Course (PLDC) the prerequisite course for 

promotion to sergeant, 18% had completed their occupational specialty’s Basic 

Non-Commissioned Officer Course (BNCOC), 15% were Advanced Non-

Commissioned Officer Course (ANCOC) graduates, and 1% had attended the U.S. 

Army Sergeants’ Major Academy (USASMA).  In the officer ranks (N=41), military 

education was somewhat more distributed.  34% of respondents reported 

completing their branch’s Officer Basic Course (OBC), 24% had attended the 

Captain’s Career Course (CCC), 39% were Command and General Staff Course 

(CGSC) graduates, and one individual (2%) had attended the Senior Service 

College (SSC). 

 Respondents were also asked about the nature and duration of cultural 

awareness training.  Approximately half of the sample either did not require it 

because they had not yet deployed (42%), or did not receive any 
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Table 3 

General Military Education: Enlisted vs. Officer 

 

Enlisted 
 

 

Officer 
 

School N Percent School N Percent 

 

AIT 

 

124 42

 

OBC 14 33 

PLDC 67 23 CCC 10 24 

BNCOC 52 18 CGSC 16 39 

ANCOC 43 15 SSC 1 2 

USASMA 3 1   

Missing 3 1  1 2 

Total 292 100  42 100 

 

cultural awareness training prior to their most recent overseas tour (8%).  The 

remaining half indicated that they had received cultural awareness training and 

there was a wide range in the number of hours they received.  Of the 164 

respondents who answered “yes” when asked if they had received cultural 

awareness training prior to deployment, 10% reported zero hours.  An additional 

36% reported receiving eight hours of training or less.  The remaining responses 

ranged from 10 to 480 hours with a mean of 30.02 hours of training for the entire 

group. Additionally, two-thirds agreed that the training had adequately prepared 
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them for the situations they faced on deployment, but the remaining one-third 

disagreed and felt the training was inadequate.   

 Information about military experience was gauged according to military rank, 

military occupational specialty, years of active military service, the overseas region 

where the respondents had spent the most time deployed, the number of times 

deployed overseas for more than 90 days since 9/11, and the number of months 

spent deployed.  As with age, data for military rank were positively skewed to lower 

ranking individuals.  Enlisted personnel and junior non-commissioned officers 

(N=282) comprised 84% of the sample, and senior non-commissioned officers, 

warrant officers and commissioned officers (N=52) made up the remaining 14%. 

 For military occupational specialty, there was at least one respondent for 

each of the ten available choices.  Exactly half of the respondents were from the 

Combat Arms category, while CA/PSYOP and Support personnel comprised 21% 

and 29% of the respondents respectively. 

 Almost 90% of the respondents had spent at least one year or more on 

active duty with a mean number of years served of 5.84. These data were also 

positively skewed in accordance with a younger and lower ranking sample.  

Responses ranged from zero years, reflecting those personnel who have 

exclusively served part-time in the U.S. Army Reserves, to 25 years of active 

service. 

 As mentioned earlier, 45% of respondents indicated that they had not 

deployed overseas since 9/11.  Of the remaining soldiers, the number times 
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deployed overseas for more than 90 days ranged from one to more than five, with 

the mean number of deployments at 1.76 times.  As for duration of deployment, 6 % 

of respondents who indicated that they had deployed overseas at least once 

subsequently reported zero months when specifically asked about length of 

deployment.  The remaining responses ranged from 2 to 60 months with average 

total months of deployment at 17.83, standard deviation, 10.34.  The majority of 

respondents reported spending most of their deployment time in the Middle East 

(N=103), followed by Europe (N=35), South America (N=22), the Pacific (N=17), 

and Africa (N=6). 

 With regard to unit type and operational focus, 151 respondents were from 

the CA/PSYOP unit, and 184 were from the combat unit.  These two groups 

significantly differed from one another on several dimensions.  The CA/PSYOP unit 

was predominantly comprised of members of the U.S. Army Reserve (N=131) as 

opposed to active duty personnel (N=20), while the combat unit exclusively 

consisted of active duty soldiers (N=184).  Chi square analysis confirmed that this 

difference was significant (X2(1) = 2.67, p<.01).  A Chi square analysis and  

additional contingency table analyses showed that the CA/PSYOP group had 

significantly more women (Table 4), was higher ranking (Table 5), and had a higher 

overall level of civilian education (Table 6). Furthermore an independent samples t-

test confirmed that this group was generally older (t(228) = 7.16, p<.05, η2 = .15) 

than the combat unit.  Finally, the CA/PSYOP group had more total years of service, 
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but in the primary area of interest, years of active service, the two groups did not 

differ. 

 

Table 4 

Unit Type by Gender 

 
Male Female 

 
Total 

 
 
CA/PSYOPS 100

 
50 150

 
Combat 164

 
19 183

 
Total 
 

264 69 333

X2  = 26.43, p<.01 

 

Table 5 

Unit Type by Rank 
 
  

Rank 
 

 E1-E4 E5-E7 E8-E9 W1-CW4 O1-O3 O4-O6 Total 
 

 
CA/PSYOPS 37 67 10 3 11 22 150
 
Combat 91 87 0 0 6 0 184
 
Total 
 

128 154 10 3 17 22 334

X2  = 59.00, p<.01, contingency coefficient = .387 
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Table 6  

Unit Type by Civilian Education 

  
Civilian Education 

  
GED 

or 
Equiv 

 

High 
School 

Diploma 

Some 
College 

2 Yr 
Degree 

4 Yr 
Degree 

Some 
Grad 

School 

Masters 
Degree 

Total 
 

 
CA/PSYOPS 6 11 41 32 27 18 16 151
 
Combat 18 45 89 15 15 1 1 184
 
Total 
 

24 56 130 47 42 19 17 335

X2  = 79.91, p<.01, contingency coefficient = .439 

  

 Finally, More than three fourths of respondents scored above the midpoint of 

both dependent variable measures and therefore would be characterized as having 

positive gender and egalitarianism attitudes (Table 7). 

 

Table 7 

Frequency Distributions for Gender Attitudes and Egalitarianism 

  
Variable 
 

Mean SD Variance Skewness Range 

 
Gender Attitudes 4.062 .643 .414 -.126 4.04

 
Egalitarianism 
 4.278 .913 .834

 
-.193 4.94
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Correlations 

 Due to the unique nature of military organization it was expected that several 

of the independent variables would be significantly correlated, though the degree to 

which was unknown. For example the Army has distinct policies about age and 

service requirements that are specifically tied to military rank, to wit it is impossible 

for an 18 year old colonel (O-5) to exist.  It is feasible however, due to recent 

relaxation of age limits that a 40-year-old might have the rank of private (E-1).  

Additionally, a 21-year-old lieutenant with less than a year in the Army technically 

outranks a 45-year-old sergeant major with 26 years of service.  Hence it was 

necessary to explore these relationships in detail.  A complete correlation matrix is 

included at Appendix B. 

