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INTRODUCTION

This paper is a study of organizational change and resistance to amange i
gendered organization characterized by a militarized, masculingeculfhe paper’s
theoretical framework is Kanter’s theory on the effects of proportions on gottupeg
with an emphasis on how skewed groups respond to tokens and the effects of these
responses on token socialization into the broader group. This theory argues that
numerical dominance of one group by another, such as within a skewed population where
the ratio of the majority to the minority is approximately eighty-five tieé&h or greater,
shapes group dynamics, and by extension the larger group culture, in predidtable
ways (Kanter 1977b:208). | will examine processes described within thig theor
analyzing token response to organizational change implemented in response to an
ascribed characteristic of the token. | analyze the “perceptual phenoassoaiated
with tokenism and gender status and consider how tokens respond to these forms through
gender strategies such as attempted social invisibility, demonstratguligyalty, and
acceptance of the dominant group’s culture (Kanter 1977a; Kimmel 2000). Additionally,
| analyze whether the effects of proportions on group culture extend beyond the
organization’s physical boundaries and into its social networks.

The setting for this research is the United States Air Force Acddenish is a
federal military service academy charged with producing commissioiigary officers
and granting them bachelor’s degrees. In 2003, the United States Air Forcencade
came under the national spotlight due to its mishandling of approximately 142 alleged

sexual assaults that occurred over a ten year time span (Fowler et al. @8)he Air

! For the remainder of this proposal, the UnitedeStéir Force Academy will be referred to as USASA
the Academy.



Force Inspector General published an interim report detailing factormdyatave
contributed to an environment of abuse, then-Secretary of the Air Force BSIBCA
James G. Roche and Air Force Chief of Staff (CSAF) General John P. Jumpedorde
USAFA leaders to implement immediately a series of organizatbaages listed

within the Agenda for Chang@~owler et al. 2003; HQ USAF 2003; see Appendix A for
completeAgenda for Changdocument)

TheAgendancluded over 100 objectives, ranging from a reorganization of senior
officer leadership roles to new sexual assault reporting procedures to gegrégasion
within billeting (dormitories). However, despite the large number of required
alterations, the dismantling of the “Bring Me Men...” rénom the Academy grounds
became a unifying target for alumni response due to its significant position oir the A
Force Academy’s landscape and the handling and timing of its dismantling, which |
address in the literature review (see Appendix C for picture of ramp). This study
catalogues and analyzes the discourse from USAFA graduates rggasdnemoval of
the words “Bring Me Men...” from the ramp and examines what the discourse
surrounding this change reveals about USAFA'’s culture, particulagdwitder climate.

My research is not solely concerned about how graduates state their lvase eit
for or against the change, but stratifies responses by gender to anlaéthenthere is a
difference in overall themes and rationales. This is an important considecatiba Air
Force Academy because, in terms of gender representation, it has a skewesittmm
(Kanter 1977a). Since they were first admitted to USAFA in 1976, women have

generally comprised around 15 percent of the cadet population; thus they may be

2 The phrase “Bring Me Men...” is the introductory liflem a poem entitled “The Coming American” by
Samuel Walter Foss. The poem was written in 183#ne when the term “man” was considered an
acceptable generic referent for all human beingsdB 1987). See Appendix B for the complete poem.



considered a “token” population both within USAFA and within its alumni network (HQ
USAF 2003). As will be discussed in the literature review, there are consegjuence
associated with being a token that may influence the discourse used bydesdakses.
Thus, | not only analyze graduate response to the change, but also focus oméise the
articulated by female graduates and compare these to the responses provided by m
graduates. The overarching research questions are: Are female US#dtatgs as
likely, more likely, or less likely than their male peers to express pylolpgposition to
the changes implemented as a result of the sexual assault scandal? Do the wome
graduates present their opinions regarding the removal of the “Bring Me Memp”
using rationales similar to the men’s or are their rationales eliffer

Although my research focuses on the individual as the unit of analysis, an
additional level of interest is organizational change and resistancengectegarding
institutionalized myths. These myths are described as rules that bezamtsued with
meaning that they become iconic symbols (Meyer and Rowan 1977). In the case of th
Air Force Academy, the culture of the organization reflects the institlizedanyth of
the making of men as dictated by the military’s combat, masculineewauitural
paradigm (Dunivin 1994). Specifically, the research may demonstrate how thecpresen
of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp may have contributed to an atmosphere of hegemonic
masculinity within USAFA. This is relevant becauseAlgenda for Changevas
initiated in response to the 2003 sexual assault scandal, a public relationsatisis t
highlighted the lack of institutional support for victimized women. The research

highlights what parts of an organization’s culture contribute to gender and sexual



harassment and which parts of the culture members are willing to aeggwtless of
their sex.

In addition to framing USAFA’s culture and gender climate, my research on
graduate response to the removal of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp explores the
“perceptual phenomena” associated with tokenism and gender and contrasts these
potential by-products with the broader socialization experienced by all cddistourse
against the change from both men and women may frame opposition to the removal of
the “Bring Me Men...ramp” as more than just symbolic attachment, but as a sghific
change that could negatively affect the core of the institution. In cgrdissourse from
the men may highlight how the phrase “Bring Me Men...” spoke to their professional
development whereas the women may frame the ramp’s stanza as exclusionary.

Based on the differing claims that may result, and the potential for gender
stratification within these claims, this research highlights both whetligidrashould
be changed to accommodate a growing pool of diverse members and the perceived
impact of this change by both the majority group and the minority group. OQvsrall
cataloging and analyzing graduate response to the dismantling of thg NBgiiMen...”
ramp, | analyze whether tokenism exists within the organizational coltlW8AFA and

whether external pressures for organizational change affect tokenismspsoces



LITERATURE REVIEW

U.S. Air Force Academy’s Mission and Structure

The Air Force Academy’s overall purpose is to prepare cadets, throughynilita
academic, physical, and moral training, to serve as career officékrs United States Air
Force (HQ USAF 2003). The Academy has aspects of a total institutior eduets
“lead an enclosed, formally administered round of life” (Goffman 1961:xiigdets,
particularly during their first year of enrollment, are cut off frowiliein society and
must follow strict procedures regarding every aspect of cadet life,feosonal physical
appearance to the layout of their living space to eating. As cadets pribgoesgh the
Academy, their identity as cadets eventually supersedes any pliagegstial or
familial roles; this personal transformation is designed to occur abruptly ardyquic
(Dornbusch 1955).

During Basic Cadet Training (BCT), which is the severe summer satiahz
period that begins the cadet’s first year, cadets are not allowed off lubaeearot
allowed to contact their families until the formal “Parents’ Weekend” wmarks the
end of BCT approximately 2.5 months later (Stiehm 1981). It is during BCT when
cadets, as part of their intense socialization, memorize the contents offlAUSA
produced book, known &ontrails,which includes everything from Air Force
leadership, to USAFA history and tradition. This book also contains (although it has
since been removed from the book) the poem upon the which phrase “Bring Me Men...”
is drawn (USAFA 1996; USAFA 2007b).

Cadets earn increased privileges, such as the use of cellular phones, and libert

which includes designated weekends when they may leave Academy groundg, as the



acquire greater tenure with the Cadet Wing. Although USAFA has a differssibmi
and as a consequence, a different environment from most colleges and tigsyeasch
cadet completes a rigorous, engineering-focused curriculum. Alls;aden those who
major in the humanities, graduate with a Bachelor’'s of Science degree.

Each entering class has approximately 1,200 “Cadets Fourth-Class” (i
freshmen); these cadets come from all 50 states, the United Statesdsyias well as
international exchange cadets, and must demonstrate academic antextb&dtence
and strong leadership abilities prior to admission. Within the incoming class of 2012, for
example, 80 percent of cadets were lettered high school athletes, 80 percenédraduat
the top 25 percent of their high school class, and a large proportion had participated in
leadership positions such as class president or Eagle Scout while in high schideA(US
2008). Due to attrition, the Academy has a total enroliment of approximately 4,000
cadets (HQ USAF 2003). Women'’s representation fluctuates yearly, but yed sta
between 10 and 18 percent for each class. See Appendix D for a complete breakdown of
the percent of women in each USAFA class beginning with the first class adrwoine
graduating class of 1980. When the sexual assault scandal broke, women comprised 15
percent of the cadet population, even though they had been part of the Cadet Wing for 27
years (HQ USAF 2003).

Founded in 1954 in Colorado Springs, USAFA is the youngest of the service
academies yet this distinction does not prevent it from framing itself as a unique
institution with a storied past. Following its establishment as a sepanatedsom the

Army in 1947, the Air Force also established its own service academy. THeau®ss

% The United States Military Academy (USMA) at Westint was established in 1802. The United States
Naval Academy (USNA) in Annapolis was established845. The United States Coast Guard Academy
(USCGA) was established in 1876 (USAFA 1998).



of the Air Force as well as those brought in to shape the Academy were predominantly
West Point graduates who incorporated many traditions from the United QAthtiss/
Academy (USMA) into the new Air Force institution (Stiehm 1981). The Honor €ode,
for example, is a revered tradition that USAFA borrowed, in both verbiage and
enforcement, from West Point. Additionally, the Academy, although responsible f
producing commissioned Air Force officers generally, channels a dispropationat
amount of its graduates into rated speciaftiebjch are considered the premier combat
specialties within the Air Force.Thus, the Academy has a unique organizational
perspective that includes a reverence for the free spirit of a pilot combithetthev
traditional might of the combat-experienced army infantry officer (B8A998).

West Point traditions are found not only in USAFA'’s outlook, but also in its
organizational structure, most of which USAFA replicated from its Army eopatt,
and which is quite conducive to implementing formal change, although lessveffect
with changing informal norms and organizational culture (Stiehm 1981). The A For
Academy is a Direct Reporting Unit, which means that due to its spediati®sion, its
chain of command reports directly to the four-star General serving afigfeo€Staff of
the Air Force (CSAF). There are no intermediaries between the three-star
Superintendent, who is the most senior officer at USAFA, and the CSAF. Five senior
officers report directly to the Superintendent. They are the Commandant of Cadets

(Brigadier General), the Dean of Faculty (Brigadier General), trextr of Athletics

* The Honor Code is, “I will not lie, cheat, or dtgzor tolerate among us those who do.” All cadeke
an oath during their first year to uphold this caaieong themselves and their peers (Contrails 2007).
® Rated jobs include: pilot, navigator, and air leathanager (USAFA 1998).

® within the Air Force, rated officers, particulaglots, hold a disproportionate number of senikicer
positions. The overrepresentation of Academy gaetuwithin the rated specialties combined with the
overrepresentation of rated officers within leatigrpositions further enhances the Academy’s imfage
on the entire service (Worden 2002).



(Brigadier General-equivalent civilian), the 1@tin Base Wing Commander (Colonel),
and the Preparatory School Commander (Colonel). Long-term planning, command
direction, and daily operations stem from these core positions, which oversee egtry fa
of Academy life’ The officers in these positions are responsible for fulfilling the
Academy’s mission of training cadets toward becoming officers of clearg@tSAFA
2007b). They are also responsible for cadet safety and may be removed from their
positions, as happened after the 2003 sexual assault scandal, if they do not siyisfactor
fulfill the demands of their position (Fowler et al. 2003).

The Academy’s structure mirrors the hierarchy of the operational AteFas a
result, its personnel are organized within the traditional Air Force struztgcgiadrons
and groups. Each cadet, regardless of class year, is part of a cadet squadroh, of whic
there are 40. These squadrons are led by a commissioned officer, known as the Air
Officer Commanding and a senior noncommissioned officer, known as the Wilitar
Training Leader. Each squadron falls under one of four groups within its chain of
command. These four groups comprise the Cadet Wing (USAFA 2007).

In addition to its operational organization, there is also a class-spediiis sta
system for the cadets, known as the Fourth-Class System, which caroes itank
structure within the Cadet Wing. Upon arrival, Cadets Fourth-Class amletseled,
and reprimanded by cadets from the other three classes; there is consgtamable
distance between the Cadets Fourth-Class and the rest of the Cadet Wing. The upper

class cadets lead the Cadets Fourth-Class through BCT, continue tosifiesm

" There are many other high-ranking officers atAbademy. Many faculty personnel are Colonels, @hd
academic department heads are Colonels who rétine aank of Brigadier General. There are alge fi
group commanders, all holding the rank of Colon&lp report to the Commandant of Cadets. However, |
focus on those officers and civilian who reporedity to the Superintendent since they are the core
decision makers on cadet affairs.



through the academic year, and test them through the enduring spring rite of
“Recognition” upon which, if completed successfully, the Fourth-Classsadebme
recognized members of the Cadet Wing.

The purpose of the Fourth-Class System is to allow the upperclassmenitepract
leadership and management skills. It also teaches Cadets Fourth-Class stloperate
in a continuously stressful environment, the value of self-reliance, teamwork, and
followership. The system, however, also creates important power ineguntasy the
cadets, who have few avenues for recourse, and may contribute to an environment of
abuse (Fowler et al. 2003; Stiehm 1981). As a result of this potential for hazing,
Academy leaders, as dictated by &genda for Changehanged slightly the Fourth-
Class System. Currently, only First Class (i.e., senior) or Second Céaspitiior)
cadets will interact with Cadets Fourth-Class; Cadets Third-Glassspphomores) may
only interact with them in academic settings. This change limits cdrgdeeen those
cadets with fresh memories of BCT and the fourth-class experience, sarnernfmay
be intent on replicating the “toughness” of their past year, and the wetsca

Although USAFA adopted many of West Point’s traditions, most notably the
Honor Code and the Fourth-Class System, there are parts to the Acadentgtgeheri
many of which are memorialized on the Academy grounds, specific to USAFAsand i
aviation mission. Static displays of historic aircraft (plus one Minutehhamdsile) are
placed throughout USAFA, reminding cadets of the aviation tradition they join and
continue. The Medal of Honor Wall and the War Memorial are solemn reminders of Ai
Force members, many of whom were USAFA graduates, who lost their lives while

serving in combat. Perhaps the most well-known location on the Academy grounds is the



Cadet Chapel, a popular tourist location known for its modernist architecture. Tet cha
overlooks the cadet area, which includes the Air Gardens and the Eagle amagFledg
Statue which reads, “Man’s flight through life is sustained by the powes of hi
knowledge” (USAFA 2007: 35).

Similar to the poem behind the “Bring Me Men...” ramp, the statue uses the term
“man” as a generic referent to both men and women. The statue’s wording has not
changed since its donation to the Academy in 1958. Finally, there is the landmask that i
the focus of this study, the “Bring Me Men...” ramp. The words were installed over the
ramp in 1963 at the direction of Brigadier General Strong, then Commandant of USAFA
who found the poem inspirational. Thirteen years before the integration of wibmen,
became a part of USAFA tradition as all cadets, beginning with the incotassyaf
1963, began their Academy experience in-processing at the ramp’s base (Zubeck 2003b).
The first line of the poem which reads, “Bring me men to match my mountainsédeem
particularly appropriate against the Rocky Mountains framing the USARdstape.
The words “Bring Me Men...” were not part of the culture or memories of USAFASE fi
few classes of cadets, but after its establishment the ramp becamareptgart of

USAFA and its organizational identity.

