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Problem - 2 )

. The Federal. Code was amended in October 1978 to permit the assignment of women

to noncombataat'ships. This significant change from tradition is*welcomed by some
personnel and resented by others. Gender ‘integration ‘is also likely to bring with it
personnel problems never before faced. Since the number of wamen in ships is expected

: to dduble during the next 2 years, an appraisal of the process of integrating women into
*  thigmnique environment is needed. y A o
v 4 h i . - .
Purpose - R <

R R ) .
The findings from the first phase of a longitudihal study designed to evaluate gender
integration of Navy ships are presented herein. The purpose of the preintegration phase
was to measure attitudes and: expectations of men and women assigned to ships prior to
the women.coming aboard. Factors hypothesjzed to be associated with predispositions,
toward integration Wwere examined. Findings of the preintegration study: will be used as
baseline measures to assess attitudinal changes and ‘identify conditions and personnel
+ charagteristics affecting the assimilation of women into crews.

<o
o ©

-
-

Approach ’ '
. 4 ¢ ’ . . ‘ . ~
. Gender-specific versions of the "Navy in Transition" questionnaire (preintegration
+ - . form) were developed to measure attitudes and expectations of personnel prior to women

reporting abodrd. The surveys were administered to 346 women assigned to six ships and
) to 1,936 menserving aboard five of, those ships. An additional 483 men assigned to a ship
- not scheduled for integration completed the questionnaire for'cantrol purposes.
‘ LN o
Responses were analyzed to determine. subgroup (i.e., pay grade, de'f)artment, age,
gender) attitudes toward integration.« Also, items were included to identify major
. concerns and areas, that may impede a smooth integration.

-

~

Findings and Conclusions ’ ] .

I. The majority: of men felt that irjtegration would have a positive effect on crew
morale and a negative fmpact on discipline and relationships between Navy/men and
. spouses ashore. They also felt that it would create jealousy and conflicts amoxg the men.
The greatest concern of the lower-ranking 'men was that womeh would receive
preferential treatment, particularly in job assignments, physically demanding work, and
disciplinary actions. . : .
. ~

) 2. The most egalitarian atfitudes toward women and favorable expectations about
ir\\?egration came from men in the medical/dental and administration départments where
women are traditionally found ashore. More traditional attitudes and opposition came
from men in the aviation, weapons, and engineering departments where worien have not
worked and where the work is often physically strehuous. * Although men in supply

' departments held traditional attitudes, they were optimistic toward integration.

) 3. The lower-ranking men, déspite their traditional attitudes toward women, were
in favor of a mixed-gender crew. Both the commissioned officers, who expressed
contemporary attitudes toward the roles of women, and the chief petty officers, who

..appeared neutral in their views on women's roles, preferred the status quo. - Yl

&




: o , * SUMMARY

Problem ! L

. The Federal. Code was amended in October 1978 to permit the assignment of women
to noncombatant; ships. This significant change from tradition is*welcomed by sompe
personnel and resented by others. Gender ‘integration 'is also likely to bring with it
personnel problems never before faced. Since the number of wgmen in ships is expected
to dduble during the next 2 years, an appraisal of the process of integrating women into

thispunique environment is needed. y
. » ~ . . -
Purpose - : ' <

N . *

The findings from the first phase of a longitudih‘él study designed to evaluate gender
integration of Navy ships are presented herein. The purpose of the preintegration phase
was to measure attitudes andexpectations of men and women assigned to ships prior to
the women.coming aboard. Factors hypothesjzed to be associated with predispositions,
toward integration Wwere examined. Findings of the preintegration study will be used as
baseline measures to assess attitudinal changes and ‘identify conditions and personnel
characteristics affecting the assimilation of women into crews.

.
- ©
. v

* -

_Approach

* s ¢ . . -~ _

Gender-specific versions of the "Navy in Transition" questionnaire (preintegration
. form) were developed to measure attitudes and expectations of personnel prior to women
reporting abodtd. The surveys were administered to 346 women assigned to six ships and
to 1,936 men-serving aboard five of those ships. An additional 483 men assigned to a ship

- not scheduled for integration completed the questionnaire for'cantrol purposes.
‘ o T

Responses were analyzed to determine. subgroup (i.e., pay grade, de'f)artr'nent, age,
gender) attitudes toward integration.« Also, items were included to identify major
. concerns and areas, that may impede a smooth integration.

~

Findings and Conclusions . ' ' .

l.  The majority: of men felt that integration would have a positive effect on crew
morale and a negative fmpact on discipline and relationships between Navy/men and
. spouses ashore. They also felt that it would create jealousy and conflicts amoxg the men.
The greatest concern of the lower-ranking men was that women would receive
preferential treatment, particularly in job assignments, physically demanding work, and
disciplinary actions. . . .
. ~
2, The most egalitarian atfitudes toward women and favorable expectations about
ir\\?egration came from men in the medical/denta}l and administration départments where
women are traditionally found ashore. More traditional attitudes and opposition came
from men in the aviation, weapons, and engineering departments where womnien have not
worked and where the work is often physically stretuous. * Although men in supply
departments held traditional attitudes, they were optimistic toward integration.

. 3. The lower-ranking men, déspite their traditional attitudes toward women, were
in favor of a mixed-gender crew. Both the commissioned olficers, who expressed
contemporary attitudes toward the roles of women, and the chief petty officers, who

..appeared neutral in their views on women's roles, preferred the status quo. - Y




Non

’ E

4. Ship differences wef®e evident among the men. Those aboard the last of the six
ships to be integrated were the most traditional and negative.

i

. 5. Although generaily optimistic, women were concerned with profanity, having to
prove themselves, and resentrent .from men. Female petty officers were more
pessimistic than were the nonrated women regarding equal treatment and acceptance of
women officers. -

6. As the women assigned to the six ships had similar expectations and attitudes,
assimilation will be dependent on intervening experiences on board each ship.
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INTRODUCTION

s

Problen';:,and Background. T ' ' T . oL

Since November 1978, the United States Navy has been integrating women into the
crews of noncombatant surface ships. Prior to that time, Section 6015 of Title 10, U.S.
Code restricted the assignments of women to shore stations or duty aboard transports and
hospital ships. Since such ships are rarely components of the active fleets except in time
of war, women ‘were effectively prevented from serving at sea. v w

Over the past decade; sdveral efforts were made to repeal or amend Section 6015 to
permit the Navy more flexibility in managing its personnel resources (H.R. 15558, 21 June
1974; H. R. 58, 14 January, 1975; Civjl Action No. 76-2086 in U.S. District Court, District
of Columbia, November 1976). In Public Law 95-485, a rider to the FY 1979 Department
of Defense Appropriation Authorization Act, the language was modified as follows:
Women may not be assigned to duty in vessels or aircraft that age A
engaged in combat missions nor may they be assigned to other than
temporary duty on vessels of the Navy except for hospital shﬁps,
transports, and vessels of a similar classification not expected to be
assigned combat missions. . -

While this amendment is still restrictive, it permits the assignment of women to
permanent duty aboard ships classified as auxiliary or support craft, in accordance
\xith SECNAVINST 5030.13. - .

»

The decision to put women aboard naval auxiliary and support ships has not been
accepted without controversy., Many saw the change as an equal opportunity issue and
warned fhat the defense of the nation was being put in jeopardy (Webb, 1979). In
contrast, others stated that the expansion in the numbers and roles of military women
was a pragmatic response to the shortage of eligible men--a shortage brought about by
the declining birthrate during the 1960s and the demise of the draft (Kelly, 1979;
Landrum, 1978; Segal, Bachman, & Dowdell, 1978).

