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Foreword

Today's Air Force depends in large part on women to meet its mission requirements. Tomorrow's Air
Force may depend on women even more. It behooves us, then. to examine those issues that are of
concern to women in the military.

AUCADRE is pleased to provide aforum for this discussion of those issues. The opinions expressed are,
of course, those of the author and not of AUCADRE.

DENNIS M. DREW, Colonel, USAF
Director
Airpower Research Institute
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Preface

Today, the armed forces of virtually all nations have women in them. In the United States, women
represent about 10 percent of the active duty military population. Thus the topic of women and military
service is an important and timely one.

Women have served in and with the United States armed forces since the founding of our nation; yet it
has only been since the 1970s that issues concerning women in the military have been seriously and
systematically pursued by both scholars and military planners. This volumeis an effort to identify and
examine key events, questions, and policies pertaining to women in the United States armed forces. To
do this, amultidisciplinary analytical strategy that incorporates the methodology and conceptual tools of
history, social science, organizational theory, policy analysis, and future studies was adopted.

Chapter 1 presents a history of women in the US armed forces. To understand the contemporary situation
of women in the military, it is necessary to understand the historical roots of the issues. Many of the
guestions being raised about women in the military today have also been issues of concern in the past;
thus these questions have a"military" history. In fact, there have been several recurring questions about
the utilization of women in the military. These issues have relevance today just as they had in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, but the ways in which we address and answer these concerns may be
different now because of (1) changing patterns of societal expectations, and (2) changes in the military
organization itself.

It isthese issues that form the basis for chapter 2, which uses social science concepts and analytical
methods to examine major instruments and patterns of change regarding women in the armed forces.
Both internal military factors and factors external to the military organization are examined for their
effects on the military roles of women. "What forces seem to determine the extent and the scope of the
utilization of women in the military?" is the question explored.

Chapter 3 identifies and analyzes 10 contemporary "key issue areas’ pertaining to women in the military.
It examines not only the visible symptoms of current problems but also the underlying causes that
contribute to them. Utilizing an "organizational culture" approach, chapter 3 examines the organizational
values and assumptions upon which military policy is built and looks at the future of women in the US
armed forces. Finally, it examines some potentially useful techniques that could be employed in future
policy planning.
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Introduction

This book explores three major questions concerning the roles of women in the military. They are:
« What has been the history of policy development on this issue?
« Why and how have policy changes occurred?
« What concerns and issues remain on the policy agenda?

A critical analysis of these questions yielded a set of working hypotheses that helped to explain the
history and evolution of policy in thisarena. In brief, these hypotheses are:

« Theincorporation of women into the US armed forces has been an evolutionary process.

« Factorsthat have been instrumental in effecting change for women in the military have been both
external (change has come through forces outside the military) and internal (change has been a
product of intraorganizational forces). For example, the roles of women in the US armed forces
have reflected to a great extent the roles of women in the society at large (an external factor), but
these have al so reflected the changing structure of the military organization itself (an internal
consideration). One particularly influential internal factor stands out, however: The perception of
"military need" (variously defined in differing circumstances) has been the primary driver in the
utilization of women in the US armed forces.

« Magor current policy issues concerning women in the military are pragmatic, visible illustrations of
unresolved underlying issues. For a more complete understanding of these concerns, it is necessary
to bring not only these visible problems but also their underlying issues and their institutional
supports under close examination and analysis. It is only through such a process that constructive
suggestions for change can redlistically be made.

The discussion that follows examines these hypotheses as each question—history, instruments and
patterns of policy change, and issues remaining—is explored in turn.
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Chapter 1
Historical Patterns and Recent Policy Shifts

The incorporation of women into the US armed forces has been an evolutionary process.

Women have served in and with the armed forces of the United States since the very beginning of its
history as a nation. But although it is known that "during the 18th and 19th centuries, women were
routinely present with the armiesin battle,"1 it is very difficult to document the exact nature and scope of
their participation due to the loss and selective preservation of many of these early records. However,
two American historians have studied the military activities of women during the revolutionary war and
have identified several roles in which women were involved.

LindaK. Kerber cites women's utilization in that war as, among other things, espionage agents, cooks,
laundresses, military nurses, and matron and boardinghouse landladies. (The e ghteenth-century
boardinghouse served the double purpose of caring for both the sick and the traveler and can be thought
of as an early version of the military hospital.)? Linda Grant DePauw identifies three major categories of
military participation for women during the American Revolution: "First, those . . . referred to as Women
of the army’, or ‘army women'; second, those enlisted as regular troops fighting in uniform side by side
with male Continental's; and third, women serving asirregular fighters affiliated with local militia
companies." Far from being "camp followers' or "battlefield domestics," DePauw says, the "women of
the army" were a distinct branch of the Continental Army that performed duties with artillery units on the
battlefield and served as medics both in the field and in military hospitals. The second category of
women, perhaps a few hundred according to DePauw, "served in combat with the Continental Army (as)
regularly enlisted soldiers.”" Some served disguised as males (wore male clothing and enlisted under male
names) while others who fought as regular soldiers made no effort to conceal their sex; they fought in
combat and drew pay, rations, and pensions under their own names. Finally, local militia units (as
opposed to regular garrison troops) were often composed partly or entirely of women and were employed
aslocal defense forces. Further, DePauw notes that women also served on warships during this period.3

It isimportant to observe here that women served with, not in, the armed forces during thistime. That is,
even though they may have been paid (or not paid) for the duties they performed, they did not hold
military rank and were thus attached to, not a part of, the armed forces.

Women continued to perform various roles within the military organizations of the nineteenth century.
Conflicts during thistime included the War of 1812, the Civil War (1861-65), and the Spanish-American
War (1898). This century was also the period of expansion of the American frontier. There is evidence
that women were employed by the military as scouts and that some were aso attached to frontier

outposts at thistime.4

During the Civil War, women acted as saboteurs, couriers, and spies;® they also performed what would
be termed combat support and combat service support functions today: cooking, laundering, supplying

ammunition on the battlefield, and performing camp maintenance.b In addition—once again—women
disguised as men served in the army and fought in combat.
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Judging from its subsequent impact, however, the single most influential contribution made by women
during thistime was in the field of health care.” Aswas the case during the American Revolution, "death
due to disease (in the Civil War) continued to account for afar greater proportion of mortality in the war
than death due to wounds and injury; thus the care of the sick and injured (was) ariskier military
occupation than that of soldier."8 Trained medical personnel werein great demand but short supply. The
efforts of Clara Barton and the Sanitary Commission (composed largely of women and established by the
Union army under pressure from the women's Central Association of Relief) helped to enforce standards
of sanitation and thus dramatically reduced the number of deaths due to disease.® These women "also
obtained permission to convert transport ships into the first primitive hospital shipsto care for the
wounded."10 In addition, some 6,000 femal e nurses were recruited and trained to serve with the Union
army, primarily through the efforts of Dorothea Dix, appointed superintendent of women nurses by the
US secretary of war.11 A significant event in US women's military history occurred during the Civil War:
Dr Mary Walker, a combat surgeon and the first woman doctor in the US Army, was awarded the Medal
of Honor by Congress. Walker has been the only woman thus far in US history ever to receive this
award.12

But, however grateful the armed forces were for the women's wartime contributions (particularly those of
the nurses), they did not yet perceive of women as either integral to or a continuing part of the military
organization. Thus "when the war ended in 1865, the Army reverted to the practice of using enlisted men
for patient care in its hospitals, and the female nurses went home."13

During the Spanish-American War, women nurses were given an opportunity to serve because they
possessed a skill that the military needed and the services could not recruit nearly enough male medical
corpsmen to deal with an epidemic of typhoid fever among US troops. To address this need, Congress
authorized the military to appoint women as nurses—but as civilian workers rather than as uniformed
members of the military. Between 1988 and 1901, approximately 1,500 women served as nurses under
contract to the Army and Navy in the United States, overseas (Cuba, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, Japan, China,
the Philippines), and aboard the hospital ship USS Relief.14 The contributions and quality of service of
the contract nurses during this period convinced the surgeon general of the Army to request that the
legidlation necessary to give the nurses quasi-military status be drawn up.