Integration of Women into USAFA

The Air Force Academy, following in the footsteps of USMA, USNA, and the
USCGA, was founded as an all-male institution, as was the American yngeaerally.
Although women have participated in every American conflict beginning witid/éreof

Independence, they did not have an accepted strategic role within the militaryerand w

10



only targeted for military service during times of extreme national naédr World
War Il, Congress passed the Women'’s Armed Service Integration Act, widaledll
women to serve in peacetime military forces, albeit with severe liongbtn their
occupational and proportional presence (Manning 2005). Subsequently, the 1973 post-
Vietnam transition from conscription to an All-Volunteer Force led to isa@a
recruiting goals for women as the services attempted to meet manpquiegmesnts.

Despite the increase in professional opportunities for military women, they we
forbidden from serving in the military’s premier combat specialties. Womes not
allowed to serve in ground combat positions, nor, in contrast with current policy, were
they permitted to fly combat aviation missions or serve aboard combatant Ishgs, t
further discrediting their presence within institutions, such as USAR#&ged with
producing combat leaders (Manning 2005). The decision to integrate the service
academies came, not due to the desire or need to place women in combat-oriented jobs
but as an equal education issue: the academies had great academics paiddrpayer
money (Stiehm 1981). Due to the decision to focus on opportunity rather than perceived
mission or need, the order to integrate the Air Force Academy, as well as the othe
service academies, became the most controversial event in USAFA hisBAFA
2005).

The formal story regarding female cadets at USAFA begins on October 7, 1975.
On this day, President Ford signed legislation mandating that the sendeenées admit
qualified women beginning immediately with the incoming class of 1976 (Stiehm 1981).

Although gender integration had already occurred within the other commiggioni

11



sources the majority of senior military leaders did not support gender integration in the
service academies (Stiehm 1981). The academies were viewed as saanssgartions,
entrusted with molding future combat leaders. The presence of women would not only
potentially change the final service academy product, but risked lovtharayerall
standards, particularly the physical requirements, of the men (Stiehm 19819l dRase
these assumptions, those in charge of implementing gender integration irvite se
academies were predominantly opposed to the civilian-decreed mandate (Ba&hHm

Despite opposing the mandate, military leatieosk their orders and planned for
change. Although organizations, such as the service academies, continuously make
decisions regarding structures and protocols, changes regarding gendatiartgut
leaders in highly visible, and vulnerable, positions (Stiehm 1981). Leaders in all the
service academies were under congressional and public scrutiny, not tomtleati
inside pressures generated from graduates, including those holding flag raldkA US
was unique in that no graduates held flag rank at that time, thus limiting command
influence from above (Stiehm 1981).

At USAFA, the planning for gender integration, which fell under the
Commandant of Cadets, issued the following unofficial guidelines: “changes migt not
detrimental to academy tradition...must be standardized...must be minimal...and should
promote positive attitudes toward women cadets” (Stiehm 1981:179). There was
discussion about the future of the “Bring Me Mehrtamp; however, USAFA leaders

decided that “men” was a universal reference to humankind and that changing the

& The other commissioning sources include Reserfieg®$’ Training Corps and Officer Training School.
° For this paper, references to Academy leaderskipde the following personnel: the Superintendsnt
the Academy, the Commandant of Cadets, the Vicer@mmdant, the 34th Training Wing Commander,
and the Dean of Faculty (HQ USAF 2003). Thesdlaeore decision-makers.

12



landmark (a 13-year-old tradition) would be seen as “catering to womeehifst

1981:179). Thus, the institutional response focused on the implementation of controlled,
calibrated changes that, at least on the outside, suggested institutional sapgonén
cadets while also carefully maintaining the gendered traditions and nbthespast.

The initial planning within USAFA focused on structural changes, not only
because these were essential for accommodating women cadets, bug bexpatso
provided conspicuous demonstration of institutional concession. There was little
coordination among the service academies on their plans for integratmgny As a
consequence, USAFA, for example, was the only service academy to insiseppoates
billeting for female cadets (Stiehm 1981). Rather than assign the women randomly
throughout the Cadet Wing as the Academy did with the men, the women were
segregated to 20 of the 40 squadrons and restricted from living side by side with their
male squadron mates (DeFleur, Gillman, and Marshak 1978; Stiehm 1981). Academy
rationale for breaking up squadrons by sex was to “provide as much privacy as possible
to female cadets, although the women cadets privately opposed both the move and the
rationale (Stiehm 1981:103). Additionally, leaders believed that segregastohgill
would prevent embarrassing incidents such as cadet sexual relations (Stiehm 1981)
What they did not realize is how segregated billeting would feed into the impresdion tha
the women experienced an easier track of cadet life. Upper class cdadtahaim
were male, were forbidden from entering the women'’s area, thus excluding tleemwom
from the dormitory training that is central to Fourth-Class year (StiE381d). By

implementing a structural barrier between male and female cadets,atiemy

13



furthered cultural beliefs and attitudes that undermined the credibilityxgedience of
the women'?

Faced with the integration of women, Academy officials labored over ex¢ensi
plans detailing the structural changes, of which segregated billeting iaroelyample,
needed to accommodate female cadets. Structural changes certainiypaetant;
however, they did little to address the underlying beliefs and attitudeh#yedsthe
previously all-male Cadet Wing’s reaction to the inclusion of women. Incomdeg ca
women and men, as at the other academies, differed from the beginning rednmaiding t
attitudes toward proper gender roles, and specifically, the proper roles of worien wit
the military (DeFleur 1980). The cadet men, particularly when compared taithian
university peers, were less supportive of changing women’s roles and the ogening o
previously male-only occupations to them. In contrast, the incoming cadet women were
very supportive of changing roles for women and supported expanded roles for women in
society and the military (DeFleur and Warner 1987).

Likewise, the cadet men knew how to place women within socially-acceptable
social and/or familial roles, but they did not have a cultural or structuragwanrk for
placing women officers, much less their female cadet peers, withinrgniidizs
(DeFleur et al. 1978). This difficulty in aligning beliefs and attitudes wshitutional
practice may be reduced through inter-group contact. Allport’s “contact hys3thes
argues that increased contact between previously separated groups may lesshsede
prejudices if certain conditions are met (1954). These conditions inclugetbf the

prejudice must have at least an equal status and must not be in competition with those

% within six months of its implementation, the Acateno longer restricted women to certain squadrbus,
placed them randomly within all 40 squadrons. Hevethe Academy did not change the segregatestibij
arrangements (DeFleur et al. 1978).

14



holding the prejudice, the contact must be intimate enough so that the prejudiced groups
get to know the objects of their prejudice sufficiently, there must be high level ségpor
the integration of the object into the prejudiced group, the objects of prejudice must not
act in ways that conform with stereotypes, and the objects of prejudice must have
sufficient numbers in the prejudiced groups so as to not be discounted as exceptions to
their group. In line with the conditions behind this theory, cadets with more traditional
attitudes toward gender roles limited their interaction with the women and ditteraict

with the objects of their prejudice sufficiently enough to change their opinioRlelre

and Gillman characterize this as a strong “behavior-attitude consist@ré®#8: 185).

Thus, through both structurally-imposed segregation as well as self-seldwi@wwas

little contact between male and female cadets. Prejudices and stesetdgpeased as

the class of 1980 approached graduation; however, there remained a consistent belie
particularly among the upper class cadets, that having women within theivralaited

the “cultural norms of maleness and eliteness” to which the Academy expeniaac
traditionally oriented (DeFleur 198@eFleur and Gillman 1978:187).

During this time period, the Academy was under constant scrutiny from multiple
sources including Air Force and Department of Defense leadership aswied media
(Gawlinski 2007). Faced with an unprecedented change, Academy leadership
implemented multiple modifications to the Academy’s structure. These change
provided tangible proof of institutional readiness, but did little to change, and may have
even facilitated, an underlying environment of gender harassment. For example, by
segregating the male and female cadets the Academy facilitated amdethte

consequence: the spread of rumors that the women had a much easier training regimen

15



and, as a result, were not as capable as their male peers. Interviews withfroomine
first integrated class reveal that they faced severe discrimmiatm cadets who did not
want them there. Often, male cadets took it upon themselves to target indivicinah’s
mistakes to demonstrate that the Academy was wrong in its decision to mtegrat
(Gawlinski 2007). As a result, as argued by Kanter’s theory on tokenism, the women fel
that they continually had to prove that they could handle the demands. Interestingly,
although the Academy dedicated substantial manpower and planning efforts to the
integration of women, its efforts focused on structural changes and provided latig, if
guidance about ways of handling informal interactions and norms. As a result, the
Academy continued to train future officers within an environment simmeringgeitter
harassment. As discussed in the next section, this discriminatory atmosphet® the

forefront with the sexual assault scandals of 2003.

2003 Sexual Assault Scandal and the Agenda for Change
Although women entered the Academy more than 30 years ago and have since
demonstrated their abilities both as cadets and as commissioned officerenhaya
token group within the Academy and the Air Force and their position is still cgate
by cultural norms. Problems involving the organizational culture and its impact on
female cadets rose to the surface in January 2003 when then-SecretaryiofFtree
Dr. James G. Roche, received an e-mail directed toward female cadetstemumder
a pseudonym stating that there was a sexual assault problem at the schead that

intentionally overlooked by USAFA leaders (HQ USAF 2083)This revelatory

" The email was also sent to General John P. Juf@®#4F), Senator Wayne Allard (CO), Senator Ben
Campbell (CO), and two media representatives.
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message started a chain of events which led to multiple investigations of UsSzeeiet
climate and culture. In addition to revealing a lack of command involvementenxitials
assault cases, these investigations also revealed significant undergeghoetto cadet
concerns regarding Honor Code violatifrend organizational socialization that stressed
the importance of group loyalty over institutional core values (HQ USAF 2088). T
Academy’s organizational culture, in particular, was cited as, “coningptd an
environment that tolerates sexual misconduct” and its climate as marheongiing
sexual harassment (Fowler et al. 2003:2; HQ USAF 2003).

As a federally-funded military institution, the Air Force Academyuigjesct to
greater scrutiny than most civilian institutions and, when problems arise,epast to
both military and civilian audiences. While all higher education institutions age¢d
with issues of sexual assault, the sexual assault cases at the Agzaleergd
disproportionate attention due to three key components. First, since the Air Force
Academy is a premier training ground for future officers of honor and itgegrilitary
leaders and federal policy makers could not condone such predatory behavior. Second,
the Air Force Academy’s leaders did not respond in an aggressive or timelyrianne
past charges of assault. Third, the leaders ignored symptoms, such as the cfeati
underground sexual assault survivor support group, which hinted at a training
environment conducive to both sexual and gender harassment and sexual abuse (Fowler

et al. 2003).

12 Although USAFA had an amnesty policy in place, geadets were reluctant to report sexual assaults
because most occurred while the offender and vietigaged in underage drinking. Cadets feared sever
punishment for the drinking, perhaps even expulsama did not think their leaders, nor their caukstrs,
would consider all the circumstances surroundirgalleged crime (Fowler et al. 2003).
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Faced with political, military, and public demands for a response, USAFA
officials once again found themselves in highly visible, and vulnerable, positions.
Pressure came through official channels, such as the Department of Defense and
Congress, charging multiple commissions with investigating the &izeFAcademy’s
cadet environment as well as its handling of past sexual assault cases. Alditiona
USAFA's leaders felt substantial pressure from its graduates, whoewdrarrassed at
such a public relations disaster. With an investigative report from the GEoenagdel
of the Air Force and one from the Congressionally-appointed Fowler Commission on the
horizon, the SECAF and CSAF preempted calls for institutional change hbygdbei
Agenda for Changm the spring of 2003, prior to the release of the reports (USAFA
2003).

Air Force leaders acted swiftly without further input from the cadets amd wit
little input from the representing alumni group, the Association of Gradua@G)A
The removal of “Bring Me Men...” from the ramp happened within two days after the
unveiling of theAgenda for ChangeThe removal coincided with spring break so the
cadets were not present when the letters were removed, nor did they know about the
decision prior to their departure. The AOG claimed that many of its mesuggrsrted
the removal of “Bring Me Men...,” although it is unclear if the AOG polled its
membership on these changes (Zubeck 2003a). USAFA, with assistance frontzhe AO
immediately requested suggestions for new inspirational phrases. The top centender
included: “Bring Me Warriors,” “We Expect Great Things,” and the Air ForoeeC
Values of “Integrity First, Service Before Self, and Excellenceliwal Do” (Zubeck

2003b). Academy officials finally decided on using the Core Values and unveiled the
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new wording at the annual four-star conference (known as CORONA) in O2abéin
a ceremony led by the CSAF (Wehry 2004). Graduate response to the dismantling of the
“Bring Me Men...” ramp and its replacement with the Air Force core vakigee focus

of my study.

Relevant Debates and Theories

The previous section places the research question in historical context. This
section will place the research within a theoretical context by disgusdevant debates
and issues. As stated before, my research focuses on organizational chandb,timat wi
additional qualifiers: change as it is connected to organizational tokens, androkeatis
is specifically related to gender. Even though Kanter’s theory of propegiiravides the
theoretical foundation, this research touches on several levels of analysisighus
important to connect organizational structure with gender, culture, and environmental
contexts.

To understand the underlying environment within the Air Force Academy, my
paper will approach USAFA as a “gendered institution” (Acker 1992). This theadreti
framework “means that gender is present in the processes, practices, idegegies,
and distributions of power within various sectors of social life” (Acker 1992:567% Thi
critical perspective suggests that the structures that guide Acaidemy Well as the
normative processes of interaction that shape its institutional life agocaed along
gender lines. Sex segregation within billeting, for example, is one way gerdendsea
“remarkable organizational device” within total institutions such as USAFAfijof

1961; Goffman 1977:315). Until 1976, the service academies were developed by men
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and were for men only; thus, the underlying symbols, attitudes, and traditions of these
institutions became defined by their celebrated absence of women (AckeiStighn
1981). As a consequence, the organizational logic of the military service acadeayie
appear gender-neutral, but is actually determined by the images, needsrgtt stwf

the male body (Acker 1992; Goffman 1977).

Women'’s presence in the service academies changes gender norms, creating
different social constructions and influencing the formal and informal reggsding
gender interactions (Mills and Mills 2000). Despite this evolving logic, womeh mus
negotiate the gendered paradigm, or broad assumptions, which provide the framework
both in USAFA and in the broader military community. Dunivin characterizes the
foundation of military culture as consisting of a “combat, masculine-ergvaradigm”
which penetrates military culture with a “cult of masculinity” (1994). Shees that the
military, and by extension the military service academies, embrace suoelima
paradigm, even though it contradicts the increasingly-diverse model of yndithure.
Dunivin states that social change will come from external forces, someidi the
military will accept, but that the military will go to great lengtbrotect its underlying
paradigm (Dunivin 1994). Stiehm, in her work on the early gender integration process a
the Air Force Academy, sums up this perspective with, “how can one distinguisgtebetw
male culture and military culture, and how can one make female culture kgiima
military setting?” (1981:65-66). My research on organizational change sisthree to
change within a gendered organization repositions Stiehm’s question to consider how

dominant culture shapes tokens’ responses to organizational change.
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As a closed organization built upon a “combat, masculine-warrior paradigm,”
USAFA has multiple factors that lead to the end result of producing commissianed Al
Force officers (Scott 1975). The structure within the organization is shape@imalnt
processes and participants as well as by external factors, which inclitdeyrand
civilian leadership. It could be argued that the formal organizational seaattithe Air
Force Academy exist due to rational needs.

