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SECTION 1:
I NTRODUCTION

This research is a multi-case case study observing the variatiorstefists and
tactics lesbians in the military employ in order to “pass” as heterds@hgacases are
derived from two data sources comprised of texts and face-to-face interiiegv
theoretical framework is an amalgamation of Rich’s (1980[1982]) ideas of campuls
heterosexuality (CH) and the institution of heterosexuality (IH) joinel thi major
tenets of Goffman’s (1963) theory of stigma. Rich’s (1980[1982]) theory argues,,in part
that in a hetero-normative culture lesbians are systematicallypfksaed” or rendered
invisible (1982: 229). This systematic rendering of invisibility of lesbians in the
institution of heterosexuality, according to Rich (1980[1982]), stems mostty dultural
expectations that women'’s lives be centered and organized around the sexual needs of
men and social and psychological needs of children (Rich 1980[1982]). In relationship to
these cultural expectations of women, this project pays attention to the gegrder s
(Goffman 1963) associated with being a woman in the military. | argue that, duee to t
stigma of gender, women in the military are more likely to be suspected asdrarals
because being a woman in the military has long represented the most exjpanéaee
from feminine norms imaginable.

Rich (1980[1982]) presents us with a theoretical paradigm of an institution of
heterosexuality where heterosexual orientation is compulsory for womieig. this
conceptualization as a starting point, | additionally argue that in militdiyre, the
institution of heterosexuality is “militarized” and suggest that this aniiaition has very

specific consequences that vary by gehdad by lesbian gender

Terms traditionally reduced to categories of maie female.
2 Terms traditionally reduced to categories of butnd femme.
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| define the militarized institution of heterosexuality (MIH) asdols. In a
militarized institution of heterosexuality, military women, more so thaitian wives,
women civilian workers, girls, and teenaged women on and around military bases, are
expected to be heterosexual and prove it on a routine basis by negotiating “gender
checkpoint¥’ set up by military men. Also, in a militarized institution of heterosexyalit
military women are hyper visible as gender deviants, thus hyper visibterassbxuals.

In short, thestigmaof not being a man in the military means that women in the
militarized institution of heterosexuality frequently find themseltema gender

checkpoint or another and some times they are allowed to pass and other times they ar
denied.

The main elements shaping Goffman’s (1963) theory on stigma conceptualizes
how those who are somehow stigmatized manage to “cover” their stigma in order to
“pass” as “normal” (7). In this research gender is identifieth@stigma challenging
lesbians in the military as they employ strategies and tactics tapasterosexual.
Gender is not treated as a stigma in need of “cover” in Goffman’s (1963)
conceptualization of passing. However, as women in the military, lesbians ate not a
liberty to cover their gender. This inability to “cover” gender leads ttvisshility”
which brings extra attention to lesbians as potential homosexuals simplydduwyuare
women in the military.

Goffman (1963) presents two case examples of passing where “visibiligys nee
to be thoroughly suppressed in order to ensure that one desiring to pass as a “normal”

can. First, Goffman (1963) discuss cases where Blacks routinely manags &s pdste.

% “Gender checkpoints” is a term coined here to oimgma way to think about the various ways men
manage heteronormative expressions of femininitwarhen. Men have the social power to reward women
or punish women for their appearances and behawigrand this ability to reward or punish represtds
passage or denied passage of women through gemelehpoints. This is only one of what | imagine are
multiple examples of “gender checkpoints” womensarkjected to in various contexts and cultures.
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Racial passing such as that noted here could only be successful as longigs&tiz el
racial identity is covered, in this case by having a physical appesatfaaicpresents
phenotypic standards complying with “whiteness” despite being radaz&lack

(1963: 48). If it were publically known that one of the whites amongst many was no more
than a racial minority wishing to pass as white, the effort to pass would failafyni
Goffman (1963: 94) uses an example of former mental patients and discusses how
important not being visible is for members of this stigmatized group to pass aad.nbrm
former mental patients run into individuals who knew them when they were
institutionalized, for example, they may fear being “outed” and the “cover’iofibe
normal presented to those who did not know of this prior stigmatized status may be
potentially blown.

Lesbians in the military may experience passing differently frévat wioseted
former mental patients or racial minorities capable of passing as meeailibe racial
majority do. The case for women and lesbians in the military is further catgaliby
the consequences of gender stigma which comes from many places. hy wuilitare,
lesbians and women in the military negotiate many military men who seafotce
gender and sexual norms (Segal and Bourg 2001). Political influence in the military
additionally defines gender dogma and drives the ongoing discussions on/about women
in the military (Segal and Hansen 1992). In short, lesbians in the militarygmaszed
for being women and as women in the military they are additionally mkalg to be
suspected as homosexuals due primarily to the un-coverable stigma of gender.

Though Goffman’s original conceptualization of stigma did not go so far as to
include gender stigma, thinking about women and lesbians in the military as megotiat

an un-coverable stigma in an institution where extreme gender norms arevailglely



helps to illuminate how much gets missed when a gender critique of military sexual
politics fails to emerge.

Goffman’s (1963) theories of stigma, covering and passing conjoined with the
idea of compulsory heterosexuality and the concept of the institution of heterasexuali
as discussed by Rich (1980[1982]), are used in order to illuminate the ways social
constructions of gender and sexuality in military culture are “apartfrather than “a
part of” the ways social constructions of gender and sexuality operate in grezitgy.s
These theories situated in a military context enable us to observe the gemheititary
lesbians face in their efforts to remain invisible inside of a militarizesioe of the
institution of heterosexuality where gender alone may render lesbians ¢arehvin
general) hyper visible as homosexuals. As such, | argue that lesbeamptaty to pass
as heterosexual do so primarily by managing their stigma as womempaarigin a
non-traditional occupation within an institution that has reserved national, tudtoda
political fiat to discipline gendered bodies in the military differently.

Therefore, while thinking about the militarized institution of heterosexualit
compulsory heterosexuality, and the gender stigma experienced by semade
members, this project investigates these overarching research qué&tidesbians in
the military “pass” as heterosexual? And, are “femmes” as likely, less likelnare

likely than “butches” to be suspected as homosexuals?

* Samuel J. Huntington (1957) and Morris Janowi&6(l) gave military sociologists two competing ideas
of how military personnel should or should noteeflmembers of the civilian population amongst othe
things considered. Huntington argues that membfdiseecarmed forces should be distinct and “apannfr
civilians in as many ways as possible. This, Hgttn argued, will ensure that military bearing and
resolve will less likely be challenged and watededn if service members are completely re-socidlize
value military culture and mores at higher esteleamtthose of civilian culture.

® Janowitz, on the other hand, argued that membe¢he@rmed forces need to be “a part of” and cefle
the attitudes and mores of civilian members of gresociety. He suggested that since members of the
armed forces come from society they should mairgaaial links to their social origins. However, som
aspects of military culture have always been dist@md “apart from” civilian culture particularisa
reflected in the hyper-heteronormative culturehef military institution.
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What We Know about Gender and Sexuality in the Military

Explicit and complex theoretical conversations about gender and sexudtiy i
military are relatively new in military sociology. Early scholapsin military sociology
is mostly void of either superficial or profound discussions about either topic in any
manner. This is most likely attributable to the ways men, generally spealangraly
“gendered” or “sexualized” in any popular or scholarly accounts. The work gf earl
military sociologists reflected this trend where thinking about militaiguce was chiefly
structured and discussed as a reflection of the masculine heterocentutonsti norms
of both military and American culture. As a result, those working in militaryokmyy
during the beginning years studied the lives of men serving the nation in the orstituti
charged with managing “large scale violence” (Huntington 1957; Janowitz 1960: 27,
Moskos 1970; Moskos 1977) and not the lives of men managing homosexual identities
while serving in combat, for example. This condition shaped by past norms of who
served inevitably set a scholarly precedence that could only change as theagdngegr
of the force changed. In other words, military sociologists would not ask genddr base
research questions or create and structure theories specifically foithey nmstitution
about gender and sexuality until enough people who “have gender” (women) or who
“have sexualized identiti&s(gay men and lesbians) became important to the general
missions of the military institution and not until members of these groups imgbasi
made citizenship demands of the nation by insisting upon exercising theirizellect
“right” to “fight” (Phelan 2001;Segal 1989; SLDN 2004). Therefore, most everything we
know about gender and sexuality in the military has emerged from the sub-field of

military sociology and within the last 35 years.

® Or, military members who are also members of gsabpt in addition to being gendered and sexualized
identities are also racialized and/or “othered’itynigrant identities or non-traditional religiowdentities
and who, despite these multiple differences are leesnof the American armed forces.
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Much of the contemporary sociological research focused upon gender, women
and sexuality in military culture has benefitted significantly from tiekarship of Mady
W. Segal. Segal (1995) developed the first theoretical framework focused upon how
stereotypical ideas of gender differences between men and women haxedtligt
attributed to military institutional limits of women’s contributions to militafforts
across nations and over time. Segal (1995) expands these ideas by theoretically
conceptualizing factors that go beyond gender and that also impact the pgastiaypa
women in armed forces. The additional dimensions hypothesize that there euter ol
conditions that will have greatest impact upon women’s participation in armed.force
Those conditions are identified as: Military, Social Structure and Cultural($@95:

759). The military variable is comprised of national security, militackinelogy, combat

to support ratid,and military accession policies. The social structure variable consists of
demographic patterns, labor force characteristics, economic factorswahdsaucture.
Finally, the culture variable includes social constructions of gender and faouigl

values about gender and family, public discourses regarding gender and valtgiagega
ascription and equity (Segal 1995: 759-771).

By centralizing macro sociological influences on women’s militargs,06egal
(1995) avoids talking about military women from typical gender essenpalispectives
and instead centers analytical attention upon theoretical ideas and histmrditibos
that have either enhanced or stifled women’s presence in armed forcesatiosaHy.

In regard to national security, Segal (1995) finds that nations are moretdikedg
women in the military when the very survival of the nation is seriously challengeld. C

wars and wars of revolutionary proportion, for example, are often the types oftsonflic

" This ratio is measured as number of combat peesagamumber of support personnel needed to support
all missions.
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that find nations relying upon women in large, or at least larger than evee,befor
number&.

In the case of military technology, Segal (1995) suggests that asynilitar
technology increases physical demands of being a soldier decreaderé¢henere
women are able to do more military jobs than previous because fewer nydliary
require “brute strength” for success. Also, Segal (1995) notes that as consbanhpér
increase, the number of support personnel increase, thereby increasing the ombat t
support ratio. Since we know women are not in combat (officially), when the number of
men in combat increases the number of non-combat personnel needed, of which many are
women, to support the mission increases.

Finally, military accession policies, as Segal (1995) notes, affects i@mmen
military service — sometimes negatively, sometimes positively. Milaacession
policies have changed at different times in military history. Iryeailitary history,
particularly during the great wars, WWI and WWII, men were drafted inficanyi
service and legal mandates limited how many women could volunteer t8. $&hen
they served, they did so in gender segregated auxiliary branches of thesteMiose
recently, military analysts have highlighted the ways that women (aicé Blan)

volunteering to serve in the military largely accounted for the eventual swfdbessAll

8 Segal (1999) tells us that “A common pattern esahbtive involvement of women in revolutionary
movement. Women have been in partisan and guephlaations, including as combatants, in, for exampl
Algeria, China, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Rhodesizsdi®, Vietham, Yugoslavia, and the US Revolutignar
War.” After social conditions returned to normalaith of these examples, women who supported the
revolutionary war efforts are returned to “moredtti@nal roles in society”, if they want to or n@egal
1999: 566).

° Though, it has been noted that Congress has cergeclose to drafting women to serve as nursesairs w
past, women have been drafted in other nationsniéve see Segal (1999).

19 The Women’s Army Corps (WAC) for example, disbathite1978. The Navy, Air Force, Marines and
Coast Guard had similar units for women which abdnded around the same time in 1948. Retrieved
March 28, 2010 fronhttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Women%27s_Army Corps
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Volunteer Force (AVF) which emerged at the end of the draft in 1973 (Quester and
Gilroy 2002).

The social structure variable, consisting of demographic patterns, labor force
characteristics, economic factors, and family structure illustratesbowmty and social
norms, broadly speaking, also contribute to whether or not women serve in the military
In regard to demographics, Segal (1995) suggests that when there are éewer m
available for military service (for reasons ranging from smathlbohorts, to fewer
eligible men signing up), militaries have a tendency to turn to women, the ftaberin
reserve”, to fulfill its personnel needs (Segal 1999: 566). Also, labor force chistacste
speak to the degree of social acceptance that may or may not support womesasedhcre
participation in the labor force. Additionally, economic factors, such as thdsadlya
compel single mothers to work as they represent the sole “bread winner” of a household
and — compared to “stay-at-home moms” — single wdfreme more likely to serve in the
military, for example. Finally, the culture variable includes concepaitadizs of how
social constructions of gender and fartfil\social values about gender and family, public
discourses regarding gender and values regarding ascription and equityyaletoplze
participation of women in the military. This portion of the theoretical concepttiahza
takes many important elements into consideration. However, it could be thegreticall
strengthened if critical theories of race, gender and sexual orientatierfagtored into
the conceptual portion of social construction of gender and family particulacky giese
social constructions, as well as others, have been critiqued as profoundlyed@aliz

classed (Collins 2001).

" This is to say single women who may or may noehehildren.

12 Bianchi and Spain (1996) tell us that, “The fantihs changed more in the last 10 years than ary oth
social institution. Out-of-wedlock childbearing,laged marriage, childlessness, same-sex partnership
divorce, cohabitation, and re-marriage have creatady varieties of family life” and these variation
show up in the lives of women and lesbians seririrthe American military as well.
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Segal’'s (1995) original conceptualization shows how military, social andalultur
conditions influence and shape the experiences of women in the Mfilaad/has
structured many debates within military sociology and has informed pdlaiyt &/tomen
and gender in the military. However, Iskra, Trainor, Leithauser and SXs)(
expanded Segal’s model by including considerations for political conditions shaping
national gender and sexual norms. Using three different codftmesase studies, (but
careful to not over generalize findings from one African country to be the condfions
another African country, for example), the authors critically test thegitref the
political expansion of Segal’s model. The political variable included natiooatigg
civil-military relations, political ideology, current leadership, public pohegarding
race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality, etc. and sources of change othemttemhcanflict
(Iskra, et al 2002: 788).Therefore, between the original conceptualization offfelcéd a
women’s participation in the military and its later various expansions, we kigoaca
deal about how heteronormative conditions affect women in the military. We also have a
good sense that many levels of power (military, societal, interpersattatat, political,
etc.) play in the professional lives of military women.

Over time, women'’s relationships and roles in the military have ranged from
peripheral familial association to internal participation; unofficial aarxds to official
auxiliaries (Enloe 1983, 1993; Segal 1995). Women'’s participation has been questioned
in regards to the appropriateness and suitability of military servicediorew (Segal

1982; Segal and Segal 1983; Enloe 1983). On one hand, opponents to women in the

13 Later, Bourg and Segal (2001) “discuss [the] wiayshich the military creates, sustains, and réflec
gender and sexuality norms, stereotypes and stediifn” and expand theoretical observation of ggnd
and sexuality in the military to include societlganizational — meaning the military — and intespeal-
meaning the relationships shared between individimathe military, which aids in describing the way
“gender and sexuality are constructed and recaststitthrough the daily interactions of military mzars
(Bourg and Segal 2001: 333).”

! Those countries were Australia, Mexico and Zimbelfiskra, et al. 2002).
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military suggest that if women are to serve at all, then their servicedsbelimited to
“traditional female occupations” and that women should not be permitted to pagticipat
jobs deemed “traditional male occupations” ironically, within the alreacdbcutiae

culture of the military (Mitchell: 2001; Simons: 1997; Webb: 1979). On the other hand,
advocates for women in the military argue that until women are fully included in al
aspects of military functions their exclusions will continue to reify andiyusticial
constructs of women service members as something less than “real $¢&keed 1982:
282-287; Segal and Segal 1983; Segal and Hansen 1992). These concerns show up in the
debates and are simultaneously private and public, sexualized and gendered, and
originate from both national and institutional levels (Enloe 1993). Therefore, tbengng
debate about where women in the military should be or what they should represent,
signals a continued lack of social, military and political consensus (&ed&@egal 1983:
236). Though military experts may have a difficult time conceding consensusndiaiut
to do about gender differences between men and women in the military, militagnwom
and lesbians seemingly agree that being women in the military requirésrge
“camouflage”.

Gender camouflage may sometimes be difficult to maintain, or wearing the
“camo” may be more difficult for some relative to others. In a comprehenskegimi
methods study of gender and sexuality in the military Herbert (1998) expheresays
military women personally conceptualize their military experient@edorming a range
of gender performances in order to be successful soldiers.

Using a combination of survey data and interviews, Herbert (1998) examines
many contradictions implicit of the status of “woman” soldier. Women veterns c

examples of needing to be “masculine” enough to be taken seriously at their jobs, but not
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“too masculine” as to raise suspicions of their sexual orientation (Herbert 1998: 23)
Others state feeling a need to be “feminine” enough in order to retain regpechéle
peers but not “too feminine” as to raise questions about their proficiency as a $oldier
either case, their credibility as “normal” or “good” women is likely reduttstbert

1998: 33). Herbert makes the following observation that is worth quoting at length:

In the military, women face ongoing battles oveniienity, which is both valued and
devalued, the source of both reward and punishritdéwg dilemma recalls the early days
of women'’s entry into the military, when, on orantd, femininity was discouraged
because it symbolized women'’s inappropriatenasthéorole they were filling, while, on
the other hand, it was emphasized as a way tritlting that women could perform
military duties and still be “good women” (Herb&898: 32-33).