The amount of difficulty the Navy was.expected to experience in integrating ships
was also a topic of conjecture. Some Navy wives and active duty personnel feared the
sociosexual repercussions from men and women spending long hours and days together
within the confines of a ship (Graichen, 1977; San Diego Evening Tribune, 11 August 1978;
San Diego Union, 10 September.1978). Men serving in the Navy, it was predicted, would
resent the intrusion of women into’ their all-masculine environment (Durning, 1978). Army
research (Woelfel & Savell, 1979) suggested that the ubiquity of "salty" language would:
have a negative effect on women's job satisfaction. Quigley (1977) felt that a shortage of
woman enliste€s would develop because supposedly comfort-loving American women
would not join the Navy if they had to endure the discomforts of duty at sea.

A review of the military and civilian literature suggested that integrating Navy ships
would result in addiffonal problems due to the nontraditional nature of many of th¢\e jobs

1Z-gram 116 lead to the transfer of USS SANCTUARY, a hospital ship, from the
inactive to active fleet and permitted women to be assigned to the crew. Thus, for about
1 year, 120, women served at sea in an experimental situation. '




‘the women would be doing and the_ratio of women to men in the crew. O'Leary (1974)

identified several difficulties encountered by women who engage in work considered more
appropriate for men. First, women suffer role conflict because feminine traits are often
maladaptive in the work situation. Second, suce¢ess on the job does not necessarily have a
desirable outcome. O'Leary states: .

If female success is deprc:ted as occurring in an environment in which
female participation is as frequent as male partlcrpatnon, males tend
to react favorably to this success; when success is associated with

, éviant" female stereotypic sex role inappropriate behavior, males
act punitively. (p. 810

Hmsdale, Collier, & Johpson (1978), in their study of Navy women, found that masculine
personallty traits were posmvely related to satisfaction and reenlistment intention of
those in pontraditional jobs. In a related study, however, Hinsdale and Johnson (1978)
reported that co-workers became disenchanted with masculinity in females, whereas
superiors found iemlmmty in either gender unacceptable. Durning (1977) surveyed 361
Navy women in various ratings and found that those working in nontraditional jobs
differed significantly from those in traditional jobs in that they: (1) felt discriminated
against becayse of their sex, (2) experienced difficulty in performing their jobs because of
negative male attitudes, (3) felt they had to prove themselves, (4) were more dissatisfied
with their relationship with their supervisor, and (5) were less satisfied with the progress
they had made in the Navy. Vail's (1978) study of 317 female enlisted personnel in 12
Navy units revealed that working in nontraditional jobs exerts its toll. She found that the
women in masculine work roles exhibited higher levels of anxiety than did those working
in typically feminine jobs even though there was no evidence that their male co-workers
were behaving in a hostile way. Vail's results also support those of Durning in that women
in nontraditional work roles perceived their supervnsors to be significantly less supportive

-than did women in traditional roles.

The optimal proportion of women in the crew is of cohcern to Navy planners, not only
because of the problems associated with minority/majority group dynamics, Put.also,
because of the critical issue of military effectiveness. Kanter (1977) developed a
conceptual framework of the interactioi’s that occur in skewed organizations having 2Q
percent or less representation of an obvrously different groGp. She conceptualized that
the numerically dominant group exercises control over the culture in the workplace and
the members of the minority group are not treated .as individuals, but rather as
symbols--or what she called "tokens" of their class. Further, the token effect is
heightened when the minority group is physically obvious and the majority group is used to
interacting with the minorities in ways quite different from those required by the job
situation. Obviously, both of these conditions exist ‘when integrating women into ships.
Kanter also identified three perceptual phenomena associated with being a token: (1) high .
visibility, (2) polarization or exagderation of the differences between the dominants and
tokens, and (3) assimilation or the use of stereotypes to generalize the behavior of the
tokens. Each of these. phenomena impacts on intergroup dynamics and results in
identifiable response patterns. Kanter presented evidence to demonstrate that visibility
leads to performance pressure for the tokens, that polarization heightens the boundaries
between the groups, and that assimilation results in role entrapment. Yoder, Adams, and
Prince (1980) reported that all of these processes and their consequences were operating
among the first group of West Point plebes to include women.

The impact on mission accomplishment of different proportions of women was
investigated in the massive MAX WAC and REFORGER projects (Johnson, Cory, Day,
Oliver et al., 1978; U.S. Army Research Institute, 1977). Forty Army companies were

~
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involved in the first study, eight each in maintenance, signal, military police, medical, and.
transportation. An intensive 72-hour>field exercise tevaluating each group's ability to
perform a minimum of 14 mission-related tasks was used as the performance measure.
Five.teams of judges, one for each type of unit, were assembled and trained to s&)ﬁwhe
exercises. The percentage of women in ‘the experimentally controlled companies was 0 or
15 percent at the first testing and 15 or 35 percent when the companies were retested 6
months later. The results indicated that increasing the number of women up to 35 percent
‘had no effect on cormpany performance. Critics of the MAX WAC study contended that a
72%hour field exercise was an inadequate measure of the ability of women to perform in
combat. Accordingly, researchers were tasked to evaluate women during a 10-day Acmy
field test in West Germany, (REFORGER). Comparisons were made between the
- performance of all-male and mixed-gender groups and that of enlisted females and their
matched male controls. Again, the presefice of women did not impair the performance of
the unit's mission. On the daily performance ratings of individuals, women's scores were
significantly lower during the first 3 days of the exercise but equal to the men's in the last
3-day segment. . L R

: -

This research literature was used as guidance by those making the careful prepara-
tions for mlxed-gender crewmg of Navy ships. The detailed, chronological plan that was
developed? established a minimum’ ratio of one woman to every three men aboard the
initial ships. The Women in the Navyrinformation Book, prepared to assist commanding
officers 'of ships receiving women, presented summaries of the "lessons learned" from
research conducted during the intedration "of other male, military environments and
information concerning Navy regulatlons that apply solely to women (Naval MIIIZYZY

1
ng

T T T

Personnel Command, 1979). "Women to Sea" workshgps were given by trained person
from the Navy's Human Resource Management (HRM Centers to the crews of«ships b
integrated and to the women being assigned. - Meétings were held with Navy. wives'
ombudsmen and the spouses of crewmembers to keep them informed of the plans and try
to allay their fears. ~ .

A system to monitor indices of personnel effectiveness during the transition was
established. The commanding officer of each integrating ship was tasked to submit a
quarterly report to the Chief of Naval Personnel presenting, by gender, manning levels,
performance ratings, disciplinary actions, medical events, and lost time rates. It was
recognized, however,, that such data would not provide insight into the process of
inteégration nor an understanding of why intergration proceeded with relative ease on some
ships, while others experienced more difficulty. For these reasons, the Navy Personnel
Research and Development Center was directed to design and conduct a research study to
investigate the more subjective'aspects of integration.

Objectives
Zojectives ‘

The objectives of this study were to: (1) determine the effect that the background
and preconceptions of crew members have on gender integration measures, (2) identify the
organizational and situational factors that affect the measures of personnel\gffgectweness
being monitored by the quarterly reports, and (3) observe the attual performance of
women aboard ships and their assimilation into the crews. Results were to be used in
developing recommendations to ease the integration of females aboard future ships;‘ )
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This report is limited to the prem‘tegratlon phase of the study, which will be used as a

basis of postmtegratlon comparison. - f
‘ :

o PROCEDURE. - .