 Age was significantly positively correlated with civilian education (r =.594, 

p<.01), rank (r =.586, p<.01), active service (r =.604, p<.01), and number (r =.235, 

p<.01) and months of overseas deployment (r =.296, p<.01).  Otherwise stated, 

older soldiers tended to be more educated, higher ranking, have more years of 

active military service and more incidents and months of deployment than younger 

soldiers.  Age was also positively correlated with overseas deployment location (r = 

.322, p<.01) suggesting older soldiers are more likely to spend time in geographical 

regions where there is greater gender disparity.  A one-way ANOVA also revealed 

age to be significantly related to occupational specialty (F[2,325]=17.683, p<.01, 

η2=.098) with CA/PSYOPS personnel (Mean =34.93) significantly older than both 
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support  (Mean =30.80 ) and combat arms (Mean =26.76) personnel.  Support 

personnel were significantly older than combat arms soldiers as well. 

 Civilian education was significantly positively correlated with gender (r = 

.146, p<.01) suggesting that women tend to have more education than their male 

counterparts.   Also positively correlated with civilian education was rank (r =.690, 

p<.01), active service (r =.281, p<.01), number (r =.160, p<.01) and months of 

deployment (r =.145, p<.01).  Thus Army personnel with more civilian schooling 

tend to be higher ranking, and have spent more time both on active duty and on 

overseas deployments.  Civilian education was also positively correlated with 

overseas deployment location (r =.263, p<.01).  Hence soldiers with more education 

had a greater likelihood of spending time deployed to regions with greater gender 

inequity.  Finally, results of a one-way ANOVA also found civilian education 

significantly correlated with occupational specialty (Table 8) (F[2,327]=33.359, 

p<.01, η2=.169).  CA/PSYOPS soldiers (Mean = 4.55) had significantly more 

education than both Support (Mean = 3.37) and Combat (Mean = 2.87) soldiers and 

the difference between the latter two groups was significant as well. 

 



 64

Table 8 

Civilian Education by Military Occupational Specialty 

  
Civilian Education Level 

 
  

GED or 
Equiv 

 

High 
School 

Diploma 

Some 
College 

2 Yr 
Degree 

4 Yr 
Degree 

Some 
Grad 

School 

Masters 
Degree Total 

 
CA/PSYOP 
 

0 5 17 13 14 9 11 69

Combat 11 28 40 7 9 0 2 97
 
Support 12 22 73 27 19 9 4 166
 
Total 
 

23 55 130 47 42 18 17 332

 

 Separate one-way ANOVAs also revealed significant relationships between 

occupational specialty and rank (F[2,328] = 28.998, p<.01, η2=.15) and months of 

deployment (F[2,327] = 3.107, p<.05, η2=.019)  respectively.   CA/PSYOPS 

personnel (Mean = 3.47) significantly outranked both their Support (Mean = 2.00) 

and Combat (Mean = 1.67) counterparts.  The latter two groups did not significantly 

differ in rank however.   CA/PSYOPS soldiers (Mean = 11.71) also have spent 

significantly more months deployed overseas than Support personnel (Mean = 

7.77), but do not differ from Combat soldiers (Mean = 9.98).  Contingency table 

analyses also found significant differences with regard to gender and occupational 

specialty (Table 9), and gender and service component (Table 10). 
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Table 9 

Military Occupational Specialty by Gender 

  
Military Occupational Specialty 

 
Gender 
 CA/PSYOP Combat Support Total 

 
Male 
 

55 96 110 261

Female 
 13 0 56 69

 
Total 
 

68 96 166 330

X2 = 42.04, p<.01, contingency coefficient = .34 

 

Table 10 

Service Component by Gender 

  
Active 

 
Reserve Total 

 
Male 178 85 263

 
Female 23 45 331

 
Total 
 

201 130 331

X2 = 25.97, p<.01, contingency coefficient = .27 

 

Amount of cultural awareness training was significantly positively correlated 

with active service (r =.205, p<.01), number (r=.246, p<.01) and months (r =.224, 
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p<.01) of deployment as would be expected.  It was also significantly related to 

overseas deployment location (r =.272, p<.01) indicating that soldiers who deployed 

to the least equitable countries received more hours of cultural awareness training. 

 Results of a one-way ANOVA found ethnic group membership 

(F[2,329]=4.521 , p<.05, η2=.012 ) to be significantly related to rank.  Whites (Mean 

=2.50) significantly outranked both Nonwhites (Mean = 2.08) and those who 

reported belonging to the “Other” category (Mean = 1.80).  There were no 

significant differences between these latter two groups however.  A contingency 

table analysis was conducted to determine if people of different racial backgrounds 

had differences in language abilities.  The results (Table 11) indicated that ethnic 

group membership was significantly related to number of languages other than 

English spoken fluently, X2 = 27.01, p<.01, contingency coefficient = .28.  Forty 

percent of Non-whites spoke one or more languages other than English followed by 

28% of Others, and 22% of Whites. 
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Table 11 

Number of Languages Other than English Spoken Fluently By Ethnic Group 

  
Number of Languages  

 
Ethnic Group 
Membership 
 

0 1 2 3 4 or More Total 

 
Whites 117 22 4 0 0 143
 
Nonwhites 71 34 10 4 0 119
 
Other 49 17 0 1 1 68
 
Total 
 

237 73 14 5 1 330

  

 Finally, of the fourteen independent variables analyzed, there were seven 

that were significantly correlated with gender attitudes or egalitarianism, or both 

(Appendix B). 

Hypothesis One 

 Hierarchical multiple regression was used to determine whether gender 

attitudes are significantly related to gender, age, civilian education, service 

component, military training and military experience.  The enter method was used 

with items added to the model in the order of correlation coefficient from highest to 

lowest (Table 12).  Gender was entered in Block 1, service component in Block 2, 

and age, months of deployment, and number of languages spoken in Block 3 (Table 

13).  The overall model is significant R2 = .172, F(5,320) = 13.285, p<.01. 
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Table 12 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Predictors of Gender Attitudes 

 
Variable 
 

r p< 

 
Gender .387 .01 

 
Component .174 .01 

 
Age .109 .10 

 
Number of Languages -.107 .05 

 
Months of Deployment 
 

-.117 .05 

 

H 1.1: ATW will be significantly related to gender.  Gender of respondent predicted 

14.9 percent of the variance in gender attitudes.  This relationship was positive 

indicating that women have more flexible attitudes with regard to gender roles and 

opportunities. 