Congress established the Army Nurse Corpsin 1901 and the Navy Nurse Corpsin 1908. The status of
these corps relative to their respective military organizations was an ambiguous one, perhaps best
described as amilitary "auxiliary": nurses "had no military rank, equal pay, or other benefits (of) military
service such as retirement or veterans benefits."1° Y et the importance of the establishment of a
permanent nurse corps of women within the armed forces is clear—the skills and contributions of trained
nurses were being recognized as an essential and ongoing part of military organizations. The importance
of the nurse corps auxiliary organizational status was that athough their role was seen as permanent and
ongoing, women—even those with skills vital to a military organization—were still considered to be
outside the "real" military structure.

With this nebulous foot in the military door, the precise status of women in military organizations was an
issue that would continue to present itself. Scarcely had the twentieth century begun when, after much
internal debate, the United States again found itself engaged in mobilization for military operations—this
time on aglobal scale. Not surprisingly, both the Army and the Navy faced increasing personnel
shortagesin certain critical skill areas. A number of these shortages existed in those jobs classified as
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"combat support” occupations. The question was, could these needs be alleviated by placing skilled
women into these heretofore considered male military jobs? The answer seemed to be an elusive one,
subject asit was to legal constraints and interpretations of the times. Faced with this context and with
similar manpower shortages for their respective services, Secretary of War Newton D. Baker and
Secretary of the Navy Josephus Daniels both concluded that skilled women must be utilized but came to
exactly opposite conclusions asto their organizational statuses. For example, the Navy faced a desperate
shortage of clerks (yeomen). Capt Joy Bright Hancock, USN, later assistant chief of staff of Naval
Personnel for Women, described Secretary Danielss retelling of his solution to this problem:

"Isthere any law that says a yeoman must be aman?' | (Daniels) asked my legal advisors.
The answer was that there was not, but that only men had heretofore been enlisted. The law
did not contain the restrictive word "male."

“Then enroll women in the Naval Reserve as yeomen," | said, "and we will have the best
clerical assistance the county can provide." Tremendous gasps were heard, but thiswas an
order, and it was carried out.16

Thus women were enrolled into the Naval Coastal Defense Reservein 1917, given uniforms and enlisted
rank in the ratings of yeomen (F), radio electricians, and "such other ratings as the Commandants
considered essentia to the District organization." Some of the additional duties at which the yeomen (F)
were employed included those of draftsmen, fingerprint experts, translators, camouflage designers, and
recruiters.1’ They served in the United States as well as overseas, some seeing "duty with hospital units
in France and with intelligence units in Puerto Rico."18

Soon after women were enrolled in the Navy, Mg Gen George Barnett, commandant of the Marine
Corps,

wrote aletter to the Secretary of the Navy requesting authority "to enroll women in the
Marine Corps Reserve for clerical duty at Headquarters Marine Corps and at other Marine
Corps offices In the United States where their services might be utilized to replace men who
may be qualified for active field service."19

Secretary Daniels sent back his approval on 8 August 1918.

Ultimately, about 12,500 yeomen women and 305 women Marines served in the Navy and Marine Corps
in World War 1. There is also evidence that women were enlisted into the Coast Guard at thistime to
perform needed clerical duties. Thus the yeomen and Marine reserves of World War | were the first
American women "to be accorded full military rank and status." Such a designation meant that they
received the same pay as enlisted men of corresponding rank (but women were permitted to advance only
up to the rank of sergeant), wore uniforms and rank insignia, took an oath of office, were subject to
military discipline, had a service obligation (four years), and, as veterans, were "afforded the full benefits
legislated into law, the same as their male counterparts.”20

Things were very different, however, with regard to the incorporation of women from the Army side.
Secretary of War Baker was particularly opposed to any notion of military status for women and, unlike
Secretary of the Navy Daniels, chose to utilize women (other than those in the nurse corps) in astrictly
civilian capacity. Thus, those women who worked for the Army in jobs often similar to those performed
by the yeomen (F) and Marine reservists (F) continued to hold a civilian rather than a military status,
despite several requests for their militarization from Army commanders and heads of agenciesin the
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field. Mattie E. Treadwell recounts that requests for the skills and services of American women in a
military status came from severa areas. Requests came from:

« Gen John J. Pershing, commander of the American Expeditionary Forces, for bilingual (French
and English) telephone operators for the Signal Corps,

« the Quartermaster General for a proposed "Women's Auxiliary Quartermaster Corps' tasked with
support duties for supply and procurement;

« the chief of Engineers;
« the Operations Branch of the General Staff;

« and the chief of Ordnance for women in clerical, stenographic, and other needed skill areasin
which men, because of combat requirements, could not be obtained.

These entreaties did not receive favorable consideration at the War Department level, however. In fact,
"legidation to enlist 'effective and able-bodied women' had . . . [even] been introduced in Congressin
December of 1917, but had been returned to the House Military Affairs Committee by the Secretary of
War with an expression of his disapproval."21

General Pershing did get women telephone operators—civilian contract workers, some of whom wore
uniforms but none of whom had military status. But Gen James G. Harbord, commander of the Services
of Supply in Europe, who had requested 5,000 skilled military women be sent to perform clerical duties
with the Quartermaster Corps, received 5,000 limited-duty, unskilled Army enlisted men instead.
Ultimately, some women did perform duties in the Quartermaster Corps both stateside and overseas; but
they did so as civilian contract employees, not as military personnel .22

During thistime, of course, there were also women in the Army and Navy Nurse Corps, albeit still with
their quasi-military status. What seemed to matter to the military as the United States entered World War
I in April 1917, was not the nurses' status but their presence in the organization. As mobilization began,
the Army's active duty nurse corps stood at 403; it would grow to a peak strength of 21,480, serving at
198 stations in the United States and overseas in France, Belgium, England, Italy, Siberia, Hawaii, Puerto
Rico, and the Philippine Islands. During World War |, "Army nurses were assigned to casualty clearing
stations and surgical teams in field hospitals as well as to mobile, evacuation, base, camp, and
convalescent hospitals. They also served on hospital trains and transport ships, . . . in busy cantonment
and general hospitals, at ports of embarkation, and at other military outposts.” The Navy Nurse Corps,
smaller (Iessthan 1,500 members) but no less devoted to duty, also established a reputation for courage
and sacrifice during this difficult time.23

All women in the US armed forces, except the nurses, were transferred to inactive duty and then
discharged at the end of World War |. The nurse role was seen as a continuing one even in peacetime, but
the quasi-military status of the nurses continued to be a source of debate. In the case of the Army, both
"the War Department and the Surgeon General's office fought against granting women (commissioned)
rank, contending that it would be improper to give women rank that might give them hierarchical
superiority to male officers. . . [also] many objections were posed based on the assumption that military
rank should be reserved for those engaged in combat.” The other side argued that female nurses needed
commissioned rank so as to increase efficiency in working relationships. In 1920 a compromise was
effected: nurses would receive "relative rank," which entitled them to a similar nomenclature and insignia
relative to male officers in the grades of second lieutenant through major, and "authority in and about
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military hospitals next after (male) officers of the Medical Department.” "Relative rank” meant a separate
and unequal status. Women lacked the authority and privileges—and the comparable pay—of male

commissioned officers.24

For the next two decades, no women except nurses were in the military. In fact, the Naval Reserve Act of
1916, which had authorized the Navy to enlist "citizens'—the loophol e that had enabled enrollment of
"yeomen (F) and Marines (F)"—was changed in 1925 to limit eligibility to "male citizens."2> The Navy
Department could no longer enlist women without express Congressional approval.