Hypotheses Being Tested

The following four hypotheses were developed for testing with the preintegration
survey: | o

I. Hypothesis 1. Men in the engineering, deck, weapons, aviation, and repair

. " departments Wwill hold traditional attitudes toward women and have the least positive -

‘attitudes toward the integration process. This hypothesns is basedvon Kanter's (1977)

.observations that the dynamics of tokenism are helghtened in"groups where men have had,

little experience workmg with women:

. 2. Hypothesis 2. Men in ships being 1ntegrated will be more likely to accept women
1n various work roles and will hold fewer stereotypic be\gefs about feminine character-
istics than will men in the control ship. This hypothesis is predicated on the belief that
the workshops preparing the former group for mixed-gender crews at sea would have a
positive effect on their attitudes. P

)

3. Hypothesis 3. Men in the higher pay grades, in contrast to those in‘the lower pay
grades, will hold more traditional attitudes toward women and perceive that the impact of
gender integration on the ship will be somewhat negative. This hypothesis is based on the
belief that men who have been in the Navy longer are more tradition-bound and are less
likely to accept change. Also, such men are older and have not shared the experiences of
their youngeri subordinates in integrated physical education classes and other recent
changes in secondary education that have deemphasized gender-appropriate curricula.

4, ngothesm 4. Survey responses of women being assigned to the six ships will not
differ, except for those differences that can be accounted fQr by virtue of Qay grade, age,
or volunteer status. This hypothe51s is being tested as a preliminary step for investigating
any d1ffe‘rences that may. be found in the attitudes of women after integration.

- -

- Description of Questionnaire

Two preintegration forms of the "Navy in Transition"Edestionnaire, one for each sex,

were developed specifically for this study. They were designed to collect biographical

data, measure attitudes presumed to be related to the social dynamics of integration, and

a%ntzfy factors that could impede organizational effectiveness or individual adaptation.
items given to both men and women address: (1) attitudes tow. omen, their role *

in society and in the Navy, (2) anticipations about the treatment of women (1.e.,
discrimination/favoritism), and (3) concerns over male-female interactions. The mén's
form contains additional items focusing on the personal as well as global impact expected
to result from the addition of women. The women's form includes additional items
pertair?ing to preparation for, and adaptation to, shipboard duty, previous experiences in
predominantly male environments, and supetvisory experience.

1
s
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Data Collection ’ .

Althoqgh the research effort was desngned include the first ten Navy ships having
enlisted women irf their crews, women had already been assigned to USS VULLCAN and, USS
‘L.Y. SPEAR when funding was received. Smce the research design called for the
adm1mstrat19n of the questnonnanre prior to the assignment of women to the ship, these
two ships were not included in the preintegration data base. Additionally, the type
commander for two submarine tenders refused to grant permission for the questionnaire
to .be administered to the crews. Thus, only ‘six of the ten ships participated in theé first
phase of the study.

The data collection began in February 1979 when the crew of one ship (Ship #1) took
the survey while enroute to their homeport. The men in each subsequent ship were
surveyed just prior to the women's reporting date, ending with the last ship in July 198
The survey was administered to five of the six crews by mnhtary personnel who w(fe
attached to the research team or were conductmg "Women in the Navy" workshops. One
ship, however, assumed responsibility for giving the men's survey and failed to obtain an
adequate or representative sample. Thus, the men from this ship (#3) were omitted from

the analysis, although the women were retamed

A civilian member of the research team administered the survey to the women
assigned to five ships while they were attached to a Fleet Training Center (FTC) for a 2-
week shipboard preparation course. The women assigned to the sixth ship were surveyed
at two locations; the recent recruit graduates durmg apprentice training at Orlando,
Florida and the others at the Fleet Training Center in Norfolk, Virginia after & brief
shipboard orientation course.

A submarine tender that was not scheduled for integration during FY 1979 or 1980
served as the control ship. A modified version of the "Navy in Transition" questionnaire
was administered to the men in its crew in August 1979, :

h \

Sample

The sample consisted of 1,336 men serving aboacd five Navy ships, 438 men serving
aboard the control ship, and 346 women being assigned to six ships. The distribution of
respondents by ship, pay grade, and gender is presented in Table 1. The 1,936 surveyed
men on integrating ships represented 48 percentg\f the total on-board count. In this

rder they were surveyed, which is alsg,

report, the ships are identified numerically in the
the order in which they were integrated.

e
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Table |

Distribution of Sample by ‘Ship, Pay Grade, and Gender *

PeLcentage‘ by Ship Total =«
Pay Grade | 2 3 PR 6 N % X2
Integrating Ships R 1
Men ) ‘ .
E-1--E-3 = 39 46 -- 42 30 48 T 79%. 4]
E-4--E-6 52 50 -- 49 6l 44 986 51 °
E-7--E-9 6 3 -- 4 « 7 4 101 5
Officers 3 | - 5 2 4 55 3
N 804 141 +  -- 81 308 602 1936 _;5.”279*13
Percentage of on- : ) e
board count 70 - 38 -- 37 35 43 48
Women® . : )
E-l1--E-3 55 67 69 67 = 82 97 249 75 -
E-4--E-6 45 ‘33 3l 33 18 3 &5 25 -
N 73 51 - '35 43. 40 92 334 . 43.699*%
Control Ship. !
AN
Men .
E-1--E-3 -1 = - o . o 158 36
E-4--E-6 -x  -- .- -- -- 223 5l
E-7--E-9 -t - - - - - % 6 -
Officers -- -- -- -- -- -- 31 7 I
N . 438

o

‘aMen from Ship #3 were omitted from the analysis due to lack of random sampling.

b()fficers ‘and E-7--E-9 men were combined to compute the chi-square.

CAlmost all enlisted women in the initial complement reporting aboard took the survey.
However, twelve did not report their pay grade.

*p <.001.

Overall, 41 percent of the men on the integrating ships were nonrated (E-1--E-3); 51
percent, petty officers (E-4--E;6); 5 percent, chief petty officers (CPOs) (E-7--E-9); and
3 percent, commissioned officers. As shown in Table 1, there were significant differences
in pay grade distributions, among ships; specifically, Ships #2 and #6 had greater
percentages of nonrated personnel than did the other three ships, while Ship #5 had more
petty officers than did all the others. Because of the unequal distribution of CPQs and
commissioned officers, some of the intership analyses did not include these pay grades.

Because of the percentage of nonrated personnel on board, Ships #4 and #6 had

?

16

o




. 3
significantly greater percentages of men currently serving their first term of enlistment
than did Ships #1, #2, and #5. s )

L 3

.

. -t o

Almost all of theinitial complement of women assigned to the six ships responded to
the survey. The pay grade distribution for the women was much more limited.than for the .
men. Three-fourths of the women surveyed were nonrated and the remaining one-fourth
were ‘petty officers. Three female officers and four female CPOs who answered the
survey were not ‘included in the study, because they could easily be identified. The
representation of nonrated women by ship, ranged from.53 to 97 percent, increasing with
the chronoldgical order of integration. Correspondingly, the percentage of first-term
enlistees in the sample ranged frdm 71 to'98 percent. .Many of the rated women being
assigned“to Ships #5 and #6 (the last two ships to Be integrated) were not sent to the
course designed to prepare them for sea duty and, therefore, were not surveyed. Thus,
although nonrated women never exceeded 70 percent of the female crew aboard any shipy

these samples have an overrepresentation of rionrated women. .
S

Data Analysis .
All data were analyzed using 4 statistical package for the social sciences (SPSS),

'Version 8 computer program (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975).

Factor Analysis . .