However, there are also examples, as demonstrated by the “Bring Me Men...”
ramp, of structures reflecting institutionalized myths, such as the makinghafArien
and Dobrofsky 1978). Symbols provide a physical linkage between organizational life
and cognitive, sensual meaning (Rafaeli and Worline 2000). Within a militatigese
academy, symbols guide action by cueing internalized norms of behavior anmtysha
organizational communication (Dornbusch 1955). They also provide visible frameworks
for integrating the different meaning systems generated among zagianal members
(Dornbusch 1955; Rafaeli and Worline 2000). Since symbols provide organizational
cohesion, their meaning within an institutionalized population, such as the military
service academy, may have relevance for all members, regardlesmbf soc
characteristics. As a consequence, members may react to the rensosghdfol not as
members of a token social group who see things differently from the majority, but i
agreement with the majority because they genuinely identify with theimgsacodified
within the symbol.

Because a military service academy has aspects of a total instiiytiobols not
only provide organizational cohesion, but they also contribute to the molding of

appropriate professional outlooks within the cadet population (Arkin and Dobrofsky
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1978; Dornbusch 1955). Solidarity develops, both within and between classes, due to the
encompassing nature of institutional life which fuses cadets together tmighttheir
realization of shared common interests and common futures as militarysoffice
(Dornbusch 1955; Goffman 1961). Informal norms as well as their accompanying
symbols and myths feed assumptions of naturalness and appropriateness, leading to
“reproductive institutionalism” (Stryker 2000). This cognitive unity is (refipiced
through the common socialization experienced in military training (Dornbuscl). 1955

However, institutionalized myths and socialization alone do not explain why
changes to the structure were suitable responses to the sexual assdalt so addition
to structural considerations, this paper will build upon Acker’s development of gender a
a “patterning of difference and domination” among biologically-sexed bodies EBB)2:
Gender is not a static categorization, but continuous action in an ongoing production,
what West and Zimmerman describe as “doing gender” (1987). Within this thabreti
framework, gender emerges as a social construction. By pulling thesledoretical
concepts together, we see that not only does the Academy operate as a “gendered
institution,” but its personnel, both as a consequence and as catalysts, openate@sige
beings.

However, despite the theoretical approach to gender as a production, sexis not a
achieved characteristic, but an ascribed one. Ascriptively-defined groupsssuein a
and women, are assigned group-based characteristics that cannot be chandechand w
often trump individual merit (Segal and Kestnbaum 2002). Although there are multiple
masculinities, male cadets must present an institutionally-prescriksdriess” to gain

acceptance within the Academy (DeFleur 1980). Further, when “closed ranks”
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institutions, such as the military academies, allow individuals of previouslydaed

groups to join them, the qualities ascribed to that group shape individual opportunities
and interaction (Segal and Kestnbaum 2002). This literature contributes to my lpyojec
approaching gender as an ascribed characteristic and revealing thgemdgr may
determine or shape group responses.

Of equal importance to this research is the impact of proportions, or in this case
sex ratios, on interaction. In her theory on tokenism, Kanter argues that propaofrtions
different categories of people within an organization shape interactiona( had/
1977b). Kanter describes “skewed” groups as consisting of numerical domimants a
numerical rarities, or tokens (1977a:966). Due to their limited numbers within the
organization, tokens encounter increased visibility, exaggerated stereotyping, and
heightened boundaries between them and the dominant group (1977a). They may
counter these processes with certain strategies.

In particular, | observe three social phenomena in the public discourse in line with
Kanter’s theorized process of boundary heightening. The first is loyatéy védsch
involve the tokens uniting with the dominants against others who challenge the majority
group, particularly those who share the tokens’ ascribed characterigtreagsuring the
dominants that they will not collude against them, the tokens gain further acceptance i
the group (Kanter 1977a: 979). The second is an exaggeration of the dominant’s culture
by focusing on norms and understandings exclusive to the group, particularly those that
distinguish the dominant group from the tokens. This focus on the dominant’s culture
often leads to increased group solidarity (Kanter 1977a: 975). The third is the use of

formal in-group recognitions as reminders of difference between the domindritsea
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tokens. This phenomenon involves explicit recognition by the dominants, such as the use
of apologies on the appropriateness of actions or comments, that the token is an outsider
whose presence disrupts the normal flow of events (Kanter 1977a: 977).

Yoder critiques Kanter for presenting a gender-neutral framework andhedds t
tokenism effects do not carry over to all combinations of dominants and tokens. Yoder
argues that other causal processes, such as gender status, job prestbgeupational
gender-inappropriateness, must be considered within tokenism processes (Yoder 1994).
Additionally, she argues that researchers need to account for the impact cfairgaal
gender discrimination (Yoder 1994). This paper uses Kanter’s theory as itsttonnda
but accepts Yoder’'s consideration of gender status, as demonstrated by'Bdiootis
on the underlying “masculine, combat-warrior paradigm” within militaryurelt

Academy women must not only negotiate a skewed environment, but they must
also contend with perceptions among some male peers that they enjoy aqativileg
organizational position that comes at the men’s expense. As the Acaderorgivesly
founded as an all-male institution, many of its traditions, norms, symbols, antl overa
measures of success are cast within a masculine framework. Howeyegstece of
women challenges this framework, leading to what Miller characterizas as
environment of “covert gender harassment” (1997:32). Despite their numerical
superiority, male cadets may perceive men as powerless to preweatiren’s inclusion
and success within the Academy’s environment. Due to military-wide promiti

against overt gender discrimination, male cadets may revert to covegigtsasuch as
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constant scrutiny, gossip/rumors, indirect threats, and even sexual’dssaxpress
their outrage at those who violate their conceptions of gender norms (Miller 1994).

When paired with Kanter’s theory of tokenism, this perspective suggests that
covert gender harassment may extend into the public discourse as well and that wom
as tokens, may counter this harassment with different negotiation taitiisstheoretical
framework has particular relevance to a near total institution such As fherce
Academy where women may take on different roles or “gender stratedppending on
how they choose to negotiate their highlighted position within the organization and
within public discourse (Kimmel 2000). These strategies include: franeindey as
unimportant in attempts to stress uniformity, deliberate overcompensation, dedsahs
group loyalty, strategic displays of femininity, and acceptance ofosyged roles
(Kanter 1977a; Kimmell 2000:505-506). The demands of “doing gender” within a
public, institutional space demonstrate that proportions and gender status play prominent
roles among dominated groups, such as women, who must navigate distorted perceptions

that shape their social and institutional interactions.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Building on past research on tokens within traditionally-male institutions, my
research analyzes responses to organizational change through a gendepdeifecally,
the overall research question is: Are female Academy graduateslpsrikee likely, or
less likely than their male peers to express publicly opposition to the changes

implemented as a result of the sexual assault scandal? If the women oppose these

13 Brownmiller describes sexual assault and rapeifapaly, as a “conscious process of intimidation.”
Rape is about forcing one’s will onto another batlis about power (Brownmiller 1975).
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changes, then this may provide evidence in support of Kanter’'s theory of tokenism since
tokens use many strategies, including assimilation, as a way of negpgetidered
processes. If the women support these changes, then this may provide eviderste agai
Kanter’s theory of tokenism since the women may be demonstrating independence
beyond what their token position would suggest.

This overall research question contains several sub-topics. First, do #ie fem
and male graduates use similar rationales and terms to support their publbo®oBibr
example, tradition may be a common reason for publicly opposing the changelesgpar
of sex. In contrast, the men and women may use different terms to defend th@npositi
and may claim to have different memories of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp, but titlay s
have consensus on whether they oppose or support the change. Additionally, the
discourse used to justify opposition to change may frame both the organization and
processes of USAFA as gender-neutral. For example, respondents gsgafdjender,
may frame the Academy as not favoring men over women, but rather as amionstitat
solely privileges individual achievement. As a result, the women may fraame t
arguments by stating that they did not experience any sexual or gender batasgkiie
enrolled at the Academy. The men may make similar claims regardingthenis
experiences by stating that they did not have sexist attitudes and did not iengzgst

behaviors while at the Academy.

RESEARCH DESIGN

As discussed in the literature review, | approach gender as a socialicoostr

and the Air Force Academy as a “gendered institution.” By analyzing thi publ
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discourse used by male and female graduates, this study aims to discgnadhoates
use knowledge particular to their gendered identities to support their pogition.
particular, it is important to note whether respondents cloak their language as gend
neutral when their knowledge is actually reflective of a masculine or mastikéne-
experience (Harding 1987).

The methodology, which builds on gender theory, has a critical feminist
perspective. Incorporating a stated feminist lens means that | appreacs#garch by
focusing on “problematics from the perspective of women’s experiencedifigar
1987:7). This is not to claim that | include multiple standpoints, particularte $he
method and data do not reveal other social categories such as race and class.sThus, thi
feminist perspective does not speak for all women; rather, it is only iteéngeesent a
generic female perspective. The research design also incorpocatésabperspective,
which means | am interested in revealing underlying power relations, parydhlose
that may control or shape discourse since language is a powerful forcaflarcieg as
well as subverting organizational culture.

My overall research objective is to analyze the public discourse surrounding the
dismantling of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp in order to gauge the effects of mathdat
change, organizational culture, and tokenism within a militarized, masausitigition.
Based on this goal, | completed a qualitative content analysis of an Air Academy

website called USAFA TodayvWvw.usafatoday.coin The site’s mission is “to provide

news and opinion about the United States Air Force Academy” and to act as “a forum fo
the free exchange of ideas among USAFA Grads” (USAFA Today 2008). The site

presents itself as a platform for a serious discussion and lists acceppatdeof
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discussion. These include: USAFA policy, current events affecting USAiA&prce
Academy leaders, the Honor Code, cadet life, and any other debatable toaftettiat
USAFA or graduate life (USAFA Today 2008).

The public can access this website and view the editorials posted by USAFA
graduates. However, the site allows only Air Force Academy graicap®st
comments in response to discussion topics. The website works alongside thk offici
alumni group of the Air Force Academy, the Association of Graduates (AOG),fyp ver
graduate identity through Academy-issued graduate numbers. Moderdtorareralso
USAFA graduates, manage the daily postings. They have the option of editing and
deleting topics, but they do so only if the posts are off-topic or include abusiveamate
There are prohibitions against slanderous, obscene, or copyrighted mateeiaiteT
repeatedly stresses the importance of respectful exchanges and erscespgedents
not to “pull rank” with each other.

The website consists of several different discussion threads. An initial topic is
posted and then participants are invited to post their opinions in response to the original
topic and to on-topic postings from other graduates. For this paper, | initiaityhedall
discussion threads that mentioned the “Bring Me Men...” ramp, leading me to 16
discussion threads. | then narrowed the list to all discussions that includegktiaa
for Changeand the “Bring Me Men...” ramp as central topics. The topics that |
removed focused on the AOG’s perceived acquiescence to Air Force leaders on the
Agenda for ChangeThese discussions focused almost exclusively on the organizational
protocol and bylaws of the AOG, with the “Bring Me Men...” ramp as an examgale of

issue that should have been voted on by the AOG membership. | also removed two
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threads that focused on sexual assault and rape because these discussionsealitienot cit

changes implemented at USAFA as a result of the sexual assault sdRattedr, these

were short discussion threads (neither had more than 15 posts) that focused on media

coverage of the Academy during this time and on sexual assault in theyngiitearally.
There were also two discussion threads focused on gender issues more broadly

(appropriately titled “Gender Issues at the Academy” and “Let’s Septra Issues

Please”) that | initially considered as possible data sources. Howeass,ttireads only

discussed the “Bring Me Men...” ramp within the first two postings, before mowing t

other issues, such as the physical fitness test. Althoudkgtieda for Changand the

“Bring Me Men...” ramp are initially addressed, these issues are sglbather

concerns that dominate the online conversation; they are not the focus or maatiamoti

for the discussions. For that reason, | do not include these discussion threads within my

analysis. By removing all extraneous discussions, the increased $ydaifiopics left

me with the following discussion threads (Table 1):

TABLE 1: DISCUSSION TOPICS WITH NUMBER OF VIEWS AND POSTS

# OF # OF
DISCUSSION TOPIC* TIME PERIOD VIEWS | POSTS
Loss of the Bring Me Men Ramp March 9, 2005 through 4163 121
August 22, 2005
Bring Me Core Values Ramp September 23, 2004 througl2126 72
November 20, 2004
Poll: Should the Bring Me Men Have March 1, 2004 through 1852 46
Been Taken Down? March 12, 2004 (135 votes)
TOTAL NUMBER OF POSTS: 239

* NOTE: The titles of the discussion topics arel@dildirectly from the website and use the origiaauage.
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| code these discussion topics using the USAFA Today coding scheme, which ¢ discus
below (see Appendix D for full coding scheme).

Based on knowledge gained from previous qualitative content analyses on issues
of military women (see Iskra 2007; Segal and Hansen 1992), | use a complex coding unit
involving thematic analyses and not just counts of word occurrence (Crano and Brewer
2002). To begin the analysis, | use line-by-line open coding of each post toyideuwltif
label all suggested themes and issues (Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw 1995). Theh, | recor
the topics and themes that are most prevalent, revise my coding schemeyrana tee
sample with focused coding, based on identified concepts that were revealed during the
open coding phase.

There are three parts to the coding scheme. The first section focuses on
descriptive characteristics that locate the speaker within the disdoguspecifically cite
the data source. | also record any personal characteristics cited inttfe gpoself-
identified conservative) as well as any cited military experient® s€cond section
covers whether the writer agrees or disagrees with the dismantliBgiof‘Me Men...”
from the ramp. The third section records specific views and rationalesa€ds by the
speaker. These themes include tradition, gender relations and integration, theedir Fo
Academy’s mission, sexual assault reporting and deterrence, cadetenbssj faith in
USAFA leaders, and public opinion. | selected two of these themes (gendenscstatd
integration, sexual assault reporting and deterrence) based on informaéinadyfrom
the literature review, particularly the investigative studies of USARA its sexual
assault history. The other themes emerged from my line-by-line open codexthof e

post. In addition to coding the discussion posts, | also provide space to record quotes that
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provide particularly rich data. | will use these quotes in my anadyslsdiscussion
section.