But there is some evidence that the Army at this time was at |east thinking about possible roles that
women might play in future military conflicts. Both the Phipps Plan, submitted to the War Department in
1926, and the Hughes Plan, presented in 1928, "envisioned awomen's corps that would be in the Army
rather than attached to it as an auxiliary." In 1939 a plan completed by the Army personnel staff at the
request of the Army chief of staff called for awomen's corps "patterned after the all-male Civilian
Conservation Corps (CCC)" with women in acivilian status attached to the military (similar to the status
of the women nurses in the nineteenth century) rather than as members with rank and full military status.
However, al of these plans were filed away and the Army took no action to implement any of them
during thistime. Thus on the eve of World War |1, when the US armed forces were faced once more with
involvement in global hostilities, the situation again was one of asmall military force that needed to be
expanded rapidly, a serious manpower shortage, and no women except nurses "on board."26

Principally to help alleviate the shortage of manpower in certain needed areas (particularly in clerica
skills, but in other fields as well), women were taken into the armed services, thistime in all branches.
Women's "line" (nonmedical) components of the services (each headed by afemale director or adviser,
her title varying from service to service) were established at this time. The first service to take this step
was the Army. Legisation sponsored by Congresswoman Edith Nourse Rogers was passed in 1942 (P.L.
554) to establish the Women's Army Auxiliary Corps (WAAC), asmall group of women attached to, but
not in, the Army. It is worth noting that Congresswoman Rogers wanted to give women in the Army full,
not auxiliary, military status. However, some Army officials disagreed. In areport to the chief of staff on
the question of women's organizational status, the assistant chief of staff for personnel wrote, “the
purpose of thisstudy . . . isto permit the organization of awomen's force along the lines which meet with
War Department approval, so that when it isforced upon us, asit undoubtedly will be, we shall be able to
run it our way." Thus, "the War Department's unwillingness to go the whole way and provide women
with full status, combined with opposition from members of Congress to the idea, convinced Rogers that

compromise on this point was the only way to get any legislation at all."27

There turned out to be many problems with the auxiliary structure, however. Particularly troublesome
was the lack of military control over membersin an auxiliary, but there were other problems as well.

From the very beginning, the auxiliary status did not work.... Its members did Army jobsin
lieu of soldiers but were administered under a separate, parallel set of regulations. [Their]
legal status was dubious, and there was no legally binding contract that could prevent a
woman from leaving anytime she choseto.... If they went overseas. WAACs did not have
the same legal protection as the men, nor were they entitled to the same benefitsif injured.
Under the WAAC, military women were not entitled to the same pay as their male
counterparts, to entitlements for dependents, or to military rank.28

In 1943, after much debate in Congress, another bill was passed. It established the Women's Army Corps
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(WAC), whose members would have full military status. Most members of the WAAC joined the WAC,
and additional civilian women were recruited into the WAC as well.

Meanwhile, the Navy was faced with similar manpower shortages and critically needed skills.

In January 1942, seeing the handwriting on the bulkhead, the Bureau of Personnel
recommended to the Secretary of the Navy that Congress be requested to authorize creation
of awomen's organization. The Secretary agreed but made it quite clear that he wanted the
Navy women in the Reserve, not in an auxiliary such as the Army was proposing.... Right up
to the last an attempt was made to end-run the Secretary of the Navy on this point by getting
the President to favor an auxiliary.... It was only through the intercession of Mrs Roosevelt
with the President that the Navy Secretary got the nod for a\Women's Naval Reserve.29

In July 1942 P.L. 689 established the Navy Women's Reserve, integrated at the start as a part of the
Naval Reserve and not a separate "women's corps’ like the WAC in the Army structure. The Navy
women were, however, soon known by the acronym WAVES (Women Accepted for Volunteer
Emergency Service), thus establishing at least the perception of a separate women's organization. The
Marine Corps Women's Reserve was a so established by P.L. 689; they were known as Women Marines.
In November 1942 the US Coast Guard Women's Reserve was established by P.L. 773. Their acronym,
SPARs, came from the Coast Guard motto Semper Paratus—Always Ready. (Thetitle of "reservist” isa
somewhat confusing one here. Although for organizational purposes they were in the reserve component
of thelir respective service branches, virtually al of these women reservists were called to serve on active
duty during thistime.) Following World War |1, when the US Air Force was established as a separate
branch of the armed forces, an office of director, Women in the Air Force (WAF) (headed by afemale
colonel), was set up by the Air Force even though the law itself (Title 3 of the Women's Armed Services
Integration Act of 1948) did not require it to do so. Organizationally, women in the Air Force were
airmen and US Air Force officers (rather than WAF airmen and WAF officers) right from the very
beginning, although they were perhaps not perceived in thisway. "Most male officers, and many female
officers. . . faced with the day-to-day decisions [and] trained in Army traditions found old habits hard to
break. Instinctively, they thought of women as a separate category of people."30 This perception came to
be both legacy and institutionally reinforced as the various women's directors offices continued to
function in the military from the 1940s until the 1970s.

Over the course of World War 11, about 350,000 women served in the United States military. They
performed in avariety of roles, including medical and administrative jobs, as well as being pilots, truck
drivers, airplane mechanics, air traffic controllers, naval air navigators, metalsmiths, and electricians.3!

Unlikeits World War |1 allies, the United States chose not to utilize women in combat roles. The
importance and the reverberations of this decision would be felt throughout the twentieth century.
Service policy and subsequent legislation explicitly prevented women from volunteering for or
performing combat roles, or, in the case of women in the World War 11 Navy, from serving in overseas
combat areas. The Army, however, thought the latter was permissible; many WACs were assigned to
duty overseas during World War |l. Rather than engaging in combat herself, it was felt that the important
job for awoman in the military in World War Il wasto "free aman to fight"; that is, to perform a support
rolein the military so that a man could be released to perform a combat role. This particular belief had
actually begun with the first use of uniformed women in line specialties two decades earlier, but it came
into its own during World War Il and was a frequently used recruiting technique until its effectiveness
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was undercut by resentment on the part of both men and women. Even though its overt use was
discontinued, the ideaitself persisted.32

Meanwhile, the issue of women and the draft continued to surface. Two large US allies (the Soviet Union
and Great Britain) were conscripting women as well as men and were using both in combat roles. At the
same time, American men were being drafted for the armed forces under the Selective Training and
Service Act of 1940 while all women in the US armed forces were volunteers. With the "freeaman to
fight" strategy, the impetus was not on utilizing women in combat roles, but on using them to fill
personnel shortages in other areas, especialy in medical and support roles. Attempts to address severe
needs in these areas were reflected in three formal proposals for a draft of women: in 1942 within the
War Department (to draft a half-million women per year for the next three years); in 1944 when
legidlation was introduced into Congress to draft unemployed single women (between the ages of 20 and
35) rather than drafting older married men (fathersin particular); and in 1945 when the Nurses Selective
Service Bill passed the House. Even though there appeared to be public support for the idea—78 percent
of Americans believed that single women should be drafted before any more fathers were taken, and
even single women agreed by a three-to-one majority—Ilegislation to draft American women was never
enacted.33

Fueled by the Berlin crisisin 1948, the major piece of legislation regarding women and their roles within
the military that did become law during this period came after the close of World War I1. Despite the
record of women's service, the debate in Congress continued over their status vis-a-vis the military. The
major ideological breakthroughs regarding women and the military that came about during World War |1
were that women could be in the armed forces (wear uniforms and have military rank), and that their
contributions could be important and continuing ones. But this institutionalized and continuing
contribution of women contained an important caveat: their numbers and roles in the military were to be
limited. What was needed was a small group of women, established and on board in all the military
services, which could serve as the basis for the expansion of womanpower in the event of another
national emergency.