-

A principal factoring with iteration (PA2) was performed on all attitudinal items
common to both male and female versions of the survey. The initial factor solution
extracted six factors with eigenvalues greater than one. A Scree test indicated
approximately a five-factor solution to be optimal. Items with extremely low communali-
ties were removed and three analyses extracting four-, five-, and six-factor solutions
were then examined. The four-factor, varimax-rotation solution was chosen because it
allowed for the clearest interpretation and had the lowest item complexities. (Items
loading over .30 on each factor are listed in the appgndix.) All but one of the ite}m's
loading over “the cutoff point of .30 had a complexity of one. ,

: o/
Based on the factor score coefficient matrices, four factor scores were calculated
for each subject. These factors, which accounted for 44 percent of/the -total variance, are

described below: . ¢

| N e

'l. Traditionalism. The items in this factor measure attitudes toward wormien and
their role in society. Responses ranged from those reflecting liberal, egalitarian attitudes
(i.e., rejection of traditional beliefs about women) to those reflecting conservative
attitudes (i.e., conforming to sex-role stereotypes). This factor accounts™¢ar 61 percent
of the common varia/v(ce. ",

. ) . .
2. Acceptance. This factor includes items evaluating how well women officers are

accepted by Navy men, whether men and women are tréated equally in the l*zavy, and the

civilian image of Navy women. It accounts for 17 percent of the common Vvariance.

3. Dilrimination. This factor assesses the degree of differential treatment of men
and women ‘expected when the ship is integrated. It accounts for 15 percent of the
common variance. /

4, Gender interaction. The items included in this factor reflect feelings about
interpersonal aspects of shipboard life, such as living and working with all men, the

. * . gy
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prohibition against romance, and preference for frlends of either gender. This factory
accounts for 7 perdent of the common variance. & :

N
N
o ,
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Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

-

Analysis of variance tests (ANOVAs) were performed on the four factors. Also, to
identify differences between men in ships.being integrated and those on the control ship,
(Hypothesis 2), a one-way ANOVA was performed comparing the scores of the control
crew with the combined scores of men on the integrating sh1ps. . <,

Using .Duncan's multiple-range test (alpha = .05), a posteriori contrasts were
gonducted to investigate differences among subgroup mean factor scores. In addition, a
neutral position for each factor was.identified by calculating a hypothetical factor score
based on all the individual items within the factor having a neutral response value. A
series of t-tests was then performed to determine whether subgroups expressed attitudes
. .dlffermg significantly from neutrality. L ' .

Results of ANOVAs were used to test the hypotheses. It was determined that:

. Hypothesis 1 (men in éngineering, deck, weapons, av1atlon, and repair will hold
traditional beliefs and be Ieast positive toward 1ntergratxon) will be supported if: (a) a
significant department effect is obtained for factor I, (b) the mean factor scores for
these departments are significantly distant from the neutral POSIUOH to 1nd1cate tradi-
tlonallty, and (c) responses to individual impact items for the men in these departments
are in the direction hypothesized. ‘ -

2, Hypothesis 2 (men in ships be1ng integrated will be more likely to accept women
and be more positive than will those in the control ship) will be supported ik (a) a
significant "control" effect is obtained for factor I, (b) the mean score on factor | for the
control ship is more traditional than js that of the integrating ships, and (¢) the individual
impact items are 1n the direction hypothesized.

3. Hypothesis 3 (men in h1gher' pay grades will more traditional’ and more
negative toward gender integration than will those in lower 'pdy grades) will be supported’
if: (a) a significant pay grade effect is obtained for factor I, (b) the mean factor scores
of the subgroups are linearly distributed with the officers at the "traditional" end of the
distribution, and (c) responses to individual impact items are in the direction hypothe--*
sized. .

4. Hypothesis 4 (women going aboard each ship will have similar attitudes and any
differences can be accounted for by virtue of pay grade, age, or volunteer status) will be
supported if the two-way ANOVAs of factors | through & (ship by pay grade) do not yield a
significant ship effect. In addition, the chi-squares for the background items categorized
by ship will not be significant (p > .05), except for those factors that correlate with age.

Chi-square Analyses

Chj-square analyses were used to test for significant differences in responses to the
biographical items and the attitudinal items having categorical answers. In addition,
certain continuous five- or six-point scales were recoded dichotomously and analyzed as
nominal data to aid in the interpretation of the factor scores. Because of the absence of
women in the upper pay grades, all comparisons between men and women were based on
personnel in pay grades E-1 through E-6. Analyses that 1nclude only men ‘were based on
male respondents in all pay grades. .
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Background Diffepences'of the Women and Men .

Table 2 presents the results of the analyses of seven background items and indicates
whether the distributions differed-by gender and within gender by ship. For the chi-square
comparisons between women and men,.the overall §amples were divided into pay grade
groups of E-1s to E#3s and E-4s to E-6s, leaving the remaining personnel out of the
analysis, The decision to treat the cross-sex data in this manner was’based on the very
unequal proportions of women and men in the various pay grades and the absence of
female commissioned officeys and CPOs (see Table 1). . Since responses to many of the
background items would be expected to differ as a function of age and pay grade, .
meaningful results could not be obtained by comparing all women to all men. Thus, the
percentages-m Table 2 represent all of the women and 92 percent of the men (E-1 through
E-6 only) taking the survey. When performing the cross-ship analyses, however, the/to'gal

samples were used. :

[y

. The results indicate that womeg were better educated, were less likely to be married, )
had fewer children, and were more apt to volunteer for sea duty than were men at their -
pay grade. There were two additional significant gender differences: "a greater
proportion of the nonrated women were still in their teens and had been in the Navy fewer
years than nonrated men. . ’ .

Womén being assigned to the six ships differed from each other on four of "the seven
variables (i.e., age, years in the Navy, marital status, and volunteer status). The primary
reason for this-finding lies in the very large proportion of recent recruit graduates going
to Ships #5 and #6. Most of tHese women were unmarried and had been in the Navy leg
than 1.year. . .

The men in the crews differed in their responses on four of the background items.
For the most part, this was due to the characteristics of the men of Ship #5, who were
older, better educated, and had been in .the Navy longer than those on the other ships. In
addition, men from Ships #4 and #6 were less apt to volunteer for sea duty (if given the
choice) than were those in the other crews. .

v

¥

Analysis of Factor Scores

The results of the ANOVAs performed on the four attitudinal factors are presented in
Table 3. The independent variables chosen for these analyses were those needed to test
the hypotheses (ship, pay grade, department, volunteer status, age, and control) and the
effect of gender. The mean scores of variables yielding a significant main effect are
presented in the figures within each section, permitting comparisons among subgroups,
both within and across variables.® The neutral or ambiguous position for each factor with
respect to the attitudes being measured,is labeled on each graph. Signifi€ant subgroup
deviations from the neutral position are indicated by asterisks. Some groups having thean
scores distant from the neutral point were not significantly different from neutrality due
to a large within-group variance. In such cases, the mean score alone does not reflect the
wide variability of individual responses within the group and, therefore, should be
interpreted carefully.

3Although the 30-39 and 40+ age groups’ were combined in the gender-by-age
ANOVAs to avoid the problem arising from the fact that few women were over 39, these
categories are graphed independently in Figures 1-8. ’

! ' 9 “ 18 N ‘

L

A




Table

2

L 4

~

L 4

, -

Differences in Background of Men and Women by Gender and Ship

3

»

Percentage® . x2 of Distribu%ion's_l;y:
. _ (E-1--E-6) Gender Ship
Item Women Men E-1-<-E.3 E-4--E-6 Women Men
\ {N=334) (N=1780) » ,

Age'Groug -

17 to 19 30 13 )

20 to 24 50 56

25 to 29 15 19 l; b . .

30 and over 5 12 16.605%%%P 2 310P 17.010% 46,390 % %%
Educational Lével ' 1 ’

12 yeargor less . 69 78

Some college 29 20 : ) .

College graduate 2 2 23.859%%xC 3 g03%xC 1.361€ 47.521%%%
Years in Navy j

Less-than 1 year 64 3

| to 2 years v 8 22

2.to 5 years 17 47

More than 5 ’ b b b

years 11 24 409,228%%%--  ],634 71.440**‘* 72.446%%*%

Socioeconomic )

Status

Lower 16 20 .