H 1.2: ATW will be significantly related to age.   Although bivariate correlation 

revealed a significant positive relationship between age and gender attitudes (i.e. 

older respondents tended to view women more favorably), after controlling for 

gender, service component, number of languages and months of deployment, age 

did not uniquely predict a significant portion of the variance in gender attitudes. 
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Table 13 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients and Beta Weights for Predicting Gender 
Attitudes 
 
 
 

 
 B SE B β 

 
Step 1 

    

  
Intercept 3.934 .037 

  
Gender .619 .082 .386*** 

 
Step 2    

  
Intercept 3.903 .043  

  
Gender .586 .085 .366*** 

  
Service Component .095 .070 .174   

 
Step 3    

  
Intercept 3.800 .116  

  
Gender .563 .085 .352** 

  
Service Component .058 .073 .044 

  
Age .006 .004 .092 

  
Number of Languages -.061 .049 -.064 

  
Months of Deployment 
 

-.006 .003 -.105* 

 
Note: R2 = .149 for Step 1; ΔR2 = .005 for Step 2; ΔR2 = .018 for Step 3; *p<.1, 
**p<.05, ***p<.01 
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H 1.3:  ATW will be significantly related to civilian education level.  Bivariate 

correlation revealed no significant relationship between civilian education level and 

gender attitudes so this variable was excluded from the regression model. 

H 1.4: ATW will be significantly related to service component.  As with age, there 

was a significant bivariate relationship between these variables, but service 

component did not uniquely predict any of the variance in gender attitudes possibly 

because of its collinearity with gender. Hence a follow-up independent samples t-

test was conducted with only the male respondents.  This analysis revealed a 

marginally significant difference (t[261] = -1.942, p=.053, η2 = .013) between Active 

Component soldiers (Mean = 3.889, SD .612 ) and their Army Reserve counterparts 

(Mean = 4.040, SD .551), with the latter possessing more positive gender attitudes. 

EH 1.5: Do any other individual characteristics predict ATW?  Number of languages 

was negatively correlated with gender attitudes, suggesting those who spoke more 

languages would have less favorable attitudes. However, it was not found to be a 

unique predictor in the regression model.  Marital status, spouse employment 

history, and satisfaction with cultural awareness training were not significantly 

correlated with the dependent variable and therefore excluded from the model. 

EH 1.6: How are ATW related to military training?  There were no significant 

correlations between gender attitudes and either general military education or 

cultural awareness training.  Therefore neither of these variables was entered into 

the regression model.  
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EH 1.7: How are ATW related to military experience?  Both number of deployments 

and months of deployment were significantly correlated with the dependent variable, 

but since they were also collinear, the variable with the higher coefficient, months of 

deployment, was chosen for the model.  The relationship between months of 

deployment and gender attitudes was significant at the .10 level.  Each additional 

month of overseas deployment results in a .006 decrease in ATW score. 

  A two-way factorial ANOVA was conducted to determine if this effect differed 

by gender (Tables 14 & 15). The months of deployment variable was recoded into 

the categories of No deployment = 0; More than 1 month to less than 12 months = 

1; 12 months or more to less than 24 months =2; 24 months or more = 3.  The 

overall analysis of variance found significant main effects for gender (F[1,323] = 

51.135, p<.001) but not for deployment length (F[3,323] = .046, p =.987).  However, 

the interaction between gender and deployment length was marginally significant 

(F[3,323] = 2.271, p =.08).  Across all levels of deployment, women’s attitudes were 

more positive than men’s and this difference was statistically significant at the .01 

level in every comparison.  Additionally, men’s attitudes were less positive as 

deployment length increased and this decrease was statistically significant at 24 

months or longer.  Women experienced the opposite effect with increased 

deployment time resulting in more positive gender attitudes although the mean 

differences between levels were not statistically significant. This phenomenon is 

illustrated in Figure 1. 
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Table 14 

Distribution of Months of Deployment by Gender 

  
None 

 

 
1-11 

 

 
12-23 

 

 
24 or more 

 

 
Total 

 
Men 124 54 60 25 263
 
Women 37 16 11 4 68
 
Total 
 

161 70 71 29 331

 

Table 15 

Gender Attitudes Means by Gender and Months of Deployment  

 
Months of Deployment 
 

Men Women 

 
None 3.975 4.506 
 
1-11 3.986 4.489 
 
12-23 3.959 4.593 
 
24 or more 
 

3.608 4.989 
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Figure 1. Interaction of gender and months of deployment on gender attitudes. 

 
 Finally, a two-way factorial ANOVA was conducted to determine if gender 

and military occupational specialty predicted mean differences in gender attitudes.  

With women included in the analysis the results were significant, F(2, 329) = 8.970, 

p<.01, η2 =.052, with both CA/PSYOP (Mean = 4.074, SD = .076) and Support 

(Mean = 4.182, SD = .049 ) reporting more positive gender attitudes than their 

Combat counterparts (Mean = 3.841, SD = .064 ).  However, in a one-way ANOVA 

among men alone, occupational specialty was not a factor in predicting gender 

attitudes.    
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Hypothesis Two 

 The influence of gender, race, age, service component, and active service 

time on egalitarianism was determined with hierarchical multiple regression using 

the enter method.  Items were added to the model in order of correlation coefficient 

values (Table 16) to determine the R2 change for each block.  Gender was entered 

in Block 1.  Race was dummy coded to create a new variable that compared Whites 

and Non-whites and entered in Block 2. 16  Age, active service time and component 

were entered in Block 3.  The resulting model is significant R2 =.131, F(3,254) = 

7.632, p<.01(Table 17). 

 

Table 16 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Predictors of Egalitarianism 

 
Variable 
 

r p< 

 
Gender .210 .01 
 
Age .166 .01 
 
Service Component .129 .05 
 
Active Service Time .120 .05 
 
White vs. Else 
 

-.175 .01 

                                            
16 Respondents in the “other” category were excluded from this analysis due to the aforementioned 
suspected discrepancy with this category.  
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Table 17 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients and Beta Weights for Predicting 
Egalitarianism 
 
 
 

 
 B SE B β 

 
Step 1 

    

  
Intercept 4.181 .059 

  
Gender .625 .137 .274**

 
Step 2   
  

Intercept 4.380 .087 
  

Gender .522 .139 .229**
  

White vs. Else -.328 .108 -.185**
 
Step 3   
  

Intercept 3.970 .200 
  

Gender .475 .145 .208**
  

White vs. Else -.318 .109 -.179**
  

Age .012 .008 .123
  

Service Component .025 .125 .014
  

Active Service Time 
 

.007 .013 .042

 
Note: R2 = .075. for Step 1; ΔR2 = .032 for Step 2; ΔR2 = .024 for Step 3; *p<.05, 
**p<.01 
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 H 2.1: SDO will be significantly related to gender.  As expected, gender of 

respondent was a significant predictor of egalitarianism and accounted for 4.5 

percent of the variance in SDO.  This relationship was also positive indicating that 

women are more committed to the concept of equality between social groups. 

H 2.2:  SDO will be significantly related to rank.   Rank was not significantly 

correlated with egalitarianism and was thus excluded from the model. 

H 2.3:  SDO will be significantly related to civilian education level.  No significant 

relationship was found between civilian education level and egalitarianism so it was 

not included in the regression model. 

H2.4: SDO will be significantly related to ethnicity.  Controlling for gender, 

membership in a specific ethnic minority group was significantly related to 

egalitarianism and accounted for three percent of the variance in SDO.  This 

relationship was positive suggesting that people of color are more accepting of 

social equality. 