Public Law 625, the Women's Armed Services' Integration Act of 1948 (called the Integration Act), was
thus an important legislative and ideological turning point in several ways. Whatever the reasons behind
it—a mobilization base for womanpower was the primary idea—the law established for thefirst time a
permanent role for women in the nation's armed forces. This institutionalization of their role meant that
women would never again be mobilized and then immediately discharged following awar or crisiswhile
men continued to serve at al times. Y et while this act established the role of women in the military asa
continuing one, it also set the boundaries of that role. It imposed a 2-percent ceiling on the number of
women who could be on active duty in each branch of the armed forces, limited each service to only one
woman line colonel or Navy captain, excluded women entirely from flag rank (general and admiral),
established that women's promotion lists would be separate from men's for al services except the Air
Force, set differing enlistment standards and dependency entitlements for men and women, and

authorized the service Secretaries to prescribe the military authority that women might
exercise and the kind of military duty to which they might be assigned provided, in the case
of the Navy and Air Force, that they "may not be assigned to duty in aircraft while such
aircraft are engaged in combat missions': nor, in the case of the Navy, "may they be
assigned to duty on vessels of the Navy except hospital ships and naval transports."34
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Importantly, nearly every one of P.L. 625's provisions restricting the utilization of women would come
under debate over the next few years and some would be changed, either by legislation or by policy
modification.

The post-World War Il eraincluded the Berlin crisis, the Korean War, the cold war, and the Vietnam
War; and throughout the 1950s and 1960s, women continued to serve in the armed forces, primarily in
medical, administrative, communications, training, and logistics roles. Their numbers remained steady at
less than 2 percent of the total force. During thistime, three particular events were to have important
implications: the utilization of women during the Korean War, the establishment of the Defense
Advisory Committee on Women in the Services (DACOWITYS), and the passage of P.L. 90-130 in 1967
(which altered several provisions of P.L. 625).

In 1950 the war in Korea necessitated once again a substantial increase in the size of US forces.
Personnel strength levels had been sharply cut back with demobilization at the close of World War I1.
The draft of American men had continued, but now draft calls had to be increased. Selected reserves
were also called up. There were 22,000 women volunteers in the armed forces, about one-third of whom
were in health career fields. The need for nurses was especially critical; in fact, most military women
who served in the Far East, especially in Korea, during this time were nurses. Both voluntary and
involuntary recalls of WAC reservists to active duty also occurred during this period. Moreover, in
response to arequest from Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower Anna Rosenberg, Congress
temporarily removed the 2-percent ceiling on women. However, efforts to recruit increased numbers of
qualified women volunteers met with continued shortfalls throughout this period.35

To help address these pressing personnel needs during the Korean War, to help the services recruit more
women, and to serve as a public relations vehicle for women's programs, DACOWITS was formed in
1951. The secretary of defense appointed 50 prominent women from business, the professions, public
service, and civilian leadership. The DACOWITS committee still exists, but its role has evolved into one
that places, by comparison, somewhat |ess emphasis on public relations and somewhat more emphasis on
its advisory function. It attempts to identify issues of concern to women in the military and to be an
advocate for those concerns to the secretary of defense.

It was partially due to the efforts of DACOWITS membersin 1967 that legidative relief for military
women from some of the promotion restrictions of the 1948 Integration Act came about; but the
legidlation that ultimately became P.L. 90-130 was drafted principally for other reasons. In the
mid-1960s, as US involvement in Vietnam increased, public opposition to a draft also increased.
Between 1964 and 1966, various studies were conducted to look at the desirability of increasing the
number of women in the armed forces up to the 2-percent ceiling. In 1967 the President's Commission on
the Selective Service recommended that " opportunities should be made available for more women to
serve in the Armed Forces, thus reducing the number of men who must be involuntarily called to duty."
That same year, the Department of Defense (DOD) directed that three steps be taken to help ease the
critical manpower shortage the services faced: (1) enlistment standards for males would be lowered in
order for the servicesto take in 100,000 men who would not have qualified under previous standards; (2)
acivilian substitution program would convert some positionsin military support activities from military

to civilian ones; and (3) the number of women in the military services would be increased.36

Among its 1967 provisions, Public Law 90-130 removed the 2-percent ceiling on female participation in
the armed forces. However, the authority to prescribe the numbers and percentages of women in the
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military was merely transferred at this time from the letter of the law to the discretion of the individual
service secretaries; limits could be—and in fact were—still imposed. In addition, the 1967 law removed
the restrictions that had prohibited the promotion of women to the ranks of general and admiral.

Important to the bill's passage were the military manpower crunch, public opposition to a draft, and
promotion bottlenecks for military women. The Integration Act had placed a ceiling on their promotions,
which had in turn forced attrition for many women officers, especially those who had been
commissioned in World War |1; there was no place for these women to advance in the organization, so
they had to get out. Thiswas particularly true for the Navy, but it had a serious impact on the other
servicesaswell.

Although the idea of women as generals and admirals was not an entirely new one, it was not a
particularly popular one at the time. Public Law 90-130 nevertheless allowed for increased promotional
opportunities, and the first promotions of women to brigadier general occurred in 1970. By 1982, all of
the services had a woman brigadier general or admiral (one star); by 1984, all had at least one woman
two star: Mg Gen Mary E. Clarke (USA), Mg Gen Jeanne Holm (USAF), Mg Gen Norma Brown
(USAF), and Rear Adm Grace Hopper (USN). The total number of women who have been promoted to
general or admiral since the law first permitted it in 1967 has been minuscule; in 1988, nine active duty
general officers were women.3’

American military involvement in Vietnam during the 1960s and 1970s included the utilization of
women from the first days to the last. Most of the women who saw service in Southeast Asiaduring this
time were nurses, but some women in the women's “line" components who had administrative, logistical,
and other specialties served there as well. Although it is difficult to establish exact numbers, one source
states that 7,500 American military women served in Southeast Asia over the course of the Vietnam War.
Again, as had been the case in all wars in which women had served in or with the US military, some
women returned with combat decorations, some returned with wounds (physical and/or psychological),
and some did not return at all.38

As US involvement in Southeast Asiawound down, draft calls for men were first lowered, then reduced
to zero. The draft wasfinally terminated in January 1973. Since then, all service members—both women
and men—in the US armed forces have been volunteers.

The advent of the all-volunteer force precipitated a series of changes for women in the military. In some
respects, the 1970s can be considered arevolutionary time for military women because a number of
significant changes in policies relating to them occurred very quickly during that decade. Channels for
these changes included DOD policy modification, legisative enactment, and (for the first time) judicial
mandate.

Y et in other important ways, the 1970s can be considered an evolutionary decade since many of the
issues dealt with were ones that had a policy history and had been simmering for along while. Moreover,
these issues continued to be raised as areas of concern in the 1980s.

To examine the critical events of the 1970s, it is helpful to categorize them into five principal areas. (1)
special advisory committees, task forces, and organizational monitors; (2) marriage and family policy;
(3) numbers; (4) training; and (5) military roles.
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Special Advisory Committees, Task Forces,
and Organizational Monitors

Between 1973 and 1978, all of the services phased out their women directors offices. Administratively,
this was most problematic for the Army since the Women's Army Corps was legally mandated in the
1948 Integration Act and specific legislation was required to terminate it. The other services had never
been legally required to set up an office for adirector of women, but each had done so. These were
advisory rather than command positions; but the women officers appointed to them usually had direct
access to their service chiefs on issues concerning al military women.

Disestablishment of the women directors offices, especially the WAC, was met with mixed reactions.
Objections were raised by many military women who felt that loss of the women's director positions
meant the loss of a significant base of influence at top levels of the military organization. There was also
the perceived loss of awomen's support network and, especialy in the case of the WAC, an institutional
Identity—and the high esprit de corps associated with them. Proponents, however, viewed the demise of
the structure (dubbed the " petticoat channel") as a movement away from a separate and unequal status
and toward one of fuller incorporation into the organization itself. The latter view eventually proved
correct, although some lingering concerns remained. Policies and situations of concern to military
women didn't go away; and the DACOWITS (the volunteer civilian advisory group) alone was left as an
institutional resource for Department of Defense policymakers.