Middle 53 49 /

Upper 31 T3] 3.734 522 14.636 19.176
Marital Status ) B ‘

Single’ 69 49 -

Living with -

someone - 5 4
Married 11 41 i
Divorced/widowed 15 6 46.026%%* 26.662%%* 29.000%* 14.517
. Children e, ’ )

None 91 65 .

One or more 9 35  13,320%% 3].828% %% 5.953 17.192
Volunteer Status

©  Yes 63 29 .
No ° 37 71 27.945% %% 125,268%%% 3] 4u6%** 14,654 %%

-aPercentages do not always equal 100 due to ro{mding. ,

b

COnly two levels were used

*p < .05,
**p < .01,
*#%p < ,00].

Only three response levels were used in computing chi squares.

in computing chi-square.
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‘I'able 3

Results of ANOVAs Periormed on the Traditionalism, Acceptance, .
Discritnination, and Gender Interaction Factors

PES

.

Source of Variance -

P sum of
Squares

Degrees of Mean
Freedom Square

N T e
.

Traditionalism

Two-way Analyses

Gender
-Age
Interacsion
Residual .
) Ship 2
Pay grade
Interaction
Residual
Shipb b
Pay grade

Interaction
Residual

One-way Analyses

Departmenta
Residual

C<;mroia
" Residuat

Yolunteer
Residual

b

89.8308
7.09%

»  3.002
1839.158

12.509

15.208°

17.063
«1825.145

3.952
2.783
2.644
139.820

]

18.633
1698.682
25.566
2329.473

12,922
126.043

89.308
2.365

1.001
aN“o 940

3.127 |

5.069
1.422

0.985"

0.790
2.733
0.529

0.450

2.329
1710 0.993

1, 25 566
2353 0.990

1 2,922

307 0411

-

95.562*** .
2.516
1.065

3.173*
5.144%%
[.443

1,758+
te.191*
* 1176

2.345%

25.82ynn»

Acceptance

a3

£
Two-way Analyses

Gender
Age
Interaction
Residual

Shipa

Pay graclea
Interaction
Residual
Shipb b
Pay grade
Interaction
Residual
Shlp

.Age
Interaction
Residual

One-way Analyses ~
Department®
Resi‘dual

C«'mtr_ola
Residual

Volunteerb
Residual

]

©0.691
10.261
6.077

1603.769

10.27¢
14.239
. 6.165
1532.019

4,858

7.556
0.823
151.025

24.128
11.274
19.323

1553.163

30.616
'1390.240

0.540
1975.392

5.195
179.406

T 0691
3.420
2.026
0.820

2.659
4.746
0.514
0.327

0.972

7.556"

0.165
0.436

6.032
2.813
1.416
0.855

6.327

0.813

" 0.540
0.340

5.195
0.584

0.843
4. 174%*
2.472

3.106*
5.737*+
0.621

2.00!1
15.560% **
0.339

7.215%%%
3.371%%
1.694
7.782% %%

0.644

8.889**

3Based on men only.
bBased on women only.

*p < .05,
< .0l.
#a8p <001,
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Table 3 (Continued)
Sum of n DegreésJ of Méan
Source of Variance Squares * Freedom Square "F
Discrjmin'a.tion
Twc:-\vay Anillses ' -
Gender 67.561 I 67.561  109.763%%%
Age* 2.563 3 0.854 1.388
Interaction 1.090 3 0.363 0.590
Residual 785.402 1276 0.616
Ship® a 2.908 3 '0.969 1,468
Pay grade 3.777 3 ¢ 1.259 1.907
Interaction 1.943 9 0.216 0.327
Residual 725.828 * 1099 0.660
ship® 2.131 5 0.426 0.974
Pay grade 2.564 1 2.544 5.818%
Interaction 1.59% 5 0.319 0.729
Residual 135.99% 311 0.437
One-way Analyses
Department?® 14.771 ] 1.846 2.835%%
Residual 645.959 992 0.651
Control® . 0.017 1 0.017 0.026
Residual . 1065.238 1566 0.630
Volunteer? t 3.145 1 3145 7.197%%
* Residual 132.323 307 0.431
Gender Interaction /
Two-way Analyses
Gender 125.103 1 125.103 215.453%%%
Age 2.180+ 3 0.727 1.251
Interaction 16.851 « 3 5.617 9.673% %%
Residual 1136.339 1957 0.581
Ship? a 3.455 4 0.364 1.427
Pay grade 37.962 3 12.654 20.897% %%
Interaction '9.585 12 0.799 1.319
‘Residual 1121.471 1852 0.606
Ship? - 4.725 5 0.945 '2.098
Pay grade 0.014 1 0.014 . 0.031.
Interaction 3.128 5 0.626 1.3%9
Residual 140.093 311 ) 0.450 \
One-way Analyses v
Department® 16.437 ] 2.055 3.130%#
Residual 1122.658 1710 0.656
Controf® 1.642 1 1.642 2,552,
Residual 1513,555 2353 0.643° ’
Volunteer? 0.011 1 0.011.  0.02
Residual 141.138 307, 0.460

2Based on men only.

bBascd on women only.

*p < .05.
*h’p < 0l.
##%p <,001.
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Traditionalism (Factor 1)

Factor 1, which measures attitudes toward women and their role in the Navy and the
work place, shows significant gender, ship, pay grade, department, control, and volunteer
effects (Table 3). The gender-by-age analysis revealed that women expounded far more
contemporary views than did the men (Figure 1). While the F-ratio for age (Table 3) was
not significant at the .05 level, a linear trend was noted; that is, younger ‘personnel were
more traditional than were older personnel. Pay grade alsq showed a linear effect for
both genders. Men in pay grades E-1 through E-6 were traditional; CPOs were neutral;
and commissioned officers held contemporary views about women's traits and roles in the
workplace. Although all women expressed contemporary beliefs, the mean score of
ferale petty officers was the most nontraditional of any subgroup. The ship effect was
significant for men but not for women. Ship #6, whose factor score indicates a significant
trac}'r‘tional orientation, has a preponderance of men in a department” not found oh the
other ships in this sample. To detemine whether the traditional attitudes of the men_ in
this department could influence the factor score mean sufficiently to account for the
divergence in Ship #6, a one-way ANOVA was performed after removing the men in the
suspected department from the sample. A significant main effect for 'ship was obtained

again (p <.018) and the mean factor score of Ship #6 remained the most traditional of any_

in the sample. .

Figure 2 shows the effect.department had on this factor. The mean scores for men in
the aviation, supply, deck, engineering, and weapons departments indicated that they he:ld
traditional beliefs. Only those in the medical/dental department expressed contemporary
attitudes, while those in repair, operations, and administration were peutral in their
views. -, o .

The comparison between the mean scores of the combined crews of the integrating
ships and those of the control ship crew revealed that men who were not expecting women
to join their crew héld contemporary views, while those faced with this innovation had a
traditional bent. However, due to the large intership variance among the integrating
ships, an a posteriori contrast of the mean score of the contro} ship crews to each of the
integrating crews (see Figures 1 and 2) was performed. The results showed that the
control ship differed significantly only from the two most traditional ships--#1 and #6.

Finally, volunteerism among women was related to their attitudes toward the role of
women. Not surprisingly, those who had chosen to go to sea were significantly more
contemporary than those who did not volunteer. -

.

Acceptance (Factor 2) .