H 2.5: SDO will be significantly related to service component.  Service component 

and egalitarianism were significantly related at the bivariate level.  However, when 

added to the regression model it was not a significant unique predictor of the 

variance in egalitarianism.   A follow up independent samples t-test was conducted 

with male respondents only.  This analysis revealed a marginally significant 

difference (t[261 ] = -1.830, p=.053, η2 = .013) between Active Component soldiers 

(Mean = 4.117, SD = .880) and their Army Reserve counterparts (Mean = 4.331, SD 

= .906), with the latter possessing more positive gender attitudes. 



 77

EH 2.6: Do any other individual characteristics predict SDO?  There were no 

significant correlations between egalitarianism and either number of languages 

spoken or perception of cultural awareness training adequacy.  Therefore these 

items were not included in the model. 

EH 2.7: How is SDO related to military training?  Neither general military education 

nor cultural awareness training produced significant correlations with the dependent 

variable and were thus excluded from the regression model. 

EH 2.8: How is SDO related to military experience?   Active service time was 

significantly correlated with egalitarianism and this relationship was positive.  

However, when added to the regression model it was not significant as a unique 

predictor of egalitarianism.  

Hypothesis Three 

H 3.0: ATW will be significantly related to SDO.  Egalitarianism and gender attitudes 

were found to be significantly correlated (r = .538, p<.001).  This relationship was 

positive indicating that those who desired more equality between social groups were 

more committed to equality between the sexes as well.   

EH 3.1: Do any individual characteristics moderate the relationship between ATW 

and SDO?  From the literature there were five items that were identified as potential 

moderators of this relationship:  gender, education, age, ethnicity and rank.  

Ethnicity and rank were each recoded as dichotomous variables.  The ethnicity 
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variable was recoded as White = 0 and Nonwhite = 1.17   Rank was recoded as 

Enlisted = 0, Officer = 1.  

 Multiple regression analyses were used to determine the moderation effect 

for each of the five independent variables.  With egalitarianism as one of the 

predictor variables and gender attitudes as the dependent variable, each potential 

moderator was entered into a separate regression.  The continuous variables of age 

and education were each centered by subtracting the respective mean score from 

the actual score. For these two analyses only, SDO score was also centered in the 

same manner and the new variables were entered as predictors in the first block.  

Next, an interaction term was created by multiplying SDO scores by the moderator 

variable.  In the case of a continuous moderator, the centered variables were used 

to create the interaction term.   

 As with the previous analyses, only gender was a significant predictor of 

gender attitudes on its own.  Together gender attitudes (β = .287, p<.001) and 

egalitarianism (β = .474, p<.001) predicted 36 percent of the variance in gender 

attitudes.  However, gender was not a significant moderator of the relationship 

between egalitarianism and gender attitudes (Table 18).  The remaining variables of 

education (Table 19), age (Table 20), and ethnicity (Table 21), also were not found 

to significantly moderate this relationship.   

                                            
17 Respondents in the “other” category were excluded from this analysis. 
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Table 18 

Summary of Sequential Regression of ATW against SDO, Gender, and SDO x 
Gender Interaction 
  

B 
 

 
SE B 

 

 
β 
 

 
Intercept 2.487 .152 
 
SDO .347 .036 .492**
 
Gender .738 .364 .467**
 
SDO x Gender 
 

-.062 .078 -.188     

R2 = .365; **p<.01 

 

Table 19 

Summary of Sequential Regression of ATW against SDO, Civilian Education, and 
SDO x Civilian Education Interaction 
  

 
B 
 

 
 

SE B 
 

 
 
β 
 

 
Intercept 4.063 .030 
 
SDO .380 .033 .539**
 
Civilian Education -.004 .020 -.008 
 
SDO x Civilian Education 
 

-.017 .022 -.035 

R2 =.290; **p<.01 
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Table 20 

Summary of Sequential Regression of ATW against SDO, Age, and SDO x Age 
Interaction 
  

B 
 

 
SE B 

 

 
β 
 

 
Intercept 4.059 .030 
 
SDO .377 .033 .537**
 
Age .001 .003 .021 
 
SDO x Age 
 

-.004 .004 -.057 

R2 =.298; **p<.01 

 

Table 21 

Summary of Sequential Regression of ATW against SDO, Ethnicity, and SDO x 
Ethnicity Interaction 
  

B 
 

 
SE B 

 

 
β 
 

 
Intercept 2.762 .213 
 
SDO .303 .051 .441**
 
Ethnicity -.377 .338 -.309 
 
SDO x Ethnicity 
 

.090 .076 .344 

R2 = .255; ***p<.01 
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The only potential moderator of the relationship between egalitarianism and 

gender attitudes was rank.  Overall the regression was significant R2 =,294;F(2,331) 

= 45.803 , p<.001 with a significant main effect for both SDO (β = .535, p<.001) and 

to a lesser degree, rank (β =.427, p=.052) (Table 22).   The interaction term (β = -

.423, p = .054) was marginally significant as well, which provides support for the 

potential of rank as a moderator of the relationship between SDO and ATW. 

In order to better illustrate the nature of this relationship, the interaction was 

plotted (Fig. 2), indicating that for both officers and enlisted personnel the direction 

of the relationship remained the same.  But at higher levels of egalitarianism, 

enlisted respondent’s’ gender attitudes were more positive than were officers’ and 

overall there appeared to be less variability in officer’s gender attitude scores.  At 

low levels of egalitarianism, officers reported more positive gender attitudes than did 

enlisted personnel. 

Table 22 

Summary of Sequential Regression of ATW against SDO, Rank, and SDO x Rank 
Interaction 
  

B 
 

 
SE B 

 
β 

 
Intercept 2.339 .144 
 
SDO .378 .033 .535***
 
Rank .826 .424   .427* 
 
SDO x Rank 
 

-.191 .099 -.423* 

R2 =.294; ***p<.01, *p<.1 
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Figure 2.  Interaction effect of rank and egalitarianism on gender attitudes. 
 

 
Exploratory Analyses 

 
Because so few of the available independent variables emerged as 

significant predictors of either gender attitudes or egalitarianism, two items from the 

Measurement Matters scale project were analyzed to shed light on alternative 

plausible explanations.  One concerned gender identity and the other ethnic identity.  

The first item analyzed was “My gender should be an asset for my military 
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occupational specialty”; the second question was identically phrased with the term 

“ethnic background” in place of the word “gender” 

An independent samples t-test was conducted for each item using the 

relevant demographic category, either gender or ethnicity as the fixed factor, 

followed up by a hierarchical regression for each demographic variable and its 

corresponding survey item regressing ATW and SDO respectively.  On the gender 

item, mean differences between men (Mean = 2.94) and women (Mean = 3.94) 

respondents were significant (t[330] = -4.336, p<.001, η2 =.054).  Thus men agreed 

that their gender should be an asset to their military career field whereas women 

disagreed with this statement. 