This study uses theories of gender and sexuality as the primary thedeesesl
to peer into the experiences of women in the military. Herbert (1998) expltbateole
that sexuality plays in the gendered performances required of women. Maopdents
of this study confirmed that their gender performance while in the military besha
deal of influence on how they wanted others to perceive their sexual orientasion. If
woman was “homely” or stocky and proved proficient at her job she was suspected of
being a lesbian simply because she proved capable of doing a “man’s” job well and thus
failed to meet the standards of beauty expected of women (Herbert 1998: 76; hooks 1980;
Collins 2005). On the other hand, women who were attractive, small in stature and
otherwise conformed to hegemonic standards of feminine beauty, regardless ofitiger abil
to do a “man’s” job well or not, was often times assumed incompetent and “slutty”
(Herbert 1998: 78). Britton and Williams (1995), in a study critiquing the policy oftDon’
Ask, Don’t Tell (DADT) from a perspective that considered the policy a legaument
that privileged heterosexual military men and disadvantaged all milit@amyenw

regardless of sexual orientation find the same phenomenon:
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“This places women in a complex catch-22 situatitime fact that
they are women presumably makes them incapabiteeefing the
demands of military service; yet if they distimgfuthemselves
through their military service (which is viewesl masculine
behavior), they are labeled lesbians, therefta® @nsuitable for
military service” (1995: 15).

Military sociologists have theoretically explored the relationshipseghaetween
gender and sexuality and speculate differently upon what difference thesemdiés
truly make in the functioning of the military for the last three and a hafdiec
In that time many military scholars have produced copious and varied litsratutee
subjects. As a result, these debates continue to thrive and what we know is that gender, or
rather militarized versions of traditional ideas about gender and sexuafhoratters
on multiple conceptual levels and have countless literal outcomes. Women may be
drafted, as is the case in some nations past, or they may be denied accessvicghe se
jobs after war’s end. There were times in military history when mjlitasmen could not
get married or have children (Humphrey 1990). These facts are all thought of on
heteronormative terms. For example, when women were forced out of militaryt jbles a
end of large conflicts and encouraged to return “home” we should also think of the
number of women forced out and who were also lesbians. In other words, in order to
increase what we know about women in the military we must not assume all women in

the military have, generally speaking, qualitatively similar exgmees (military

1> Two examples of militarized versions of traditibgander norms, as | imagine them, would be The
Soldier and His Wife Back Home. The soldier isitheal man - he defends the country from enemieth, bo
foreign and domestic. His wife is the ideal womaste keeps home and hearth alive for the warrior ma
representing and protecting the nation. It seemar¢hat starting at the idea that gender is akoci
construction is useful when thinking about gendet sexuality in the military, but since gender and
sexuality in the military are, as is argued hengilitarized”, it may be increasingly important fairtk

about the way the nation and military institutiofilience sexual systems of power in military cudtand

set the gendered and sexualized standards for Aameculture. In other words, how gender and setyuali
are constructed in the military necessarily wilv@anational as well as military institutional owares and
this extends beyond the social culture of Amereanhell 1993; Mosse 1985; Puri 2005).
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sociologists more frequently note gender, race, rank, and time in serviceakalan
difference in what one experiences in the military) or that they aretatblsexual. Such
broad sweeping assumptions potentially weaken the strength of criticalesitof how

we study and understand women in the military and the myriad issues that ungpsly s

their lives professionally, socially, and sexudfly.

The “Don’t Ask, Don't Tell” Factor and Lesbians

The context of this project is situated historically around codification of Don’t
Ask Don’t Tell (DADT)Y. In 1993, DADT became law through Congressional mandate
(Belkin and Bateman 2003; Belkin and Embser-Herbert 2002; Bonner and Segal 2005).
DADT is the policy governing the identities of lesbians, gays, bisexual, and tnalesge
people (LGBT) in military service. Briefly, it states that though gays lesbians are
known to have served before, during, and since anti-gay policies have been enforced,
LGBT persons in uniform are not free to openly acknowledge that they are not
heterosexual. Prior to the codification of DADT, televised debates dominated public
discourse as elite military and political leaders, academics, andrfeemgéce members
actively debated whether or not allowing gays and lesbians to serve openlyniititdry

would be good for the institution.

'8 There are a few military sociologist and politisalentist scholars who centralize examination ofmen
in the military within these complex relationshigfsrace, rank and gender and routinely considesethe
differences in their work. For more see Enloe (19883); Miller (1997, 1998); and Moore (1996).

" The DADT statement reads as follows: “The Deparinoé Defense has long held that, as a general rule
homosexuality is incompatible with military servibecause it interferes with the factors criticattanbat
effectiveness, including unit moral, unit coheséom individual privacy. Nevertheless, Department of
Defense also recognizes that individuals with a ¢tmewual orientation have served with distinctiothie
armed services of the United States. Therefois tite policy of the Department of Defense to juttge
suitability of persons to serve in the armed formeshe basis of their conduct. Sexual orientaion
considered a personal and private matter and homakerientation is not a bar to service entry or
continued service. Homosexual conduct, howeveagrasnds for separation from the Military Services.”
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In the academy, opponents of DADT argue that the policy violates the intefgrity
individual gay and lesbian service members who are forced to “live a lie” intorder
“serve their country” (Belkin 2003). Supporters of the policy argue on grounds of
Christian notions of morality and suggest that gays and lesbians in the neititargdict
the political and religious foundations of Americanism (Ray 1993; Schumm 2004; Wells-
Petry 1993). Then there are those arguments that compare the ban on gays and lesbians to
previous service limitations placed upon Black men and women of all racial groups.
These most commonly argue that inherently, the issues of race, gender, ahd sexua
orientation are analogous, and eventually the solutions leading to racial and gender
integration in the military will likely be similar to how the militaryaii@es to integrate
open gays and lesbidfidut such assertion remain open to debate (Devilbliss 1994;

Horner and Anderson 1994; Thomas and Thomas 1996).

The “Public” and “Hidden” Transcripts of DADT

DADT was said to be necessary for three core reasons. First, the banning of open
homosexuals was said to be necessary to preserve military effectiyBiags1993;
Wells-Petry 1993). It was argued that gay men and lesbians would disrupt the smooth
functioning of military culture, due to the “disruptive nature” of their sexuahtaten.
Next, keeping gays and lesbians from coming out was believed to be a good way to
ensure national security Here, proponents of the ban on homosexuals suggested that

gay men and lesbians, due to their homosexual orientations, potentially posedra greate

18t is important to note that there were in plaiféecently articulated anti-gay policies in eactabch of
service prior to DADT (Sarbin and Karls 1988; Gat@B8). However, after DADT became standardized
military law, many more individuals were dischardedhomosexuality than ever before, and most of
those discharged were white women (GAO 2005; Lgh2id03; Moskos 2000: 27; SLDN 2004).

19 Even though it is legally mandated that gays asbikns keep their sexual identity secret fromrsttie
has been found that many gay men and lesbiang imifitary come out to someone that they trusbates
point during their military career. For more seaéke(1996).
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security threat as they, unlike their heterosexual counterparts, would bakalyréol be
vulnerable to blackmail and extortion if discovered (McDaniel 1989; Ray 1993; Wells-
Petry 1993). Next, forbidding gays and lesbians from coming out has been considered a
important element in preserving the privacy rights of heterosexuals men areghwom
the military. Concern for the privacy of heterosexuals was considerednlaigitsince
men and women currently do not berth, bunk, or shower with one another therefore,
ostensibly, members of either gender group are spared from experiencingsesioal,
sexual discomfort, and are relieved from the potential threat of sexual violeade the
physical separatiofi It was argued that since the separation of the sexes in intimate
spaces has been achieved in military culture allowingknewnto be attracted to men
and womerknownto be lesbians in the showers with heterosexuals would be unfair to
the heterosexuals. These three points of the debate, military effectiveatsnal
security and privacy of heterosexuals are approached as representioig ttagicnale of
the “public transcript” defining and shaping the national debates on gays in the military
which eventually led up to the codification of the policy known as DADT. However, this
paper also considers the “hidden transéfifif DADT and highlights the ways these
arguments veered from the standard public transcript in three specific ways.

First, formal debates were overwhelmingly shaped by heterosexual nfen in t

military who expressed how they felt about serving with openly gay persehsr(g

% Despite the physical separation of men and womgmivate, intimate spaces, women in the militaiy a
frequently subjected to sexual harassment fromm thale comrades. Also, women in the military face
threats of violence to include sexual assault inlipias well as private spaces on and off of mijita
installations.

%L In Domination and the Art of Resistance: Hidden Traipss, Scott (1990: 45-69) discusses elements of
what he calls “public transcripts” which are saidbe dominant accounts created by those in elgé@ipos
of power to mask conditions of inequality with tiiee of euphemisms. This is only a strand of a more
complex theory.

22 Scott (1990: 1-16) also discusses the “hidderstidpt” as the “truth” shared by the oppressedthist
truth is rarely expressed publically to memberthefdominant elite responsible for the public tcaips.
This too represents just a strand of a greaterdfieal treatment on resistance.
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2003; Miller 1994). Frequently, military men expressed an even mixture of “homo-
hystericat® fears (of being “eyeballed” and/or hit on by another man) and hegemonic
masculine expressions of group disgust towards gay men. Here most commendndicat
that heterosexual men in the military imagine gay men would be a confimudtiheir
deepest homo-hysterical fears: homo-sexual predators — the type thanihtba sexual
sovereignty of other men (Lehring 2003; Miller 1994). Next, elite military anitiqgadl
leaders opined upon and eventually recommended legally supporting military men’s
popular declaration that they planned to simply not follow the orders of leaders known to
be homosexual (Schumm 2004). Here, heterosexual military men’s group assertion of
willingness to disobey lawful orders delivered from homosexual leaders tetekte
military leaders to suggest that the mere anticipation of such masd tefabay orders

could result in widespread breakdown of military effectiveness, and thus reptesent
probably the most important reason to not allow gays and lesbians to serve op#aty (Mi
1994). Finally, heterosexual men in the military frequently expressed a wédksgo

leave the service if gays and lesbians were allowed to serve openly, oed forgerve

with known gays and lesbians these men expressed desires to commit violent and
murderous acts against them (Miller 1994). By centralizing the expesiehéesbians in

the military, this case study highlights the central role gender, though abdeaformal

as well as informal discussions, played in the debates on homosexuality initiuey mil

and currently plays in the issues dominating the sexual politics of militaryeult

% This term is coined to capture the volatile emuioclimate commonly constituted between men who
most identify with hegemonic masculine norms aradrtbroup based fear/desire/disgust of men who are
gay. Though exploring this notion will not be cardiout here, | imagine two levels of homo-hysterics
(possibly more). Micro-Homo-Hysterics applies tdiindual men or groups of men: The public displéy o
fear, anger, disgust, mocked desire, ridicule anoktrce against gay men by allegedly heterosexeal. m
Macro-Homo-Hysterics: the political, economic, autial penalties allegedly heterosexual men with
power excise from openly gay men specifically, alidthers more generally.
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Women and Lesbians in the Military

Women in the military make up approximately 15 percent of the overall military
force (Segal and Segal 2004) but they account for over 30 percent of discharges for
homosexuality (GAO 2004; SLDN 2004). Numbering so few in the force and accounting
for so many of the gay discharges, women in the military and the impact pimpigzy
enforcement has had upon this group constitutes a trend best described as an anomaly and
deserves closer investigation particularly given the exclusive focus uptarynifien’s
homo-hysterical attitudes, feelings, and fears about gay men, andcgilgaifuminates
the conditions of historically observed problematic gender disparity in miliéswyes
politics.

This project privileges lesbians for two reasons: they are “women” whalsare
“gays” in the military. This brings critical attention to the following. Filssbians are
not the “gays” military men fear, as they are not conceptualized as sexas ttowards
men. Next, lesbians are “women” and military men are known to routinely disregard,
disobey, and challenge the legitimacy of military women’s authorityl¢Ml997).
Finally, lesbians are the “gays” in the military that heterosexualamjilmen expect
attention from because they are women. This latter assertion is based upoystheewa
rely upon women to demonstrate that as women they are “normal” by adheringab sex
norms sine they are already in violation of gender norms. Military womeordgrate
that they are “sexually normal” by either being in a heterosexudiaeship that is
publically known or indicate an active desire to establish a heterosexualnsthéi.
These are important points to consider given the lack of attention and privileging t
perspectives of military women played in the formal and informal development of

DADT.

17



Lesbians in the military need to convince military men of two key thingthat.)
they are not trying to be men, and b.) that they are, in very meaningful ways|ysexual
attracted to men and interested in always presenting themselves in viagysitha
commonly find sexually attractive of wometowever, some lesbians comply with
heteronormative expectations for women, and some dd hetefore, | not only identify
what lesbians do in their ongoing attempts to pass as heterosexual women in the military,
| also focus on how lesbians describe themselves (or are described by othetsras eit
“butch” or “femme”. This additional focus on “lesbian gender” in the analysis of the
data helps to highlight what happens to women in professional environments when they
comply or refuse to comply with heteronormative gender and sexual presentasetfs of
(Halberstam 1998; Moore 2006; Munt 1998). In short, professional military women who
look, act, or perform their military duties in ways deemed inappropriatelguiias run
the risk of being suspected as lesbians.

Some lesbians in the military blatantly eschew heteronormative siqgs®f
femininity. By doing such, they also elect to frequently negotiate the gehpenalties
and consequences associated with gender non-compliance which brings me to my final
argument. | argue that at the intersection of military culture and theutiostiof
heterosexuality is the “militarizé8 version of the institution of heterosexuality (MIH).
In the militarized version of the institution of heterosexuality, we see thaienw and
lesbians experience many of the same drawbacks of being women in theynSlitzin a

focus also clarifies the ways in which the institution of heterosexuality, gstigera,

24 A standard definition of the term “militarized” i convert to military use” or “to imbue with
militarism,” retrieved March 24, 2010 frohitp://www.thefreedictionary.com/militarizélere,
“militarized” is added to Rich’s (1980[1982]) comtenf the institution of heterosexuality. From tpigint
forward, | will refer to the “militarized institubin of heterosexuality” in order to highlight whiekpects of
gender and sexual culture in the military are “afram” rather than “a part of” American culture.
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and the military’s anti-gay policy intersect and produce conditions whereimemn, more

so than men, are routinely compelled to present themselves as women compliant t
heteronormative conditions, i.e. demonstrating that they presently are, or wilhige in t
future, women who compulsively order their personal and sexual lives around the sexual
needs/desire of men and children.

Many lesbians partaking in this study report that when such perception is not
projected, especially those whose appearance, behavior, and professionalism are
determined to be “too masculine”, the routine of sexual harassment, and other gender
based punishments in the forms of institutionalized lesbian baiting, sexual violedice, a
rape intensifies.

This project ultimately aims to bring attention to whether or not lesbians in the
military manage to pass as heterosexual while working under militarized oosdifi
the institution of heterosexuality. In order to do this, their views, experiencasgsts
and tactics to negotiate the military’s anti-gay policy are desdriand later on
discussed. Also, this project seeks to clarify the various ways women and leshifens i
military experience militarized gender and sexual norms by bringiegteth to the
ubiquitous nature of heterosexual harassment, lesbian baiting, and persistenf threat
heterosexual violence to include rape. All of these types of gendered and sekualiz
violence deeply define and shape the lived experiences of many women as well as
lesbians in the armed forces. Next, by cataloging lesbians as ¢iireagressive” to
gender norms (i.e., those electing to present butch/masculine presentatelfjsoofase
“compliant” to gender norms (i.e., those electing to present femme/feminine
presentations of self and analyzing content of lesbian interview responsetheout

experiences of serving before and/or during enforcement of DADT), we artoaidwly
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speculate from the perspectives of the genderlvidmen and lesbians about the
myriad ways the systems making up the institution of heterosexuality agutedsn
military culture may differ substantially from the same sexualturigin within greater
American society. In short, this case study presents a “queer” pérspEanilitary
culture by trying to ascertain to what extent gender stigma leads t@astgthsexual

identity.

Description of the Sections

The following describes how this project is organized. Section 2 is where the
design of the case study is detailed. Also in this section, the sources of datae luanat
were collected, and how the data were organized are described. Also, in Section 2 the
ways the texts contributed to the development of the interview schedule for the five
active duty lesbians of color who were interviewed over 8 months during 2007 and 2008
is discussed. Section 3 discusses how the methods were derived. Section 4 presents
excerpts from the interviews and theses discussions are presented thignidégg
Section 5, Results and Analysis, discusses the findings. Section 6, Discussion and
Conclusions, readdresses the initial arguments raised throughout and offers @oggesti

for how future research about gender and sexuality in military is conducted.

% Here, | mean for “gender-fluid” to be read asduls: neither are all feminine and some are more
masculine than others; but some may be heteroseitsdxual or lesbian; either way, feminine or
masculine, heterosexual or asexual, none are ctedpel dedicate themselves to performing any type
gender deference ritual to men who expect suchrelede from women, in any form, for any reason, unde
any circumstances, ever.
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SECTION 2:
RESEARCH DESIGN

This exploratory case study focuses upon lesbians and the challenges they face
while employing strategies with the aim of passing as heterosexuslfots enables us
to examine more precisely how heteronormative meanings and ideals td Emder
and sexuality operate in military culture. Again, the research questgunng this
work are as followsDo lesbians in the military pass as heterosexual? And what
difference does lesbian gender make when talking about passing?

This study does not include accounts from gay men veterans or gay men on active
duty. The reason for this exclusion was so that all analytical attention woukriestr
upon lesbians, particularly “butch” lesbians. This approach stands to highlight the
missing gender critique about sexuality in military culture by critiquirigrbeormative
gender from the social standpoint of masculine lesbians. In 1993, the opinions and
attitudes of heterosexual men dominated the hidden transcript shaping the public
discourse around the debates on gays in the military. Heterosexual men neaderdtat
that indicated that they were primarily concerned for their sexual safatynilitary
where homosexuals could come out of the closet. This concern of sexual safegg as |
it, is one which illuminates heterosexual men’s homo-hysterical socggtation
towards gay men, and as such has little to do with lesbians.