Table 3, which presents the -results of the ANOVAs conducted for factor 2
(acceptance of women), shows that the gender effect 'for the factor scores was not
significant, although six within-gender differences were revealed. Men who are 40+ years
of age were the foremost supporters of the belief that women officers are accepted by
Navy men and that the civilian image of the military woman is favorable; men between 20

4+

4

“If the department were named, the ship would be identifiable. .

|

\
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Figure 1. Distribution of mean scores for variables yielding a significant within-
, group difference in the gender-by-age and pay-grade-by-ship ANOVAs (men
. 2«1 and women separately)--traditionalism factor. ¢
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and 29 were at odds with this perception (see Figure 3). Women in the youngest age group

- (17- 1/9) also believed that women officers are being assimilated, wheréas women in the
oldest age group (30-39) disagreed. Since a ship effect also was found for men and the
ages of the men differed by, ship (see Table 2), a two-way ANOVA was performed for
these variables. Ship accounted for more of the variance than age and the interaction
between the two barely missed being significant at the .05 level. The crew of Ship #5 was
the ‘most accepting of women and that of Ship #6, the ‘east. Again, a one-way ANOVA
conducted without the unique department in the sample yielded very similar results. The
significant pay grade effect found for both sexes was linear, 1nd1cat1ng that those with the
most experience (higher pay grades) held the most: pessimistic view.

. Figure 4 shows the distribution of departmental means for this factor. Men in supply
and deck thought women officers are well accepted, while those in weapons, operations,
aviation, engineering, and repair did not; men in the administration and medical/dental
departments were unsure. (Medlcal/dental department, because of its small N, was not

-«significantly different from neutral.) There was also a volunteer effect for women.
Those who did not volunteer for sea duty believed women officers are well accepted,
w}ule ‘lhe volunteers were neutral. No oontrol effect was found.

- — e e v =

One item that loaded hxgh on factor 2.( 52) did not address acceptance of women per
se but, rather, whether men and women are treated equally in fhe Navy. Seventy-three
percent of the female petty officers versus 56 percent of the nonrated women did not
think so (x2(1,1) = 6.811, p <.01), a finding consistent with the significant pay grade
effect found for the two-way ANOVA, .

S
Discrimination (Factor 3)

Results of the ANOVAs performed on factor 3, which focuses on the expected.
, treatment of women, shows that gender, but not age, had a strong influence on
anticipated perceptions of inequities (Table 3). As illustrated in Figure 5, the women
anticipated discrimination, whereas mer believed the women would receive some
favoritism. Table 4, which presents the results of the chi-square analyses of the eight
individual items loading highest on this factor, reveals that men and women differed
significantly (p <.001) on all. The men were most concerned 'with women receiving
preferentlal treatment in job assignments, particularly tasks involving physical strength,
and in disciplinary matters.

Pay grade yielded a significant main effect for women, but not for men, in the
ANOVAs. Female petty officers anticipated much more discriminatory treatment aboard
ship than did nonrated women. The ship effect d1d not achieve an Scceptable level of
significance for either the men or the women. . )

Figure 6 shows the distribution of factor score means for men in the various
_departments aboard ship. The men in the weapons department, where few women had
ever worked, and in the medical/dental department, where a mixed-gender environment is
more common, anticipated the most preferential treatment. All departments, however,
anticipated that favoritism would prevail. - - . . . e

A significant volunteer effect for women was found. "The women who had not
volunteered for a sea duty assignment believed they would experience more discrimination
than those who had volunteered. No significant main effect was obtained for control
versus integrating ships. . : . <




. e " - : . ’ .
; =
. oA
. ) . %,
-~ — ~ .
- *» o -
S -
ACCEPTANCE OF WOMEN NEUTRAL ' NONACCEPTANCE OF WOMEN
Y .40 YRR ' . .10 .00 .10 .20 .30 0 .50
- . : J . 1
’ T - AN— ] ! T w TT 1 T ' TI o — 7 3 ] ”~
Men®** iomen'l \en Men Women
, s (40+) » (17-19) (17-19) . (30-39) :25—2’) ) ‘-‘
< Women, Men® Mene Women*® .
(20-2¢) (20-2¢) N (25-29) - (30-39)
g Women**¢ Men® Mens e Men® Men"" “ Women®*e
= . (E-1--E-3) (E-Y--E-3) .| (E-4--E-¢) officers  (E-7--E-9) (E-4--E-6)
> ) :
%
-N -
:,‘ - - - e 2 D IO SR — — ]
\ Men®*e Men ~
. (Ship 5) (Ship 4)
’ - n® Mene** [ “e
g (Ship 2) (Ship 1) (Ship 6)
17,3 »
' A
Note. Asterisks show groups with scores that deviate significantly from neutral.
- *p < 0050 . “
*%p < ,01. ] ] .
**%p < ,001. N . - . NP ’
Figure 3. Distribution of mean ‘scores for variables yielding a significant within-
' group differenc'e\in the gender-by-age and pay-grade-by-ship ANOVAs (men
. and women sgparateli}--acceptance factor. . !
! ’ - ' . ’
!; & ? } « ? d 3 O ‘ j
| Q ‘ . . ) £ C
. . 4 '5 ’ ] . %
EMC , ‘ ’ %
. . AN




»

‘ . . . s

ACCEPTANCE OF WOMEN NEUTRAL NONACCEPTANCE OF WOMEN

-.40 -30 -20 -10 .00 .10 .20 .30 .40
1 1 I e 1 R 1 1
il !
. Men®¢* Men*® Men® \fenee
, z (Supply) (Repair) (Aviation) (Weapons)
3 . |
z {Deck) (Administration)
& . ) i“en... )
8 Men® (Medical/Dental) Operations
and
' Men** (Engineering)
(2
=2 I -
= P . .
o ;, Women®® Women
w . who did not volunteer who volunteered
'z-! -
=t
Bt
O:
o
,
Note. Asterisks show groups with scores that deviate significantly from neutral.
*p‘ < 0050 4 M
**P < .01. v ' N Y. 7
- *%¥p < 001,
a a A - ) . - -
Because of the small sample and large variance, the mean score of the medical/dental
men was not significantly different from neutrality. e e e e e e
Figure 4. Distribution of mean scores for variables yielding significant within-group
. differences in the one-way ANOVAs-,ga;:ceptance factor.
. <
o '

ERIC



E

l{fC‘ - 32

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P
- . & .
, .
o é
- - N - . ﬁﬁ
FAVORITISM TOXARD NEUTRAL DISCRIVMINATION AGAINST
WOMEN EXPECTED WOMEN EXPECTED -
. ‘ ’ ": -
=20 -9 00 «10 .20 .30 40 .50 .60 70 30
1 1 1 1 I 1 ] 1 1 1 1
b . 3
» o
z .
a e Men®s e Women*®*
4 2 .
w
(v
- N . ¢t .
) Women®** Women®** -
8 . . . . (E-1--E-3) (E&«E-é)
<
-4 -
o
>- L 3
< N
-9 -
Ld -
Note. Asterisks show groups with scores that deviate significantly from neutral.
<05 — - - J
*#p < .01,
~*%*p < 001, . e D i — . : e
g Figure 5. Distribution of mean scores for variables yielding significant within-group
differences in the¥gender-by-age and pay-grade-by-ship ANOVAs (men and(/
women separately)-~discrimination factor. X




\l
Table 4

Comparison of Men's and Women's Responses to Discrimination Items

’

Response Percentage

Item ' ,Mena Women

Expected treatment of women in:b

Job assignments

Favoritism - , 261.%507*
Equal treatment '
Discrimination
Discipline _ k
" Favoritism 177.6879%
Equal treatment .
Discrimination
Advancement

Favoritism . 140.3788*
Equal treatment / ¢
Discrirmination

Education and training opportunities )
Favoritism ) ‘ 73.1754%
Equal treatment
Discrimination

.—Responsibility-and-leadership

opportunities . . “
Favoritism ) © o 73.7796*
Equal treatment .