 Follow up regression analyses with responses to these items predicting 

gender attitudes and egalitarianism respectively were significant as well.  In the first 

model, “my gender should” was positively significantly correlated with gender 

attitudes (r = .416, p<.001).  With a higher score indicating greater disagreement 

with the statement, this means that disagreement with this item is associated with 

more positive gender attitudes.  The overall regression model was significant R2 = 

.176, F(2,331) = 57.641, p<.001 (Table 23). Together the item response and gender 

accounted for 26 percent of the variance in gender attitudes. 
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Table 23 

 
Unstandardized Regression Coefficients and Beta Weights for Predicting Gender 
Attitudes 

 
   

B 
 

 
SE B 

 
β 

 
Step 1  
 
 Intercept 3.941 .037 
 
 Gender .611 .080 .386***
Step 2   
  

Intercept 3.573 .063 
  

Gender .485 .077 .307***
 
 

 
My gender should be 
an asset 
 

.125 .018 .341***

Note: R2 = .149 for Step 1; ΔR2 = .110 for Step 2;  ***p<.01 

 
  

 A similar result was detected with regard to egalitarianism.  The survey item 

“My gender should be an asset” was significantly correlated with SDO (r = .335, 

p<.001) and the regression model was significant R2 = .130, F(2,331) = 24.591, 

p<.001 (Table 24). Again, greater disagreement with the statement indicated more 

positive attitudes toward social equality.  
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Table 24 Unstandardized Regression Coefficients and Beta Weights for Predicting 

Egalitarianism 

 
   

B 
 

 
SE B 

 
β 

 
Step 1  
 
 Intercept 4.192 .055 
 
 Gender .466 .120 .209***
Step 2   
  

Intercept 3.733 .096 
  

Gender .309 .118 .139***
 
 

 
My gender should be 
an asset 
 

.156 .027 .302***

Note: R2 = .044 for Step 1; ΔR2 = .086 for Step 2; ***p<.01 
 

 The relationships were not quite as evident with regard to ethnicity.  Results 

of a one-way ANOVA revealed group differences for “My ethnic background should 

be an asset” (F[2,329] = 3.405, p<.05, η2  =.020).  However, the only significant 

difference was between non-whites (Mean= 4.43, SD = 1.56) and others (Mean = 

4.97, SD = 1.21).  Whites (Mean =4.74, SD = 1.38) did not significantly differ from 

either of the other two groups.  Overall, non-whites disagreed less with this 

statement perhaps indicating a greater affiliation with their respective ethnic group 
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and a greater sense of the importance of race in the context of their careers.  Follow 

up regression analyses did not show the same effect for ethnicity as they did for 

gender however.  While the survey item was marginally positively correlated with 

SDO (r = .098, p=.074), it was not significantly correlated with ATW.  The 

subsequent regression model for egalitarianism was significant R2 = .058, F[3.331] 

= 6.746, p<.001 (Table 25). 

 

Table 25 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients and Beta Weights for Predicting 
Egalitarianism 
 
   

B 
 

 
SE B 

 
β 

 
Step 1  
 
 Intercept 4.236 .106 
 
 White vs. else -.140 .129 -.076
  

Non-white vs. else .285 .134 .150**
 
Step 2   
  

Intercept 3.844 .202 
  

White vs. else -.122 .129 -.066
  

Non-white vs. else .328 .134 .172**
 
 

 
My ethnicity should be 
an asset 
 

.079 .035 .123**

Note: R2 = .043 for Step 1; ΔR2 = .015 for Step 2; **p<.05 
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DISCUSSION 

U.S. Army operations in the field are increasingly dependent on one-on-one 

interactions, yet little work has been done examining how these social and cross-

cultural factors influence relationships beyond unit boundaries.  There is not much 

doubt that attitudes about gender and social bias have a direct impact on unit 

cohesion.  However, as today’s operating environment shows, these dynamics have 

the potential to profoundly impact civil-military relations at a critical moment in time. 

This study provides a first stepping stone in examining how those with a real-world 

operational focus may differentially perceive those with whom they interact in the 

execution of their military mission. 

Three research questions were considered in this study.  First, what is the 

relationship between 1) specific individual characteristics, 2) military training, and 3) 

military experience and gender attitudes?  Second, what is the relationship between 

these same three factors and egalitarianism? Finally, assuming a correlation 

between gender attitudes and egalitarianism, are there any variables which 

moderate this relationship? The discussion will examine these findings in detail, 

discuss the limitations of the study, as well as outline the implications and directions 

for future research.  

Individual Characteristics 

Of all the seven demographic variables collected, only gender was found to 

be a significant predictor of both gender attitudes and egalitarianism, supporting 

both hypotheses 1.1. and 2.1.  With regard to gender attitudes, previous research 
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has suggested that women who enter non-traditional, i.e. male-dominated career 

fields are more likely to possess a “modern” perspective on what women are 

capable of doing and achieving, which accounts for their more positive outcomes 

(Stevens & Gardner, 1987).  In contrast, men in these same environments may feel 

compelled to “hunker down” in the interest of preserving their privilege in the last 

bastion of male superiority (Durning, 1978).    

Despite the hierarchy enhancing environment of the military, this study also 

provides support for the invariance hypothesis (Pratto, 2001; Sidanius, Levin, Liu, & 

Pratto, 2000; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994) as women did have more egalitarian 

attitudes than the men in the sample.  However, the exploratory analyses of gender 

identity also bolster the case for its respective role in the relationship between 

gender and SDO.  The findings of this study approximate Wilson and Liu’s (2003) 

work in that men generally agreed that their gender should be an asset to their 

careers.  Furthermore this agreement predicted less positive attitudes both toward 

women and egalitarianism, thereby justifying their higher social status and at the 

same time maintaining a positive gender identity.  Conversely women generally 

disagreed that gender should be an asset and was correlated with more positive 

attitudes on both dependent measures.  One plausible explanation is that women 

soldiers choose not to endorse their subordinate social status, and at the same time 

display a greater commitment to gender and social equality.  Alternatively, they may 

truly devalue their personal feminine identity as it could be considered a liability to a 

traditional military career. 
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Over 50 years ago Gordon Allport published his seminal work “On the Nature 

of Prejudice” and paved the way for much of the subsequent research on social 

bias.   However, Allport’s discussion completely overlooked sexism as one of the 

primary forms of prejudice, while it principally focused on discrimination toward 

other groups on the basis of race, religion, occupation, etc.  Rudman (2005) likens 

Allport  to “the proverbial fish – blind to the water he swims in” (p.107) and suggests 

that still today, many simply accept the unequal treatment of men and women as 

inevitable; and among those who do recognize sexism as a form of prejudice, 

perhaps some consider it more acceptable than other types.  The gap in scores 

between gender attitudes and egalitarianism seems to bear this out particularly 

among the more egalitarian respondents in the study.  That gender attitude scores 

were consistently less positive than those for egalitarianism suggest that when 

gender is made salient for soldiers, their prior conception of out-group may change.  

The same is not evident for those at the negative end of the scale however.  Those 

opposed to equality appear to equally discriminate against all groups including 

women. 