Therefore, in this study, the lesbian who self-identifies or is identifiedHeyoas
a masculine female or “butch” gains the lion’s share of analyticaitette Femmes or
less masculine or androgynous lesbians are also a part of the populationcanalyze
However, the experiences of butch lesbians are considered especially importiaesd

five reasons. First, butches are immediately physically identifiaioaen expressing
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behaviors that strongly indicate deviating from heteronormative feminine nNiexns
though women are penalized for “acting like” men, stereotypical lesbian butches
additionally “look like” men, thusly deliberately maintaining a masculinsgr&ation of
self, and this particular presentation is commonly identified in the intenaswshat a
lesbian “looks like”. Third, since masculine women draw greater attentionilale vis
gender deviants they are, according to the trends found in the interviews, alsketpre li
to be suspected as lesbians for they are hyper-visible as women violating gender norm
Fourth, focusing upon the experiences of self-identified “butches” or thosdietbas
butch may help to highlight how gender and sexual systems of power operate to keep
women “in their place”. Finally, analyzing how gender and sexuality opertte aticro
level from the perspectives of lesbians allows one to hone in on the ways individual
lesbians strategize to pass as heterosexual while serving in the natfithngagnifies the
additional challenges faced by women as a group serving under enforcemé&m Df

In the following sub-sections, three descriptive tasks are executed| First,
describe the texts used to gather the initial data in greater detadits] Beplain how
these texts factored into the development of the interview schedule and aided the

development of the coding scheme. Finally, | explain how the data were ahalyze

Description of the Texts

The three works usetyJy Country, My Right to Senelumphrey 1988)Conduct
UnbecomingShilts 1993) an&ecret Service: Untold Stories of Lesbians in the Military
(Gershick 2005), provided the initial data; preliminary readings of the texts iaidee

development of the interview schedule prepared for the five active-duty lesbian
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participants living and working in the military in the DC/MD/%area; provided
evidence for a historical account of lesbians military experiences as botiséramls
and women. The specificities of these texts follow.

The textual sources were selected on the basis of three points deemed most
important to this project: multiple accounts, rich accounts, and accounts spanning various
eras. First, each text provided data from military lesbians describimdivieel
experiences as homosexuals in the military, which include accounts from gealie of
America and its military history, and each also includes accounts frbmnesserving
more recently and specifically under a congressionally sanctionedagrpiedicy.

Second, since participants found in each text represented a wide range otii@-spe
veterans this project has the ability to make comments about what lesbiangreogser

as women in the military has been like over time. Finally, these accounts@lstedr

material information that enable critique capable of either confirmimlisconfirming

the military sociological hypothesis that theorizes a “postmodern”tsgfioccurred in

military culture. It is suggested that one sign of the postmodern effe& military is

reflected in the positive turn of men’s attitudes towards women in the milsry

suggested to be the case in one of the main theses as advanced by Charles Moskos in the
Postmodern Military: Armed Forces after the Cold Weioskos, Williams and Segal

2000).

The texts selected to collect data provided accounts of lesbians as theyeperce
themselves as homosexuals, as women, and as specific kinds of lesbians, i.e. butch or
femme; tomboy or androgynous; “soccer mom” or “butch daddy”. Each account selected

for analysis herein was selected for rich content that helped to explain hovelbeerga

% District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia
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homosexual or woman in the military has remained pejorative on the grounds of
sexualized and gendered stereotypes which illuminate how many lesbians Ievpastt
and do presently experience military culture.

In the texts, periods of service in the interviews spanned from WWII to 2005. The
works were used to conduct textual analysis and set the stage for how the data were
eventually coded. Coding data for qualitative analysis provides “A systenatitw
which to condense extensive data sets into smaller analyzable units throughtiba cre
of categories and concepts derived from the ddti’this case, deciding what needed to
be coded relied upon extensively going through the personal stories repeatedly until
patterns began to emerge. Finding patterns in what lesbians were sayiththaly
experiences in the military became clear only after countlesads-réOnly then could |

decide which patterns where most prevalent and most needed highlighting.

Descriptions of the Interview Structure

The second source of data for this exploratory research came fronchviofa
face interviews conducted by the author with self-identified lesbians who, tanhthef
interview, from 2007-2008, were serving on active duty. The questions used in the
interviews with these five participants were constructed from ideaseaddpyr
preliminary readings of the texts. Though a survey instrument was employed, the
structure and flow of questions were not rigidly adhered to. This allowed f& Sopple
nuance between what the researcher expected and what the researplap@ractually

said.

27 Lockyer, Sharon. 2004. "Coding Qualitative Data.The Sage Encyclopedia of Social Science Research
Methods Edited by Michael S. Lewis-Beck, Alan Bryman, arichothy Futing Liao, Vol. 1, 137-138.
Thousand Oaks California: Sage.
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The interview questions were ordered in the following fashion: SectiondréBef
Military Service and section Il. During Military Service - which vegudit between a.)
On-Duty Socialization (Described as professional time spent working with sghace
members while specifically conducting tasks related to one’s military jangaged in
collective actions meant to enhance military preparedness or aiding utiegeceal
time” military missions as related to one’s military unit radeyl b.) Off-Duty
Socialization (Described as personal social time spent away fromrynifisdallations.).
Next were sections lll. Perceptions of Presentation of Self as dd-8widier (Sex); IV.
Perceptions of Presentation of Self as a Women Soldier (Gender); and VptiBescef
Presentation of Sexualized Self (Sexuality). This ordering of interviestiQune was
inspired by the interviewing techniques used by Gershick (2005) and Humphrey (1990)

texts. The Shilts (1993) text had less of an influence upon this design.

Recruiting Research Participants

| originally proposed to conduct 25 interviews and then settled on ten face-to-face
interviews, but it was surprisingly difficult to schedule meeting times patticipants
who had originally indicated desire to participate. Many lesbian veterans who had
previously agreed to be interviewed backed out at the last minute. Of those who
cancelled, most stated personal concerns. They wanted to help me do this research by
being a participant but they were afraid that helping me may not be worth soager
difficulty of recalling traumatic experiences of being lesbian-bagexually harassed, or

sexually assaulted while serving their country. After a terrible diy?&péthout any

2 During this time | was certain my committee wodldmp me. This assumption, that | would be
abandoned in the intellectual elephant graveyamilai to where little Simba found himself after
disobeying his father ifthe Lion King consumed me with bone chilling anxiety. | fouhdttbone chilling
anxiety halts creative thought and should be awbatall costs. Finally, | re-conceptualized whaitanted
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contact from potential participaAtd become a bit desperate and anxious about the state
of this project. In those moments of intellectual angst, | would return to thadextne

my interview questions, sharpen my abstract, fine tune the methodology. | dedhevit
ideas until they were no longer intellectually unwieldy. There were no niagicaents
during this time that the theories simply became more comprehensible. Ithesata

every revisit of an article, book, book chapter, website, blog, or website for homosexual
service members in militaries all over the world, | found that | came authya bit more

of the whole picture. Though sometimes fuzzy and slightly out of focus, | could dyadual
visualize where my findings and existing theories could take the analydisyantually
figured out how to frame the contexts in which lesbians employ passing ssatege
worthy of intellectual investigation. Then, | interpreted the passintpgtes indicated by
paying particular attention to the racial, class, and gender differsapasating military

lesbians from one another and joining them with their heterosexual counterparts.

to do (I changed my methods) with this project atated a new path. The bone-chilling anxiety abate
and my committee stuck around.

29| used a couple of standard methods to spreaddhe about this project. | circulated the earlygssof
this paper to many of my friends who were yet aiivaauty, recently retired or even long time sepead
honorably or otherwise (personally, | have onlywndwo lesbians who were dishonorably discharged;
each happened in the early eighties; one was Bladkhe other white; the Black woman was in the YArm
and the white woman was in the Marines). My friendi® received early drafts of this thesis represent
demographically diverse bunch. They are homosexaralsheterosexuals; both female and male; trans
identified and “queer passers”, civilians and myitary “homies”. After gaining their feedback, orhat to
keep, clarify and abandon, | crafted a messageastkd multiple ads to recruit participants onaloci
websites for leshians, gender queers, drag kimgh¢ drag king community there is also a strong
community of leather dykes, S/M lesbians and traesy). | also asked my friends who were willingatkt
about my research to talk about my research. Ebtfese communities are familiar to me as theynaye
communities. Many organizers, presidents of quegardzations, and multiple variously situated dsta/

in the DC/MD/VA metropolitan area, are my conteng@s and some, my friends. Many of the variously
self-identified persons in these communities ase akterans. An example: | performed as a drag&ing
the DC Eagle, a leather bar that for the last sy, until February 2009, held Dyke Night. In #0007,

the performance was for a fund raiser for the D@gsi headed by Ken Las Vegas. | was in drag as a
soldier (I still have my uniforms and | drew a ngaatee to affect facial hair). That evening, | tmet
trans-men veterans of the Iraq War. After discovgour shared veteran status | began talking abgut
research to them. Each of the men, who appearee tehite (though | did not ask them their race),
expressed great interest in wanting to participatay study; later, neither returned my calls. lswa
interested in considering all of the theoreticééipretations and implications of their complementa
dualities. They are both of the same and each aiagd identities the military would identify as
homosexual pre and post-operative. They shiftech fooe sexualized embodiment to the other; they each
began their military careers as military lesbiand aach ended their careers as military men why datie
men.
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My guestionnaire began with questions about early childhood. | wanted to know
what they were doing before joining the military. | wanted to know the circumstance
inspiring their decision - whether their parents were veterans of any lwhsetvice and
if so, did they serve in combat; whether or not my participants had left theirgarent
homes by the time they decided to join the military. In this respect, my susteyment
followed inquiry patterns indicated in each of the texts.

Next, | asked my face-to-face participants to qualitatively dest¢row they go
about “acting straight” while serving in the military. Some suggesteilesistrategies
that were frequently noted in the published interview accounts such as wearingitpng ha
wearing make up, wearing the skirt component of the dress uniform despite pyefe
slacks because men think that women who wear skirts are likely straight. 3 hahea
gained by wearing clothing that indicates compliance with the norms of luetetained
expressions of female gender and sexuality. This observation enabled a ranenatyport
to quantitatively measure theories suggesting that the concept of gendee ity
more than learned acts and cultural performances that have come to represént what
means to be a “man” or “woman”.

The accounts of interviewees in the texts and my own face-to-face interview
each had their own unique and Athr “thick descriptions” of interpretation of what it
means to be a woman anywhere, including the military. They noted the thingsubat c
one to become noticed as a lesbian, and these things were surprisingly the same things

that cause one to be labeled a whore (Gershick 2005; Humphrey 1990; Shilts 1993). They

% |In qualitative studies, rich or thick descriptisrsaid to “go beyond mere fact and surface appeas It
presents detail, context, emotion and the websa#brelationships that join persons to one anmofthkick
description evokes emotionality and self-feeliriggserts history into experience. It establisties
significance of an experience, or the sequencearts, for the person or persons in question.itrkth
description, the voices, feelings, actions and nmgmnof interacting individuals are heard (Deni889:
83).”
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also indicated understanding that there exists a real need to frequenthyl poche
interested in men at least on a semi-regular basis and as arbigsgrdgsable (any man
will do) to not draw attention to one’s non-conforming sexuaf sefowever, of the
texts used in this exploration, only Gershick (2005) directly asks interviewiey iflo
things to deliberately fool people into thinking that they are heterosexual.

Another element of the design was determination of eligibility. | confined
eligibility for participation in this study to those with no less than threesyef service
from 1994 to present. The reason for this time consideration relates to thieddistor
moment when DADT became an official pofiéyThis is when the subject of gays and
lesbians in the American military took a front position in American culturenasienal

debate on politicized sexuality was played out in the military institutional dontex

31 Some lesbians suggested that too much displayatef adoration can easily lead a lesbian attemjding
pass as heterosexual to being misinterpreted ama trazy” woman who does not take her soldier role
seriously. It is a tricky balance to show heterosg¢interest, one element necessary in the effort f
lesbians wishing to establish heterosexual credlsntivithout being stigmatized as a woman with éoos
morals as indicated in her showitap much interest imoo many different men.

%2 This matters to this project because DADT mizdking about homosexuality popular in military culture
from both legal and interpersonal perspectives|@ui997: 103-126).
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SECTION 3:
METHODS

Case studies are “research involving the study of issues explored through one or
more cases within a bounded system” (Creswell 2007). The qualitative methods of
interviews and textual analysis were used to collect the data becausej¢loersalter
and the institutional context would not lend itself well to most other methods. For
example, the population of interest, lesbians in the military, could not be targdtezhwit
ad in the local post newspaper announcing a research experiment being conducted by a
graduate student in the sociology department at the University of Maryland ematact
if interested. This being so, the method of textual analysis plus content anélysis
interviews, though not a representative sampgepvides a range of participants whose
accounts indicate many different contexts and many different expesiahegze similar
strategies of passing as heterosexual were employed. Therefore étlesdsincrease
the strength and reliability of the data.

The themes organizing the following section were selected and coded aaumbre
concepts. Next, the specific tactics employed within themes were alsih douze are
five organizing themes and each theme has three corresponding dominant tactics.
Initially, 1 attempted to conduct count content analysis coding words, themes,sphrase
that showed up repeatedly. After a long while, | abandoned that endeavor — counting
words did not produce meaningful data when what | want to know is whether or not
lesbians in the military manage to pass as heterosexual. This being sedl tshift
presenting and measuring tactics employed as followese likely(ML), less likely(LL)

andunlikely (UL) to be used as a passing strategy in accordance to lesbian gender.

¥ We do havesstimatef leshians serving in the military over time. frstatistically based data we learn
that “Estimates suggest that more than 36,000 gayand lesbians are serving in active duty, reptasg
2.5 percent of active duty. When the guard andrvesare included, nearly 65,000 men and women in
uniform are likely gay or lesbians, accounting2d percent o military personnel” (Gates 2004: iii)
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The measurement afiore likely(ML) indicates that some passing tactics were
more likely to be employed byostlesbiangegardlessof lesbian gender. The
measurement déss likely(LL) indicates that some passing tactics were less likely,
thoughnot unlikelyto be employed by lesbiaagad lesbian gender apparently makes a
differenceon which tactics are less likely to be employed. For example, lesbians who
identified as butch were less likely to engage in gender deference witratbeir male
counterparts, electing rather to establish “buddy” relationships understodgbytials
to be permanently non-sexual professional relationships. Finally, the measuoément
unlikely (UL) indicates that some passing tactics weghly unlikelyto be employed by
most lesbians particularly lesbians identified as masculine. For exaegibians who
identify as butch are more unlikely to wear their hair long and are more unlikely to
establish sexual relationships with male peers. However, lesbians whéedesibutch
were more likely to marry male peers who knew the truth about their lesbiantsmere
willing to assist them in their effort to pass as heterosexual (Gershick 200fhrey
1990; Shilts 1993).

This qualitative measurement allowed for multiple tactics to be considered
simultaneously and rather than indicating findings such as 36 lesbians wore wedding
bands or 13 lesbians elected to have sex with military men, tactics could be rezhside
holistically rather than discreetly. Therefore, the competing stestegployed by the
butch lesbian whose passing tactic is to “wear make up in BDUs” but she also “argues
with men” on a regular basis, shows how one tactic may enable passing (weskeng m
up in uniform) while the other tactic may thwart passing (argues with malarigg and

neither tactic is more important than the other.
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| selected the case study as the qualitative form of study in order to cahsider
experiences of lesbians more thoroughly. However, since | am also thinkimficafigc
about lesbians in the military and am curious to know how anti-gay policies aiect t
as women and as homosexuals, the military institution, the institution of heteldgexua
(IH), compulsory heterosexuality (CH), stigma, and the policy of DAOIRplay into
what units are analyzed in this project (Cresswell 2007: 79). Variabl&sesit@an
Gender” and “Effort to pass as Heterosexual”. Lesbian gender is simp#fiégame”
and “Butch” but in the tables these categories are broadened as follows. Femme i
described as “Lesbiamsorecompliant to heteronormative expressions of femininity”
and Butch is described as “Lesbid@sscompliant to heteronormative expressions of
femininity.”

The second variable, “Effort to pass as Heterosexual”, in the tables isghiaide
“Effort” is measured as followsnore likely(ML), unlikely (UL) andless likely(LL) to
be employed according to strategy and lesbian gender. To be specific, tteg{Stas
identified in this project, is the ongoing plan to pass as heterosexual in any @Nextc
and in order to be successful at passing specific “tactics” are erdptoyarious
combinations both complimentary to passing and/or contradictory to passing such as
wearing wedding rings (though single) or playing sport, or dating men in oni¢’s
(though in a long term relationship with another lesbian in the same unit, for example.)
So, even though the terms “strat&tjyand “tactic” bear close resemblance, | use them

distinctively in the tables reporting the findings.

3 In The Face of Battle, Keegan (1976: 22) discuttsesine differences between strategy and taesics
these terms apply to maneuvering men and equipimever. He says of the difference between the two,
‘it is as alusive as it is artificial”. Indeed, $htharacterizations dovs tail nicely with how | @alecided to
“divide” lesbians passing tactics from strategies.
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Demographic Break-Down of Sample
Of the sample, fifty eight accounts were from the pre-DADT era amefift
accounts were from the post-DADT period.