Thus lacking a mechanism for uniformed military expertise on issues that had especial impact upon
women, the DOD subsequently adopted an ad hoc (as needed) strategy and structure (areview board, a
committee, and atask force) to deal with many of these questions. In 1977 a Committee on Women in
the NATO Forces was established. This group—composed of representatives of eleven NATO member
countries (Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the United States)—is "a consultative body on
policy concerning women in the armed forces of the aliance (whose) aim is to encourage the most
effective utilization of the capabilities of women in the services."39 Also in 1977, legidation (P.L.
95-202, Section 401) granting veterans status to the Women's Air Force Service Pilots of World War 11
became part of the impetus for DOD Directive 1000.20, Active Duty Service Determinations for Civilian
or Contractual Groups, in 1979. This directive established a Department of Defense Civilian/Military
Service Review Board charged with reviewing applications from groups of civilian or contractual
personnel and determining "whether the service rendered by a group shall be considered active military
service for the purpose of al laws administered by the Veterans Administration."40

In 1983, the Veterans Administration Advisory Committee on Women V eterans was created—initially as
an internal advisory group within the Veterans Administration (VA), then subsequently "mandated by
Congress under Title IlI—Women Veterans, Public Law 98-160."41 And in 1984 the secretary of defense
established the Task Force on Equity for Women, which "will evaluate the effects of defense policies,
programs, and practices on opportunities for women and will recommend changes where appropriate."42
Thisfive-member task force is chaired by the assistant secretary of defense for manpower, installations,
and logistics.

Thus there is a continuing concern for institutional forums to deal with organizational issues that
particularly involve military women. The major ongoing policy question here is, what mechanism(s) and
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organizational structures should be used to identify and deal with these issues?

Marriage and Family Policy

Officia policies pertaining to marriage and to dependent children for military women had been evolving
since World War II. Theinitial question was whether awoman's decision to marry would either render
her ineligible for enlistment in the first place or, if she were already in the military, make her ineligible to
remain in uniform. Marriage was not necessarily a bar to enlistment or retention for women during
World War |1, but it did subsequently become one.

Female recruiting shortfalls in the 1960s, coupled with the services approval to release women from their
enlistment obligations due to marriage, translated into significant womanpower losses for the military. A
policy change to retain married servicewomen reduced female attrition as expected; but it also
subsequently increased the number of married women in the service (many of whom had military
husbands), and this in turn increased the number of requests for both military spouses to be assigned to
the same location. Marriage and retention in the service for military women were no longer mutually
exclusive statuses, but this situation had now raised some not entirely anticipated organizational

consequences.®3

Even though marriage was now permissible, the services continued to think of married servicemen and
married servicewomen differently, especially with regard to benefits and dependents. Although the
DACOWITS had long questioned this seeming inequity, and legidlation addressing this had even been
introduced into Congress, in the end it was the Supreme Court that decided the matter. In 1973, in
Frontiero v. Richardson, the Supreme Court ruled that it was unconstitutional for the armed forces to
require a servicewoman to prove that her civilian spouse and/or unmarried minor children were
dependent upon her for more than half of their support unless they required the same thing of servicemen
(whose civilian wives and unmarried minor children were automatically classified as dependents by the
armed forces). Thus required to equalize their rules for dependents' entitlements, the services changed
their policies so that servicewomen were subject to the same treatment in this regard as were servicemen.

Marriage and dependency entitlements (especially if these were for a spouse) were one thing, and child
custody and pregnancy quite another, to the military. A 1951 Executive Order (EO 10240) signed by
President Harry S. Truman gave the services permission to discharge a woman if she became pregnant,
gave birth to a child, or became a parent by adoption or a stepparent: the services took it as a mandate.
Waivers to the minor child custody policy were given to military women in the 1950s and 1960s but
often reluctantly and always on a case-by-case basis. In the late 1960s, military women for whom child
custody presented a potential forced choice between their children and their military careers began to file
suit on this question, claiming aviolation of their 14th Amendment equal protection rights, the same
argument used later in Frontiero v. Richardson. But in the early 1970s, the military rescinded the minor
children discharge policy for military women, rendering these cases moot.44

This did not lay to rest other implications of thisissue. In June 1985 a case with anine-year legal history
was brought before afederal judge in New York. In his ruling, Judge John T. Curtain of the US District
Court in Buffalo "upheld the right of the Air Force and Army to ban single parents from enlisting."45
And changes to policy regarding minor child custody and single parenting have not always received
universal support, both because of perceived implications for possible assignment and mobility
restrictions and because they have opened up the lid on a"related matter"—ypregnancy.
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The issue of pregnant military women was, and still is, a highly emotionally charged one. Rather than
automatically discharging a woman from the service when proof of pregnancy was discovered, as had
been the case, the services began in 1971 to go to a policy of waivers of discharge for pregnancy. They
also changed the enlistment rules so that women with children were no longer automatically excluded
from entering the service. Subsequently, although some women with children were seeking waivers to
stay in, the services were still experiencing aloss of 6 percent of their enlisted women (about 3,000)
annually to pregnancy and parenthood, which resulted in a move by the DOD to declare the involuntary
separation with waiver policy no longer "viable" and to instruct the services to develop and implement
policies of voluntary separation for pregnancy and parenthood.46 The services objected, citing concerns
regarding availability for deployment and potential loss of duty time, but were directed to comply with a
voluntary separation policy by 1975. Meanwhile, litigation brought against the services by military
women on thisissue wasin the courts. In 1976, in Crawford v. Cushman, the 2d District Court ruled that
aMarine Corps regulation requiring the discharge of a pregnant woman Marine violated the Fifth
Amendment due process clause because it set up an irrefutable presumption that any pregnant woman in
uniform was permanently unfit for duty.

In the late 1970s, shortly after the decision was made to permit women who became pregnant to remain
in the military, maternity uniforms were developed by each service and were made available for
individual purchase. In 1982 the Army approved a"maternity work uniform,” consisting of shirt and
trousers with a camouflage pattern, and scheduled it to be available in the Army supply system by 1985.
But thistime, rather than being an item for personal purchase, the maternity work uniform was
considered an item of organizational equipment. Since "organizational items belong to the unit, not the
soldier, and are repaired and replaced at government expense," such a move could be perceived as an
attempt at an organizational adaptation to the fact that "approximately 4-5 percent of the female forceis
pregnant at any one time."47

The pregnancy issue has raised concerns for the armed forces in three major areas. the potential
availahility of pregnant military women for mobilization, "work arounds” (circumstances where people
do not carry their own share of responsibilities in the work group situation), and health care issues.
Increasingly, attention is being paid to a scientific analysis of these concerns rather than accepting
"conventional wisdom" on these matters—which may sometimes be factually erroneous— as a basis for
making policy decisions. For example, in 1985 the Army Medical Department announced plans
regarding a study to be undertaken on the health status of women in the Army. It was directed by Brig
Gen Connie L. Slewitzke (chief, Army Nurse Corps) and conducted by the US Army Health Care Studies
and Clinical Investigation Activity at Fort Sam Houston, Texas. The study focused on pregnancy and
other femal e-specific health issues and examined the utilization and perceptions of the Army health care
system by both male and female soldiers. It also concentrated on “the perceptions of company
commanders and first sergeants concerning differences in health problems of men and women."48
Another study that would "monitor thousands of pregnancies and major gynecological operations (during
1985-86) in an effort to determine the quality of care that servicewomen and female dependents are
receiving in military (Army, Air Force, and Navy) hospitals," was coordinated by the Defense
Department's Health Affairs Office.49 In 1988 the Pentagon's Health Program Review and Evaluation
Office conducted the first worldwide survey of military women's health care concerns. An 86-item
questionnaire on OB/GY N care and access to health care services was sent to arandom sample of Army,

Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps women.>0
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In summary then, family policy issues have received increased organizational attention in the military of
recent years largely because of the interest of particular groups such as DACOWITS and the Armed
Services YMCA. The influence of congressional advocates—especially Senator Edward Kennedy
(D-Mass.) and Representatives Henry B. Gonzalez (D-Tex.) and Patricia Schroeder (D-Colo.)—was also
very important, as was the perceived linkage between the family and the individual servicemember's

morale and reenlistment intent.51

The Military Family Resource Center (MFRC), originally established as a demonstration project in 1980
(in response to a 1979 General Accounting Office—GA O—recommendation) and carried forward by the
Armed Services YMCA, became a permanent organizational element of DOD in October 1984 when it
became part of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs. Later, the 1986
Defense Authorization Bill contained provisions for the transfer of the MFRC to the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force Management and Personnel and for the creation of an additional
office—the Office of Family Policy—to be established under the assistant secretary of defense. Itis
especially important in the context of the present discussion to point out that the archival (the collection
of studies and information on military family life), the program monitoring and coordinating, and the
policy-recommending functions of these offices were set up to provide support and advocacy to the
families of all military members, not just the families of military women.®2 In 1986 the US Army began
amajor five-year research effort to collect baseline data on the Army family and to provide policy
recommendationsin key family areas.