There was support for Hypothesis 1.2 in that age was significantly related to 

gender attitudes, but not in the negative direction initially predicted.  Wright (1990) 

found older respondents to possess less positive, more traditional attitudes toward 

women. Later, Ivarrson (2005) found older respondents to have more positive 

attitudes, but on measures of subtle sexism only.  It bears repeating that both of 

these populations differed from the one in this study which likely accounts for the 
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differences.  Also, although no specific hypothesis was offered, age was also 

positively correlated with egalitarianism.  Age was not significantly related to either 

variable at the multivariate level suggesting that it may have been confounded by 

either months of deployment and component in the first model, and time in service 

and service component in the second.  

One unexpected finding was the negative relationship between number of 

languages spoken and gender attitudes at the bivariate level.  This variable had 

originally been chosen to explore whether fluency in additional languages might 

indicate greater acceptance of different cultural groups.  It was not anticipated to be 

related to gender attitudes.  The fact that the survey did not query exactly which 

languages other than English were spoken makes it premature to speculate about 

this relationship.  Also worth noting is that, despite its significant relationship with 

ethnicity, number of languages was not significantly related to egalitarianism. 

The study found support for Hypothesis 2.4 as ethnicity and SDO were 

related in the predicted direction.  In accordance with Social Dominance Theory and 

the ideological asymmetry hypothesis, dominant ethnic groups possess less 

egalitarian attitudes as a means to justify their superior social status and members 

of lower status groups have a vested interest in advocating increased social equality 

(Sidanius, 1993).  Sidanius et al, (2004) further posit that the direction of the 

association between ingroup identification and SDO is dependent on perceived 

group power. 
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This may partially explain why the findings for ethnicity and ethnic identity did 

not approximate outcomes similar to those for gender.  Although both Whites and 

Non-whites disagreed that ethnic background should be important to a military 

career, Non-whites disagreed significantly less than Whites did, suggesting that 

race may be  less of an issue for minorities than gender is for women in the Army.  

Perhaps ethnic minorities in the military do not subordinate their ethnic identity 

because there is not as much motivation to do so.  This is not to say that they aren’t 

potentially subject to racial bias, but they are not categorically denied entry from 

specific domains of the military they way women are. 

Of the remaining hypotheses involving individual characteristics, there was 

no support for either 1.3 or 2.3 concerning civilian education and gender attitudes 

and egalitarianism respectively.  Because most of the previous studies were done 

with college convenience samples, there were limited examples upon which to base 

a prediction (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Wright, 1990).  It is 

possible that the definition of civilian education and college in particular may be 

different in a military population.  There is a significant emphasis on distance 

learning, correspondence courses and college credit awarded for military training to 

accommodate soldiers earning degrees while they concurrently serve.  Thus there 

may have been too much variability in the types of civilian education they have 

experienced to detect a difference in either gender attitudes or egalitarianism. 
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Military Training 

Neither general military education level completed nor amount of cultural 

awareness training were significantly related to either of the dependent variables, 

an outcome that clearly warrants further research.  General military education was 

highly correlated with rank, reflecting the fact that each training school has a series 

of prerequisites and a minimum rank requirement.  Also the lower levels of 

schooling at both the officer and enlisted levels teach a common core of courses 

with regard to leadership and common military tasks; but a significant portion of 

these courses are also branch or occupational specialty specific.  Hence the overall 

course content may well have varied from specialty to specialty, but without enough 

representation by specialty at each level, there may not have been enough power to 

detect a small difference.  Furthermore, the survey relied on self-report, so without 

independent verification of course content it is unclear whether participants were 

actually exposed to subject matter relevant to social and cross-cultural equality. 

With regard to cultural awareness training, the problem of standardization is 

also an issue.  The source of instruction as well as the breadth and depth of 

material covered remains at the discretion of the commanding officer.18  Therefore 

the term “cultural awareness training” has a generally understood meaning, but its 

specific constitution varies widely from unit to unit depending on the commander’s 

                                            
18 The Army has recently established the U.S. Army Culture Center at the Military Intelligence School 
at Ft. Huachuca, AZ which offers Mobile Training Teams for units in need of pre-deployment cultural 
awareness training.  However, commanders still have the latitude to use alternative sources to 
include several private contractors who offer training programs. 
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perception of need and specific interests.  Thus the amount and type of training a 

soldier receives is dependent upon the unit to which he or she was assigned prior to 

deployment.  Since soldiers transfer between units regularly and this study asked 

for data going back more than six years, the likelihood that any two soldiers in the 

sample received exactly the same type of training is probably rather small.   Hence, 

the lack of an adequate operational definition for this variable may provide at least 

some explanation for why no relationship was detected. 

Military Experience 

Of the seven variables that comprised the category of military experience, 

only one - months of deployment - remained significant at the multivariate level for 

gender attitudes.  This relationship was negative suggesting that people who are 

deployed longer have less positive attitudes toward women; but this relationship 

was also rather weak – significant only at the .1 alpha  level and accounted for less 

than two percent of the variance in gender attitudes.  This relationship was most 

pronounced for men with more than 24 months of deployment and although not 

found to be statistically significant, the fact that women’s attitudes actually became 

more positive with increasing deployment time is worth mentioning.   

It may be premature to rule out the effect of prolonged exposure to highly 

patriarchal societies either.  While deployment region did not elicit a significant 

relationship with either of the dependent variables it may be due to its lack of 

variability.  For the past seven years, the majority of Army forces have been 

concentrated in the Middle East 
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Since this study is cross-sectional it is inappropriate to imply that gender 

attitudes change over time – that the experience of increased deployment time 

somehow gives rise to less favorable views of women for male soldiers while having 

the opposite effect in females. However, it is plausible that people who are exposed 

to lengthy deployments somehow differ from those who do not have the same 

experience.  A brief examination of how most soldiers come to experience 

numerous lengthy deployments may shed light on this phenomenon.   

Although the U.S. is technically “a nation at war”, the Army is an all-volunteer 

force and soldiers exert at least some control over their destinies.  First they have a 

choice of whether or not to enlist in the Army, and then most make a conscious 

decision about which occupational specialty to elect (although some more qualified 

and therefore more fortunate are given a greater range of options than others).  

Some of these specialties involve a much higher probability of deployment and 

many soldiers take this into consideration when they make their choice.  Additionally 

most enlistment periods vary between two and six years with the average term 

being four years.   Accounting for initial entry training time, and intervals between 

deployments, the maximum number of months of deployment the average first-time 

enlistee might experience would be somewhere between 24 and 30.  At this point 

the soldier makes the decision to either leave the service or re-enlist and be subject 

to additional deployments.  Thus it may be something about a person who chooses 

a military career that includes multiple deployments that is a greater predictor of 
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gender attitudes, and the direction differs depending on whether that person is a 

man or a woman because these decisions may be gender related.. 