Although the USAFA Today website is open to all USAFA graduates, there i
respondent bias regarding who actually views and corresponds to the website. The
website has a counter for each discussion topic so it is possible to know how neny tim
a topic has been viewed. Based on this information, | know that the number of postings
to a topic is much less than the number of times the topic has been viewed. This
difference partly stems from the closing of topics for discussion. Once nudeastse
a topic, the discussion threads are placed in a website archive. Although members can no
longer post to the discussion, they can still open and read the file, thus increasing the
number of viewings of a discussion topic. Despite this partial explanation for the
difference between posters and readers, those individuals who post a comment may be
fundamentally different from those who do not (e.g., posters may be more loyal to the
institution). Due to this bias, the results do not represent the opinions of all gsaduate
Rather, the study measures the public views of those graduates who choose to express
themselves on this website. This study is not designed to be explanatory, buteplora
and descriptive, and therefore, focuses on providing insight, and not causality, indo issue
involving culture, gender, and organizational change.

There are both positive and negative consequences to relying on online discussion
boards for data. Online forums require that a respondent has internet access, has
knowledge of the website, and has the time and motivation to read, and if desired,
respond to discussion forums. With the exception of getting clearance to post responses

the groups that form on this website are formed naturally; the respondents tthoose
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participate on the website and in specific discussion threads. I, the resezagher
nothing to do with the composition of the discussion groups and am unable to moderate
the threads. The group discussions that follow an original post provide a space for a
range of different opinions, and, if necessary, for these opinions to shift based on the
information shared (Cassell and Symon 2004). The respondents use each other to
construct meaning out of shared experience.

However, there are also drawbacks to relying on this type of data. Although these
discussions have many similarities with a focus group research design, | hawrerob c
of the information the respondents wish to discuss. Topics may begin with a discussion
of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp, but change to other subjects that have little ovemdpea
on the original topic. Certain respondents may dominate the online discussion with
multiple posts which as an outside researcher, | cannot moderate. Finallys there i
potential that the group culture, such as a group with a skewed gender composition, may
interfere with true individual expression, discouraging many “tokens” frqmmessing
their views publicly. As a consequence, respondents may write something forca publ
forum that is not a true representation of their individual opinion.

In addition to having their alumni status verified prior to contributing to the
website, respondents also must include their name, graduation year, andjcadedrs
for each post they contribute. Since all postings require a name, | know if one parson ha
multiple posts. Rather than count each post as a separate entry, | consolptats all
with the same author into one data point so that each individual is counted only once.

| did not complete a large scale cross-validation of my data so the reptycabili

and reliability of my data may be questioned (Crano and Brewer 2002). | did have
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assistance from another sociology Ph.D. student specializing in militaojogpcand
gender, work, and family who applied my coding scheme to two randomly selected
discussion posts. Her results on respondent opinions on the dismantling of “Bring Me
Men...” ramp and on the themes used to support these opinions matched mine exactly,

providing additional assurance that my results captured the main themes.

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
Respondent Characteristics

Not only am I interested in overall discursive themes, but | also include taaitex
components of analysis. Thus, | categorized each post based on who wrote the piece,
his/her cadet squadron, and his/her year of graduation. In addition to differences i
opinion between the men and women, | also analyzed the impact of graduatingaiass ye
with an emphasis on landmark events in USAFA’s history: the 1976 integration of
women and the 2003 sexual assault scandal and the subs&geeda for Change
(Crano and Brewer 2002). Context, like content, is an important part of the analysis
because individuals may have different opinions based on where they are or have been
situated within the military service academy environment (Hammeasigtkinson
2006).

Because many respondents posted more than once, | consolidated all posts from
the same respondent into one data point, leaving me with 84 respondents with 239 total
posts (n=84). The demographics of the respondents do not match precisely the
distribution of Academy graduates. However, the respondents span the Acadesiny’s y

of operation. While there were class years that were not represented méthin t
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discussion posts, there is not a four-year time span that is not covered by@atdeas
respondent. This is sufficient for a small-scale exploratory study.

FIGURE 1: TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY GRADUATING CLASS Y EAR
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One important omission is the absence of any respondents from the class of 2003.
Several of the discussion boards closed in early 2004 so it makes sense not to have
respondents from the class of 2004 and later since these class members had not
graduated, and were not eligible to join this site (although they were able tdeiew t
discussions). However, it was possible for graduates from the class of 2003 to have
contributed to these discussions, although none did. | cannot explain this absence of
representation, although it could be due to an oversaturation of the topic. The cadets
from the graduating class of 2003 had a different experience from the respardents
USAFA Today regarding thagenda for ChangeThey experienced the national
spotlight directly as reporters and political and military leaders gi&f®AFA during

their senior year. They also were directly impacted by multiple inatistits that
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required their participation with surveys and focus groups and they expeériaste

hand the implementation of thgenda for Change.Due to their unique experience with

the sexual assault scandal at USAFA, they may have avoided future involvemehewith t

issue and opted out of discussions, such as the ones analyzed here, that focused on it.
Over half of the total respondents graduated from USAFA during the 1960s and

1970s. Women were not admitted into the service academies until 1976 so the first

graduating class with women was in 1980. There are women respondents from the 1980s

and later within the sample; however, there is a dearth of women respondentsefrom t

1990s. Women respondents constitute 14 percent of the total sample, which makes them

TABLE 2: NUMBER OF WOMEN RESPONDENTS
BY GRADUATING CLASS YEAR

GRADUATING | # OF WOMEN
CLASS YEAR | RESPONDENTS
1980 1

1988 1

1989 2

1992 2

2000 1

2001 2

2002 3

TOTAL: 12

a token group with the online discussions, and their representation comparable to
women'’s proportional presence both within the Cadet Wing and within the AOG (Table
2). However, the women provide approximately 50 percent of graduate opinion for all
respondents who graduated in 1980 and beyond. Thus, although women have an
equitable representation when considered against all respondents, they are

overrepresented among the respondents who graduated in those classes that included
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women. The men’s opinions are skewed toward those who graduated without women in
their class, with 49 of the male respondents coming from the class of 1979 dadbcla
graduate without women) or earlier. These respondents from the all-nssescla

constitute 58 percent of all respondents, and 68 percent of all male respondents.

In addition to graduating class year and gender, | also analyzessgfndents by
cadet squadron, of which there are 40. There were no noticeable trends in this.variabl
No squadron was overrepresented and there were several that were natteghrdsach
squadron may have its own culture, and as a consequence, there may be different cultural
trends, particularly regarding gender relations, in different squadramsevér, with
such limited data on this variable, | cannot delve further into individual squadron norms.
Rather, | continue to focus on the broader organizational culture of USAFA.

Finally, | recorded any self-described personal characteristitgded by the
respondents to analyze whether there are any characteristics that reiydueto their
views. | assume that all graduates served in the active duty militaay [East a brief
period of time. The service requirement for all graduates of a federarsngdervice
academy is 5 years of active service, although it is possible for Agaglacuates to
separate early for medical reasons or for service-wide Reductiormsaa-FAViost
respondents did not provide further details about their military experienegl dne
self-identified Judge Advocate General (i.e., military lawyer), one migglictessional
(exact field unknown), one respondent who crossed over into Army infantry, and two
pilots (one male and one female). Otherwise, | do not know the occupations or career

progressions of the respondents.

36



Although most respondents did not explicitly link their military experienite w
their position, a substantial percentage did wrap their opinions within a personal
identification with conservative viewpoints. Specifically, 42 out of 84 responemts
49%) self-identified with a conservative stance, either politicallycattdrally. These
personal descriptions came in many different forms. Some respondents dirgotyg a
themselves with conservative Christian values; others framed themsejveisanal
defenders of liberty, and used small government principles to support their.claims
Others did not directly identify with a conservative viewpoint, but portrayedlsoci
liberals as outsiders having a disproportionate negative influence on tlaeymilit
particularly USAFA. The preponderance of conservative self-identdicamong the
respondents is not surprising considering that more military officers gigndeadtify

with conservatism and the Republican party than with liberalism (Holsti 2001).

Opinion on Removal of “Bring Me Men...”

In all the discussion threads, the majority of respondents opposed the decision to
remove the “Bring Me Men...” from the Academy ramp. Seven (8%) respondents
supported the change, 65 (77%) opposed the change, and 13 (15%) did not comment on
the issue (Table 3). The majority of “ho comment” responses came fromsiiscus
thread #2, “Bring Me Core Values Ramp.” This thread occurred several moethhaft
“Bring Me Men...” words had already been removed from the ramp. The topic of
discussion for this thread also focused on suitable replacements for the rammatiys
of the posts did not address the ramp’s past, but focused on future decisions regarding its

content.
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TABLE 3: OPINION ON DECISION TO DISMANTLE BMMR

DECISION TO DISMANTLE BMMR

SUPPORT OPPOSE NO COMMENT  TOTAL
Loss of the 3 28 1 32
BMMR
Bring Me Core | 2 18 9 29
Values Ramp
Poll on BMMR | 2 18 3 23
TOTAL 7 64 13 84

| stratified the responses by gender to see if there is a differenpenadn
between male and female graduates (Table 4). The majority of men andalliaimen
opposed the change. Seven men (10%) supported the change, 52 men (72%) opposed the
change, and 13 men (18%) had no comment on the change.

TABLE 4: OPINION ON DECISION TO DISMANTLE BMMR, BY GENDER

DECISION TO DISMANTLE BMMR
SUPPORT OPPOSE NO COMMENT | TOTAL

MEN | WOMEN | MEN | WOMEN | MEN | WOMEN
Loss of the 3 0 23 5 1 0 32
BMMR
Bring Me Core 2 0 15 3 9 0 29
Values Ramp
Poll on BMMR 2 0 14 4 3 0 23
TOTAL 7 0 52 12 13 0 84

Of the seven men who supported the change, four graduated from USAFA during the
mid-1960s, around the time when the words “Bring Me Men...” were placed over the
ramp. These men did not express any attachment to the phrase. One statediellevas t
when they put it up, and it seemed trite even then.” Another said, “Because it didn’t have
any real connection with me, | don’t mourn the BMM loss. If it had been thereebator

maybe | would.” The other three respondents supporting the change were from the 1990s
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and the 1970s. They expressed attachment to the words, but understood the decision by
Air Force leaders to remove them.

Whereas many of the men who supported the decision stated that they did not
have a strong attachment to the words, those men and women against the change framed
the removal as a serious affront to the graduate community. One 1970 mdakstgra
stated, “I do think that the taking down of the BMM sign wasntlost openinsult to the
graduate community.” A 1966 graduate stated, “I will NEVER be satisfigdtie Air
Force Academy until that sign is returned to its rightful place.” Many esededisbelief
that a cadet would find the words problematic and were offended that Air Fadezde
did not ask for their feedback. If the graduates had been asked, it was staeld, “I f
you're going to find very few grads that were offended by this.” The women, in
particular, emphasized that they were not a part of the decision-makingpeavmckthat
the decision was made against their will. As one 2001 women graduate expressed, “No
one in the graduate community was ever asked, least of all the female graduate
community.”

If the female graduates had opinions on the broader policy mandating the “Bring
Me Men...” removal, they did not express it. None of the female graduates
acknowledged tha&genda for Changm their discussions. Only two out of 72 male
respondents expressed an opinion aboufAgenda for Changend both opposed the
policy. One used the term “precipitous,” the other used the term “politicaithgct” to
describe the decision to enforce thgenda for Change.

Likewise, there was a similarity in opinion from the respondents regarding the

dismantling of the words “Bring Me Men’.and the placement of the Air Force core
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values on the ramp. Only the discussion thread of “Bring Me Core Values Ramp”
specifically addressed the ramp’s transition. The earlier discussionstdndiode this

issue because the ramp’s new identity was still under consideration. Inghis la
discussion, those who supported the removal of the words also supported the addition of
the core values (Table 5). These respondents found the placement of the corasyalues
“inspiring and demand[ing] deeper thought about the right things” and relevanteds ca
are, “crossing over from civilian life into the Air Force.” All of those who oppabe

removal of “Bring Me Men...” opposed the addition of the core values to the ramp area.

TABLE 5: OPINION ON BMMR BY OPINION ON CORE VALUES RAMP

DECISION TO DISMANTLE BMMR
CORE VALUES
RAMP SUPPORT OPPOSE NO COMMENT | TOTAL
MEN | WOMEN | MEN | WOMEN| MEN | WOMEN
SUPPORT 1 0 0 0 3 0 4
OPPOSE 0 0 11 1 5 1 18
NO COMMENT 0 0 5 1 1 0 7
TOTAL 1 0 16 2 9 1 29

Arguments against the core values ramp certainly included protests adgainst t
need to change; many respondents were reluctant to accept the decision and to move on
to other areas of discussion. Additionally, many of those against the core \aahyes r
expressed animosity towards USAFA leaders and the AOG for not solicitingssiogg

from the graduate community. Several of these respondents framed the deasidn t
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the Air Force core values, rather than a saying unique to USAFA, as proofSA&AU

was slipping toward mediocrity. One respondent, for example, framed theoddoisise

the core values as, “if it's good enough for ROTC, it's good enough for USAFAS T

statement demonstrates a common viewpoint against the core values: taae they

“corporate speak” sayings that are “uninspiring and unimaginative” and, most

importantly, they are not unique to USAFA.

The “Bring Me Men...” Ramp and Tradition

Although a few respondents simply stated their opinion regarding the disrgantli

of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp without further substantiation, most respondents

provided supporting arguments in defense of their opinion (see Tables 6 and 7 for a

complete breakdown of themes by gender), with tradition, lack of faith in organizationa

leaders, and institutional bowing to public opinion being the most common.

TABLE 6: THEMES TO SUPPORT OPINION BY GENDER

Positive Effect | Negative Effect No Effect No Comment

Men | Women | Men | Women | Men | Women | Men | Women
Tradition 4 0 42 9 3 0 23 3

(6%) (58%) | (75%) (4%) (32%) | (25%)
FaithinOrg. |1 0 36 5 0 9 35 7
Leaders (1%) (50%) | (42%) (75%) (49%) | (58%)
Gender 3 0 7 3 10 2 52 7
Relations & (4%) (10%) | (25%) (14%) | (17%) (72%) | (58%)
Integration
Public 16 3 0 0 0 0 56 9
Opinion (22%) | (25%) (78%) | (75%)
USAFA 2 0 7 2 1 0 62 10
Mission (3%) (10%) | (17%) (1%) (86%) | (83%)
Sexual 1 0 0 0 9 0 62 12
Assault (1%) (12%) (86%) | (100%)
Deterrence
Cadet 1 0 0 0 0 0 71 12
Cohesiveness | (1%) (99%) | (100%)
TOTAL 28 3 92 19 23 11 368 60
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The most cited discursive theme, for both the men and women respondents, is
how the removal of the words “Bring Me Men...” impacts tradition. Only four male
respondents thought that the removal would have a positive influence on tradition; in
contrast, 42 men specifically stated that the ramp’s removal would have @egat
influence on tradition. The women shared this concern, with none of them stating that
the ramp’s removal would have a positive impact and nine stating that it would have a
negative impact.

Tradition at USAFA stems from several factors: its institutionalhyfoirtess, its
connection to aviation, and its past status, particularly during the first twdefechits
existence, as an all-male institution. Whereas significantly oldetuitnens, such as the
United States Military Academy at West Point, may block changes to draditi the
grounds of time and history,respondents from relatively new institutions, such as
USAFA, may frame organizational changes as ruinous attempts that prevermtatien
of any tradition. Several of the male and female respondents were sensittaRA'Y
newcomer status; these respondents considered themselves to be the protectorE of orga
traditions. For example, three male respondents from the class of 1964, 1988, and 1977,
respectively, state:

Sadly, USAF never got the message. Hence, zero tradition, and

only reactions to the latest societal concerns and whims of the

powers that be, etc.