These family policy questions of marriage, pregnancy, parenthood, family services, and joint-spouse
assignments are only just beginning to be seriously addressed. The major ongoing policy questions for
this set of issues are: How should such concerns be dealt with, and what organizational implications do
they raise?

Numbers

Perhaps the most important change for women in the military in the decade of the 1970s was the
dramatic increase in their numbers. This buildup of womanpower, most dramatic, virtually overnight in
the early 1970s, began to level off in the late 1970s and early 1980s.

In the early 1970s, with the legidlation authorizing the draft about to expire, the DOD established the
Central All-Volunteer Task Force to examine various alternatives for fielding an al-volunteer military
force. In 1971 the DOD directed the task force to study the utilization of military women in order to
"provide a contingency option for meeting all-volunteer force objectives by increasing the use of women
to offset any shortage of men.">3 In 1972 a special congressional subcommittee on military manpower
held hearings on the role of women in the military. The committee's final report noted "that in an
atmosphere of a zero draft environment or an al-volunteer military force, women could and should play
amore important role.">* Subsequently, the services were directed to develop contingency plansto
increase the use of women in the military. The head of the task force suggested that these increases
include a 40-percent increase for the Marine Corps and a doubling of the number of women in the Army,
Air Force, and Navy in 1977.9°

Asit turned out, these contingency plans became action plans: the services increased the number of
women even more than anticipated between 1972 and 1976. By the late 1970s, the expansion rates had
slackened; but the number of women in the military continued to increase.
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Table 1

Female Military Personnel on Active
Duty in the US Armed Forces

Active Duty
Date Women Personnel*
31 May 1945 266,256 12,124,418
30 Jun 1948 14,458 1,445,910
30 Jun 1949 18,081 1,615,360
30 Jun 1950 22,069 1,460,261
30 Jun 1951 39,625 3,249,455
30 Jun 1952 45,934 3,635,912
30 Jun 1953 45,485 3,555,067
30 Jun 1954 38,600 3,302,104
30 Jun 1955 35,191 2,935,107
30 Jun 1956 33,646 2,806,441
30 Jun 1957 32,173 2,795,798
30 Jun 1958 31,176 2,600,581
30 Jun 1959 31,718 2,565,000
30 Jun 1960 31,550 2,476,435
30 Jun 1961 32,071 2,483,771
30 Jun 1962 32,213 2,807,819
30 Jun 1963 30,771 2,699,677
30 Jun 1964 29,795 2,687,409
30 Jun 1965 30,610 2,655,389
30 Jun 1966 32,589 3,094,058
30 Jun 1967 35,173 3,376,880
30 Jun 1968 38,397 3,547,902
30 Jun 1969 39,506 3,460,162
30 Jun 1970 41,479 3,066,294
30 Jun 1971 42,775 2,714,727
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30 Jun 1972 45,033 2,323,079
30 Jun 1973 55,402 2,252,810
30 Jun 1974 74,715 2,162,005
30 Jun 1975 96,868 2,128,120
30 Jun 1976 109,133 2,081,910
30 Sep 1976 11,753 2,083,581
30 Sep 1977 18,966 2,074,543
30 Sep 1978 34,312 2,062,404
30 Sep 1979 51,082 2,027,494
30 Sep 1980 71,418 2,050,627
30 Sep 1981 84,651 2,082,560
30 Sep 1982 88,599 2,108,612
30 Sep 1983 197,878 2,123,349
30 Sep 1984 100,827 2,138,157
31 Dec 1985 213,357 2,150,379
30 Sep 1986 218,889 2,169,112
30 Sep 1987 223,805 2,174,219
30 Jun 1988 220,476 2,104,307

* For comparison purposes.

Note: Totals include officer and enlisted personnel.

Sources: 1945-1984 figures taken from Department of Defense, Selected Manpower Statistics: Fiscal Year
1984, pages 55-57, 78-79, and derived from pages 20-23. 1985-1986 figures from Department of Defense,
Selected Manpower Statistics: 30 Sep 1986, pages 5, 16. 1987 figures from Department of Defense, Selected
Manpower Statistics: 30 Sep 1987, pages 5, 18. 1988 figures from Department of Defense, Selected Manpower
Statistics: 30 Jun 1988, pages 5, 16.

The expansion of the numbers of women in the military at this time was prompted by two significant
events: the demise of the draft as a source of military manpower and the passage of the Equal Rights
Amendment by Congressin 1972. It was the perception of military decision makers that both these
events would have significant implications for policies concerning the utilization of women in the armed
forces.56

All during the time that the numbers of women in the military were increasing, much study and
assessment of this phenomenon was going on. An underlying assumption was that there was an upper
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limit on the number of women that could be incorporated into the military—due to certain
restrictions—and that it was important to determine exactly what this number was. Among the
restrictions on the utilization of women were those statutory ones posed by the combat prohibitionsin
Title 10 (the 1948 Integration Act) and certain conditions and policy restraintsin the services themselves,
especially "facilities limitations' (the lack of accommodations for women in certain locations) and
particularly in the case of the Navy, the "rotation base"—the number of shore jobs that women could
occupy were it not for the policy that these jobs must be saved for men returning from sea duty. In the
late 1970s, another potentially limiting factor was identified: the effect of the increased utilization of
women on the essence of the military mission itself—combat effectiveness. The assumption was that a
certain percentage of women in a unit would be likely to have a negative effect on effectiveness; and
there was an effort to determine just what this number was. The Army's data from two of its own studies,
however, failed to find an adverse effect.>’

Y et the concern with the questions "what are the limits on the utilization of women?' and "what are the
effects of the increased utilization of women on the military mission?' continued into the 1980s. In a
1981 movement subsequently known as "Womanpause,” the DOD announced a reappraisal of accession
goals and policies regarding women in the military and a subsequent "pause” on recruiting to assess the
impact of women on military readiness. Upon the completion of this DOD policy review in 1981, female
recruiting levels were negotiated between DOD and each of the services.>8

In January 1982 the secretary of defense sent memos to the service secretaries. They read, in part,
"qualified women are essential to obtaining the numbers of quality people required to maintain the
readiness of our forces'; and they instructed the service secretaries to "personally review" policies to see
that women were not discriminated against in recruiting or career opportunities. The Department of
Defense Authorization Act, 1985, required the Air Force to increase the number of women recruits. The
percentage of new Air Force recruits who were women would go from 14 percent in 1985 to 19 percent
in 1987 to 22 percent by the end of fiscal year 1988. The Air Force balked at thisidea and was eventually
ableto get the 1987 requirement canceled and the 1988 requirement delayed.>°

In summary, the questions of "how many women can the military utilize?' and "what are some of the
organizational effects of the incorporation of increased numbers and percentages of women in the armed
forces?' are not new issues but important ongoing policy concerns.

Training

While the numbers of women in the armed forces in the 1970s was increasing, training and job
assignment opportunities for women were also increasing. The route to an officer's commission for most
young men—the Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) program in colleges and universitiescwas
opened to women on atrial basisin the 1960s. By 1972, all of the services had women enrolled in their
ROTC programs; and by the end of the decade, significant numbers of women were obtaining their
commissions via this route.60 By the mid-1970s, NCO leadership schools and academies, schools for
drill sergeants, officer candidate programs, and service schools for senior officers had been opened to
women; and women had begun to appear on the staffs and faculties of these schools as well.