" Discrimination

Tasks involving physical strength .
Favoritism ' 68 - : : 145.0341*

Equal treatment
Discrimination
Women often receive favormsm from
supervisors
Agree ‘ 332.8478*
Disagree :
-- - Women-will-be-disciplined-less-harshly-
than the men

“Yes 55 13 ,134.1271%
No . . 45 87 .

aOnly men at pay grades E-1 to E-6 are included in these analyses.

bMen were asked how they believed women would be treated. Women were asked how
they. personally expected to be treated. :
*p < .001. - 26
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Gender Interaction (Factor 4)

Factor & is concerned with an afﬁmty toward a mixed-gender environment and
discomfort over reStraints on gender interactions aboard ship. Results of the ANOVAs for
this factor are included in Table 3. The significant gender differences found indicate that
women were much less inclined than the men to be bothered by an all-male env1rong#1ent
or by prohibitions against displays of affection (Figure 7). It is important to-récognizé
that some of these items have a same-sex referent for one group and a cross-sex referent
for the other. On one particular item, over 60 percent of the women said they would. be
less likely. to pick a female than a male for a friend, whereas 70 percent of the men were
impartial. Although no main effect was found for age, there was a significant interaction .
between age and gender (Table 3). Among men, the preference for a mixed gender
environment was supported by all age groups .except for those from 30 to 39 years of age,
who appeared to be indifferent. The younger men (17-24) were the most dissatisfied with
the traditional all-male environment.

Pay grade showed a linear effect for men; the lower ranking men expressed:
discontent with the traditional all-male environment aboard ship, whereas the CPOs and
commissioned officers appeared to be satisfied. There was no pay grade effect for women
or a significant ship effect for either gender on factor 4.

’ A significant department effect was also found in the one-way ANOVA performed on
. the male sample (Figure 8). Although the administration, department appeared to be
impartial, ‘all other departments showed a strong dissatisfaction with an all-male
environment. No significant control effect among men or volunteer effect among women
was found.

Summary of ANOVAs of Factor Scores

Five ANOVAs were performed on each of the four factor scores of men and four on
each of the factor scores of women. Table 5 summarizes the results of these analyses.

-’

Table 5 .
Summary of ANOVAs Performed.on Four Factors

’ ) . No. of Slgmfzcant Main Effects

Varjable ' Women Men
Ship o 0 S ‘ 2
Department . NA . 4
Pay grade 3 ‘ 3
Volunteerism v 3 . - NAy
* Control NA - -l
" Age - 0 . I

. Note. C;err\deirwyiiefdedfa>§iig-nifricanfimaifr{effechor all four factors.

i
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Among women, the two vg';riablgs having the!strbngest_inﬂuence on their responses
were pay grade.and whether they had (or would have) voluntéered for sea duty; among

men, department aboard ship and pay grade were most influential. Not surprisingly, the

sexes differed significantly on all four factors. Age and being on an integrating.ship or a
control ship had very little effect upon the attitudes measured in the survey.

Additional-Questions on the Men's Sur\ﬂi ° .

~_Sixtéen additional items, given only to the men, address the impact the assignment of*
women would have on the ship,and the personal consequences anticipated. The multiple-
choice response optiorts aré in terms of effect or likelihood of occurrence. For purposes
of analysis, these items were grouped into seven topical areas: discipline, interpersonal
relationships, morale, efficiency, Na\\‘ry'S‘ image, use of profanity, and privacy. Results are
. discussed below. . , , o ) .
L)

)

Impact on Discipline ~~. =~ -

The impact on discipline, measured by the two items shown in Table 6, elicited the
most apprehensions. A significant chi-square was obtained in the department analysis of
one item: men in the weapons department were the most convinced that discipline aboard
ship would suffer as a result .of adding women to the crew. In responding to the second
itern, 60 percent of the sample believed tHat fnen would be blamed for the misconduct of
both sexes, at least sometimes, and 34 percent of this group expected frequent ufifair
blame. - The majority of commissioned officers and CPOs did not believe the men would be”
aunfairly accused, whereas the majority of men in the lower pay grades believed this-would
occur. The crew of the control ship respanded similarly to the crews of the integrating
ships, who differed from each other. Men in Ship #5 expressed the most optimistic view;
and those in Ship #6\, the most pessimistic. — '

-

~~=. ‘Impact on Interpersonal Relationships
G —

Responses to items concerning effects on interpersonal relatiqnships, the second most
important area of concern, are shown in Table 7. Eighty-one percent of the men at all
pay grades anticipated problems arising from jealousy and conflict among the men. While
the nonrated men and petty officers were quite certain of this, the CPOs and commis-
sioned officers felt that jealousy-related conflict would occur some of the time. When
the men were asked if they believed that integration would personally cause conflict with
‘their spouses or girl friends, only 18 percent said "Yes." However, the majority of men
(60%), particularly the CPOs, believed that having women aboard ship would be harmful to
the relationships of Navy men and their wives or girl friends ashore.. Apprehensions about
all interpersqnal problems were stfongest among the nonrated men and petty officers.

o The f#sponse distributions by department were similar for both items in Table 7.

< Responses "by ship were significantly different for the first item only (x2(2,4)=24.245,

* p<.0l1). The crew of Ship #6; more than any other, anticipated that ‘having women

o - abeard would generate jealousy among men. There were no differences between the

control and integrating crews regarding jealousy among the men, overall impact on Navy
men and their wives ok-girl friends, or the effect on their own spousal'relationships.

’ 3
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g | — , Table 6 °
2 ﬁ’ ‘, *
’ Anticipated Impact of Women on Discipline
\ ' by Department and Pay Grade . . o
Co . | . Response Percentage? . 3
| Item ;- Positive No Effect Negative . - X \
Impact on djscipline.
Department ' o
- Administration ¥ 22 29 Vs
tions -0 18 3] 51
Engiheering -, 26 26 48
. 26 30 44
Supply ~ 32 29 39
Medical/dental 38 17 45
Weapons 19 20 61
Repair -\ 25 3] 44
Avyiation 18 32 50 n
Overall . - 25 29 46 28.394*
s \ Yes Sometimes  No
Mgn will be blamed for the
misconduct of both men and
women. ’
Pay grade .
E-1--E-3 37 28 35
E-4--E-6 . 25 41
E-7--E-9 < \/ 24 24 53
Officers O 7 20 72
"Overall 34 26 40 39,8224 %

Note. Significant chi-squares by ,Ship were obtained for both items (x(2,4) = 36.571,
p < .00l for the first item, and X3(2,4) = 44,040, p < .00! for the second item). The chi-.
squares for pay grade on the first item and for department on the second item were not

significant.

aPercer'ltages -do not always equal 100 due t

*p< 05,
_ **p<..001.
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. ) ) . Table 7‘ .

Ar;ticipated Impact of Women on Interpersonal
Relationshps By Pay Grade

’
-

.. AY

Response Percentagea

Item Yes Sometimes ., No X2
Women will cause jealousy and’
problems among the men. ° / T
Pay grade
E-1--E-3 49 2 19
E-4--E-6 : 4 37 19
E-7--E-9 32 . 52 16
Officers 29 51 © 20
Overall . - 45 . 36, 19 22.820%

Having women aboard ship will
cause conflicts in my relation-
ship with my wife/girl friend.

Pay grade ' 4 :
E-1--E-3 : 20 17 63
E-4--E-6 19 15 . 66
E-7--E-9 1 13 77
Officers 2 6 92 .
Overall 18 15 66 . 24.229*
3percentages do not always equal 100 due to rounding. \ %
*p < .001. ~ ’ A

Impact on Morale

The -men's feelings regarding the expected impact on)morale were very definitive;
neutral responses were uncommon. The majority of men believed the addition of women

" would improve morale. and make life aboard ship more enjoyable. Also, 58 percent of the

men said they. would prefer a mixed-gender workgroup to one with only men (see Table 8).
This finding was strongest among the lower pay grades. .