Robinson Kurpius and Lucart  (2000) offer a social learning theory 

explanation to potentially explain the relationship between gender, deployment time 

and gender attitudes.  They contend that the more women are exposed to non-

traditional situations and role models, the more positive their gender attitudes 

become.  The combat environment is arguably the most non-traditional of all.  If 

women feel successful after 24 months of deployment that may further solidify the 

idea that there is little they are incapable of doing.  Conversely, Nicol, Charbonneau 

and Boies’s (2007) finding that military socialization may lead to an increase in 

prejudicial attitudes could possibly explain why men’s gender attitudes changed in 

the opposite direction after 24 months of deployment.  An alternative explanation 

might be that those men who accept lengthy and/or repeated deployments are not 

very attached to the women in their lives. 

In this study, time in service alone was not significantly related to gender 

attitudes.  It was positively correlated with egalitarianism, but at the bivariate level 

only.  This suggests that increased time in the military may be related to more 

positive attitudes about social equality broadly defined, but not to gender attitudes 

specifically.   

Service component was also correlated with both gender attitudes and 

egalitarianism but was not significant at the multivariate level. However, a follow-up 

ANOVA found service component significant for men on both dependent measures.  
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Hence reservists more positive attitudes may be related to their limited exposure to 

the hierarchy enhancing environment of the military, as well as the increased 

likelihood of working with women in their civilian jobs (Durning, 1978; Sidanius, Liu, 

Shaw, & Pratto, 1994; Sidanius, Pratto, Van Laar, & Levin, 2004).  There also may 

be differences between the types of people who choose the Army Reserve and 

those who prefer full-time active service.   

 Finally, the finding that rank may be a moderator of the relationship between 

SDO and ATW suggests that even people who are highly egalitarian in general still 

may not view women as favorably as “other groups”, but gender attitudes for 

officers who are anti-egalitarian stabilize and for enlisted they drop commensurate 

with SDO scores.  This finding is difficult to interpret.  Perhaps there is something 

unique about the officer socialization process that accounts for this interaction.   

One plausible explanation might be that when a specific subordinate group is made 

salient, officers are careful not to express more bias than would be socially 

acceptable on a measure of overt attitudes.  Enlisted personnel, particularly those at 

the lowest ranks may be freer to express their true beliefs without concern about 

consequences. 

Summary 

This study highlights the fact that even after three decades of near-complete 

gender and racial integration, much work remains to minimize the effects of social 

bias and prejudice, most notably where women are concerned.  Overall, this study 

found support for three of nine directional hypotheses, i.e. relationships between 
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gender and both gender attitudes and egalitarianism, as well as between ethnicity 

and egalitarianism.  There was limited support for additional three hypotheses 

regarding age and gender attitudes as well as service component and both gender 

attitudes and egalitarianism.  A significant relationship between age and 

egalitarianism was also detected despite no initial hypothesis.  Finally, there were 

two exploratory items that add explanatory power to the proposed model – i.e. 

identity measures that capture the importance that soldiers place on their gender 

and racial identities.  The remaining section addresses the limitations of the current 

study as well as implications and direction for future research. 

Limitations 

This study relied on a cross-sectional design with a convenience sample and 

thus further research is needed to establish the reliability and validity of the findings.  

The respondents in this study reported generally positive attitudes toward women, 

as well as other groups with only a small percentage of the aggregate expressing 

negative views.   Selection bias in the sample is possible since the two units that 

eventually participated in the study were in commands with a reputation of 

establishing positive climates for both minorities and women.  It is possible that 

units that declined participation did not embrace this as a priority.  In a study on the 

effects of peer group climate on domestic violence attitudes and behavior among 

male U.S. Army soldiers, Rosen, Kaminsky, Parmley, Knudson and Fancher (2003) 

found leadership support to be a highly significant influence on participants’ 

responses to the study questions.  It is possible that leadership quality may be 
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directly related to perceptions of women and other “out-groups”.  Hence the need 

for a wider, directed study to examine this possibility.  

Sample bias may also have constrained the study’s ability to capture the full 

influence of specific training and unit composition on gender attitudes and 

egalitarianism in the population of primary interest – CA/PSYOPs.  Specifically there 

were not enough CA/PSYOP respondents who had completed specialized training 

or were serving in the Active component, the latter which may have provided 

additional insight into the potential effects of a hierarchy enhancing environment.  

On the other hand, the overwhelming majority of CA/PSYOPs positions are in the 

Reserve component, so this loss may be minimal.  

Another limitation may be the measures themselves, particularly those for the 

dependent variables, both of which may introduce social desirability bias.  Despite 

the fact that participants were assured numerous times that their responses would 

be confidential and that there was no identifying information linked to any of the 

answer sheets, social desirability influences on responses to sensitive items cannot 

be ruled out.  Personnel accountability is a hallmark of military leadership.  Leaders 

are expected to know where their subordinates are and what they are doing at all 

times.  Thus if the slightest doubt existed in the mind of a soldier about whether the 

chain of command could pinpoint his or her response, then that might possibly 

influence the answers given. 

Another significant issue was the variability in many of the independent 

variables in the sample to include age, education rank, time in service, deployment 
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time etc.  Although seemingly beneficial at the outset, this variability introduced 

substantial colinearity issues which may have affected the overall outcome.  In 

addition, though the exploratory analyses regarding gender identity and ethnic 

identity are intriguing, predictive ability of a single survey item is limited.  Hence a 

more comprehensive measure of identity may produce a different result.   

Finally, this study only examined Army personnel when a broader 

perspective could have been valuable.  There was great utility in comparing those 

with a traditional combat focus to those with a completely different military 

responsibility.  However, to fully appreciate the complicity of the institutional 

environment in attitude formation and maintenance, and to further develop the skills 

necessary to succeed on the contemporary battlefield, perhaps it would be 

beneficial to compare soldiers to those they might emulate in the current scenarios, 

e.g. humanitarian aid workers or reconstruction experts. 

Despite these shortcomings, this study did accomplish its initial objectives 

and adds to the body of research on military personnel. It provides information 

about the gender attitudes of a population about which little was previously known, it 

further addresses how ideas about power and culture might operate among soldiers 

and sheds light on what individual characteristics may or may not be important in 

the expression of attitudes, and which may be irrelevant.  Most importantly it raises 

awareness about gender and power dynamics in the Army.  The following section 

addresses the implications of these findings and suggests direction for further study.  
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Implications and Future Research 

Perhaps the best news to emerge from this study is the finding that overall, 

attitudes held by Army personnel of varying status and backgrounds are generally 

positive.  They have also become more positive than when last studied at the U.S. 

Military Academy in the 1970s (Yoder, Rice, Adams, Prince and Priest, 1982).   It is 

also important to acknowledge that of the 20% in this study who had negative 

attitudes, those at the bottom end of the scale may be resistant to change despite 

any structural or training modifications that the Army may adopt (Jackson & Esses, 

2000)  Paradoxically, these may be the most important attitudes to address, 

however difficult to change. 

The shortcomings of the U.S. military with regard to gender and indigenous 

women’s issues may be best addressed through a comprehensive program with 

documented impact.  This program could be adopted and integrated into the current 

cultural awareness curriculum.  It should not exclusively focus on the unique 

hardships of indigenous women in conflict, but rather educate military personnel, 

particularly leaders, on the tremendous capacity of women as peace-builders.  