Enlistment standards moved in the direction of equalization for men and women,61 and basic training
courses were gender integrated (with the exception of the Marine Corps) in the mid-1970s. (The Army
reverted to separate basic training courses for men and women in the mid-1980s.) Mandatory weapons
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training for most military women was also begun in the mid-1970s. All of these changes came about
through policy modifications designed to specifically alow women to participate in these programs.

L egislative action was required for the admission of women to the military service academies. By 1975
two federal academies—the US Merchant Marine Academy at Kings Point, New Y ork, and the US Coast
Guard Academy at New London, Connecticut—had opened their doors to women. Policies and feelings
on this at the military service academies (the Army at West Point, New Y ork; the Navy at Annapoalis,
Maryland; and the Air Force at Colorado Springs, Colorado) were, however, another matter. In the early
1970s, women desiring admission to the service academies (who had been nominated by members of
Congress only to have their application returned unconsidered) filed suit against the services. The service
academies objected to the admission of women because facilities would have to be modified to
accommodate women, the program itself might have to be changed, and, most importantly, the business
of the service academies was to train leaders for combat. The academies argued that since women were
forbidden by law from assuming combat duties, then it was inappropriate for them to receive training at
the military academies. But a GAO survey of the types of jobs that service academy graduates had held
revealed that a substantial number of them had never had a combat assignment. The service academies
were therefore not in the exclusive business of training leaders for combat jobs.52

Public Law 94-106, signed by President Gerald Ford in 1975, admitted women to the nation's three
military service academies for the first time. The legidation became effective in the fall of 1976, thus
making the class of 1980 the first gender-integrated academy classes. Facility problems proved to be few,
and no changes in the academic programs were required as the result of admitting women. Physical
training requirements, however, did have to reflect lower standards for women. (Some of these standards
were later raised as subsequent women, helped by Title 9 physical education and training programsin
their high schools, were admitted by the academies. Nevertheless, different physical standards and
qualifications for women remain in effect at the service academies.)

Training opportunities and standards for military women are an ongoing policy concern. One question is,
What are the causes and effects of the average lower physical ability of military women on their job
performance, and how does this trandlate to the question of organizational effectiveness? A second major
guestion links the training and utilization issues. What kind(s) of training shall women receive for what
kind(s) of military jobs?

Military Roles

The expanding numbers of women in the military (especially occurring, as this phenomenon did, within a
climate of expanding occupational options for women in general) inevitably raised the issue of types of
jobs open to women. After women had performed awide variety of military rolesin World War 11, they
had been relegated to only avery few types of jobs throughout the two decades that followed. However,
during the late 1960s and early 1970s, a significant shift in service philosophy occurred. Suddenly,
military women were no longer to be solely utilized in health care occupations or as "typewriter
soldiers’; now they could be, and were, assigned to nontraditional roles such as maintenance,
mechanical, electrical, and skilled craft fields. (Strictly speaking, however, given their history of
participation in these job areasin World War 11, such occupations were not really "nontraditional” for
women at all.) Essentially overnight, job prospects for women went from limited openingsin a very few
fields to an ever-increasing number of jobs available in virtually all noncombat positions in the military.
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In 1972, for example, 90 percent of al enlisted women in the military were classified asbeing in
"traditional” fields (especially administration and health care); in 1980, only 54 percent were so
classified.83 This opening up of roles for women coincided with the end of amilitary draft for men and
the introduction of an all-volunteer armed force.

While this expansion of roles most particularly affected the career fields and choices available to enlisted
women, women officers also became eligible for some new opportunities at this time. In the mid-1970s
for instance, opportunities for women to command and supervise men (rather than exercising authority
solely over other women) were approved. In the late 1970s, the separate promotion lists for male and
female officers were eliminated, thus making women compete for the first time with men for promotion.
This made some of the senior-ranking women quite concerned when they wondered, not without cause,
whether their historical exclusion from certain types of job opportunities and assignments—and their
consequent lack of experience because of this—might handicap them when competing for promotion
with men who have had these opportunities and experiences.

Perhaps the three most significant areas of changing roles for military women during the 1970s occurred
in their assignment to aircraft, missile, and seagoing specialist positions. This was particularly important
since (1) these represented the core roles (the central activities) of the Air Force and Navy, and (2) the
1948 Integration Act legacy, which had barred women from duty aboard Navy ships and from Navy and
Air Force aircraft engaged in combat missions, still remained as legal restrictions (Title 10, U.S.C.,
Sections 6015 and 8549) to the assignment and utilization of women in those services.

Y et, women pinned on Naval aviator wings in 1973; and women began to fly in Army aviation
specialtiesin 1974, principally as helicopter pilots. Women pilots flew for the Air Forcein 1977, but
only in certain types of aircraft: weather, reconnai ssance, tanker, personnel and cargo transport, and
flying hospitals (medical evacuation airplanes). Gradually, the Air Force opened other types of
opportunities to women pilots: the Airborne Warning and Control Squadron (AWACS) in 1982; the
RC-135 reconnaissance and EC-130 electronic countermeasure aircraft in 1986. Air Force fighter and
bomber aircraft (designated as "combat aircraft") are still off limits to women, although Air Force
women can serve as instructor pilots. Women in other NATO nations are beginning to be trained as
combat fighter pilots,54 and in 1986 the US Navy had its first women test pilots.6 In 1988 all aviator
positions on reconnaissance and electronic warfare support flying billets were opened to women.66

It must be emphasized that only avery small number of women (afew hundred) were, and are, admitted
into aviation specialties in the US armed forces. Among the reasons for this are the restrictions on their
utilization in such roles, the consequent difficulty in getting and maintaining the required number of
flying hours, and the possibility of limited military career options for women in aviation fields.

Title 10 contained no provisions to exclude women from operating missile systems, most probably
because large intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) with long-range combat capabilities were not in
the weapon systems inventories of the armed forces when the combat exclusion provisions for women
were codified into US law in 1948. In the post-World War Il era, however, several kinds of missile
systems became important parts of the US military arsenal. In 1977 the secretary of the Air Force opened
the missile launch career held to women, alowing them to be part of four-person launch crews on the
liquid-fueled Titan missiles. However, the more modern Minuteman solid-fuel missiles had only
two-person crews, and concern was raised over "stress and privacy" problems that might arise with a
mixed-gender crew. In 1980 the Air Force surveyed male Minuteman crew members (and their wives) to
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determine opinions regarding women in Minuteman crews. The negative responses to this survey
guestion helped to keep women out of Minuteman crew positions until alater Air Force study on the
utilization of military women in such rolesled to a decision to incorporate them into these crews
beginning in 1985.67 The decision was also made to train women as Peacekeeper (MX) ICBM crew
members. In the case of both Minuteman and Peacekeeper, however (both two-person crews), women
launch officers could initially serve only with other women launch officers. In part because of complaints
from men that such a situation resulted in the women launch officers "not carrying an equal share of the
duty,” mixed-gender crew assignments for ICBMs became the rule beginning 1 January 1988.68

Another new Air Force missile, the ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM), will have women as crew
members. Unlike the domestic landbased |ICBMs, however, GLCMs can be operated from a mobile
platform that can be forward deployed in afield environment. But once again, as is the case for women
pilots, the number of women on missile launch crewsis very small.

Between 1984 and 1985, the Air Force opened not only missile launch crew positions to women but
another "nontraditional” role (security police jobs) aswell.89 And in 1988 "more than 2,700 positions for
women in the Air Force Red Horse (construction) and mobile aerial port squadrons' were opened.”0 An
interesting historical footnote hereis the fact that the same 1985 force composition study that led to the
recommendation for removing the requirement for a 22-percent female recruit rate in 1987 also led to a
revision in the Air Force's combat exclusion policy that opened up about 800 jobs to women (principally
flying and crewing C-130 and EC-130 aircraft and serving at forward air control posts and munitions
storage sites). !