...the AF has 50 years of progress unhampered by tradition.

| thought the move to take BMM down was a silly and facile

response to what was allegedly a serious problem. It seemed to be
a simply cosmetic fix, and one more way the AF leadership

%1n 2008, the superintendent of USMA changed thedwof the school’s alma mater and its companion
piece from “men” and “sons” to gender-neutral IgridBoth songs have been a part of USMA traditan f
over a century.
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denigrates tradition and makes it impossible to establish anything
for more than a few years.

The respondents who discussed USAFA’s need for tradition did not differ on this
viewpoint by gender or graduating class year, but shared the common peesibetti
outside forces continuously prevented the maintenance of meaningful traditions.

Despite the similarity in views regarding the need to preserve méalrsgmbols
at USAFA, the statements about the initial call to preserve tradition ofteaged a
separate line of reasoning among the respondents. This divergence in theeratedal
to connect the “Bring Me Men...” ramp to tradition may stem from differing peimept
of the respondent’s role, based on his or her gender, in the creation, or alteration, of
USAFA tradition. The men who oppose the dismantling of the ramp often claimed
membership in the “long blue line,” a term used to symbolize the unbroken chain of
USAFA graduates. Rather than challenge the status quo, their presencegasahum
dominants, reinforces the gendered organizational culture that evolv&RA&A)
beginning with the Academy’s creation in 1954 as an all-male institution.

Many of the men, and almost all of the women, acknowledge that until 1976,
USAFA was a single sex school; it was, and remains, a gendered institutiorl dsfite
militarized, masculine culture. The mandate to integrate occurred againstkdeopeof
opposition from major organizational players, including cadets, alumni, and Academy
leaders, forced to comply with government legislation that they thought would damage
USAFA'’s ability to produce combat leaders. Thirty-plus years laterintiplementation
of theAgenda for Changeand specifically the dismantling of the “Bring Me Men...”
ramp, reignited discussion on how women'’s presence, as tokens, compromises the

institution by changing “sacred” tradition central to the in-group’s wtdeding of
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USAFA's eliteness, even if these changes lead to increased recognitienCGddet
Wing's diversity (Kanter 1977a). One male 1964 graduate stated, “Bring Mewsle
installed when that WAS the Cadet body and it referred to the Wing as a whole; not the
gender (or even the existence) of individuals but the melded whole.” This graduat
acknowledges the formation of USAFA as a gendered institution, but also refuses t
acknowledge the need to change symbols, such as the “Bring Me Men...” ramp, to more
neutral representations. Likewise, a male 1967 graduate expressed coyeelinge
how the changes implemented for women affected the USAFA mission. Spegciheally
said:

The deeper issue that you bring up is not the fact that women at the

Academies have done any deeper harm to said institutions (they have

indeed changed it for the better); rather, it is removal of traditions based

on PC terms tends to the limit the academy’s ability to impart those traits

and qualities imperative for Air Force officers now and into the future.
As demonstrated by the quote, a common theme throughout the discussion threads was
that tradition was being discarded for “political-correctness.” Ore 87 graduate
stated, “I am not a proponent of revising history for political correctnd®gfocusing
on tradition created during USAFA’s time as an all-male academy, therefssal
among most of the respondents to de-gender the institution; the present remains shaped
by the past, not the by the current demographic composition of the Cadet Wing.

The charge of political correctness also generated intense concern &ong t
women respondents, particularly since they did not want to be perceived as the ones
weakening USAFA tradition. As stated in Kanter’s theorized process of boundary

heightening, the dominants stress their group solidarity by reaffirmimgstiered

understanding of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp. The women, as tokens, perceive the
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importance of this understanding to the group’s identity and actively work to preyent an
revision to it.

Like the male graduates, the women claim membership in USAFA’s social
network; however, they did not present themselves as traditional USAFA memliees a
men did, but as recent arrivals committed to preventing organizational change
implemented on their account. All expressed awareness that their pres¢okenas
women, drew attention to traditions that may be perceived, particularly bgergtaot
socialized within the organization, as discriminatory. Yet, they also claimedgroup
understanding of the importance of certain symbols to the male graduatesillingly
exaggerated the importance of the dominant’s gendered culture. All of the women
respondents adamantly voiced opposition to any changes implemented for their benefit, a
strategy that demonstrates their willingness to endorse organizagortabls claimed by
the dominant group, even if these symbols had only been at the Academy for 13 years
prior to the admission of women. The women respondents did not perceive traditional,
gendered spaces, such as the “Bring Me Men...” ramp as exclusionary, buttasfa pa
USAFA history. For example, a female 1992 graduate stated:

As a female grad, | never saw the ‘men’ as mankind. | saw it as part of the

Academy’s history. It should have never been taken down. We cannot

deny our history and should never try to hide it or cover it up. The

Academy WAS once an all male institution. The poem WAS speaking of

men. There’s nothing wrong with that, it's a fact. We as a society and an

AF have progressed beyond that. Just because we’ve progressed doesn’t

mean we should forget or deny a period in our history.

Another female graduate, from the class of 2002, stressed that change imgdieduent

to the perceived needs of USAFA'’s female population has the potential to create mor

problems than it solves by bringing increased attention to the differenceatsepthe
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tokens from the dominant group (Kanter 1977a). She states, “Those who know me will
note | am one of the least un-PC people to ever talk this Earth...which is whyitl hate
when they change things. | am under the belief that if it wasn’t toucheddreh9&6-

1980, leave it because it'll cause more crap than what it's worth.” This resposdent i
willing to overlook the gendered nature of many USAFA symbols to avoid increased
negativity toward women from the dominant group. These women are not interested in
challenging the male traditions of USAFA, even if the removal of sites, subk as

“Bring Me Men...” ramp, leads to the creation of symbols that recognizer thte
dismiss, their gendered bodies.

Those female respondents who cited tradition in their arguments against the
dismantling of “Bring Me Men...” all used a similar rationale: the Acagleras once an
all-male institution and as a logical consequence, many of its traditionsdocuen.

Some of the male respondents also acknowledged the unique position of the women
graduates, both now and in 1976. For example, one male 1978 graduate addressed the
removal of the “Bring Me Men...” with:

This discussion was dealt with in detail back in 1976 when women were

first admitted. It was hotly debated and determined, rightfully so, to keep

the sign because of what it stood for. ... Furthermore, it was my

impression that the women entering the Academy and a majority of female

graduates did not want the sign taken down. They do not look at the sign

in that way. They also do not want the blame for the tearing down of

tradition.

The women, as conceded by some of the men, did not want to challenge the historical
foundations upon which many traditional sites were built, nor did they want to disrupt the

current status quo that extended through the “long blue line.” Rather, even with their

newcomer status, they wanted to be perceived as trustworthy partnenstiethi
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community, committed to working alongside the dominant group in preserving USAFA
in its original, masculine state.

Concerns about the need to remove tradition for the sake of inclusiveness not only
focused on the removal of “Bring Me Men...,” but extended to other significant sites and
sayings within USAFA. Several male respondents saw the removal of ‘ang
Men...” as foreshadowing the removal or revision of other traditions to accommodate the
presence of women within the Cadet Wing, that is, the de-gendering of the institution
Many respondents feared a domino effect, tipped off with the removal of “Bring M
Men...” and ending with an Academy defined by unauthentic tradition that no longer
represented the Academy’s roots as an all-male institution. For examplie, a ma
respondent from the class of 1988 feared that the Eagle and Fledging Statue wbeld be
next targeted item because it did not incorporate gender neutral languaged, MEh&ai
knowledge bird in front of Mitchell Hall will be next, Why, that very first word of
‘MAN’s’ flight...” is enough to upset some flaming liberal very soon.” Responddsds a
feared that the urge to revise all gender-specific pronouns would lead to a revision of
“sacred” texts, both within USAFA and in the Air Force. A male 2002 graduate
presented his opposition with:

The logic that suggests that the perceived climate problems on the hill

would be lessened by the removal of these words would also call for the

removal of ‘men’ from the Air Force Song, the Air Force Hymn, and

several great traditional quotes...

This need to revise traditional language would not only affect the key texts of

USAFA, but lead to the dismantling of other fundamental sites within the Academy

grounds. A male 1997 respondent reminded his discussion thread, “Don’t forget the
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Minuteman 11 in front of the fieldhousg,it is quite phallic looking.” Several
respondents took the need for inclusiveness to an extreme, citing the removal of
fundamental aspects of the Academy that were not divisive, but could face elasuo
their distinction as being important to USAFA's institutional identity. Asmiaée 1964
graduate stated, “Next on the lack of tradition chopping block is the Honor Code. But
what the hell! It's just an old, out-of-date tradition...” whereas other respondeaksas
this male 1979 graduate, extended this need for change further with, “I guesd kasloul
what’s next — take the planes off the terrazzo because they offend us nongliighter
types? Do we close the chapel because there are those who don’t believe in God?”
The male respondents who expressed concern about the precedent started by the
removal of “Bring Me Men...” did not specifically blame the integration of worfoe
these changes; rather, they placed blame with outsiders eager to remaoa ti@dihe
sake of politically-correct solutions. However, the underlying message tctinements
suggests concern with any change that tampers with USAFA'’s histost notably with
revisions that change traditions formed during the Academy’s initial periadakraale
institution; they do not want the Academy to change at all. The male respowdents
preserve the continuity of tradition found within the “long blue line.” They undetsta
their institutional role as numerical and cultural dominants, and seek to repiblyce
preventing change that would reduce the priority of their organizational mdmgbers
The women, in contrast, seem to recognize their acceptance into the gratiuatk o
USAFA, yet they also make a point of stating that their presence does not @quir

accommodation. They claim their role within USAFA'’s heritage, but underdtand t

5 The Minuteman Il was removed from Academy grouind8008. Corrosion on the inside of the missile
made it a safety hazard (Hoffman 2008).
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many Academy traditions were formed, not as reflections of the currensidnfeund
within the Cadet Wing, but as products of a militarized, masculine culture, of which the

women, as tokens, remain relative newcomers.

Solidarity against USAFA “Outsiders”

After tradition, the second most common theme for both the men and women
respondents was their faith — or lack of it - in organizational leaders. Onimaee
respondent cited the decision to change the “Bring Me Men...” as an action that
increased his faith in Air Force and USAFA leaders. Conversely, 36 men citeaighat t
decision decreased their faith in organizational leaders. Similarly, none wbimen
respondents framed the decision as having a positive effect on their opinion of
organizational leaders, whereas five of the women cited the decision as aadggtive
effect.

The common socialization shared by the respondents found expression in their
shared perceptions, regardless of gender, of the negative impact of outsiders. hdmlike t
civilian and even non-Academy graduate military peers, the respondentdhaaim
USAFA is their institution and, due to its unique status, should be protected from the
judgmental eyes of the outside public. The Academy graduates consider tiesntsdle
insiders with a common loyalty and understanding of USAFA that no outsider can claim
This perspective allows them to frame their role not only as USAFA gexjuait as
USAFA protectors. This view is further reinforced by the perception that Avade

graduates are an elite group, shaped by an intense, self-sacrifiifag/raxperience
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unparalleled by other commissioning sources or by civilian institutions of higher
education (Stiehm 1981).

A frequent theme for respondents who oppose the dismantling of the ramp is the
belief that Academy leaders capitulated to outside pressure. The public, wingm ma
respondents perceive as having too large an influence on their institution, was able to
reshape the Academy landscape with their ill-informed assumptions. sHeyev ione
2002 female graduate expressed her sentiments toward the ramp:

What was special to me about the Bring Me Men Ramp was that | felt like

the poem was ours. It didn’'t belong to the general public. ... What | felt

after reading the poem was something that | felt, that fellow caalgts f

but not something that your average joe felt. The feeling was already

there, but it had a focus, a home with that poem.

This inability to withstand public interference led to the erasure of a siteaithough it
held no meaning to outsiders, held tremendous meaning for many USAFA graduates.

The respondents argue that the general public not only has the ability to change
USAFA, but that this desire for change is a surreptitious path toward the public’s
imposition of liberal, politically-correct values. As outsiders, the generalgisiiirther
colored as overly-concerned with creating diversity and inclusivenesssarthee
academies, even if the forced recognition of these values leads to thedetim
cohesion and military effectiveness. The public is willing to “sacrifice onlthedad
political correctness” meaningful symbols, such as the “Bring Me Men...prdoe to
misperceptions of the message’s overall spirit as well as the importainie miessage

to many cadets and graduates. Likewise, public supporters of dismantlingitige N2

Men...” ramp may view many USAFA cadets and graduates as failing thesee
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connotations of the stanza’s message and the contribution this message makes to
excluding women.

Further, the Academy is no longer protected from the softening influence of
outsiders, but is being forced to change in accordance with the increasingly divergent
worldview of the larger society. Regarding the ramp’s dismantling, one male 1996
graduate stated, “Its removal was an act of surrender to the political nesthat
dominates today’s culture” and a female 1988 graduate wrote, “Maybe theshauld
read, ‘Bring Me Bleeding Heart Liberals of All Races, Genders, and Begtsuasions
Who Promise Never To Say Anything That Might Be Taken Out of Context And/Or
Offend Anyone In Any Way, Shape or Form At The Cost of Ever Standing for
Anything.”” This situation is further exacerbated, as stated by some mdpendents,
by USAFA's status as a federal institution dependent upon taxpayer dollanadaord.

The general public’s financial stake in the Academy, as well as civilian covgothe
military generally, gives civilians oversight capability with wihimany graduates are not
comfortable, particularly if the graduates themselves are not consulbedopmajor
decisions. There is a lack of recognition by many of these respondents of theisymbol
importance of civilian oversight over the Academy and a resistance tmgi&l8AFA

as belonging to the nation, rather than those who join its ranks. One female graduate
from the class of 1992 stated:

The rest of the world can pound sand as far as I'm concerned when it

comes to what they think BMM represents or means. Granted, we are a

public institution. For that reason, the public should ask those of us who

have an interest in its existence our opinion, and then trust us. I'm sure

our opinion is much more “rational” than the “pundits” who have no clue

on whether or not the beginning of a poem up on a wall contributed to a
“culture of hostility.”
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The general public, in other words, does not understand USAFA’s mission, and will
damage it, if allowed to change the Academy without graduate input. Although USAFA
is a public institution, many respondents claim that individuals not connected with
USAFA, even if they are members of the military, lack the expertiseseacy to make
decisions about the Academy.

Continuing the focus on outside influence, the only theme that garnered a
unanimous response from the respondents was public opinion. Specifically, 16 men and
three women cited the ramp’s removal as having a positive effect on public opinion
because it appeased the public’'s desire for diversity and change. Timaleatias often
couched in language that presented the public as outsiders concerned only weti-polit
correctness, even if it decreased military effectiveness. None offhendents saw the
ramp’s removal as having a negative effect on public opinion.