Because there is ample empirical evidence linking women’s rights and stable 

societies, the U.S. military will advance its mission to promote stability and security 

by enhancing women’s opportunities cross-culturally.  Additionally the curriculum 

should include techniques and best practices on how to formally engage women in 

support of mutual goals at various levels of command structure, as well as how to 

model positive and respectful social behavior.  This instruction might be most 
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effectively delivered through a combination of respected military and civilian 

development professionals as well as indigenous women who could convey the 

importance and potential first hand.  The effectiveness of this training should be 

regularly assessed through an integrated program evaluation plan. 

For the better part of three decades the nation has questioned the decision to 

allow women to serve in the regular Army, and the issue of combat exclusion 

continues to be a source of major debate (Solano, 2006).  The central focus has 

always been: do women have the skills necessary to perform as well as men?  Yet 

with the emergence of a new type of conflict, one that increasing relies on 

intellectual skills and the ability to relate to others seemingly quite different from 

ourselves, the new question might be what can men in the Army emulate from the 

women in their ranks? 

In the aftermath of several well publicized UN peacekeeping operations in 

the 1990’s, DeGroot (2001) suggests that women have already demonstrated their 

worth in providing balance in often precarious situations.  Citing the example of 

Somalia, combat units (which were exclusively male) developed a hostile attitude 

toward the locals, were quick to assert their dominance, and had a proclivity to 

apply physical force even for minor infractions, leading to a deteriorating political 

situation.  In contrast, support units were much more successful in dealing with the 

host population.  DeGroot argues that it was the inclusion of women, even in very 

small numbers that contributed to the success of the support units because their 

presence tended to reduce the likelihood of male soldiers asserting their 
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dominance, and had calming effect on stressful situations.  Additionally, their 

unfettered access to a segment of the population, i.e. local women, considered off-

limits to men was considered a positive outcome as well. 

The evidence in the present study suggests that women soldiers may bring 

more than just a calming effect and greater access to the table.  It appears that they 

may also have a greater commitment to the social equality which is the cornerstone 

of the democratic ideal that we aim to promote overseas.  Hence in a 

counterinsurgency scenario, where building a society up is at least of equal 

importance if not more so to defeating the enemy through physical force, it appears 

that women soldiers have the capacity to perform as well if not better than their 

male counterparts, if given the opportunity.  Additionally, improving the gender 

balance of units would, as suggested by DeGroot (2001), more accurately reflect 

civilian society perhaps encouraging both the military and the populations they deal 

with, to behave in a more civilized manner.  Emphasizing how these skills are 

necessary and valued might assist in the efforts to recruit more women into the 

Army. 

Hence, the finding of gender as the most significant predictor of both gender 

attitudes and overall egalitarianism underscores the state of gender dynamics in the 

military and how much work is still left to do.  It cannot be emphasized enough that 

less than positive attitudes affect more than just those within the military system.  

Indigenous populations clearly have much to gain from an improvement in our 

social attitudes.  
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But examining how U.S. personnel think and behave is only half of the 

equation.  What “others” think about us is arguably just as important as how we 

perceive them. Consequently, research that further explores the perspectives of 

both those in the military, as well as those populations with whom we interact is long 

overdue. 

Finally, individual attitudes are just a starting point.  The fact that many of the 

variables examined were not significant may be interpreted as an encouraging 

finding in that perhaps it is not a specific individual characteristic or group of 

characteristics that overwhelmingly contribute to social bias.  Instead, we must 

scrutinize the military system more closely to determine how it may be responsible 

for perpetuating certain ideals.  Thus, systemic reform and a cultural shift in what 

skills and perspectives are truly valued in the Army may be the fastest course to 

achieving mission objectives. 

In the larger picture of all the many different things the Army must do to 

achieve its objectives, these initiatives would not be much to ask in light of the 

enormous potential gains both near and far term. For critics who argue that such 

endeavors would “feminize” the world’s most elite fighting force and irreparably 

harm the warrior spirit, I would respond that perhaps this is a worthy goal.  One 

thing remains clear however - the current conflicts have imposed new challenges 

that cannot be addressed by conventional methods.  Attitudes that elicit behavior 

detrimental to mission success must be addressed through greater awareness and 

education. To exclude half of a population from strategies for peace only dooms the 
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effort.  If we accept the fact that women should be and are a critical ingredient in 

winning the peace, then the time for the U.S. military to facilitate their empowerment 

is now. 
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 Appendix C 
 
GEM Data by Region 
 
CENTCOM (Middle East) 
Qatar 0.374
United Arab Emirates 0.652
Oman 0.391
Saudi Arabia 0.254
Egypt 0.263
Morocco 0.325
Yemen 0.129
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 0.347
Pakistan 0.377
Mean 0.346

 
 
SOUTHCOM (Latin America and Caribbean) 
Barbados 0.649
Argentina 0.728
Chile 0.519
Uruguay 0.525
Costa Rica 0.680
Bahamas 0.696
Cuba 0.661
Mexico 0.589
Trinidad and Tobago 0.685
Panama 0.574
Brazil 0.49
Saint Lucia 0.502
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 0.542
Colombia 0.496
Dominican Republic 0.559
Belize 0.517
Peru 0.636
Ecuador 0.600
Paraguay 0.428
El Salvador 0.529
Honduras 0.589
Bolivia 0.500
Mean 0.577  

PACOM (Asia and Pacific Islands) 
Sri Lanka 0.369
Maldives 0.437
Bangladesh 0.379
Nepal 0.351
Singapore 0.761
Korea (Republic of) 0.510
Malaysia 0.504
Thailand 0.472
China 0.534
Philippines 0.590
Viet Nam 0.561
Mongolia 0.429
Cambodia 0.377
Mean 0.483

 
 
AFRICOM (Africa) 
Mauritius 0.562
Botswana 0.518
Namibia 0.623
Tanzania (United Republic of) 0.597
Ethiopia 0.477
Mean 0.555 
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EUCOM (Europe) 
Slovenia 0.611 
Cyprus 0.580 
Czech Republic 0.627 
Hungary 0.569 
Poland 0.614 
Slovakia 0.630 
Lithuania 0.669 
Estonia 0.637 
Latvia 0.619 
Croatia 0.612 
Bulgaria 0.606 
Romania 0.497 
Russian Federation 0.489 
Macedonia (TFYR) 0.625 
Kazakhstan 0.469 
Ukraine 0.462 
Turkey 0.298 
Georgia 0.414 
Moldova 0.547 
Kyrgyzstan 0.302 
Iceland 0.862 
Norway 0.910 
Ireland 0.699 
Sweden 0.906 
Switzerland 0.660 
Netherlands 0.859 
France 0.718 
Finland 0.887 
Spain 0.794 
Denmark 0.875 
Austria 0.788 
United Kingdom 0.783 
Belgium 0.850 
Italy 0.693 
Germany 0.831 
Greece 0.622 
Portugal 0.692 
Mean 0.657 

 