But while flying aircraft and launching missiles are Jobs actually performed by relatively few
people—men or women—in the armed forces, duty at seainvolves virtually al members of the nation's
sea services; all members, that is, except many women in the Navy and Marine Corps who, for the most
part, have remained ashore. The 1948 Integration Act had been worded to preclude women from serving
on all Naval vessels except hospital ships and transports. Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, this exception
had made it possible for Navy nurses (as they had in World War 11) to serve on hospital ships, thistime
located in Southeast Asia. But when the last Navy hospital ship was decommissioned in 1971, even this
was not possible.

On 7 August 1972, the chief of Naval Operations, Adm Elmo R. Zumwaldt, citing "the imminence of an
all-volunteer force (which) has heightened the importance of women as a vital personnel resource,”
announced in Z-Gram 116 that there would be limited entry of enlisted women into all jobsin the Navy,
to include the seagoing ratings, and that the USS Sanctuary (a hospital ship) would have a
gender-integrated crew. Approximately 20 women officers and 53 enlisted women became a part of this
ship's crew, most were assigned to the hospital, but some held jobs on the deck and in other areas.”2 The
Sanctuary was decommissioned in 1975, but the Navy began to assign women to nonoceangoing vessels
such as tugs and harbor craft.

During 1977 and 1978, Navy officials went to Congress to get an amendment that would allow women to
serve on noncombatant ships such as tenders and repair ships. While Congress was considering this
matter, Judge John J. Siricaruled in Owens v. Brown that the provisions of the blanket exclusion of Navy
women from sea duty contained in Section 6015 were unconstitutional under equal protection rights
guaranteed by the Fifth Amendment. Subsequently, Congress approved the Navy's suggested
modifications to Section 6015; and in 1978 President Jmmy Carter signed P.L. 95-485, which provided
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that women in the Navy could be assigned to sea duty aboard noncombatant ships and could be assigned
to temporary duty (less than 180 days) aboard combatant ships. At about the same time, the US Coast
Guard (under the Department of Transportation rather than the Department of Defense, and thus not
subject to Section 6015's restrictions) began assigning mixed-gender crews to its high-endurance cutters.
In 1978 the Coast Guard removed all assignment restrictions based on gender. Since then, women have
served on, and in some cases commanded, US Coast Guard ships.”3 In December 1987 the Navy
approved the assignment of women to shipsin its combat logistics force and in 1989 selected itsfirst
woman for at-sea command of a commissioned Navy ship.”4 In 1988 the Marine Corps announced that
"these female noncommissioned officers.. . . will be serving aboard two of the Navy's three (submarine)
tenders as part of their Marine security detachments."7°

In 1973 DOD had recommended repeal of the combat exclusion contained in Title 10; but the issue was
dropped when an Army review led the services themselves to suggest that the subject of womenin
combat was too controversial and that a move to repeal the Title 10 prohibitions might delay passage of
the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act to which it was attached.

In 1979 DOD again recommended repeal of the combat exclusion provisions because of the limiting
effects they had on Air Force and Navy personnel policy. Thistime, the proposal was sent to Congress,
and the House Armed Services Military Personnel Subcommittee held hearings on it. But rather than
debating the need for flexibility in the Army's review, the subcommittee recommended closing 23 job
categories to women—;job categories that had previously been open to them.”6 However, "in 1985, after
areview directed by the Secretary of the Army, many of the job categories closed in 1982 were
reopened."’7 And when the Army went to its direct combat probability code (DCPC) in 1983, it
discovered that it had on board many women in the "P1" (highest probability of combat)
positions—positions that were theoretically closed to them. Transferring these women out of such
specialties proved to be more difficult than at first thought. Particularly in Europe, unit commanders
wanted them—in part because there were not enough men to fill the vacancies. In 1987 this affected
about 250 women assigned to P1 combat units in West Germany, many of whom were subsequently
transferred by direct order of the commander, US Army Europe.’8

For the Navy and Marine Corps, the biggest changes in the "women and combat" issue have come
through modification of the Section 6015 legidlation and the assignment of women to shipsin the Navy's
combat logistics force (1987) and as embassy guards in overseas posts (in 1979 and again in 1988) for
the Marine Corps.”® In the 1970s and 1980s, the Air Force expanded its definition of aircraft typesits
women were allowed to fly and of which intercontinental ballistic missiles they were permitted to launch.

It must be stressed again, however, that important restrictions on women'srolesremainin all the
services, women as a class are prohibited from performing certain kinds of military jobs (*combat"
roles). Asthis book goes to press, legislation that would open all combat support positions in the military
to women, cosponsored by Senators William Proxmire (R-Wis.) and William Cohen (R-Me.), has again
been introduced in Congress.80

Underlying much of the discussion during this time of expanding roles for women (1970s and 1980s)
were of course the combat exclusion provisions contained in the law and, in fact, the definitions of
"combat" itself. Two related issues—registration and conscription—were also raised regarding women.
Because these issues are of such importance in the contemporary debate concerning the utilization of
women in the military, they will be examined here in greater detail.
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Aswe have seen, the Women's Armed Services Integration Act of 1948 (the Integration Act) provided a
permanent and continuing role for women in the US armed forces. Importantly, however, this act also
included three major restrictions. on the rank that women could attain, on the percentage of women in the
military, and on the types of duties women could perform. Forty years later, the first two restrictions have
been removed but the third one remains. It has come to be known as the "combat exclusion."”

Today, all branches of the US armed forces have restrictions on the kinds of jobs that women can
perform. Some of these are imposed on the services from "outside"—the statutory restrictions contained
in Title 10 of the United States Code (the 1948 Integration Act) while others are imposed from "inside"
the organization (the restrictions a particular service setsfor itself). Table 2 provides a closer look at
these restrictions.

Table 2

Combat Exclusion Laws and Policies Pertaining to the
Utilization of Women in the US Armed For ces

1. Statutory provisions on the utilization of women in the military are
contained in Title 10 of the United States Code:

a. 10 USC Section 8549 prohibits the permanent assignment of
women in the Air Force to duty in aircraft engaged in combat
missions. (In Section 8067, however, exceptions are made for
women who are medical, dental, chaplain, or other
"professionals.")

b. 10 USC Section 6015 prohibits the permanent assignment of
Navy women to duty on vessels or aircraft that engage in
combat missions.

c. 10 USC Section 3012 gives authority to the Secretary of the
Army to assign, detail, and prescribe duties to all members of
the Army. (Thus the Army has no statutory limitations on the
utilization of women.)

2. In addition to the above restrictions, service policies also limit the
utilization of military women:

a. The Marine Corps, under the Department of the Navy, follows
the restrictions placed on the utilization of women in Section
6015. Also, its policies further restrict women in the Marine
Corps from serving in either combat or combat "situations."”

b. The Army has no statutory restrictions on the utilization of
women. However, in 1977, it developed and adopted a
Combat Exclusion Policy that prevents women from serving in
certain jobs designated as "combat" military occupational
specialties. In addition, in 1983 the Army developed a direct
combat probability code (DCPC) that restricts the assignment
of women according to battlefield location. Positions are coded
"P1" to "P7." "P1" positions (representing the highest combat
probability) are closed to women.
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. In 1988 US Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci "approved a
new standard for judging which military jobs should be closed
to women, a standard that will apply to all the services. From
now on, jobs will be closed to women only when they carry a
risk of exposure to direct combat, hostile fire, or capture that
Is'equal to or greater' than the risk for similar unitsin the
same theater of operations."

Sources: M. C. Devilbiss, "Job Training Opportunities for Women in the US Armed Forces," in Job Training for
Women: Research Perspective and Policy Directions, ed. Sharon Harlan and Ronnie J. Steinberg
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1989); and "New 'Risk Rule' for Women to Apply to All Services,"
Minerva's Bulletin Board 1, no. 1 (Spring 1988): 4

Linked with the combat issue has been the debate over a draft. Legidative