Table 1: Participants Distribution/Representation by Era of Service

Pre-DADT WWII-1992 58
Post-DADT 1993-Present 15
Pre and Post-DADT Total 73

That two of the texts relied upon where published before DADT became a reality
(Humphrey 1990 and Shilts 1993) may help explain this trend. Gershick (2005) included a
wide variety of lesbian veteran accounts, most of which were from lesbiaanseteho

served before DADT. Those accounts from the face-to-face interviewsegaesented

lesbian veterans who served before and since enforcement of DADT and of whome all wer
lesbians of color, and at the time of interview, all were serving on active dintyavi

current or pending threat of discharge for any reason to include reasons cetdtahes

for homosexuality. In Table 2, the data about race/ethnicity of participant included 59
Whites, 8 African Americans, 3 Latinas and three were missing dataci/ethnicity are
presented.

Table 2: Race of Participants

African American 8
White 59
Latina 3
Unknown 3
Total 73

What we do know is that of women discharged from the military for homosexuality, most
are young, white, and enlisted (SLDN 2005; GAO 2004). What we do not know is why this
trend persists particularly given the following. White women, relative ackBand other

racial minority women are underrepresented in the armed forces (Katazamst&eppy
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1999: 18; Manning 2005: 10; Segal and Segal 2004: 30). Manning (2005: 10) reports that
“more than half the enlisted women in the DoD services are minority women (51.8 percent
as are 31.7 percent of women officers” and that “a significant proportion oSatilitary
women are African American; they account for a considerably higher pageeoit

military women than of [minority] military men (29.5 percent versus 16.4 percimd)

Segal and Segal (2004) tell us that:

“One interesting phenomenon in the military is thiaick women have a
greater representation than black men...Army hasighest percentage
of black women: Nearly one-fourth of enlisted wonage black (2004:
30).”

Similarly, Katezenstein and Reppy (1999) note that, “In today’s military,
understanding the confluence of race and gender is more problematic: too often policy
implicitly assume¥ that all military women are White — even though nearly half of all
enlisted women in the army are African American — and that all minority petsamene
men (18).” White women make up the fewest women in the military and yet repitesent
greatest percentage of gay dischatyé&here may be a number of reasons for this
outcome.

For example, that white women in the military are overrepresented in homlosexua

discharges indicates that the sexual politics of homosexuality in thargnéite deeply

% Likewise, homosexuality in American culture hasmaistorically shaped by race, class and gender
politics and is believed compromised of mostly whjtboth men and women (Somerville 2000).The policy
of DADT makes no mention of race but it is cleattbf those discharged from the military whites tiop
charts and white women are ahead of white men.€eTloeg-steady, clearly raced and gendered discharge
trends may indicate that gays and lesbians of éoltre military may actually benefit from commonly

held race-specific beliefs that homosexuality isvtdte disease” (Collins 2004: 108).

% Since enforcement of DADT, miilitary sociologist&tes Moskos has taken note of the race/gender
trends that have come to light. His observatiosegfaration data find that whites are more likelpe¢o
affected by anti-gay policies than Blacks (Belkimld@ateman 2003) and women are more likely affected
than men (Moskos 2000). Of race, Moskos positsltvatrates of separation of Blacks may be the texful
homosexuality having a higher stigma in Black comities (Belkin and Bateman 2003: 62) and of higher
rates of separation of white women possibly refitecfewer taboos towards homosexuality amongst
women relative to men (Moskos 2000: 24).

33



influenced by social constructions of race (Collins 2005; hooks 1980; Omi and Winant
1990). Though the military may not actively “racially profile” white peopléhie military

for homosexuality as suggested by Moskos in Belkin and Bateman (2003), the politics of
homosexuality in America have been observed as being historically sooiadityucted as

a sexual phenomenon racialized as “white” (Sommers 2007) and this racialized
politicization of homosexuality seems to be reflected in the raced trends ofdxarabs
discharges from the militat{

Explaining why white women in the military are more likely to be dischibfge
homosexuality when they are the fewest women present in the armed faeedsethe
boundaries of this research. However, future research specifically sézkamgrove our
current understanding of the relationships shared between race, genderuaitty sed
military culture would make a great contribution to strengthen the thedretica
conceptualizations underpinning what we currently know about how these systems of
power (race, gender and sexuality) operate together outside as weltlaisilitary
culture. Finally, the rank break-down of participants were: 51 enlisted, 22rsfiscehown
in Table 3.

Table 3: Rank of Participants

Enlisted 51
Officer 22
Total 73

Fewer officers are represented in this sample. Again, we can turn to our deinogra
knowledge of the force and explain this in at least two ways. First, women ar&eaorky
concentrated in the enlisted ranks, and of enlisted women most are women of cabr (Seg

and Segal 2004). Therefore, it may be the case that enlisted women are simply more

37 Moskos further informs military sociologists thahite women are 3 times more likely than Black
women to be discharged from the military for homasdity and white males are 2.5 times more likely
than Black males to be discharged for homosexudlily more see Belkin and Bateman (2003).
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vulnerable to investigations than are officers and white women, though accounting for
fewer women in the enlisted corps, seemingly even more vulnerable than Africaicém
women. To give context to what this vulnerability looks like, approximately eigray-
percent of the force is comprised of enlisted personnel and fifteen percentmtthes
comprised of officers (Segal and Segal 2004). This statistic is fairlystenisfrom branch

to branch. Also, women comprise approximately 15 percent of the force (the saerd perc
of the entire officer corps in each branch) yet account for over 30 percent of homosexual
discharges. Most women discharged for homosexuality are enlisted and white.

Junior enlisted lesbians are young, holders of high school diplomas, and are likely
single. Young, junior ranking lesbians are possibly more likely to be subjected ter grea
scrutiny from more sources than their older, senior ranking, counterparts. dmiey (]
ranking lesbians) face scrutiny from male subordinates, peers and superjorsoAs
enlisted women, they have little recourse to avoid scrutiny of their personallzas
professional life. As a result, enlisted lesbians are apparently simpéulorerable to
gender containment politics to include lesbian baiting tactics due to theiratliters
of youth, junior rank, and their lack of experience of being exposed to “boys” who are
engaged in the historical group effort to “become men” (rather than competiatsof
sound charact&). On the other hand, lesbians who are either senior ranking enlisted or

commissioned officers are seemingly less likely to be vulnerable to gematernment

% The trope of the role military service is saicptay in the maturation process of men focuses en th
mythical processes of “boys becoming men”. Howeless focus is trained upon the moments men
become soldiers. Also, this trope highlights thahven are not boys and though in the military can no
become men. However, in the accounts of militaspi@ns, many indicated that their reasons for fngjni
the military were patriotic and focused on being best soldier, airman, sailor, Coast Guardsman or
Marine possible. Women and lesbians in the militagy seemingly not burdened with the “gender role
evolution” that boys go through in order to reacinimood via military service. Therefore, lesbiand an
women in the military are likely more able to foayson doing their jobs well while boys are disteatt
with becoming men. However, the gender role evotufaced by boys and men in the military does take
toll on women and lesbians who are in various wWaysed to “do their feminine gender” better thaaith
military jobs.
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politics to include lesbian baiting due to their privileged statuses of being thide
greater experiences with military boys and men, and their senior rank. In syrtirea
majority of the cases in this study come from pre-DADT era (WWII — 2008p#ly
white (n=59) and is mostly enlisted (n=51).

In the following section, each of the accounts presented here are represehtat
lesbians who have served prior to and since enforcement of DADT. Their storiegendic
that there has always been a need to “pass” to keep their military jobs. fdtereaiof
lesbians in military service are as unique as they are similar; unique daudiveduals,
circumstances and options to pass vary from lesbian to lesbian. Similar because eac
lesbian is a woman and as a woman each lesbian is yet expected to comply with the
cultural limitations assigned to women, actual individual capabilities notartdsg. In
this thematically ordered sociological exploration into the “everydagyaight™ lives
of lesbians in the military presented by this research, Smith (1990) offers efords
sociological support to the importance of sociological explorations that begitheit

lived experiences of women by stating the following:

“Thus the practices of thinking and writing that af special concern
here are those that convert what people experigimeetly in their

everyday/everynight world into forms of knowledgewhich people as
subjects disappear and in which their perspectigas their own

experiences are transposed and subdued by the teredigorms of

objectifying discourse (Smith 1990: 4).”

The perspectives privileged in this work illuminate the historical conditions defining

many lived experiences of many different lesbians in the militaryaezensiderable

% In, The Conceptual Practices of Power: A Feminist Sogipof Knowledge (1990Rorothy Smith sets
out to “examine the properties of a patriarchaldogy from the standpoint of women’s experienceisé
seeks to “characterize just what it is in sociatafjpractices of writing that alienates and occtutthe
stand point of experience...(Smith 1990: 4).” Similatiset out to examine the gender and sexual
properties of the most important patriarchal ingitin in society from the perspectives of lesbianthe
military - the “women” who are also “gays”.
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period of time, WWII — 2008, and illuminates how lesbians in the military “pass” as

heterosexual before and since enforcement of DADT.
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SECTION 4:
L ESBIANS IN THE MILITARY TALK ABOUT
PASSING STRATEGIES AND CORRESPONDING TACTICS

Some lesbians serve for more than twenty years in the military witheut e
employing any of the strategies or tactics covered here. Othereyemahy of these
strategies at one time or another or for the entire time they serve. Of twrsare
those that may employ all of these strategies and still fail to padsdithemselves
discharged as homosexuals within the first six months of service. Thereime, s
lesbians in the military pass as heterosexual and some fail to pass; aiyherost
lesbians who have or do serve in the military have been faced with situationngquiri
them to at least try to pass as heterosexual.

In this section, the five most prevalent strategies employed by lesbians in the
military to pass as heterosexual are presented, and excerpts from thevnéscounts
from both the texts and from the face-to-face interviews are provided to fuliktate
whether or not, when and if, lesbians in the military pass as heterosexualctidseatiae
explained in greater details in the Results and Analysis section. Howeveay¢hey
mentioned here to provide depth to how the strategic themes are organized and have been
conceptualized. Essentially, the tactics are what some lesmivsly doto pass as
heterosexual and the strategies are what some military lesioitwvedy avoid doindo
decrease the likelihood of being suspected as homosexuals. Therefore, wigeto tryin
pass as heterosexual, what lesbians choose not to do (challenge men) may bdad impor
of what they choose to do (wear lipstick in Battle Dress Uniform). The followiadist

of the strategic themes and their corresponding tactics:
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1.) Military lesbians avoid lesbians whose appearance is “obvious” and many military
lesbians personally strive to avoid “looking” like a lesbf@rThis strategy is supported
by the following most prevalent tactics employed by military leshmaasaging their
gender stigma as women in the military:

a. Wear Long Hair

b. Wear make-up while in Battle Dress Uniform (BDU)

c. Wear Skirt Component of Dress Uniform
2.) Military lesbians avoid athletic behaviors deemed overly aggressive or inappropriate
for women to engage in seriously such as play competitive sport, weight lifthistc.
strategy is supported by the following most prevalent tactics employeditaryn
lesbians managing their gender stigma as women in the military:

a. Avoid Extra Workouts

b. Avoid Playing Organized Spotts

c. Play Sports like a “Lady”
3.) Military lesbians avoid doing most things that may indicate that they either desire to
be men or that they may wish to seriously engage men competiivislgtrategy is
supported by the following most prevalent tactics employed by militabydas
managing their gender stigma as women in the military:

a. Avoid Arguing with Military Men

b. Avoid Challenging Military Men

c. Avoidcompletelydeclining sexual advances from male peers — better to

let them think there is a chance
4.) Military lesbians make up imaginary male partners or pretend to be in formal
(married) or informal (dating) public intimate relationships with méhis strategy is

supported by the following most prevalent tactics employed by militabydas

managing their gender stigma as women in the military:

401 eshians who were described as “obvious” wereatttarized as “masculine” women whose manners
were “manly” and who were often mistaken as men.
1 Common site for military witch hunts
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a. Create and share stories about an imaginary male partner

b. Wear wedding ring; display pictures of man in work space

c. Marry a man
5.) Military lesbians negotiate gender and sexual containment politics by “dealing with
it” rather than formally complaining to military leadership for fear of formal (denial of
promotion) or informal (threats of sexual assault) retributidhis strategy is supported
by the following most prevalent tactics employed by military leshmaasaging their
gender stigma as women in the military:

a. Engage in Gender Deference Rituals

b. Accept Sexual Advances (Date/or have sex with military men) for

“cover” or to gain “heterosexual credentials”

c. If harassed, assaulted or raped, elect to not report incident for fear of

retribution
These five strategies and their corresponding tactics are exploredter gietail in what
follows shortly. What we learn here and have further discussions about later intthe nex
section is that if military lesbians pass as heterosexual at all, imargy due to their
willingness and or ability to employ a combination of efforts to do most thingsceed
of women beholden to traditional gender and sexual norms. However, lesbians who elect

to disregard what is expected of women beholden to traditional gender and sexal norm

often find passing to be very challenging.

|. Strategy #1: Masking Female Masculinity and Avoiding those who Present
Transgressive or “Butch” Expressions of Lesbian Gender

Masking “female masculinity” and avoiding those who present transgressive or
“butch” lesbian gender was the most prevalent strategy employed. The fretjuenc
lesbians passed as heterosexual by either masking their normal diaydmpressions of

female masculinity or who routinely avoided lesbians who elewtétb alter their day-
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to-day expressions of female masculinity suggested that this stressggxtremely
important.

Also in this section, lesbians who self-identified or were identified by other
military lesbians as “butch”, “tomboy”, “masculine woman”, or “manly”,easghat
masking female masculinity and/or avoiding masculine military woweze not
strategies used to pass as heterosexual. Contrary to dominant passigigstisiene
masculine lesbians report establishing friendships with military men who theyvware
lesbians and who, after a while, learned to treat them as “one of the guys” while
maintaining respect for the fact that they are “women” (Interviewutie 2007). The
differences of being gender policed or not, apparently depend greatly upon the
combination of an individual lesbian’s degree of comfort with her sexual orientation,
experience in the military, age, rank, and even possibly race.

“ Although clerk/typists were as likely to be lesbianthey were rarely suspected,;
mechanics almost always were. Husky women were su€pus; petite women were
not (Shilts 1993: 496).”

1. Hospital Corpsman Chief Petty Officer Shirley Geiling, US Navy.

Shirley Geiling served in the Navy for twenty-two years from 1964-1987. She had
had relationships with women but had not known the term “lesbian” and had recalled
reading somewhere that the definition of a lesbian was “a woman who saidsshe wa
(Gershick 2005: 1). At the time of joining the Navy, Geiling had not decided that she was
interested in claiming this sexual identity (Gershick 2005: 1). The following istivba
sailor recounts about how she came to recognize herself as well asastlesisians:

Gershick: Once you were in boot camp, did you see other women whom you
recognized as lesbians?

SG: | didn't recognize lesbians at the time. | digtwen recognize myself by that name. There
were some women who were more masculine, who hades hair, carried themselves
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differently. At that time, my head sakmboy(original emphasis)'d never met anyone who said
they were a “lesbian.”(Gershick 2005: 3)

Though Geiling did not name herself as lesbian and knew no one else who claimed this
identity, she was sexually active with other women and was ultimatelyroeadceith

what the Navy expected from her as a woman since she knew that sexuaiskips

with other women while serving the nation was illegal. It was at 21 thanGéglarned
something critical about her own sexual identity.

Gershick: At age 21, you'd discovered something about yourself; the light came
on. How did this happen and how did that affect your being in the military?

SG: “I found this woman that | was attracted tad &said, “No, I'm not going to do this because
the Navy does not approve of it.”

Of course that went out the window in about twomds. And so | was sleeping with
this woman who saighewasn’t a lesbian...| finally admitted to myself thiafm sleeping with
women and enjoying it, then | must be a lesbianwal$ difficult for a while. | had a little problem
with that. It wasn’'t a societal norm. It wasn'trélitary norm. | didn’t know anyone | could talk to
about it that had some authority, that had sonpeence, that had some background, that had
some knowledge, anything. You wouldn't dare tallabybody for fear that you'd get caught and
canned. It was hard to come out to yourself wittsmmeone to talk to (Gershick 2005: 4).”

Geiling expresses experiencing difficulty when attempting to findyatavécome
out” to herself. However, the sailor manages to employ what she and others call
“gaydar”. This ability to spot other queer folks is perceived as a benefiilzbsan the

following excerpt:

SG: “It's the gaydar that you develop when yoe iarthe military so that you learn to recognize
somebody. | don’t know how to explain it. It's fssfeeling. You say, “Well here’s some-body.”
You look at ‘em and you go, “Well, gee. | wondkthis woman’s a leshian?” It's some sixth,
seventh sense that you pick up from hiding albéhgears.” (Gershick 2005: 5)

Though there may be some concerns of gaydar accuracy, Geiling suggest‘iatithe
or seventh” sense one develops from “hiding all those years” is the magical key t
recognizing other homosexuals. However, the interviewer asks her a followirigpques
that leads Geiling to consider the role normative gender plays in organizing myriad
aspects of women’s public and private lives. Geiling admits that she needs fgayda

identifying feminine lesbian womendicating that rarely is gaydar needed to identify
42



less feminine women as queer. This is an example of how women in the military,
particularly women who are demonstratively masculine, are differentigliged for not
adhering to hegemonic cultural practices of heterosexual femininity.

Masculine women, lesbian or not, are frequently labeled lesbian. As such, more
masculine lesbians wishing to pass as heterosexual may find themselypediediny
militarized gender norms to mask their masculinity by presenting tiessa more
feminine ways such as wearing make up while on duty or wearing the sketutiésm
rather than the slacks. The interviewer follows through this line of query to dentpke
observation of lesbhians whose presentation of self may be identified as fensone ver
butchH?

Gershick: And | imagine you especially need that gaydar if the woman is very
femme in appearance.