Although many of the respondents singled out the general public as a negative
influence on USAFA, 41 respondents also singled out organizational leaders, gdyticul
the SECAF and the CSAF, as outsiders who do not understand USAFA and who, because
of their decisions regarding the “Bring Me Men...” ramp, have lost the support of the
graduate community. Due to the national attention brought upon USAFA during the
2003 investigations, the top civilian and military leaders of the Air Force acteklyqui
implementing théAgenda for Changeithin months of the first indication of widespread
sexual assault. The CSAF and SECAF may have gained credibility withgeieeal
public and within the Air Force broadly for their quick actions, but their response to the
issue upset many of the respondents, particularly since it was perceivetiea pol

pandering.
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This negative feeling was further increased by the fact that neither leasl@nw
Academy graduat®, and thus, not as invested in preserving the Academy’s reputation as
the graduates. For example, a male respondent from the class of 1986 writes,g'My ri
and diploma mean less everyday thanks to those higher ups who have made the place just
another college, except you get bossed around a lot.” By degendering traditional
symbols, the decision by outsiders to remove the “Bring Me Men...” rampe¢heetite
masculine organizational culture upon which USAFA was founded at the expense of a
key inspirational symbol. A female 2002 respondent stated, “l| want it to be broeght ba
not because it says Bring Me Men, but more as a standup against the asscloeiangoliti
who want to destroy something merely because they do not understand it.” Thus, the
perception of outsiders stems not only toward the general public, but also toward the
most senior Air Force leaders who, because of their mandated accountabilitpablibe
as well as their perceived lack of connection with the Academy, do not understand the
significance of the words “Bring Me Men...” nor the impact of the decision tovem

them.

Socialization and the Alignment of Opinion

As demonstrated by the results, there is no discernible difference amangléhe
and female respondents regarding their opposition to the changes implementeslus a
of the sexual assault scandal; the vast majority of men (90 percent) ahthallvomen
oppose the dismantling of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp. It appears as though the men

and women present their opinions using similar rationales. For example, thiéynadjor

® The CSAF, Dr. James G. Roche, was a graduatedfiitiois Institute of Technology and a retired
veteran of the U.S. Navy. General John P. Jumetugited from the Virginia Military Institute.
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respondents in both groups stated that the change would have a negative effect on
USAFA tradition. Further, a substantial number of respondents in both groups stated that
the change had a negative impact on their faith in organizational leadersal3dey
stated that the change would favorably influence public opinion, an appeasement which
many respondents did not support.
On the surface, the similarity of opinion between the male and female resgondent
makes sense due to the common socialization experienced by all cadets.ussedisc
the Academy has aspects of a total institution, particularly during vieeessocialization
period of BCT. Cut off from civilian society and undergoing a life-changingresqpee,
cadets are forced to form a new identity and to adopt new attitudes and noratigjthat
with their new role as USAFA cadets and future Air Force officers. Toengpassing
nature of institutional life leads to a shared formal and informal cultatesipassed
down the Cadet Wing through the Fourth-Class system. Even as token minorities within
the Academy, women cadets are socialized into the major components of thisircom
organizational culture, which they most likely experience through the |éguefsnale
upperclassmen. Cadets, irrespective of gender, must accommodate the daribackeif
they are going to survive and thrive within USAFA; for women, this may be plariy
important as they attempt to negotiate their status within a militanmasculine culture.
Although each cadet must independently negotiate his/her USAFA experience,
common institutional experiences may lead to common attitudes, leading toranealtg
of opinions on certain issues. This tendency may be even more prominent on issues
unique to USAFA, such as the “Bring Me Men...” ramp. Cadets and USAFA graduates

may feel even greater pressure to align their opinions when the institugtdragh

54



reshaped their identity experiences national scrutiny. One 1992 feradieate, for
example, describes her connection to the “Bring Me Men...” ramp as follows:

...It was ours, male and female graduates alike. Any woman

who walked under those words, at some point in their four years

here, thought about that poem and those words. We probably

thought about it more than the male graduate community. And

like every woman who has posted on this topic, we used rational

thought, not blind acceptance to accept the poem as part of OUR

Academy tradition.
Thus, the shared opinion and rationales offered by the respondents may reflect shared
meaning of an organizational symbol with which the majority of USAFA graduates,
including the women, genuinely identify. However, these common viewpoints may also

result from tokenism processes and may be linked to strategies tHeALI&#nen, as

tokens, use to negotiate these processes.

Tokenism and Gender Strategies

As demonstrated by the prominent conversational theme of tradition, women are
accepted at the Academy as long as their presence does not require cultturetuoabk
changes. However, the women must be willing to accommodate the prevaltire,c
which is based on the images, needs, and strengths of the male body. The female
graduates of USAFA, as expressed in Kanter’s theory of tokenism, are calmamities
participating within a skewed group dominated by men; women have never comprised
more than 18 percent of the student body. The skewed gender composition within the
Cadet Wing, and by extension the graduate community, shapes group dynamics and the
larger group culture in important ways. Kanter’s theory on the effepiopbrtions on

group culture argues convincingly that certain processes, such as perfopresstees,
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boundary heightening, and role entrapment, occur during in-person interactionsbetwee
dominants and tokens in skewed groups (1977a).

This interconnectedness between group composition and culture is highlighted
further when organizational change is implemented in response to an ascribed
characteristic of the token. Women may take on different roles or “gendegstsd as
they negotiate their highlighted position in the organization and the public discourse.
Online interactions provide greater, although still limited, protections d@ganse of the
tokenism processes encountered in face-to-face interaction. However, lyoundar
heightening, which is the “polarization or exaggeration of the token’s attributes in
contrast to those of the dominants,” is still an observable process within the online
discussions (Kanter 1977a: 975). In particular, | observe three social phenarttena i
online discussions in line with Kanter’s theorized process of boundary heighterting wit
loyalty tests being the most prominent, followed by an exaggeration of the dominant’
culture and the use of formal in-group recognitions as reminders of diféebetween
the dominants and the tokens. There was also a failure, from both the dominants and the
tokens, to seriously consider the claims of alleged sexual assault and wietker t
claims had any connection to USAFA’s organizational culture.

Mandated change at USAFA came in response to the 2003 sexual assault scandal,
which highlighted problems at the institutional level with the Academy’ gl
prevent, investigate, and prosecute sexual assault. All of the reported watinsthe
10 year time span under investigation were women; thus, the national scrutinyglfoouse
the Academy’s ability to integrate female cadets into a Cadet Wimgathazed by the

numerical dominance of men. Sexual assault is a significantly underceponie so
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although 142 sexual assaults were reported to investigative authorities there is
potential that more criminal sexual acts occurred during the time period under
investigation (Brownmiller 1975; Fowler et al. 2003).

Although theAgenda for Changeas implemented in response to a sexual assault
scandal, the majority of respondents did not address sexual assault reporting or
prevention in their posts. One man cited the change as having a positive effect on sexual
assault deterrence. In contrast, nine men stated that it would have no effeet.nifilee
men stated that the “Bring Me Men...” ramp had nothing to do with the previous sexual
assaults; therefore, its removal would have no effect on future sexual assdahtsci
For example, a male respondent from the class of 1968 stated, “My personal fa&ke on t
removal of BMM [“Bring Me Men...”] is that it was done for the wrong reason.veha
difficult time with the argument that it ‘caused’ the sexual problems at ¢ademy.”

Despite the possibility of each female respondent experiencing sexaak ass
personally, or of hearing about another female cadet’s experience, none afidhe fe
respondents within this sample acknowledged an occurrence of sexual assault or
connected the underlying masculine environment of USAFA to past sexual asSaadts.
female graduate from the class of 2002 mockingly asked, “What? You didn’eraaliz
large granite wall caused sexual assault...yeah | must have missed tltabonk
always took it in the same ‘mankind’ sense...”

This lack of discussion of the issue behindAlgenda for Changand the
removal of “Bring Me Men...” ramp could be because the female respondents truly had
no experience with sexual assault, whether personally or through women ¢wey kn

These women may be different from other female graduates; they mayhaimgseives
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more with men, and less with other women, and may not be privy to personal oexgelati
on this issue.

The women respondents were not alone in their silence, since none of the male
respondents mentioned personal knowledge of a sexual assault occurrence eitiegr. Rat
both the men and women respondents viewed sexual assault, not as a potential byproduct
of the masculine culture, but solely as an individual act characterized byudgorgnt.

They knew it happened, but believed that sexual assault stemmed from personal
irresponsibility. Despite their self-presentation as well-inforgradluates, they had no
experience with the issue that was changing their Academy. Likewise,thdets who
did experience sexual assault while at the Academy, or knew of its occurreydeave
avoided the public discourse surrounding the topic as a way to maintain their social
invisibility. Sensitive issues, such as sexual assault, are not addresseitlyexpl
Kanter’'s theory. However, | argue that denial or unawareness of such an mEsta

is one way both tokens and dominants reassert the dominant culture. By dismissing
predatory behaviors as individual failings, the insiders do not have to reconsider their
own culture; rather, they only have to exclude those who defile or challengaugthr
individual criminal acts.

Although none of the respondents expressed personal knowledge of sexual assault
at USAFA, many of the women acknowledge that they encountered resistatece
there. These women expressed a complex relationship with the Academy. Taey we
proud of their accomplishments, yet they also realized the privilege of begami
USAFA graduate meant that they encountered increased visibility, easemger

stereotyping, and heightened boundaries between themselves and certain nsle cade
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One women respondent from the class of 1988 expressed conflicting emotions toward the
Academy. She was a fierce protector of the Academy and the “Bring Me Mamyp, r

yet she also shared a memory of another female cadet being harassbd patem. She
stated:

| remember a well-endowed girl in my squadron was always being asked

to quote “Bring Me Men to match my mountains...” They'd stop her at

that point and everyone would crack up. She never did get it. Of course,

I’'m sure that if anyone did that today, they'd be sued. The AF got so

much less fun after Tailhook. I'd never condone any REAL harassment,

but the good-natured banter between the sexes was always kind of fun.
Although this respondent states that she enjoyed the give-and-take discussiees betw
the cadets, she later expressed that bad memories were resurfatethtoemean-
spirited comments and experiences from her own cadet days. Her willingraese pt
these jokes, such as the one she describes above, may have allowed her to padty the lo
test with her male peers, a role which she continues as an ardent supporteBahthe “

Me Men...” ramp, but these experiences also had a negative impact on her memories
the Academy.

Another respondent, who also discussed discriminatory comments, did not seem
to internalize the negativity, but did state that there were male cadets havedé¢hat
women did not belong at USAFA, and that some of these individuals used the “Bring Me
Men...” saying against her. She states, “Yet were there geekies out thereadtsucis
slogans to tell me that the place was meant to be all male? Yup. But those geeks we
what needed to be changed, not a wall.” Despite encounters with misogynistipgers

respondent does not express broader experiences with a discriminatory envimnment

culture; rather, she views these men as outliers within an otherwise cohedgré\ag.
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She also demonstrates her value as a cadet by emphasizing her superbfphgsga
and later, her skill as an Air Force pilot.

As certain male cadets heightened the boundaries between themselves and the
female peers by exaggerating their role as men, the women did not reporhéany si
behavior of wanting to align with other women to the exclusion of the men. Rather than
counter misogynist behavior with feminist appeals, the women made a point of distancing
themselves from any egalitarian, women-centric stereotypes. Tdr@gdvfair treatment
at the Academy, but they did not want this treatment to come by way of liberal, or as one
respondent characterized it “feminazi,” activism. The women did not want to be
perceived as organizational interlopers, but as loyal group members. Thelp gidi
in what Kanter describes as loyalty tests. These tests, which ac# ferfprocess of
boundary heightening, involve the tokens uniting with the dominants against others who
challenge the majority group, particularly those who share the tokens’ ascribe
characteristic. They may do this by participating in statements thasativer
characterize members who share their ascribed characteristib, iwltigs case are
feminist activists, and by claiming to be exceptions to their group (Kanter1977a

As gatekeepers of the Academy, ten of the twelve women respondents distanced
themselves from liberal ideology, characterizing calls for gender egaalithe work of
outsiders who did not understand USAFA. These women did not want to be aligned with
these “other girls” and did not want their presence at USAFA to be misirtest@e an
attempt to change the Academy toward feminist aims of gender equalitgrivomen
generally tend to support gender equality, although they often do not seifyidatit

feminism. For example, incoming cadet women at USAFA, as demonstrated leyiDeF
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and Warner’s study, support untraditional gender roles for women, and are very
supportive of women’s expanding occupational outlook (1987). However, these women
do not frame their outlook using terms like feminism; rather, they position their
viewpoint with the broader, perhaps less controversial, term of gender egailstawi In
general, military women shy away from the term “feminist” becauseeofery negative
attitudes in the military toward them (Segal 2006). None of the 12 women in my study
self-identified as a social liberal, a feminist, or a supporter of equal opfignwmograms,
although all but two stated that they believed in equal recognition for equal mebtkat
military women should not face gender discrimination.

The women also reproached the few men, who as “disaffected dominants,”
supported the removal of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp in order to create a moreiweclus
environment (Kanter 1977b:222). For example, a woman from the class of 1988 asked a
fellow male respondent to stop thinking that women were negatively affectae bite.

She said:

Hello? I'm assuming that you're of the male gender, so you can

stop “imagining” the impact of the BMMR on women. | AM a

woman who walked (or rather, marched) up that ramp with my

head held high, and I'm sure plenty of other women who did the

same will back me up.

The women did not want to be treated differently from their male peers, nor did they
support any opinions or actions that presented even an appearance of differeanhtreatm
even if these calls came from men. Rather, they wanted recognition asazguidib

and graduates who progressed on achievement alone, like their male peers. Tine wome

wanted fair recognition for their efforts, yet they also wanted limitadiliig regarding

their perceived needs. They also expressed understanding that they needed to tread

61



carefully as relative newcomers to the Academy. It is important to notaltihatigh

some men felt the freedom to dissent publicly, that none of the women, whether due to
true belief, socialization, or pressure to fit into the organization, were witiegpress
opinions counter to those forwarded by the majority of respondents.

The possibility that women graduates may be characterized as liberal others
seeking to change the Academy created male-female interactions buailt upo
demonstrations of group loyalty by the tokens and recognition of these loyédtipyes
the dominants. As demonstrated in the discussion on tradition, the women shared a basic
understanding of preserving USAFA symbols, yet they also demonstratedrtiffe
perceptions regarding their role within USAFA’s heritage. They did not BB 8AFA as
presumed members of the “long blue line;” rather, they gained membershigewnce t
demonstrated their willingness to accept the status quo. Their opinion on the removal of
the “Bring Me Men...” ramp became one way for the female graduates to align
themselves with their male peers and against the non-Academy othexafpies this
1989 female graduate, who argues that women should guard against the negative impact
of their presence, opened a discussion thread with the following post:

The demise of the “Bring Me Men...” ramp is a tremendous blow to

USAFA and its female alumni especially. As a female graduate of the

class of 1989, | have always struggled with the intrusion of women into an

all male school.... | never took my experience for granted. | never took

my role as a female cadet lightly....I was always worried that thempces

of women was subverting the true mission of the Academy and that we

were “messing everything up.” ... This is a huge step backwards for the

progress of integrating women into the Academy. The demise of “Bring

Me Men...” ramp is almost too big of a price to pay. It makes me feel

sad, disappointed, and almost “dirty.”... | never had any ill will toward the

word “Men.” The Academy was founded as an all male institution. That

is fact. It is part of the tradition and history of the school. To try and
erase that is to be untrue to ourselves. If the use of the word “Men”
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causes women to take pause, that is appropriate. As a woman, you are
entering into an almost all male institution. It is not a co-ed university.