SG: “Those are the very hard ones! If a woman g f@minine in appearance, it is very difficult.
The gaydar doesn’t work most of the time on tAad some women are fairly borderline...|
think lesbians carry themselves differently framaight women.” (Gershick 2005: 5)

If indeed lesbians do carry themselves differently from straight womesgidiag
suggests, and gaydar works less if the subjearigfeminine in appearancadherence
to notions of heteronormative femininity remain the most powerful passing gtrateg
available to military lesbians. What make this problematic for some leshiémes i
military and not others is that the assumed “naturalness” of gender isltikefyn the
lesbian who is in fact more masculine in her demeanor and whose expressions of
masculinity are not forced fabrications but rather behaviors that have beauhvedited
over time and embraced just as enthusiastically as those lesbians whose gende

presentation enables them to “fly under gaydar”.

“2 For a more thorough discussion on leshian gersisRutch/Femme: Inside Lesbian Gendigtunt
1998).
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2. PFC Angel Ramirez, U. S. Army, 1994-97

Private Ramirez was medically discharged as a specialist a#jirez never
came out to anyone in the Army. However, she always felt that her “boyish appear
and assertive manner” outed her. No one in her unit or in her chain of command ever
asked her pointedly about her sexual orientation but she was “asked” to “telli¢hat s

was heterosexual in many different ways, for example:

“...I was never asked up-front if | was a lesbian. $ @waked a couple of times why |
wasn't dating anybody. Why did | choose to baryself? And why not hang with the
other people...because you can't trust everyoneetgck 2005: 81)

Specialist Ramirez recounts a few ordeals of dealing with being bdrissbeing “too
masculine” and the interviewer asks, “Why were you the focus of the compamagts?”

Ramirez answers:

“The only reason | can come up with is that, deewrdinside, they knew | was a
homosexual. But because of “don’t ask, don't fedilicy, they could not pursue me, and
that's what aggravated them so much: | was ab@®btinue serving. And, of course,
being female and them being males and beingsitieants and they can't get into my
pants. | think that irritated them more.” (Gecdh2005: 82).

However, the following excerpt paints a very different picture from the onenpeesiey

the Specialist Ramirez. The participant below is an African-Ameitesbian officer

serving in the Army. At the time of interview, she had returned from a commanibposit

in the Iragi theatre. The line of questioning sought to gain a more keen understanding of
how the participant perceived their typical presentation of self in uniform. To bhéigpec
the line of questioning began with reference to Army Regulation (AR)-670-1hvghic

the Army’s guide governing the wear and appearance of ones military uniform and
details which issued and non-issued accoutrements may or may not be worn or adorned
while in uniform. This officer indicated that not only does she not try to appear extra-

feminine in uniform, she establishes a “one of the guys” relationship withpeals and
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superiors as she conceptualizes herself first and foremost as a soldias anesbman
soldier, but as “a little tomboy” soldier.

3. Face-to-Face Interviewee #3

Interviewer (1): According to your services regidat for the wear and
appearance of your uniform, how do you presentsglf in uniform?
Participant (P): As a soldier.

(I): Same walk?

(P): I'm one of those people where I'm alwaysegulation, not prissy. |
carry myself as a soldier, so | can line up wlilh guys and fit in. | don't
stand out. | don't have nail polish on. | dongav my hair below my
collar. | don’'t have makeup on. | mean I'm a tglj soldier, like a

little tomboy in uniform.

In this section, Geiling (Gershick 2005) describes how in the beginning of her
Navy career, she did not think of herself as lesbian, however, she did have active
relationships with other women who also did not identify themselves as lesbians. Also,
Geiling does not name her presentation of self; however, she does indicate “gaydar”
when describing how she identifietherlesbians in the military, finding it most difficult
to identify the lesbians whose physical appearance best comply with hetenotimgma
standards of femininity.

Also the account of, Ramirez (Gershick 2005) indicates her awareness of being

singled out primarily for her “boyish” appearance.

Il. Avoid Transgressive Feminine Gender Behaviors
This theme explores the stigma of female athleticism. Civilian leshiamen
who play varsity/collegiate/professional sports are often publiclyéseft” up to appeal
to male audiences. It has been noted that WNBA campaigns have been known to work
very hard to make women and leshian athletes more appealing to male audience by

promoting media events to portray raw talented attifetssgood, sexy “girls” any man

“3 Recall the racist/sexist insults Imus, a natidalid show host who lost his job amid outcries fastjce,
put to the Rutgers Women'’s Basketball Team in 26/ called them “a bunch of nappy headed ho’s”.
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would desire” and thepust so happeto be great athletes (Collins 2004: 136). However,
in the military world, there are no PR shows built for athletic military women amcen
dedicated to sports are the women in the military most likely to be labeldgkaes*. In
short, this section highlights the frequency that “sporty dykes” are investitmat
homosexuality as a consequence of being “un-lady like” and thus illustrates how
important avoiding being “too athletic” is for some lesbians attempting to “pass” a
heterosexual and how other lesbians risk being investigated for homosexuhéty if
athleticism is deemed as an over expression of masculine competitiveness.

Loretta “Ret” Coller, US Air Force, 1951 — 1953

Lesbians join the military in search of adventure, challenge and msiavyce
promises these experiences. However, military service has been pricoastyucted as
an exclusively male enterprise and the promises of military adventure diehgbedave
been made exclusively to men. The following interview is of a lesbian whadsguvieg
the fifties. In her interview, Loretta “Ret” Coller, a white butch lespwho at the time
of her interview was 57 years old, describes how and why she decided to join the Air

Force in 1951:

“Since | was very career oriented, nobody in omnifa had ever gone to college, and we were
really very poor, on relief and that whole thih¢gfought perhaps the service could offer me that
elusive opportunity. It would take care of me] soought, and give me a life long career. The
bottom line is that | went into the service togbeareer woman. And I'd have stayed there. | loved
it!” (Humphrey 1990: 11).

Her desire to serve stemmed from her effort to seek better opportunitresdelf. That
these opportunities could be found in the military is what mattered and she wasgrepar
for the questions that the military used back then to screen out homosexuals. She recounts

the experience of answering these questions:

This is another very good example of the variation&merican culture where women'’s athleticism is
devalued and how female gender, beauty and sexbalitome or are racialized. For a video clip of$mu
making these comments visittp://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RF9B|B7Bzn@trieved April 12, 2010.
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“It was so long ago now, but once | did sign upadl to go through a series of questions. |
believe this occurred somewhere during the phi/diziae that particularly stood out was
something like, “Do you prefer going to partiegshwall boys or all girls?” That was one of

the questions! | remember | said, “Well, all bogkcourse” [...] “Oh, and | do remember one
other question that had any indication of sexuelgvence at all, other than that one, and that wa
“Have you ever had any feelings for women that gronk might not be acceptable to other
women?” And | said, “Only my mother” (Humphrey 189.1)

After answering the questions the right way, affirming that she likedrnoys than
girls, “Ret” goes on to describer her expectations of military life apergences as a

closeted lesbian.

“You know, | never entered the military with theealof finding other lesbians or having any sorts
of affairs or anything. | entered the militdagowingthat | was a leshian, but also knowing that |
wanted to do what was right by military standaadd stay there! [ ] | was smart enough to know
that doing anything would be my downfall. And likeaid, | really wanted to stay in. There was
no doubt in my mind, from the time | raised my tiaamd was sworn in, until the day | was
discharged, that that’s where | wanted to bekddieverything about it” (Humphrey 1990: 11).
Like many lesbians stories told in the secondary accounts and the original
interviews, being suspected as a homosexual usually stemmed from one of three
heteronormative gender offenses. First, being seen primarily with feoalades;
second, playing sports; and third, ignoring men’s sexual advances. “Ret” tells didnow

end of a basketball season set off a post- wide lesbian witch hunt:

“The OSI started stalking me. My theory is thatipgically they'd go through the bases and go on
these purges. They would start first with all i@men who were involved in athletics and then
move from there with any info they had gottenstare other women. They opened my mail.
They'd get me up in the middle of the night arketaene over to the OSI office for questioning.
They'd look under my mattress for anything | miglawe hidden, any material, letters, notes,
Valentine’s, just anything that | might have hiddbat could be incriminating (Humphrey 1990:
12).”

Ret goes on to explain how intrusive the investigation became. The OSI would “wake her
from her sleep” and interrupt her meals to take her “down for questioning” (Humphrey
1988). Her civilian lover was ignored by investigators because the mhisaryo

jurisdiction over her actions; however, each time she visited her civilian lover, OSI

investigators were always nearby. According to Ret, they knew eveayydbout her
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weekend trips. They knew which bus she rode, what clothes she wore and the length of

her stay. She remarks about the thoroughness of these intrusive moments:

“It was mind-shattering, it boggled the imaginatiorbelieve that they were so concerned about
what | did in my spare time, that they would gstrh lengths! (Humphrey 1990: 13)”

Many find that being under investigation for homosexuality isolates therpers
who is under suspicion from her support group. When one lesbian comes under
investigation, other lesbians avoid her for fear of being seen as “guilissbygiation.”
Commonly the lesbian who is under investigation understands that her friends and
lover(s) are simply protecting themselves by ostracizing her. Theincewtiability to
pass as heterosexual relies upon maintaining social ties only with lesbiams whos
reputations as heterosexual are yet intact. Ret says that her expermmed this trend
and she further explains how this made her and another white lesbian under investigation

feel:

“When you were under investigation, you were grattich by yourself, so except for Carol, who
was also being intensely investigated, neitharsaiad another friend, because you were just not
nice to be around during that time. Besides, mowanted to be found associated with us for fear
of their own careers. Birds of a feather kindtohg, you know, so the people that you had to talk
to about it were minimal. Carol and | would comenate, and that was the extent of it
(Humphrey 1990: 14).”

Being found guilty of homosexuality via courts maffidias long reaching consequences
for the lesbian whose discharge is characterized as less than honorable, hiedesiss
dishonorable. This is the case for any service member but the impact upon fewede ser
members can be devastating. As women, finding employment that pays a liegele w
was difficult in the early 1950s and even today, women yet earn an average of @8 cents
a man’s dollar. This situation may have been and continues to be particularly ptablema

for lesbian veterans returning to the civilian world with negative discharges fiidaryn

“4 Courts Martial is the military’s highest judiciptoceeding for service members. There are two tgpes
courts martial, general and special.
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service. Ret explains what happened to her when her undesirable discharge papérs arr

in the mail:

“Two pieces of paper arrived in this envelope tgjlime all the things that | couldn’t do because of
my undesirable discharge. | could no longer vbtidn’t have any benefits. | could never work

for any government-affiliated agency or compangouild not do anything with any state-run
organization or state supported agencies like atthrg, or any civil service that had to do with
prisons. | couldn’t be involved in anything thatchto do with security because | could never get a
security clearance. | couldn’t even work for testpoffice! You know, all these places | could
never work, the list went on and on[...] | am prettych limited to laying asphalt, or digging
ditches! There just is nothing available to me iphrey 1990: 16)

Ret struggled as a civilian. She returned to the job she left the Air Forcevass at a
factory in Santa Monica in 1953 and Ret chooses to not tell them about her undesirable
discharge (Humphrey 1988: 16). The omission of the truth only delays the unfavorable
outcome. On a routine day of work, Ret recalls being called into the managesrs’ offic
where she is told that they discovered the truth about her military discmatrgbe@awas
welcome to leave (Humphrey 1988: 16). This went on for a while. Ret would take jobs
without disclosing her military past only to be discovered later and fired as .before
Finally, feeling completely defeated, Ret goes to college and earashanig certificate

and she states that, “Up until last June, 1987, when I retired from teaching, aisaitav
day | didn’t labor under the threat of my credentials being revoked because Idhal lie
the application, which is reason enough, or because they had found out about my past
(Humphrey 1988: 17).” Despite the constant fear of being discovered as a person who
was dishonorably discharged, she enjoyed her life as a teacher. Howeespdreznce

in the military became a permanently negative memory when she and otherdestore
under suspicion because of their high level of athleticism. That her future wasl foar

the situation does not go by without comment. Ret has pointed criticisms of America,
serving ones country, and offers her personal stance regarding her pasf sense
patriotism:
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“I pay my taxes because | don’t want to go to jailt I'd never do anything service oriented for
this country, and I'm not a patriot. You knowjdudred that | gave them all | had so very long ago
and they just fucked me over. So fuck them nowrfphrey 1988: 18)

Ret did not pass as a service member. She joined the military and lived bardidgve

duty as if she were free to do what she wanted to do without any real concern for what
men thought about her behavior or actions. However, the constant scrutiny, harassment,
and ultimate dishonorable discharge taught her how to be a discreet lesbianrrigte lea
how to hide and even though she hid her lesbian identity, the formality of military
discharge followed her wherever she went for many years until she achievééra hig
level of education. Once a degreed professional, Ret was not fired for her horhosexua
discharge; the discharge did not come back to haunt her. However, until the day she
retired for teaching, she expected to be. Her failed passing in uniform led to her
successful passing as a civilian save for the persistent post-semassrhant of her poor
character discharge. The lesson came late in life but she learned thef \edung o

closeted, acting with greater discretion, and employing strategieteobhermatively

expressed femininity.

lll. Avoid Transgressive Feminine Social Behaviors
Transgressive feminine behavior is enacted by all women in the milifanytbe
of their being members of the military. In addition to being women, lesbiahe in t
military may experience stigma within stigma. As such, lesbians in fitarsnare aware
of the additional scrutiny that transgressive feminine behaviors may net dneélc
In this section, lesbians discuss how they avoid behaving in manners that could be
interpreted as transgressive feminine behaviors. By doing such, they aleseallsow
these passing strategies enhance their ability to pass as heteredebausérving in the

military. Conversely, lesbians who do not censor additional behaviors of expressing
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transgressive feminine behaviors run the risk of being investigated for homosexudlit

possibly discharged if the investigation persists, as some accounts illustrate:

“There is a saying among gay women in the milit&ye accusation means an
investigation. Two accusations mean guilt (SHiR93:5).”

“The massive lesbian investigations resulted im#iguing statistical turnaround
for military investigators. While the number afygdischarges continued to go up in
the early 1980s, the numbers of investigationstwlewn sharply. Between 1974
and 1978, investigations outnumbered dischalyssyjeen 1979 and 1983,
discharges outnumbered investigations, becawdeirdividual investigation

yielded so many more discharges (Shilts 1993).419

1. Ruth Hughes, U. S. Air Force, 1958-1965

Ruth Hughes, an African American veteran lesbian, was aware of her sexual
orientation at a very young age during puberty (Humphrey 1990: 122). Despite knowing
that she had sexual attractions towards women, her grounding reasons for joining the
military were bound up in her sense of patriotism and love for her country (Humphrey
1990: 123). Though she loved the military she knew that being a lesbian was frowned
upon. However, Hughes was not dissuaded to have relationships, both emotional and
sexual, with other lesbians, be they civilian or fellow patriots. Unlike the otlbeuats
in this section, Hughes found herself under investigation for homosexuality when her
sistef* decided to “help” her by alerting her sisters’ Air Force leadershipstieatvas a
lesbian. The following excerpt is of Hughes explains how she “performedfiifety to

deflect her sisters accusations once her investigation for homosexuality bega

“...I prepared myself for the worst. | went out andifjbt red fingernail
polish...Promptly at 8:00 AM a staff car, with twgeats and a secretary, was there for
me. Like I'm this criminal. | was isupply for God'’s sake. One fellow was nice, the
other was mean - just like you would expect. ®he who was mean was real big. I'm
only five foot three and a half, but this suckexs over six foot four. He said, “Get in the
car!” In my sweetest voice | said, “Oh, thank yary much.”

> In her interview account, Hughes explains thatdigter was in the Army and her military affiliatio
provided her with the basic knowledge to navigatglies’ Air Force leadership chain. Her sister abbrt
the Air Force that her sister was “sick” and neelelp because she was a lesbian.
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| was nervous...It was the letter from my sister..dssed my legs and pulled my
skirt back. | thought-I'm ashamed of myself btithdught, “I'm going to get through this!
I’'m going to survive.” (Humphrey 1990: 126)

Hughes was allowed to advance to her next duty assignment but only after taking a li
detector test. Her sister wrote a letter outing her to her command andtinyelshe was
picked up for questioning by Air Force investigators a three page list of nareesrpf
woman she knew in the Air Force was a part of the case. The investigators asked about
the others on the list by accusing Hughes of “unnaturalness” and by askihghesever

saw any of those listed do “unnatural” things. There were only women on the list. The

investigators introduced the list with the following:

“We want to know about the people on this list. ffhad this incredible list of names,
addresses, and telephone number. Not just pébple been sexually involved with but
all the women | knew (original emphasis).” (Humphr&@Q: 126)

Hughes describes her experience in the military after this investige terrifying,
insisting that, “...1 can’t emphasize enough that we lived in absolute terb@irg found
out. It would have been a terribly overwhelming experience.” (Humphrey 1990: 127)
Though Hughes was spared the “terribly overwhelming experience” atesbci
with being charged with homosexuality, most lesbians and some heterosexual women
who find themselves under investigation for homosexuality usually also find tivessel
discharged from the military. Sometimes the conditions are honorable, dishonorable or
could result in a prison term. DADT stipulates that homosexuality as a cleardts iin
an administrative separation and not a criminal charge, as was not the caséughes
served.
In the next account a white Army Major with twenty-plus years of senatals

the process of going from spending a great deal of effort pretending ttydagh® in the
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early years of her military career to later describing how thetditas habits of

pretense died away over time.

2. “Major Maureen”, U. S. Army

“Major Maureen” tells the interviewer that one of her “less straighpearing
Army lesbian peers believes that her “femme-ness” granted her “stpaighage
(Gershick 2005 61).” Maureen does not disagree with this; however, she still puts up a
heterosexual front. At the time of interview, she lived with her partner and they wer
preparing to have a baby together. But earlier in her career, beingvpdrasi
heterosexual was very important to her. With time, this became less thesfabawing

shows.