This respondent recognizes that USAFA was once an all-male school, andifotivea
suggestion that women must recognize their almost visitor-like stattisis kcase, the
loyalty test, which requires the tokens to collude with the dominants, becomes
preventing, or protesting against, mandated changed imposed by outsiders.

The loyalty test regarding the “Bring Me Men...” ramp not only requires the
women to vocalize opinions in line with the men, but also requires the men to mcogni
these opinions and clear the women for entry into their social network. If the toksns pa
the loyalty test, they are permitted further access into the dominant grbepvomen
must demonstrate that they will not use the inside information they have regaeling
organizational culture to make the dominants look bad; their cooperation becomes
essential in maintaining an impenetrable, united facade (Kanter 1977b: 228). lethey a
not given access to the dominant group, the tokens, as a minimum consequence, may
experience increased isolation from their peers, and by extension, from themomina
organizational culture. These formal recognitions of in-group membershipealsoss
reminders of the status difference between the male dominants and the ferrade toke

Since all of the women respondents in this sample opposed the change, they were
offering opinions in line with the majority of the men. Many of the male respondents, i
response, singled out the women’s posts as proof that sexual assault did not occur at
USAFA and that the decision to remove the “Bring Me Men...” ramp ran against the
viewpoints of all Academy graduates, particularly the women. The menisds the
discussion threads as a space to formally recognize the women as eiaFpeer

example, in response to the previously referenced posting from the 1989 female graduate,

63



a male graduate from the class of 1961 stated, “That was a beautiful posting andenade
reflect that perhaps the early classes lost ‘'something’ by not having figepteu in

their class.” Other male respondents, from the classes of 1971, 1968, 1972, and 1967,
respectively, had similar reactions to the women'’s posting with stateswattas:

It certainly would not have been as good a read if a guy had written
something similar.

We are siblings (I would have said ‘brothers’, but ... well, you

know...*g*), you and |, because of a shared experience that

occurred some 20 years apart in time. Tradition is a very real part

of the bond that joins us.

I’'m so proud to share a place with you in that long blue line.

| applaud your membership in that long blue line!!

These expressions of camaraderie focus on the bonds transmitted from class, to cl
beginning with the first graduating class of 1958 and now extended to the women
graduates, who were not allowed to join the original blue line, but have since secured
membership by uniting with their male peers against a common cause.

Several of the men took this loyalty test further by asking the women to share
their opinions with the general public and with military and political leaderdiagmbf
representatives of the Academy. One 1960 male graduate wanted the women to work
together to bring the words, “Bring Me Men...” back to the Academy and prompted them
to pay for this endeavor. He stated, “Wouldn't it be great press, an ironic turn around, if
the female grads established a fund for putting the letters up?” Many of thésmen a
viewed the female respondents as representing all Academy women and nisjoaxes

proof that all Academy women opposed the change. For example, one male 1990

graduate wrote, “You have heard from numerous women in this thread alone that the
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words of the BMMR for most are not taken out of context, that they understand ‘men’ is
a generic on our race. Why is it so difficult to understand that removing it is avaieser
to the institution?”

The women, as suggested by Kanter, are deliberately placed into the public realm
as spokesmen. By publicly declaring opposition to the “Bring Me Men...” ramp’s
removal, these women, as tokens, become valuable spokesmen for the masculine
traditions underlying USAFA’s organizational culture. They become, sinadtssly,
both exceptional women, who are different from those who want to change the Academy,
and representative women, selected to speak on behalf of their gender (Kanter 1977b:
239). They also become crucial links in the effectiveness of mandated fdwanalec
within the organization, and by extension its culture, as their actions and woedhba

potential of either preserving the status quo or subverting it.

CONCLUSION

An analysis of the discourse surrounding the removal of the “Bring Me Men...”
ramp may seem like an inconsequential approach to the broader questions of mandated
change and resistance to change in a gendered organization. Yet, an analgsigof s
specific issue, particularly one that is connected to a numericallyeskeopulation that
begins within a contained environment, demonstrates how important even seemingly
trivial symbols become to individual meaning-making, the broader group culture, and
doing gender. The words “Bring Me Men...” were placed initially on the Acgdem
grounds as a way to unify the Cadet Wing with an inspirational messagenatvaiien

it was all male. The words became, depending on the perspective, eithedasyauol
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directly linked to the Air Force Academy’s mission, or a representation of anyinge
climate of gender and sexual harassment, as reported by investigations of thex2@a03 s
assault scandal. The purpose of this research was to analyze the public discourse of
Academy graduates, at a time when the Academy was under nationalys¢outincover
whether tokenism processes, such as boundary heightening, extend into the social
networks of this group, and what types of gender strategies the women respondents use
counter these effects.

The main research question focused on the overall reaction of Academy graduates
to changes, such as the removal of the “Bring Me Men...,” implemented by mé&ndate
the purpose of creating a more inclusive, although less “traditional,” caltietec Like
the majority of male respondents, the women did not support these changes and used
strategies, such as demonstrated group loyalty, to support their opinion, which is an
outcome that supports Kanter’s theory of tokenism. The women did not come out either
more or less forcefully than their male peers against the change, althboigthain
opposed the change. However, they did accept the role as spokesmen, using their gender
as a platform for additional authority on the issue.

Further, most of the men and all of the women used the same themes to defend
their oppositional stance toward the ramp’s removal, with tradition cited by idethas
the most important reason behind their opinion. Both sides framed the poem as a gender-
neutral saying unique to the Academy and claim that any confusion regardingth's po
true meaning comes from outsiders only. Additionally, both the men and the women
failed to acknowledge the reason why Agenda for Changeas implemented; sexual

assault, as a cause for concern was either overlooked or attributed only to imdividua
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factors. As a consequence, there was no consideration from either group of thie impac
the organizational culture had on the gender climate, particularly as aettcbiaa

powerful symbol. Within their minds, the “Bring Me Men...” ramp stands as a teatam
to pride and tradition that should be returned to its rightful home.

Although this study focuses on a specific setting, time period, and population and
is only an exploratory study, its conclusions demonstrate the resiliek@ntdr's theory
and provides the foundation for further questions that apply to the federal miitaiges
academies specifically, as well as other military organizationthetime of the sexual
assault scandal, women had been at the Academy for over 30 years, influencing the
culture and being socialized into the culture, yet their presence has natarghif
changed the culture. Traditions dating back to the Academy’s founding as aleall-m
institution, just 22 years before women’s admission and nine years bef6BzittgeMe
Men...” ramp was placed there, continue to dominate the organizational culture. Rather
than frame these traditions as exclusive, the women, as tokens, frame thaeadta
sites as not having any implications for them. They graduated from the Academy and
demonstrated their ability to compete and work with the men, both as cadets and as
military women. Yet, they have not demonstrated a willingness to reconsideiypablic
culture that led to the sexual assault of at least 142 women. These questiandeaid
to military culture generally, as the Department of Defense lcastig executed new
sexual assault reporting procedures across all the service branchbesoh legearch
revealing underreporting within the military overall.

Although this study demonstrates the continued effects of proportions on group

culture, there are several limitations to my research. Future studieadamy women
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and organizational change should include larger sample sizes, and should account for
other areas of diversity, particularly race and ethnicity. Areas of fusthdy should
analyze the tipping point for military women, who tend to support expanded roles for
women in the military, regarding issues of gender and sexual harassithemthe
organizational culture. When are the majority of token women willing to acknowledge
and then challenge their oftentimes marginalized presence within an atgar#z Do
the cadets currently enrolled at the Air Force Academy continue to pass oedgewf
the “Bring Me Men...” ramp, although the words are no longer displayed? Are the
female cadets blamed for this change or has their connection to the ramp’s reranval be
forgotten? The legacies of sites, such as the “Bring Me Men...” ramp, andooisact
such as demonstrated group loyalty by the tokens, may continue, and may be worthwhile
sites of future analysis, and if necessary, future mandated change.
As discussed, not all of the respondents opposed the change. Some men, like this
1972 graduate, believed that the ramp’s removal was a welcome change. He stated:
But, times have changed. The Academy is no longer an all male
institution. Now, when | see those words, | cringe with embarrassment.

They are out of step with the times, and they are an acute, if not blatant
message to any woman who enters the Academy — a message that says

women are not really welcome here. ... | think we should be proud of our
heritage. | think we should stand tall as we take down the “Bring Me
Men” sign.”

Yet, despite his calls for his fellow graduates to respect the Acadenayigiok

landscape, his words met silence on the discussion boards. Certainly, traditional
symbols, such as the “Bring Me Men...” ramp have the potential to maintain enormous
organizational relevance, particularly among cohesive communitiehék&dademy’s

network of graduates. Further research is also needed to find out why none of the women
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dissented publicly. Perhaps their reasons were exactly as stated, os pleelyagid not
feel like they had freedom, as suggested by their token position, to support publicly the
dismantling of the words “Bring Me Men...” from the Academy’s landscape. In
particular, a study that relies upon qualitative interviewing may uncovereif
opinions from the public ones revealed here, and may reveal more women willing to
support and join the current group of “disaffected dominants.”

The ability for these sites to stay relevant within skewed groups alss ftom
the self-perpetuation of tokenism. Those in token situations, such as female graduates of
the Academy, must negotiate a culture that continually communicates caoimadic
attitudes and behaviors; the tokens are welcome as exceptions, but remain reépessenta
of their gender. The system can only change when the proportional presesi@nsf t
increases to a point where they are no longer exceptions and the dominant paradigm no
longer encourages a culture that frames tokens, which in this case is Acaderan, as
inconsistent with organizational norms. At that time, the “long blue line” wilbngér
incorporate women as relative newcomers, but as rightful successors no longer

constrained by their gendered body.
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Appendix A. United States Air Force Academy:Agenda for Change

Introduction
Mission and Values

The United States Air Force Academy exists to educate, train, anceisspinat each
graduate is a commissioned leader of character committed to our core ofaltegrity,
service, and excellence; professional growth throughout a career aganinfthe US
Air Force, and; a lifetime of selfless service to the nation. Above all Biséit Force
Academy is a military organization designed to serve the Air Force and cam.Hati
pursuit of its goal to produce leaders of character, the Academy musiséssaal
nurture policies that emphasize the character expected from commissiofencé
officers.

To remain relevant to the larger Air Force, the Air Force Academy must doctie
deliberate development of Air Force officers, providing the required mentoring
guidance, and discipline to produce future leaders. The Academy will not be whaisage
a separate entity; rather, it must reflect the values and norms of the bhodéerce

while maintaining the high academic standards of a world-class university.

The Cadet Wing, Group, and Squadron

The cadet squadron is the core military organization of the Academy. It gdkile
structure for daily life. Cadet Group and Wing organizations function to faeitiat
leadership training activities of the cadet squadron.

It is every cadet's duty to uphold the highest standard of integrity, service, alteneece

as they progress from Basic Cadet to Firstclassmen within their squadeoy cEdet

must aspire to lead, both at the Academy and as a commissioned officer. Theilalpotent
to assume the responsibility of command will be measured by how they hold themselve
and their subordinates accountable to the Academy's standard of discipline.

Every officer and NCO assigned to the Academy will make it their duty to@zaald
mentor cadets into model officers. The focal point for this effort is the squadron Air
Officer Commanding (AOC) and Military Training Leader (MTL). The A@@ MTL

will lead, develop and mentor the cadets in their charge with a deep personalroemtmit
that models the command relationship between the squadron commander and first
sergeant. The universal guiding principle for all cadets, officers, and N@iQ&wonor,
integrity, and mutual respect that is the hallmark of the Academy tradition.
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Honor, Integrity, Mutual Respect

The United States Air Force is the greatest air and space force plarieébecause of

the personal honor, integrity and loyalty of its people individually contributing their
utmost to achieve a common goal: unbeatable air and space power for the nation. These
characteristics can only be cultivated in a climate of trust and mutuattelspeveen the
service and the nation; between the institution and its members; and, between the
individuals who are the institution. In the absence of this fundamental compact, none of
the values we cherish — integrity, service, excellence — can endurétylioythese

values and the institution must be placed above loyalty to any individual who betrays
these values.

The Air Force Academy must bolster those processes and systems théiogaicble
conduct, of which discipline for infractions is an integral component. The Academy must
ensure cadets understand and exercise the spirit of these values in the context of the
future in the Air Force. Discipline must be administered with measured judgneeimt a
accordance with our core values. Ultimately, the success of the Air Foackeiy

depends on cadets, mentored by squadron-level officers and non-commissioned officers
internalizing these values and emerging from the Academy as officeighotharacter.

The climate we strive to achieve at the Air Force Academy is one in whdgts take
appropriate action to deter, stop, or report the criminal actions of a few tlyahsull
reputation of themselves, their fellow cadets and the United States Air Force

The Cadet Honor Code

The Cadet Honor Code is a statement of intent: the intent to hold both ourselves and our
peers to an explicit standard of conduct. Enforcement of the honor code must be based on
the goal of instilling in our cadets an imperative to voluntarily live byspirét of the

code rather than encouraging interpretive efforts to evade punishment unetertiod

the code. A lie is a lie, the mere construction of which requires intent to decaiireg F

to acknowledge this simple moral truth reinforces an attitude acceptiegas®n of
responsibility for the consequences of one’s own behavior. This behavior is uabteept

in a commissioned officer and is, as a result, not to be tolerated at the Air Force

Academy.

A critical characteristic distinguishing a profession from a vocasidha willingness of

its members to establish and enforce standards of professional conduct, remoeing thos
who fail to meet the standard when necessary. Character is a requirenaent for
practitioner of the profession of arms in the US Air Force. For this reason, vee plac
special emphasis on the “toleration clause” of the Cadet Honor Code. It musdide ma
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clear that loyalty should never be confused with excessive tolerance, aoovied@ng up
another cadet’s criminal activity cannot be viewed as loyalty to a conigaaeing or
covering up illegal activity among our peers is to protect one who has violatedhas

own loyalty to the institution and his or her fellow cadets. Active duty officers who
oversee and provide advice to cadets about the administration of the honor code should
assure compliance with its spirit.

Policy Directives and Initiatives

Leadership

The Superintendent is responsible for overall strategic leadership and planning at
the United States Air Force Academy. The Superintendent will initiatetagtra
planning process, which will define goals, specify measurable objectivies, tas

and metrics. These goals will be aligned with the stated mission and valbes of t
Academy. The Superintendent will review all USAFA Instructions for canpé

with the mission statement, the strategic planning goals, and USAF polibes
office of Vice Superintendent will be eliminated and redesignated ast@ic

Staff.