“People at work know | have a roommate, and theywkwe're looking at buying a
house together, but | think they just want taiass what they want...You know, | try to
be careful, but I'm kind of getting tired of hidj my life. So | am less and less. I'm just
pretty apathetic about it now. I'm like, “WhatevBelieve whatever you want.” | used to
really care. Now | don't care that much.” (Gech2005: 60)

3. Interviewee #4
In this line of questioning, the participant explains how she responds when her
male comrades make sexually charged comments about women in their itemexdlia
environment who are considered attractive by most of the men present. Though she
admits to not engaging openly in the dialogue with “the guys”, she also eslitait
many times she finds herself agreeing with their assessments.
Participant (Army, Captain): Yeah. But at the same time, | fit in bedaweseer
took offense to it. Because | was like, oftentimes | was thinking the same...like
would | ever tell them that? | wouldn’t. Discussing the professionalism of men,
well, if they were talking about females, | was probably looking at the Hange
they were looking at and appreciated what | saw. You know what | mean? So, |

never really like thought about it. And when it comes to like levels of
competence, am | feminine enough or masculine enough, | never had any issues
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and no one’s ever...I've never ever dealt with adversity of any type becaase |

a female. | would have to admit.

As indicated in the previous excerpt, lesbians in the military may be
simultaneously privileged and disadvantaged depending upon age, military eg@gerie
and rank when dealing with their male counterparts, especially those who are most

resistant to their being in the military.

IV. Create Hetero Decoys: Boyfriends, Fiancées and Husbands of Leabs and

Passing

“...I...married an old “Navy salt,” who basically saitat he could change me if we
married...To this day he wears a scar on the sithésdfice that tells him what he
shouldn’t ought have said...Once | was in the sepigvas being held for “lesbian
activities,” and he showed up to get me out.itdéedlly blew up at them. The personnel
that were holding me for the investigation let gae One of them said, “If this woman is
married to this kind of man, there’s no way steelesbian!” (Humphrey 1990: 37)

1. CT3 Barbara Owens, US Navy, 1952-19&&rshick 2005: 75-76)

Barbara Owens was stationed at the Naval Security Station when atigatien
of homosexuality amongst Army women was announced in a local paper in Washington,
D. C. The headline was to the effect of “Bevy of Lesbians Found in WACs Barracks.”
Upon reading this news, Owens began work on her escape from the Navy before she

found herself on the wrong end of a dishonorable discharge:

“I saw the handwriting on the wall. It was only atter of time. | figured the only thing |
could do is get out, if | wanted an honorableki@ége, so | asked this nice guy in my
office if he would marry me. | wouldn’t have thght of marrying him under false
reasons. | told him the truth, and he said, “Su8e we did and | got out.

Everybody else waited and got kicked out. | démdw whether they thought,
Everything’ll be all rightor They’ll never come to me, or whatcouple of them got
married, too, but it was too late in the investign. | did it so soon that they hadn't
started to clamp down on our side of the streggifial emphasis).” (Gershick 2005: 76)
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2. Lance Corporal “Rhonnie”, U.S. Marine Corps (Gershick: 46-47)

Prior to joining the Marines, LCPL “Rhonnie” was out of the closet. When she
decided to take the military route, she realized that she was essengphyipg to live a
closeted life. This fact was difficult to deal with because “Rhonnie” had figedra
closeted life before military service. She says of her new transition intbotbet that it
was difficult, but military service was a means to an end: she wanted to leave the
conditions of her home town. Back home “Rhonnie” fought and won a battle with crack
cocaine addiction. The Marine Corps was a place to put her life back together. The

following is how “Rhonnie” characterizes going into the closet:

“People ask me to come over to their house, andild be cool if | could bring my
friends, but they all look like dykes...I wish | ddibring my significant other to
gatherings like the Marine Corps Ball becausest flon't think it is fair. She doesn’t
understand how strict the rules are and howédpput | get when | take her on base. It's
not that | don’t want to take her. | just don'am anyone to question me. And she doesn't
understand why | can’t say “I love you, too” dretphone at work. There’s a lot of things
she doesn’t understand...You always have to putfupn& Have a fake boyfriend or
something. You know? It's hard.” (Gershick 2086:47)

For lesbians in the military, decoy male significant others play anraitesie in
constructing a heterosexual front. Even invisible males bring sexual res|ugcta
lesbians. The researcher asked the following:

Gershick: When men ask you out, if they do, do you have a fake
boyfriend?

R: “Oh, yeah. His name is Michael...My imaginary basfid, | say, “Oh, | can’t do that.
| have a boyfriend. He'll be mad. | can’'t go euith you tonight.” (Gershick 2005: 47)

Gershick: And do they believe that?

R: “Oh, yeah! A lot of them do because, | don't ine | think that | am a pretty girl, and
there’s maybe only five females that live in baracks, and the rest is males. So you get
harassed constantly. It's really no good at\¥adlu have to, like, say something.
Otherwise, they’ll be like, “Oh, you dyke! You éw? (Gershick 2005: 47)

Being “harassed constantly” when there are so few women in ones unit aseohdhicite

LCPL’s account illuminates two situations unique in a militarized institution of
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heterosexuality. First, we are aware of the way single women areaitigthfor being
single. Second, we learn how military lesbians are “asked” in ways thatr@sistent
with heteronormative culture to “tell” military men that they are lostexual. Though
never asked “Are you a lesbian?” being asked “Do you have a boyfriend?” iy simpl

less direct way of asking the more pointed question as indicated by LGfiR".

V. Comply with Militarized Heterosexual Containment Politics: Heterosexual
Harassment, Accepting Unwanted Heterosexual Advances, Electing to nogport
Rape and Passing.

“The way women can prove themselves to be nonlashto have sex with men. Thus
antigay regulations have encouraged sexual harassheomen. Those who will not
acquiesce to a colleague’s advances are routicelysad of being lesbian and are subject
to discharge. Some women have allowed themselvies taped by a male officer, afraid
that the alternative would be a charge of lesbrar{(Shilts 1993: 5).”

“The association between sexual harassment anihieshccusations continued to create
a disproportionate rate of gay discharges for amjitvomen. In 1987 and 1988, for
example, women comprised 10 percent of the armeg$p but accounted for 26 percent
of gay discharges. The trend was most pronouncttkiservices most resistant to
women, the Navy and the Marine Corps. While whatedles made up 3.1 percent of the
Marine Corps in 1989, they accounted for 31 peroégay discharges, a rate ten times
higher than for men.” (Shilts 1993: 595)

1. Donna S., Army National Guard, 1981-1991.

This servicemember entered Army ROTC in her freshman year of cali¢ge
age of eighteen (Gershick 2005: 240). She did not come out to herself or others until she
was thirty. Her sexual orientation was not an issue she felt troubled over. She did not find
men attractive but assumed this would change when she met the right man. Imtble spa
her career, how she was professionally conditioned to think about rape could besdlassifi
as counterintuitive. The soldier recounts one of her recollections of a briefing oh sexua
and physical safety that was given to all of the newly commissioned womesr®ffic

Basic Officer Training course, located at Ft. Knox, KY in 1982:

“And when we went to basic training we had whadlled the “rape talk.” They would
gather the women officers who were in charge aingthe male NCO would tell us,
“You're in Fort Knox, Kentucky. There’s not a lot women here, and those men come
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out of the field, and they haven't seen a womaweeks, so they can’t handle
themselves. So you should not travel in groups lemtilat five people, and do not wear
shorts. Don’t wear tight clothing. Because if yat tgaped, we're sending you home.”
(Gershick 2005 251)

This excerpt highlights that in many social and professional, private and pablitars
and sacred settings: rape, though impossible for a woman to commit against iserself
often times constructed as a woman'’s personal fault. Donna S. expounds upon this

counterintuitive interpretation of sexual violence and it ubiquitous nature:

“That’s how it was for me most of the time. And base of my experience in basic
training, it was my worst fear. | always thoughh,@ | get raped, I'm going to lose my
career or get kicked out.” (Gershick 2005: 253)

Women in the military (and anywhere else in American society) are igeciab

personally bear the responsibility of rape.

2. Lt. Bonnie Clark, U.S. Navy
Lt. Clark attended a party in the late 80’s where a senior officer in henaoch
insisted that she drink more alcohol that she was able to imbibe comfortably. The

following explains the outcome of the event:

“After the party, he insisted that Clark was toartk to drive, and offered to take her to his nearby
home, make her some coffee, and help sober hénge there he became amorous, and although
Clark protested verbally she was afraid to reSike tried to think what a straight woman would

do in her place. She had seen what happeneddowtimen when they fell under investigation;
she did not want it to happen to her. The manddqee, but Clark did not file charges. She knew
being drunk would damage her credibility in a réqed and was afraid the Navy would end up
investigating her for homosexuality.” (Shilts 19859).

This account shows that it remains counterintuitive yet common for lesbians in the
military to “hide” their homosexuality by enduring heterosexual harassmewanted
heterosexual advances and traditional heterosexual rape. These “hidiitg’dee also
strategies employed to pass as heterosexual. Though many of the intesviewe
similar experiences with sexual harassment, unwanted sexual advances anegs on
alert for the potential of rape, military leadership has imagined that heteisds
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misbehavior is likely less egregious than what is imagined to be the conseqpfesoes

called “leshian harassment” of heterosexual women.

“We must recognize that women who are targetseordle homosexuals experience a
unique form of sexual harassment which can be exane devastating and difficult to
cope with than the more traditional harassment fnoem...\Women must be assured they
do not have to exist in a predator-type environmigBhilts 1993:720)

3. PFC Angel Ramirez, U. S. Army, 1994-97
Private Ramirez, self-described as “boyish” in appearance, hadmbiayy men hit on
her during her tour. The effort put forth by the men was more often annoying than
dangerous until the time when a drill sergeant in her company and another who was not
in her company each tried to “convince” her to have sex with them. The following details

the events.

“One drill sergeant, the senior drill sergeant ipn company, he propositioned
me. And then | had a drill sergeant that was nehéd my company try it. This
is when | was in Fort Gordon, Georgia. He was endther side of post, and |
just happened to be walking around, leisurely wajlkiround, and he decided to
approach me. He was very insistent. | managedttaway.” (Gershick 2005:

82)

Though no one asked her “point blank” if she was gay and other than her closest friends,
no one in the military knew, Ramirez identifies other sources of contention in hrynili
tour. People who she describes as “homophobes” and “rednecks” who would routinely
engage Ramirez in unpleasant one-way conversations about their suspicions of her

probable homosexuality:

“I was asked by people that | felt were homophobést | would call rednecks, who |
felt intimidated by because they are the ones gad mbout gay bashing someone. And |
would just ignore them.”

However, just ignoring “homophobes”, as Private Ramirez names those who ierrog
her rigorously and whose interrogations cause her considerable trepidation works

sometimes, but not most. In the event that she would find herself under relentless
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guestioning about her sexuality she would elect to employ a different strategyo&ide
often times tell persistent inquisitors the following:

“Listen, don’t be asking me no personal questicersalnse you are not my friend.” They
asked me, “Do you have a boyfriend? I've nevensgou with any guy. Do yodlike
guys? And | would just tell them, “Off duty, itteone of your fucking business what |
do (original emphasis).” (Gershick 2005: 85)

Lesbians in the military are peculiar women. Their lives are often notiaegbaround

men and their social, emotional, and sexual attention and energy are les® lbely t

directed towards men. However, dominant heteronormative cultural norms outside of as

well as inside of military culture require lesbians in the military teastpretendto

organize their social, emotional, and sexual attention and energy towards men.
Militarized conditions of the institution of heterosexuality within miltaulture

coupled with compulsory heterosexuality as a social prescription for womertugesst

an environment where all the women are possibly homosexual; therefore all wonten mus

always prove their commitment to heterosexual norms. In short, lesbians and imome

the military share the stigma of gender and through this shared stigma they aso sha

routine experiences of ritualized gender and sexual discipline. The follovatigrse

reports and describes the findings.
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SECTION 5:
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

As discussed in the methods section, data for this project came from interview
accounts of military lesbians found in the two sources previously discussed in the
methods section, three text and five face-to-face interviews. The sangpferdizis
project was N = 73. Of this sample, many of the lesbians who served in tlayndid
not manage to pass as heterosexual (n=34). Fewer lesbians did pass as heterosexual
(n=20). Also, there were lesbians who were discharged but not for reasons related to
homosexuality (n=19). In the following tables and text, the overall chasditt® of the
total sample are discussed in greater details.

Table 4 indicates that of those stories referenced, thirty-four mil¢abyans
were discharged for homosexuality, twenty managed to serve without beihgrdest
for homosexuality, and nineteen lesbians separated from the military under othe
circumstances.

Table 4: Total of Lesbian Participants and Disposition of Discharges

Total Discharged for Homosexuality 34
Total Not Discharged for Homosexuality 20
Total Exiting the Service under Alternate Circumstances 19
Grand Total 73

Failureto Pass

Table 5 indicates the lesbians who “failed to pass” as heterosexual from the
sample. Of the thirty four military lesbians (Gershick 2005; Humphrey 1990; Shilg3 199
who were discharged for homosexuality in this sample, 31 were discharged befdfe DA

was implemented into law and two were discharged afterwards. In the pre-DADT
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discharge group, one lesbian service meffilserved time in military prison at Ft.
Leavenworth, Kansas, after having been found guilty of homosexuality in courtalmarit
proceedings (Shilts 1993). In the post-DADT discharge group, one lesbian service
membet’ chose to “come out to her commarifiethus, elected to force the military
discharge, rather than chose to continue to serve under the militarized conditlns of t
institution of heterosexuality which forces military lesbians to pretend veobgen who
organize their lives around men and children (Gerschick 2005). This illustratesithe wi
range of punishment that military lesbians have been subjected to histok¢algee

that at one time in military history, being convicted as a lesbian could net anmtim
prison; thirty years later, one has the freedom to “out” themselves with trenteeathat
there will be no repercussions, certainly not jail time, and, unless disciplinenysaare
pending for other incidents, one should even anticipate an honorable discharge.

Table 5: Lesbians Discharged Before and After DADT

Discharged Pre-DADT 32
Discharged Post DADT 2
Total Discharged for Homosexuality 34

Most lesbians in this sample did not manage to pass as heterosexual (n=34) but
some did pass as heterosexual (n=20). Of those lesbians who were discharged but not for

reasons related to homosexuality there were 19. In the following tables, tHeitipsc

“% Lance Corporal Barbara Baum was sentenced torpaiter a courts marital where she was offered
freedom if she named senior ranking Marines suspeas lesbians (Shilts 1993: 611-612)

47 After graduating from the Air Force Academy anéhige‘three years into a five year commitment to
serve, Shalanda Baker came out to her commanderdstiding that “the emotional price of hiding had
become too high. Upon being formally dischargednfthe Air Force, Baker was handed a bill for 48,000
dollars, the estimated remaining costs of her dilutat the service academy, which would have been
fulfilled had she not come out, finished her tinmel @ontinued to pay the emotional penalty of tefal
“closet” (Gerschick 2005: 189; Seidman, Meeks araséhen 2003).

“8 Under DADT conditions, service members who stage they are gay or lesbians, or who are caught “in
the act”, or who attempt to, or actually do mamyngone of the same biological gender, are likefate
discharge for homosexuality. Statement-Act-Marriegen abbreviation of terms succinctly describing
these sexually disqualifying acts which result émosexual discharges and is sometimes referred to i
shorthand as “S.A.M” by service members.

61



of the lesbians who did manage to pass and those who were discharged, but not for

reasons related to homosexuality, are discussed in greater details.

Successful Passing

Table 6 illustrates the number of lesbians from this sample who exited the

military honorably and for reasons which did not involve charges of homosexuality. Since
they were not discharged for homosexuality, and for the purposes of this project, these
military lesbians are said to have managed to “pass” successfully also,gtptip
remains distinct from the others which were either discharged for homos$gxuaiot.
However, even though military lesbians in this group and the previous group discussed
were not discharged for homosexuality, many lesbians in the failed, dutcass
otherwise discharged groups were investigated for homosextiality some were
investigated multiple times over the span of their military careenskig& 2005;
Humphrey 1990; Shilts 1993). Therefore not being discharged for homosexuality, though a
measure for passing does not exclude whether or not one was investigated for
homosexuality.
Table 6: Lesbians Completing Tours Honorably Before and After DADT
Pre-DADT 19

Post DADT 1
Total Not Discharged for Homosexuality | 20

Table 7 clarifies how the nineteen participants who passed successitdty the
service and indicates the various conditions of discharge which ranged in ehfxcant

honorable to dishonorable discharges — but not for reasons related to homosexuality. Of

9 In these accounts, many lesbians were caught tyaitch hunts” and most witch hunts originated with
women’s sports teams. This trend showed up in mo®iunts, hence it's prominence as an organizing
theme (Gershick 2005; Humphrey 1990; Shilts 199®)er lesbians suggested that being stationed in
remote areas increased the chances that one éodlthémselves under investigation for homosexyalit
(Gershick 2005; Humphrey 1990; Shilts 1993). Antigo lesbians felt that serving in major metropwlit
areas such as the tri-state area of DC/MD/VA dem@dhe odds of being investigated (Gershick 2005;
Humphrey 1990; Shilts 1993). In short, where mijiteesbians are physically located and if they play
sports could factor heavily into whether or notgag will be “easy” or “difficult”.
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this group, four lesbians retired with twenty or more years in service. Twnedsheir
commissions as officers. One was medically retired. Two were demottxakior

willingness to testify at general courts martial on behalf of fellcaviides accused of
lesbianism, one died on active duty as an investigation of her homosexuality was ynderwa
(Shilts 1993:278) and nine accounts did not provide a clear indication of how the lesbian

service member exited the service (Gershick 2005; Humphrey 1990; Shilts 1993).