The Commandant of Cadets is responsible for creating an atmosphere that ensures
officer development and academic excellence are maintained to thethighes
standards. To enhance and ensure every aspect serves the cause of leadership a
character development, the Director of Athletics will report to the Commanda

The Academic Dean, also bound by the leadership and character development
mission, will continue to report to the Superintendent of the Academy. These two
officers, the Commandant and the Dean, will work closely together in the
development of our future Air Force leaders. The Office of the Vice

Commandant, under the Commandant, will assist the Commandant in fulfilling
his/her duties and act as an ombudsman for the Commandant and Superintendent.

In addition to other duties assigned to this position, the Vice Commandant is
specifically tasked with overseeing Academy sexual climate isbugsfilling
the duties of an ombudsman, the Vice Commandant will:

o Develop an effective template, along with performance metrics and
databases, for the management of sexual assault cases in an expeditious,
judicious and sensitive manner with the goal of ensuring justice is served
both for the victim and the accused.

o With the support of officers detailed to the Vice Commandant from the
Office of the Judge Advocate, the Counseling Center, and the Office of
Special Investigations, develop and implement procedures for an
Academy Response Team (comprising medical, legal, counseling, and
command elements) to provide a victim of sexual assault immediate
assistance, develop the facts, and initiate appropriate actions. The
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members of this team will receive special training on the management of
sexual assault cases including victim psychology. The cadet alleging
sexual assault will be thoroughly briefed on the investigative and legal
process.

o Direct the Academy Counseling Center and maintain liaison as
appropriate with community counseling entities.

o Determine the appropriate policies and procedures toward separating those
alleged to have committed sexual assault offenses from the alleged
victims.

o Every effort will be made to assist the alleged victims throughout the
inquiry and assure victims that their concerns will be dealt with through
the command channels. We will not tolerate criminals, nor will we tolerate
their behavior. We will not tolerate individuals who harbor these
criminals. We will not tolerate any individual who shuns alleged victims
of criminal activity, nor will we tolerate retribution against these wisti

o Under guidance from the General Counsel of the Air Force, apply
definitions of sexual assault at the Academy consistent with standard, Air
Force-wide definitions. Ensure all Academy instructions, training
materials, and guidance reflect Air Force-wide definitions.

Academy leadership must communicate with the faculty and cadets in a forthright
manner about the status of cases being prosecuted, while protecting thg privac
rights of the individuals involved. This will ensure the cadet wing is aware of the
seriousness of the leadership’s commitment to timely justice.

Cadet Life

Basic Cadet Training: Beginning in the summer of 2003, the Basic Training
program will be augmented to enhance cadet preparation for the military
environment they are entering and the interactions that will occur. Basic Cadet
Training must emphasize fair treatment and mutual respect. The orientdktion w
provide substantial material on sexual assault prevention and overall behavior
expected of cadets. The program syllabus will include guidelines on workplace
behavior — including consistent USAF definitions of sexual assault and
harassment — as well as demeanor and consequences.

Fourth Degree Training: During Basic Cadet Training, in order to ins@haesof
responsibility and uphold the standards of good order and discipline of the United
States Air Force Academy, only First Class or Second Class Cadetstevdict

with Fourth Class cadets. In the first half of the fall semester, ordy Elass

cadets will discipline Fourth Class cadets. After Thanksgiving, sdl&seond

Class cadets can be given training responsibility for Fourth Class .cadiets

Class cadets will only interact with Fourth Class cadets in academic
mentoring/tutoring circumstances or on the spot training guidance. Thésexerc

of discipline toward a Fourth Class cadet by Third Class cadets with\mriged

by a First Class cadet.
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Billeting/Dormitory Life: Separate billeting arrangements Wil established for
female and male cadets upon entering the Academy for Basic Cadet Training
During the academic year, Fourth Class cadets will be billeted with #ssgnad
squadrons.

Rooms will be arranged in the dormitories to provide for squadron integrity.

Within a squadron, rooms occupied by female cadets will be clustered in the same
vicinity near the women’s bathrooms. The intent is to preserve basic dignity, dete
situations in which casual contact could lead to inappropriate fraternization or
worse, and to aid mentoring of lower-degree female cadets by senior female
cadets.

No cadet will enter the room of another cadet of the opposite sex without
knocking on the door and announcing themselves, and waiting for the door to be
opened by the cadet occupying the room. Doors shall be fully open at all times
when a non-roommate or several non-roommates are present in the room. The
Commandant of Cadets will determine the appropriate level of punishment for
any violation of this standard.

The Commandant will establish a 24/7 dormitory security and monitoring system.
An officer will be on duty at all times in the dormitories. This duty officér e
responsible for good order and discipline, and will manage a roving patrol in
effect at night and on weekends. Fourth class cadets will not be assigned such
duty.

Any cadet found to provide, purchase for, or sell alcohol to an underage cadet will
be disenrolled immediately.

Reporting Incidents of Sexual Assault: All allegations of sexual assdlubite
reported to the officer chain of command immediately.

The Counseling Center and the CASIE program will be realigned under the 34
Training Wing and report to the Vice Commandant. The Counseling Center will
be staffed with qualified officer counselors.

All efforts will be made to encourage victims of sexual assault to report any
incident. Specific attention will be paid to the education of both male and female
cadets regarding action they can take to prevent or to report instancesutif assa
on them or their fellow cadets. Annual Training is required for all cadets, staff,
and faculty. The Vice Commandant of Cadets is responsible for establishing,
monitoring and documenting this annual training requirement.

Because loyalty to values and loyalty to institution must be placed above
misplaced loyalty to someone who’s betrayed our values and our institution,
shunning of cadets who attempt to maintain high standards and report sexual
assault will not be tolerated and will be dealt with by cadet squadron commanders
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who have responsibility for maintaining and enforcing standards. Cadet
commanders will be held accountable for ensuring that such behavior does not
occur.

o Cadet support groups will be organized by the Superintendent to address
aggressively the concerns of victims of sexual assault.

o Cadet commanders will be held responsible for the actions of their subordinates.
Upper class cadets who are aware of or observe criminal activity witlde
accountable if they fail to take charge of the situation and exercise twrddip
responsibilities.

e In all reported cases of sexual assault, amnesty from Academy disaipsime
in connection with the alleged offense will be extended to all cadets involved with
the exception of the alleged assailant, any cadet involved in covering up the
incident, any cadet involved in hindering the reporting or investigation of the
incident, and the senior ranking cadet in attendance. The senior ranking cadet
present will be responsible and accountable for all infractions committed by
junior cadets.

o Any false accusations of sexual assault will be prosecuted to the fult extbe
law.

« All medical personnel will receive training in dealing with sexual assadlaa
least one nurse and doctor will be assigned to the Academy Response Team. Rape
Kits will be available at both the Cadet Clinic and Academy Hospital.

e Mentors: The Commandant of Cadets will establish a cadet-mentoring program.
Each Second Class female cadet will serve as a mentor to at least ohe Fourt
Class female cadet not in her squadron or group, and each male Second Class
cadet will mentor at least one Fourth Class male cadet not in his squadron or
group. Evaluations of military performance for the Second Class cadets will i
part be based on their mentoring performance.

e The “Bring Me Men...” sign on the Terrazzo wall will be removed immediately,
and will be replaced by a statement that more suitably represents thaaspirat
of the entire cadet wing and the core values of the Air Force.

e An audit of Academy processes to deter, stop, or deal with sexual assault will be
conducted every three years by the Headquarters Air Force.

Officer/NCO Selection, Training, Roles

e Air Officer Commanding (AOC) Selection/Training: AOC assignment [88eg
will be enhanced to ensure that selectees are superior officers who achieve
commanders’ list status. AOCs will be specially selected and acadlgmica
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prepared to assume the unique duties of leading, mentoring, and training cadets.
All AOCs will be Majors or Major selects. AOCs will meet a central board
established by AFPC. The Commandant of Cadets is responsible for the final
selection of all AOCs. All AOCs will be required to live on base.

e AOCs will receive one year of graduate education resulting in a Mastgrede
in counseling or similar area prior to a 2-year role as AOC. During treoye
study, the officer will have formal OJT with a sitting AOC. AOCs will be
considered priority status for post USAFA assignments.

o A specially selected experienced Non-commissioned officer will beressig
each cadet squadron as a Military Training Leader (MTL). This NCQOeybrt
to the Squadron Air Officer Commanding (AOC) and will be senior to any cadet
at the Academy. These senior enlisted airmen will be in the chain of command,
and will assist the AOC in maintaining good order and discipline.

« Military Training Leaders (MTLs) will receive specific trainimythe
combination of skills required in the cadet setting.

e« AOCs and MTLs will be placed on orders in the chain of command to the
Commandant of Cadets, and will be noted as such in the organizational charts of
the Academy.

e The duties of the AOC and MTL will be clearly defined in written instructions
based on parallel activities in the active duty Air Force.

e The primary place of duty of the AOCs and MTLs is in the cadet squadron or all
other areas best facilitating their involvement in the daily life and routirtesof t
cadets in that squadron.

e AOCs will be commanders and will be so designated on G-Series orders. They
will have Uniformed Code of Military Justice authority and responsibility
commensurate with their rank.

Broader Academy Climate

The academic and athletic elements of the Academy will degrézed as contributions
to the military purpose of the institution.

e As noted, the Director of Athletics will report to the Commandant. Those engaged
in intercollegiate athletics will be required to engage in military ardeleship
training equivalent to their classmates. Off-season athletes wiljbeed to
participate in squadron activities.

e The Academy Board will be re-chartered as the Senior Executive Board. The
board members will act as advisers to the Superintendent regarding the balance of
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time devoted to academic and officer development activities with respdgsibili
for final decisions resting solely upon the Superintendent.

Department Chairs will participate in an Academic Board that will repdtie
Dean.

Communications among the military, academic and athletic departmehts wil
ensure that the status of cadet probations, current status of active or inactive
participation on athletic teams, and academic progress are openly and promptly
communicated across departments.

Appropriate academic courses in leadership and character development will be
made part of the core academic curriculum. A lecture series sponsored by the
Secretary of the Air Force and supported by senior Air Force leadership will
emphasize the moral and ethical standards expected of Air Force offibers
Department of Behavioral Science and Leadership will offer coursesitargnil
leadership.

All candidates for Permanent Professor slots will be interviewed andeskl®ct
the Secretary and Chief of Staff. Unless extended by the Secretary of the A
Force, a Permanent Professor will be expected to retire in the rank held at 30
years of service. The senior officer in each department will be held acolaunta
for all subordinate military officers and will ensure good order and discipline
within his/her department.

Department Chairs will rotate among the faculty within that department. No
faculty member will hold a departmental chair for a period exceediag/éars.

Officer assignment policies and tour lengths at the Air Force Acaderlyewil
reviewed and revised by the Secretary of the Air Force. USAFA assiathnt a
associate professors should be recruited from the top personnel out of the line
force, teach for a designated period, and then return to the line.

With the exception of those designated at the discretion of the Secretary ahd Chi
of Staff, all graduates of the Academy will enter the Air Force ad.Bndenants

in operational line AFSCs at the wing level or below. Our objective is to ensure
that all physically qualified Academy graduates become fully irsetemnto
expeditionary wing level operations, maintenance, and staff or mission support
squadrons of the Air Force. It is imperative that graduates first gain expeire

the front line warfighting mission of the Air Force before branching off into non-
combat related fields. Law school, medical school, liberal arts gradimtelsor
functional career fields such as acquisition or public affairs may be pursued only
after these officers have proven themselves as operational Air Force
professionals.
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e Those cadets interested in cross commissioning to other military semilces
retain that option under existing regulations.

« Pilot training slots will be evenly divided between Academy and ROTC
scholarship accessions. In addition, OTS accessions may compete for pilot
training slots.

e In accordance with Title 10, U.S.C., all AFROTC cadets who are appointed as
officers in the Air Force in May or June will have the same date of rank with
Academy graduates, regardless of their graduation date. After twehthsnthe
lineal list will be published. The top officer for that year group will be ¢ipe t
graduate from the United States Air Force Academy. All other Second
Lieutenants with this date of rank will be slated according to their cadet
performance — either at the Academy or in the AFROTC program. Any cadets
may have their lineal ranking as officers affected by disciplinargraduring
their time at the Academy or AFROTC.

U.S. Air Force Academy, USAFA, CO 80840, (719) 333-1110 DSN: 333-1110, Updated:
21 Aug 08
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APPENDIX B. Source of “Bring Me Men...” Quote
by The Coming American, Sam Walter Foss (1894)
Bring me men to match my mountains;
Bring me men to match my plains;
Men with empires in their purpose,
And new eras in their brains.
Bring me men to match my prairies,
Men to match my inland seas,
Men whose thought shall pave a highway
Up to ampler destinies;
Pioneers to clear Thought's marshlands,
And to cleanse old Error’s fen;
Bring me men to match my mountains
Bring me men!

(United States Air Force Academy 2003)
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APPENDIX C. IMAGES OF RAMP
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APPENDIX D.

Percent of Women at USAFA by Graduating Class Year
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APPENDIX E. USAFA TODAY CODING SCHEME

|. Descriptive Information
A. Code Reference Number:

B. Date of Posting:
C. Writer
1. MorF
2. Graduating Class Year:

3. Cadet Squadron:

4. Other personal information (military career, personal values, etc):

D. Discussion Thread
1. Loss of the “Bring Me Men...” Ramp

2. Bring Me Core Values Ramp
3. Poll: Should the Bring Me Men Have Been Taken Down?

Il. Policy Response

A. Decision to enachgenda for Change
a. Support
b. Oppose
c. No comment
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B. Decision to dismantle “Bring Me Men...” ramp
a. Support
b. Oppose
c. No comment

C. Academy will benefit from decision
a. Yes
b. No
c. No comment

D. Decision to add core values to ramp
a. Support
b. Oppose
c. No comment

[ll. Themes
[Removal of ramp as having: (+) positive effect or (-) negative effechéme.]

A. Tradition
a=(+) b=(-) c=no effect d=no comment
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B. Gender Relations/Integration
a=(+) b=(-) c=no effect

d=no comment

C. Sexual Assault Deterrence and/or Reporting
a=(+) b=(-) c=no effect

d=no comment

D. Air Force Academy mission
a=(+) b=(-) c=no effect

d=no comment

E. Cadet cohesiveness
a=(+) b=(-) c=no effect

d=no comment

F. Faith in organizational leaders
a=(+) b=(-) c=no effect

d=no comment
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G. Public Opinion
a=(+) b=(-) c=no effect d=no comment

IV. Personal Experience at USAFA

A. Ramp as part of USAFA memory
a=yes b=no c=no comment

B. Overall experience at USAFA
a=positive b=negative = c=no comment
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS
AOG - Association of Graduates
BCT - Basic Cadet Training
CSAF - Chief of Staff of the Air Force
ROTC - Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
SECAF — Secretary of the Air Force
USAFA — United States Air Force Academy
USCGA — United States Coast Guard Academy
USMA - United States Military Academy

USNA — United States Naval Academy
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