Table 7: Lesbians Exiting the Service under Alternate Circumstances
Retired 4
Resigned Commission 2
Medical Retirement

Demoted

Died

Unknown

Total Exiting the Service under Alternate Circumstances

ROk

Though simplistic in design, measuring successful or failed passing in
relationship to being discharged for homosexuality or not allows us to quickly arrive t
the central concern of this project, which is to determine whether or not lesbibas in t
military pass as heterosexual and ascertain to what extent genderlsagsto

suspicions of sexual stigma.

Interpreting the Findings

The following sub-section discusses the findings related to dominant passing
strategies. The discussion is broken out by lesbian gender. The units of maesures
ML/LL/UL and are described as followsiore likely(ML), less likely(LL) andunlikely
(UL) to be employed according to both strategy and lesbian gender. To be speific, t
“strategy” as identified in this project, is the ongoing plan to pass as $etaad in any

given context and in order to be successful at passing specific “tactieshateyed in
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various combinations both complimentary to passing and/or contradictory to passing such
as wearing wedding rings (though single) or playing sport, or dating men in ones unit
(though in a long term relationship with another lesbian in the same unit, for example.)
So, even though the terms “strategy” and “tactic” bear close resemblarseethem
distinctively in the tables reporting the findings. In the following sub-cecthe

strategies and tactics are discussed and analyzed with the concejpualiat

compulsory heterosexuality, stigma, and the militarized institution ofdsetenality in

mind.

Dominant Passing Strategies and Tactics (Broken out by a ssimplified conceptualization
of Leshian Gender - Femme/Butch)

The research questions asked: Do lesbians in the military pass as heteraséxual
are femmes or butches more likely to succeed? The answer is yes and no.sB@ns le
pass as heterosexual, some don’t. Some femmes fare better than butches, some don’
Many different factors play into a lesbian’s ability to pass as heterosé®tost
importantly, lesbians have to see a need for trying to pass (if they avegibraware
that they may be “too obvious” for example). And, if they feel stigmatized archbaut
how others may read their gender performance, lesbians also hveaetto try to pass
as heterosexual. Without feeling as if there is a need to try to pass, thékehyibe no
realdesireto try to pass. Without the desire to try to pass one may increase their odds of
being investigated as lesbian.

The research findings were derived from the multiple field notes constitoted f
2007 through 2009. Over four legal note pads worth of research notes, approximately 400
pages of transcribed interviews, plus approximately 100 note cards with preyiminar

charts and early codes were used to record the incidents described by tegtiéans
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about their military experiences that most compelled them to want to try tagpass
heterosexual, or not. Most of the accounts came from texts exploring the natioml, soci
institutional, and interpersonal injustices experienced by LGBT servicéersnso a
large majority of the accounts shared by lesbians in the military réfkeconsequences
of layered injustices such as gender inequality in military culture,tgpeied
interpersonally with male subordinates, peers and colleagues.

Since many lesbians experienced many different circumstances whdnegi®
be perceived as heterosexual could make a difference in getting promoted or being
discharged for homosexuality, the measures of more likely, less likelyndikdly
evolved from layering the most popular tactics employed in response to the most
common strategies. For example, many lesbians in these accounts who played sport
avidly employed many different tactics to avoid being caught up in a witch hunts In thi
way it is clear that no lesbian employed one or two tactics to pass (weak]idate
men, etc.) but rather most lesbians in the accounts employed a medley of tactics ove
time and in response to multiple strategies and scenarios, on a case-bgstaise

Therefore, the measurements, though not perfect, are as precise as pessible g
the methodological choice to layer multiple instances of one or two (three or six)
different tactics employed by many lesbians, who identify as either
femme/androgynous/butch or think of their presentation of self in terms such as “socce
mom”, “sorority prep”, or “the girl next door” at different times in nahy history.
Strategy #1: Mask Female Masculinity and Avoid those who Present Expressmnf
“Butch” Lesbian Gender

Lesbians more compliant to heteronormative expressions of femininity veeee m

likely to employ the three most prominent tactics emerging in response teetieg\giof
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masking female masculinity or avoiding those who expressed prominent “bg&h-ae
indicated in Table 8. More feminine lesbians were more likely to identify fier@ime
presentation of self as “cover”. One lesbian described herself as “ggnapy”

(Gerschick 2005: 174) and another described her presentation of self as “soccer mom”
(Gerschick 2005: 68-70). These identities are interesting for a few reasons.

Neither “sorority preppy” nor “soccer mom” images, for example, evoke
conjecture that one may be “lesbian”. On the other hand, lesbians who were less
compliant to heteronormative expressions of femininity reported that thetuhmes
appearance, more than any other aspect, caused others to raise questions @bout thei
sexual orientation. In Table 8, we see that masculine lesbians, in comparisomiogem
lesbians, werenlikely (UL) to employ any of the tactics and feminine lesbians were
more likely(ML) to affect more compliant gender presentations also stated that they
preferred more feminine clothing, adornments, and behaviorisms. This finding highlights
that lesbians more compliant to appearance norms were able to fly under *gangtar
pass as heterosexual more easily than lesbians who elected to not follovi¢keitat
aid one in flying under gaydar. Lesbians unlikely to affect more compliaege
presentations stated that they felt “uncomfortable in more feminine attickivould
rather “be comfortable” with their more masculine self than uncomfertthbémpting to
be more feminine only because of the social expectation from others.

Despite being routinely harassed about appearing too masculine for raadons s
as wearing a very short haircut, not wearing make-up and routinely electsghtnethe
specifically feminine elements of military uniforms, butch lesbians in thitangiare
apparentlyunlikelyto alter their masculine presentation of self and are therefore more

likely to reduce their chances of “passing”. On the other hand, femme lesbians, by
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constructing appearances that most emulate the standards and norms of abiennsitit
heterosexuality are able to adapt and increase their chances of “passinghander
militarized conditions of the institution of heterosexuality. In short, thoughmstized as
“women” lesbians who adhere to heteronormative expressions of femininityoage
likely to comply to military men’s gender expectations; lesbians who do not adhere to
what men expect of their presentation of self risk heavy criticism agaise and possible
investigation for homosexuality and discharge for homosexuality at vBuiseh

lesbians decrease opportunity to pass as heterosexual bydssitigely(LL) to employ
any of these passing tactics.

Table 8: Strategy: Mask Female Masculinity and Avoid those who Presprédsions of
“Butch” Lesbian Gender

Most Frequently Lesbiansmore compliant to Lesbiansless compliant to
Employed heteronormative expressions of| heteronormative expressions

Passing Tactic femininity or “Femme” of femininity or “Butch”

Wear Long Hair ML LL

Wear Makeup in ML LL

BDUs

Wear Skirt of ML UL

Dress Uniform

ML/UL/LL ML LL

Strategy #2: Avoid Performing Transgressive Feminine Gender Behaviors

In Table 9, we see how lesbians who are femme and lesbians who are butch
differently negotiate the stigma associated with female athletic note, it is quite a
contradiction to expect military women to limit athleticism despite beicgueaged to

take the physical demands placed upon people in the military. Without being direct, it
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seems that women in the military are encouraged to not grow physically stiiozge
necessary for general fitness.

In the cases where lesbians played on organized sports teams such as hasketbal
softball or soccer, those who played most avidly report “recruiting” hetarabexomen
to play on sports teams (Shilts 1993) so that whenif, a witch hunt gets underway,
enough heterosexual women will be present to cover the lesbians from being overly
scrutinized. Therefore, despite this long standing threat to lesbians in ttaeynino
also thrive as athletes, both type of lesbians, those who are more feminine anchthose w
are less feminine, and despite the long standing threat of witch hunts linked tp sports
manage to thrive athletically, for the most part. However, in this stratesipyaihes more
compliant to gender norms increase their odds of passing while lesbians less icmnform
decrease their chances of passing as heterosexual. In this strateggsfeerdess
likely (LL) to avoid additional physical training or participation on sports teams, and

butches were@nlikely (UL) to avoid additional physical conditioning or participation on

military sponsored sports teams. Butch lesbians decrease opportunity to pass as

heterosexual by beingnlikely (UL) to employ any of these passing tactics.

Table 9: Strategy: Avoid Performing Transgressive Feminine Gendavibes

Most Frequently Lesbiansmore compliant | Lesbiansless compliant to
Employed Passing Tactic to heteronormative heteronormative
expressions of femininity | expressions of femininity
or “Femme” or “Butch”
Avoid Extra Workouts LL UL
Avoid Playing Sports — LL UL
Historic Site for Witch
Hunts
Play Sports like a Lady LL UL
ML/UL/LL LL UL
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Strategy #3: Avoid Behaviors deemed Non-Feminine

These tactics indicate that there is tighter range of gender contaipatiécs
played out in the military context for men and women. On one hand, women in the
military are expected to maintain mythical standards of femininity. Oottiex hand,
since they are in the military, they are also expected to be “tough” enough to do their
military job well, thus they have to embody some elements of masctilititywever,
rarely is it noted that there are limits to women’s accesthir elements of masculinity.
For example, women are allowpst enough access to masculine expressions to be
deemed occupationally competent. In other words, women in the military are endourage
to gain a bit of toughness but not to “overdo it".

In this militarized heteronormative culture, “inappropriately” contpetiwvomen
are assumed to have homosexual orientations. Table 10 shows how tactics of “balancing”
gender are negotiated by lesbian gender. Again, we see that femme lesbiease their
chances of passing as heterosexual as thdgssdikely(LL), but notunlikely (UL), as
are butch lesbians, to avoid arguing with, challenging or completely declining an
unwanted sexual advances from military men. Again, we find that butch lesbians
decrease opportunity to pass as heterosexual by belikgly (UL) to employ any of

these passing tactics.

* Each of these points is more thoroughly discusséide Introduction.
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Table 10: Avoiding Transgressive Feminine Social Behaviors: Balak@ngnine and
Masculine Norms

Key Tactics of Strategy #3| Lesbiansmore compliant | Lesbiansless compliant to
to heteronormative heteronormative
expressions of femininity | expressions of femininity
or “Femme” or “Butch”

Avoid arguing with men LL UL

Avoid challenging men LL UL

Avoid completelydeclining ML UL

sexual advances from men —

best to let them think

there’s a chance

ML/UL/LL LL UL

Strategy #4: Create Hetero Decoys: Boyfriends, Fiancées and Husbands ofitdry
Lesbians.

Findings indicate that each group of lesbians is more likely to engage is tactic
that link them to an intimate male partner, real or imaginary. Just as thitgenia s
associated with being a woman in the military, there is stigma assbeidgh being a
single woman anywhere. Finding men who are willing to date lesbians on honest ter
i.e., men who know they stand as an important part of her dramaturgical performance and
nothing more, may sometimes prove challenging. In the accounts used to compile the
data, the lesbians who married men for cover usually disclosed their ideasifiesbians
beforehand.

Table 11 illustrates that military lesbians, across the board and regafdless
lesbian gender, weraore likely(ML) to employ the tactics involved in presenting a real
or made up heterosexual social life. Both femmes and butches were more likelgtéo cr
and share stories about an imaginary male partner; wear wedding rings ay displres
of male relatives; or marry a man. Above all else, this shows that theriaekita

institution of heterosexuality requires military women to have public imdugethéy
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based upon real or imaginary partners) reflecting private intimateredaips with men.

As indicated in the excerpts from section 4, many lesbians elect to finchassiftom

men in their attempt to pass as heterosexual. These are the only tactickesghitns are

more likely(ML) to use in order to increase opportunity to pass as heterosexual. Femmes
are alsanore likely(ML) to employ these tactics as well.

Table 11: Create Hetero Decoys: Boyfriends, Fiancées and HusbandgarfyMi
Lesbians

Key Tactics of Strategy #4| Lesbiansmore compliant | Lesbiansless compliant to
to heteronormative heteronormative
expressions of femininity | expressions of femininity
or “Femme” or “Butch”

Create and share stories ML ML

about an imaginary male

partner

Wear wedding ring; display ML ML

pictures of man on desk

Marry a man ML ML

ML/UL/LL ML ML

Strategy #5: Comply with Militarized Version of Heterosexual Containmat Politics.

In Table 12 we see more clearly how sexualized gendered punishment shapes how
femme and butch lesbians negotiate military men and their militarizedvers
masculinity. Though femmes are mdikely (ML) to defer to men, accept sexual
advances and if harassed, assaulted or raped, likely to not make a formal repor, butche
are onlyless likely(LL) to employ these tactics, but nalikely. Therefore, butch
lesbians increase opportunity to pass as heterosexual by complying with or not
complaining about sexualized gender punishment from military men towardsymilita
women.

Inside of the institution of heterosexuality, women are expected to be exdtmall

men’s sexual impulses. Rich (1980[1982]) tells us that young girls are sedisdi
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understand their sexuality in relationship to the sexuality of males, and idatahshe

institution of heterosexuality girls and women should anticipate the sexpalisies of

boys and men and accommodate. Rich says that socialization of females tcandderst
sexuality primarily includes teaching females that males have serges that are

supposed to be geared toward females and females are supposed to be accommodating to
these urges. Inside the institution of heterosexuality men are seditdizinderstand

women as the people socialized to accept their sexual advances, accommodate their
sexual needs, assist them in their reproductive goals, and assume the mlenasy r

caretakers of resulting children.

Table 12: Comply with Militarized Version of Heterosexual Containment P®liti

Key Tactics of Strategy #5| Lesbiansmore compliant | Lesbiansless compliant to

to heteronormative heteronormative
expressions of femininity | expressions of femininity
or “Femme” or “Butch”
Engage in Gender ML LL
Deference Rituals with Men
Accept Sexual Advances ML LL

(Date and/or have Sex with
Military Men) for “Cover”

If harassed, assaulted, or ML LL — ML
raped, elects to not report
the incidence for fear of
retribution

ML/UL/LL ML LL

Recap of Findings

Lesbians more compliant to heteronormative expressions of femininity weee mor
likely than lesbians less likely to comply with heteronormative expressionsofiféty
to employ passing tactics. In regards to physical appearance, fesiank where more
likely to pass as heterosexual than were butches and femmes were als@ehote li

avoid additional physical conditioning. Butches were more likely to be open to being
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confrontational as well as competitive towards men and thereby decreased thei
opportunity to pass as heterosexual when electing to do such. Butches were iegs likel
comply with heteronormative containment politics (Collins 2005), thereby, daugeasi
their opportunity to pass as heterosexual. However, both femmes and butches were more
likely to create real or imaginary relationships with men. Therefore, dverdaings
suggests that regardless of how butch a woman looks, whether or not she is highly
athletic, whether or not she goes out of her way to avoid confrontation with men, or
whether or not she complies with heteronormative containments politics, whahglgem
matters most for a lesbian to pass as heterosexual is whether or not sheahas a re
imaginary romantic man in her life to talk about, show pictures of or show ofinitpé&ei
bought, to interested others.

Lesbians in the military have to structure strategies that begin with unequa
gender roles and potentially end with undesired sexual relationships withymiiax.
The tactics commonly employed in this strategy finds that both femme and bbieimses
are each more likely to respond in favor of gender deference rituals, sexassrhant
and possibly violence, as the consequence of not doing such may be costly. Costly in that
by failing to comply to some extent one may instigate an investigation for honaisgx
and if found guilty, one may be discharged from the military.

The methods employed here are novel. The effort was driven by a desire to
theoretically ascertain to what extent gender stigma results ualssigma. Others
studying the relationships shared between gender and sexuality in nafithoyvilian
culture are encouraged to continue to forge new ground along these paths or, enhance this

path by correcting the mistakes made here, all with the aim of furthering and
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strengthening our knowledge base of how gender and sexuality operate dyffierent!

military culture versus civilian culture, and vice versa.
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SECTION 6:
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Adrienne Rich describes the institution of heterosexuality as a place where
women are expected to be heterosexual. If, on the other hand, they are lesbiians, Ric
(1980[1982)) tells us that they mustibgisible In other words, lesbians cannot actually
exist inside of the institution of heterosexuality; however, since they aee they must
remain invisible. Rich advances a provocative idea when suggesting thavisikslity
of the lesbian woman is common, so much so that lesbians are written out of popular
culture as well as feminist scholarship. Rich (1980[1982]) goes on to suggests that
progressive feminists whose work fails to consider the institutionalization of
heterosexuality in women'’s lives and the role compulsory heterosexualityiplthe
lives of women and lesbians also fail to consider the politicization of sexualagligr
speaking. As women and homosexuals, lesbians in the military are at the a®s$ ha
politicized sexuality and by illuminating their experiences we see wiearly how
military culture “militarizes” the institution of heterosexuality thuendering lesbians in
the military “invisible” as women and “hyper visible” as homosexuals. Thexgeitas
clear how the institution of heterosexuality renders lesbians invisilidealdo clear how
inside of military culture where there exists a militarized versiohefrstitution of
heterosexuality, all women, regardless of actual sexual orientation malylypbsshyper
visible as lesbians primarily because they are not men.

The institution of heterosexuality as described by Rich (1980[1982]) was
conceptualized largely from the perspective of everyday life of men and waomen a
lesbians living, working as civilians in jobs ranging from secretary to ©©F§dofessor.

For the development of the ideas in this project, | suggest that the institution of
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heterosexuality as conceptualized within military culture representiitarized
institution of heterosexuality (MIH). Furthermore, | suggest that in thieanyithe
institution of heterosexuality is “apart from” rather than “a part of” the ssystem of
power as discussed in Rich’s (1980[1982]) conceptualization. And, the difference that
this represents for military lesbians is that by virtue of un-covergider stigma as
women, lesbians in the military are almost alwagghle as lesbians and more so than
heterosexual women. Therefore lesbians must be particularly mindful of aberdtsi
about presenting passing strategies that enable them to pass as hetelddgana
lesbians could once have spent time in military prison for being guilty of hcunadgg,
and presently could lose their military job if visible as lesbians inside of titanaéd
institution of heterosexuality. For military lesbians, the militarizedifution of
heterosexuality represents the most meaningful challenge to their ongategist to
pass as heterosexual.

As previously stated and argued further here, two aspects of militanyecate
and likely will always be distinct and “apart from” civilian culture and teahe gender
and sexual culture of the military. The military has Congressional appmhatlit the
roles of women in the military and to de-legitimize the service of openly gayanc
lesbians in the armed forces. These Congressional acts separate goaveihg s
acceptance of ideas supporting gender equality and growing socialeax=eof people
with different sexual orientations from military culture, creating atituiten where
gender identity, gender behaviorisms, and sexual presentations of self mugtwahpl
social constructions of heteronormativity to some meaningful extent. As such the
military, unlike any other institution or occupation in America, defines gendersnamoh

sets the national standard for heterosexuality. Women in the military, under these
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conditions, are more likely to be suspected as lesbians by virtue of participadimg
institution where compliance to gender norms clearly illuminates compliarssxtal
norms — and in the military, women are clearly out of heteronormative cultural
compliance with both sets of norms.

Here, the militarized institution of heterosexuality is argued to bet‘&pan” the
institution of heterosexuality as conceptualized by Rich (1980[1982]). Lesbiamsgpass
as heterosexual in the military do so under militarized conditions and failingse@alsl
result in a discharged from the military primarily fat presenting images of self that
indicate one organizes their lives around and investing their multiple energies and
resources in men and children. The lives of women and lesbians in the military, wives
daughters of service members, civilian women working near and around militasy base
and women working in the sex industry near military installations need to be #tkoriz
more broadly than usual. Such a change will likely enhance the complexity of what we
wish to know more about gender and sexuality in the military.

We know that women have served in the military officially since 1901 (Manning
2005). We also know that women have served in many militaries of other countries to
varying degrees of integratitrand that a number of factors play into what role, if any,
women will be allowed to play in a nations armed fotté&/e also know that women'’s
experiences in the military are shaped by gender norms that peroaatals

institutional, and interpersonal levels (Segal and Bourg 2001).

*1 For example, women serve in the Israeli Defensedand are technically allowed to participate in
combat; however, few do. Similarly, in the Germamed forces, women have access to 100 percengof th
occupational specialties due to a ruling by theolaan Union in 2005. The ruling found the German
armed forces regulations that limited women to fpmss in the armed forces band to be a violation of
women’s human rights.

2 For more see Segal (1995). A discussion of thésriitical exploration is presented earlier in the
Introduction.
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What we do not know is how many lesbians have served in the past or serve
presently. We do not know how lesbians serving in other militaries where homosexualit
is not banned fare relative to their gay male counterparts of the same fonces they
presently fare compared to women in other forces. We also are unclear about what
happened to the lesbians in the past who were forced out of the military when women
were deemed no longer needed, such as after WWI and WWII. Where did lesbians from
these eras find work in an American society that, at this period in time, hagrgreat
vocational limits upon what women could do for labor? Did they “blend” into society
after leaving the military; did they find work; did they return to Ameriaiistharged
overseas? Also, we are no clearer on what has happened to lesbians in thyesmitiar
the advent of the All Volunteer Force (AVF) in 1973. A more contemporary question
linked to the occupational role military service has played in the lives of America
women who have served could ask the following: Since 1973, has military service served
as a vehicle for social mobility for lesbians and women who remained sahafiee to
their civilian counterparts? Or - as an intersectional question could ask - dacgend
rank affect how women and lesbians are treated by their male counterparts, and how do
these differences affect which women or lesbians are singled out for gendeuar s
harassment; which women and lesbians are more or least likely to experiedee ge
policing by male peers; or which women and lesbians are more or leastdikely t
experience sexual violence perpetuated by male peers?

From what we know about women in the military, we can deduce that as long as
women have served in the military so have lesbians. However, in order to know more
about how gender and sexuality operate in military culture, we must investigate how

lesbians and women in the military experience the militarized institwoti
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heterosexuality in similar as well as very different ways, as donelhex&o small
situation that there are legal limitations placed upon women in the militaryhesel t
limitations are coupled with militarized conceptualizations of gender wherein the
military are equated to “real soldiers” and women in the military have lnegficially
classified as either “whores” or “dykes” by their male counterpalhis. fAistorical
problematic characterization of the women and lesbians serving in the miditaryes
thinking about gender and sexuality in the military as “apart from” Asaarsexual
culture. Once the uniqueness of military sexual culture is thoroughly taken intmgcc
what we know about women and lesbians in the military may very well change how we
conceptualize research projects about gender and sexuality in military cilaredy
increasing the production of scholarship capable of contributing to a holistic approac
aimed at increasing political as well as sexual social justice for bollaiAmerican

men and women, gays and lesbians, and their counterparts who have in the past and

presently do serve in the American military.

79



SECTION 7:
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Belkin, Aaron. 2003. “Don't Ask, Don't Tell: Is the Gay Ban Based on Military
Necessity?’ParametersXXXIll, no. 2: 108-119.

Belkin, Aaron and Geoffrey Bateman. 200&n’'t Ask, Don’t Tell: Debating the Gay
Ban in the MilitaryLynne Rienner Publishers: Colorado.

Belkin, Aaron and Melissa Embser-Herbert. 2002. "A Modest Proposal: Privacy as a
Flawed Rationale for the Exclusion of Gays and Lesbians from the U.S. Military
International Securit®7, no. 2: 178-197

Beneke, Michelle and Kirstin S. Dodge. 1996. “Military Women: Casualties of the
Armed Forces War on Lesbians and Gay Men.” Pp. 71-1G8yrRights, Military
Wrongsed. Craig A. Rimmerman. New York: Garland Publishing, Inc.

Bianchi, Suzanne M., and Daphne Spain. 1996. “Women, Work, and Family in
America.” Population Bulletin Vol. 51, No. 3 (December). Washington DC:
Population Reference Bureau.

Bonner, Kimberly B. and David R. Segal. 2005. The “Don’'t Ask, Don’t Tell” Policy and
Military PerformancePsychological Report37: 74-76

Bourg, Chris and Mady Wechsler Segal. 2001. “Gender Sexuality and the MilRgry.”
332-342 irGender Mosaics: Social Perspectivezs Dana Vannoy. California:
Roxbury Publishing Company.

Britton, Dana M. and Christine L. Williams. 1995. “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell, Don’t
Pursue”: Military Policy and the construction of Heterosexual Masculinlyurnal
of Homosexuality30, no. 1: 1-21

Butler, Judith. 1990[1999{5ender TroubleNew York: Routledge.

Butler, Judith. 1997Excitable Speech: A Politics of the PerformatiMew York:
Routledge.

Collins, Patricia Hill. 1998Fighting Words: Black Women and Search for Social Justice
Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press.

. 2001. “Like on of the Family: Race, Ethnicity and the Paradox of
National Identity.’Ethnic and Racial Studie4, no.1: 3-28.

. 20(Rlack Sexual PoliticsNew York: Routledge.

Connell, R.W. 1993. “The Big Picture: Masculinities in Recent World Histdrg€ory
80



and Societ22: 597-623.

Denzin, Norman K. 1989 he Research Act: A Theoretical Introduction to Sociological
MethodsEnglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Devilbiss, M.C. 1994. “Best Kept Secrets: A Comparison of Gays and Women in th
United States Armed Forces (The Hidden Life of Uncle Sam).” Pp.135-Gkym
and Lesbians in the Militargds. Wilbur J. Scott and Sandra Carson Stanley. New
York: Aldine De Gruyter.

Don Imus on youtube. Retrieved April 10, 2010 from
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RF9B|B7Bzr0

Enloe, Cynthia. 1983 0es Khaki Become You? The Militarization of Women'’s Lives.
South End Press: Boston.

Enloe, Cynthia. 1993[he Morning After: Sexual Politics at the End of the Cold War.
Berkley: University of California Press.

GAO, Report to Congressional Requestors: Financial Costs and Loss of Ckilisal S
Due to DoDs Homosexual Conduct Policy Cannot Be Completely Estimated, GAO-
05-299 (Washington, D.C.: February 24, 2005).

Gates, Gary J. 2004. “Gay Men and Lesbians in the U.S. Military: Estifnates<Census
200Q” Urban Institute.

Gershick, Zsa Zsa. 200Secret Service: Untold Stories of Lesbians in the Military
Alyson Books: Los Angeles.

Goffman, Erving. 1963Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Idegy
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Goral, John. 1988. “Military Service Separation for Homosexuality.” Deferegoblver
Data Center, unpublished data. Pp. 81-3@ags in Uniform: The Pentagon’s Secret
Reportsed. Kate Dyer. Alyson Publications, Inc.: Boston.

Halberstam, Judith. 199Bemale MasculinityDuke University Press.

Herek, Gregory M. 1996. “Why Tell if You're Not Asked? Self-Disclosure, Imtarg
Contact, and Heterosexuals’ Attitudes Towards Lesbians and Gay Men.” Pp. 197-225
in Out in Force: Sexual Orientation and the Militasd.Gregory M. Herek, Jared B.
Jobe and Ralph M. Carney. The University of Chicago Press: Chicago.

Herbert, Melissa S. 1998 amouflage isn’t Only for Combat: Gender Sexuality and
Women in the MilitaryNew York University Press: New York.

hooks, bell. 1981Ain’'t | a Woman: Black Women and Femini®nston: South End
Press.

81



Horner, Donald H., Jr., and Michael T. Anderson. 1994. “Integration of Homosexuals
into the Armed Forces: Racial and Gender Integration as a Point of Departure,
Gays and Lesbians in the Military: Issues, Concerns, and Conthsis,Y ork:

Aldine de Gruyter.

Humphrey, Mary Ann. 1990y Country, My Right To Serve: Experiences of Gay Men
and Women in the Military, World War Il to the Presétdrper-Collins Publishers:
New York.

Huntington, Samuel P. 195The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-
Military RelationsBelknap Press of Harvard University Press: Cambridge.

Iskra, Darlene, Stephen Trainor, Marcia Leithauser and Mady Wechglalr 3@02.
“Women’s Participation in Armed Forces Cross-Nationally: Expanding 'Segal
Model” Current Sociology50(5): 771-797.

Janowitz, Morris. 1960l he Professional Soldier: A Social and Political Portrait.
London: The Free Press.

Katezenstein, Mary Fainsod and Judith Reppy. 1B89ond Zero Tolerancé&lew York:
Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

Keegan, John. 1978he Face of Battld?enguin Group: New York.

Lehring, Gary L. 20030fficially Gay. Temple University Press: Philadelphia.

Manning, Lory. 2005Women in the Military5™ Edition. Washington, DC: WREI.

McDaniel, Michael A. 1989. “Preservice Adjustment of Homosexual and Heterosexual
Military Accessions: Implications for Security Clearance SuitgliPp. 114-135 in

Gays in Uniform: The Pentagon’s Secret Repaats,Kate Dyer. Alyson Publications,
Inc.: Boston.

McGowan, Jeffrey. 2009Major Conflict: One Gay Man'’s Life in the Don’t Ask Don’t
Tell Military. New York: Broadway Books.

Miller, Laura. 1997. “Not Just Weapons of the Weak: Gender Harassment am affFo
Protest for Army Men.Social Psychology Quarterf0, 32-51.

Miller, Laura. 1998. “Feminism and the Exclusion of Army Women from Combat.”
Gender Issued,6, 3, (Summer): 33-65.

Mitchell, Brian. 1989Weak Link: The Feminization of the American Military.
Washington, D.C.: Regenery Gateway.

Mitchell, Brian. 1998 Women in the Military: Flirting with DisastekVashington, D.C.:
Regenery Gateway.

82



Moore, Brenda. 1996To Serve My Country, To Serve My Rabkew York: New York
University Press.

Moore, Mignon. 2006. “Lipstick or Timberlands?: Meanings of Gender Presentation in
Black Lesbian CommunitiesSigns: Journal of Women in Culture and Socky
no.1: 113-135.

Mosse, George L. 198Blationalism and Sexuality: Respectability and Abnormal
Sexuality in Modern EuropBew York: Howard Fertig.

Moskos, Charles C. 197The American Enlisted MaRussell Sage Foundation: New
York.

Moskos, Charles C. 1977. “From Institution to Occupation: Trends in Military
Organization.Armed Forces & Societyol. 4, 41-50.

Moskos, Charles C. 2000. “Towards a Postmodern Military: The United States as a
Paradigm.” Pp. 14-31 ithe Postmodern Military: Armed Forces after the Cold War,
eds. Charles C. Moskos, John Allen Williams, David R. Segal. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Moskos, Charles C. and John Sibley Butler. 1996That We Can Be: Black Leadership
and Racial Integration the Army Wayew York: Basic Books.

Moskos, Charles C., John Allen Williams, David R. Segal. 2066.Postmodern
Military: Armed Forces After the Cold Wadew York: Oxford University Press.

Munt, Sally R. 1998butch/femme: Inside Lesbian Gendesndon: Cassell.

Omi, Michael and Howard Winant. 199%&acial Formation in the United States from
1960s to the 1990 Edition. New York: Routledge.

Phelan, Shane. 200%exual Strangers: Gays, Lesbians and Dilemmas of Citizenship
Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Puri, Jyoti. 2004Encountering NationalisnMassachusetts: Blackwell Publishing.

Quester, Aline O. and Curtis L. Gilroy. 2002. “Women and Minorities in America’s
Volunteer Military.”Contemporary Economic Policg0, 2: 111-121.

Ray, Ronald D. 19935ays: In or Out: The US Military and Homosexuals — A
Sourcebook. Military Necessity and Homosexudiitassey's (US): Washington

Rich, Adrienne. 1980[1982]. “Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbians Existence.”
Signsb5, no. 4: 631-660.

83



Sarbin, Theodore R. and Kenneth E. Karols. 1988. “Non Conforming Sexual Orientations
and Military Suitability.” Pp. 5-49 iGays in Uniform: The Pentagon’s Secret
Reportsed. Kate Dyer. Alyson Publications, Inc.: Boston.

Schumm, Walter. 2004. A Reply to Belkin's Argument That Ending the "Gay Ban"
Will Not Influence Military PerformancePsychological Report85: 637-640.

Segal, David R. 198%Recruiting for Uncle Sam: Citizenship and Military Manpower
Policy. University Press of Kansas: Kansas.

Segal, David R. and Mady Wechsler Segal. 2004. “America’s Military Population.”
Population Bulletins9, no. 4. Washington, DC: Population Reference Bureau, Inc.

Segal, Mady Wechsler. 1982. “The Argument for Female Combatants.” Pp. 267-290 in
Female Soldiers — Combatants or Noncobatants?: Historical and Contemporary
PerspectivedVestport, Connecticut: Greenwod Press.

Segal, Mady Wechsler. 1995. “Women'’s Military Roles Cross-Nation@htgt, Present,
and Future.Gender & Societ®, no. 6: 757-775.

. 1999a. “Military Culture and Military Families.” Pp. 251-262 in
Beyond Zero Tolerance: Discrimination in Military Cultues]. Mary Fainsod
Katzenstein and Judith Reppy. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

1999b. “Gender and the Military.” Pp. 563-581Handbook of
the Sociology of Gendexd. Janet Saltzman Chafetz. New York: Kluwer
Academic/Plenum Publishers.

Segal, Mady Wechsler and David R. Segal. 1983. "Social Change and the Pamicipat
Women in the American Military." Pp. 235-258 Research in Social Movements,
Conflicts and Changed. Louis Kriesberg. Vol. 5.

Segal, Mady Wechsler and Chris Bourg. 2002. “Professional Leadership andtipiversi
in the Army.” Pp. 505-520 iffhe Future of the Army Professjad. Don M. Snider
and Gale L. Watkins. New York: McGraw Hill.

Seidman, Steven, Chet Meeks and Francine Traschen. 1999. “Beyond the Closet? The
Changing Social Meaning of Homosexuality in the United Staesxtialitie®, no.
1: 9-34.

Servicemebers Legal Defense Network (SLDN). 200 Tenth Annual Report on
“Don’t Ask, Don't Tell, Don’t Pursue, Don’t Haras§LDN Annual Report.

Shilts, Randy. 1993 onduct Unbecoming: Lesbians and Gays in the U.S. Military:
Vietnam to the Preserilew York: St. Martin's Press.

Simons, Anna. 2000. “Women Can Never Belong in Comi@atdis (Summer): 451-
461.

84



Smith, Dorothy. 1990The Conceptual Practices of Power: A Feminist Sociology of
KnowledgeBoston: Northeastern University Press.

Somerville, Siobhan B. 200Queering the Color Line: Race, and the Invention of
Homosexuality in American Cultui@urham: Duke University Press.

Thomas, Patricia J. and Marie D. Thomas. 1996. “Integration of Women in the Military:
Parallels to the Progress of Homosexuals?” Pp. 65-@btiim Force: Sexual
Orientation and the Militaryeds. Gregory M. Herek, Jared B. Jobe, Ralph M. Carney.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Wells-Petry, Melissa. 199&xclusion: Homosexuals and the Right to SeRegenery
Gateway: Washington, DC.

Webb, James. 1979. “Women Can't Fight.” Pp. 144-282shingtonian

“Women's Army Corps.” Retrieved April 5, 2010 from
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Women%27s_Army_Corps

Yuval-Davis, Nira. 1997. “Women, Citizenship and Differend¢eeiinist Review,
Citizenship, Pushing the Boundariee, 57:4-27.

Zuniga, Jose 1994 .Soldier of the YealNew York: Pocketbooks.

85