Responses to the morale items 'r;veale.d significant differences among those in the
vgrious pay grades and departments. Men in the lower ranks and those in the
medical/dental, deck, and administration departments held the most favorable views.
Ship differences were also apparent; men from Ships #2, #4, and #5 were the most
enthlisiastic about women improving the quality of life aboard ship. The control crew was
.appreciably more convinced than the integrating crews that the addition of women would
improve morale and make life more enjoyable.




Table 8 .

Impact of Women on.Morale A /
»

~

~

: N o . x? of Distributions bys -
. Item and Overali Distribugion "*  Pay Grade .  Department Ship - Control
' of Responses (Percentage®) '

T AY

Having women aboard ship will B =
impact on mora{e:_ -

Positively 62 - S . : .
Have no effect - * .
Negatiyely 27 - 6.980 13.778 39,052%%% 11,286%#*

Having women aboard ship will
. make life more enjoyable.

. Yes 49
Sometimes 26 ' . _ A
No 24 50.921;/** 27.544 % 27.980 % % * 8.433%

I prefer having both men and
" women in my workgroup.

.

‘Agree 58 )
Neutral 31 c ®
Disagrey <11 ' 23,201 %% 40.226%%% 32, 4]8%x* 4,518
aPt.ercentages do not‘ always equal 100 ‘due to rounding.
*p<.05o . : . . ) . ¢ -,
**p<.01. ‘_ * N * N “©
*%#%5<,001.

’ \J

Impact on Effiqienc:y and. Work

Responses to the five items concerning the impact of integration on the efficiency of
running the ship are shown in Table 9. Overall, the assignment of women was not
expected to have a positive or negative effect on the efficiency of the ship or crew. The
majority of men felt that, with equal training and experience, women supérvisors would be’
as_good as men and that having women aboard ship would not distract them from doing
their work. Concern with competition from women for jobs was minimal; less than one-
fifth of the men believed having women crew members would lessen their chances for
getting a desired job. In addition, 56 percent of the men believed that the problems
caused initially by the assignment of women would be temporary. Only 20 percent of the
men felt that problems would not be ironéd.out with time.

Pay grade effects were found on thfee of the work items. The CPOs and
commissioned officers were the.most confident that women would perform as well as men
in supervisory positions. Although their concern was minimal, the lower ranking men
believed significantly more than did their superiors that women would distract them from
work and lessen their chances for getting desired jobs.




Table 9

In:npact of Women on Efficiency and Work

Item and Overall Distribution

x2 of Distributions by:

e

Pay Grade Department Ship * Control
of Responses (Percentage) - ~ "
Impact on the efficiency of
running the ship.
Positive- . 30
No effect 43 .
i 1.884 28.065* 25,367 %% 3.175
' ,

Having women aboard ship will
distract me from dging my

work. ,
Yes 17
Sometimes 22
No ’ 61

Women will lessen my chances
for getting she job I want.

Yes 17
Maybe 15
No 68

Having women aboard ship will
cause some problems at first,
but they will disappear with

2]1.883%*

23.558

L4

49.150%%* 15,172

37.831%%%  36,622%%
S

1 4

20.453%=

25.748**‘

17.457 % %%

a

* 0.736

27.928%**% ° 3,905

time. . )
Yes 56 N\
Maybe. . 24 . .
No - 8.734 30.755* 38,338 % %% 3.002 .
*p<.05.
*#p<,0l.,

*%%p<,001,




Differences between departments were -also evident. Men in the aviation and
weapons departments were the most negative about the anticipated effect on efflcxency
and they were the most skeptical about initial ,problems decreasing with time. Men in
supply and deck departments were the most optimistic about the impact of women on
work: However, men in supply, along with those in engineering and aviation, were the
most concerned that job opportunities would decrease, whereas those in operations and
repair appeared the least anxious about -competition from women. Men in the
medical/dental and repair departments were the most. convinced that problems caused by
having women aboard would be temporary; those 1n weapons and aviation ‘were the least
optimistic. .

" Ship effects were also revealed: Men from Ships #4 and #6 expected the most '

negative impact on efficiency and those from Crews #2 and #6 believed that women
would be distracting. Men from Ship #5 gave the greatest number of positive responses on
the item addressing efficiency, while those from Ships #4 and #5 appeared to be the most
optnmxstxc regarding problems disappearing with time.

There were no significant differences between the control and 1ntegrat1ng crews
concerning the impact on efficiency, distraction from work, competition for “jobs, or
longevxty of problems. However, the control crew showed more confidence than did the
mtegratmg crews (70 versus 60% respectively) that women would perform as well as men
in supervisory roles.

s R -

Impact on Navy Image and Pride of Membership

Men were also asked if 1ntegrat10n would affect the overall image of the Navy. As
shown in Table 10, 44 percent of the men believed that having women in the crew would
improve the Navy image. Those from thps #2 and #5 were the most positive; and those
from Ships #1 and #6, the most negative. However, when asKed if their pride in being-
part of the Navy would be altered, 54 percent of the men said that integration would have
no effect. Those in supply and medical/dental departments held the most favorable views,
while men in repair, weapons, and engineering were the most negative (x2(2,9)=39.142,
p < .01). Men at the various pay grade levels -responded similarly to.these items, as did
the crew of the control shxp.

Table 10
Responses to Items Addressing the Navy's
Image and Pride of Membership .
( :
- Response Percentage X2 for
' Difference
Item Positive  No Effect Negative Among Ships
Impact on the Navy's image. T 29 27 C o 16.817%
Impact on my pride in being ¢
part of the Navy. 30 5 16 47.096%*
#p < .05._) |
*#p < 001,

s
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Impact on Profanity ' i :

The issue of profanity is addressed by the two items shown in Table 11. The first
questions if women will keep men from swearing, and the second asks if restrictions on
_language will bother men. Overall, one-fourth of the men felt that having women aboard
ship would definitely prevent them from swearing. This expectation was most prevalent
in the supply and medical/dental departments (x%(2,8) = 39.934, p < .001). Another 2l
percent believed they would have ‘to control their language some of the time. However,
over a third of the men said that they would be frustrated if restrictions were placed on
the use)of profanity, -dlthough concern decreased as rank increased (x2(1,3) = 35.206,
p < .001). . . 4

[y

. Table 11

Impact of Iritegration on Profanity

Response Percentage
Item Yes Sometimes No X

Having women aboard ship will keep '
me from using profane language. .

Integrating ships - _ 25 21 54
+ Control ship 33 19 48 - 12.654*

It will be unnatural and frustra- -
ting for me to stop swearing.

Integrating ships 34 . 19 47 .-
Control ship 26 17 57 14.400%*
) . —
g2 01, .
*%p <001, : ,
<

L3

There were differences between the control and integrating crews. It appears that
fewer of the men in the control crew would object to curtailing their language than would
~ men in the integrating crews. . ’ :

.

Impact on Privacy

. The impact on men's privacy is addressed by one item: "Having women aboard ship
will not allow me enough privacy." In response, 18 percent said "Yes"; 24 percent,
"Sometimes"; and 57 percent, "No." Overall, most men did not expect that the lack of

. privacy resulting from having women aboard ship would be a problem, although the
nonrated men and petty officers were more concerned than were the CPOs and -
commissioned officers (x? (2,3) = 18.726, p < .01). Also, men aboard Ships #2 and 6
showed more concern than did their peers aboard other ships (x*(2,4) = 26.636,
p < .00l). Np differences were found between the contro! and integrating crews nor

+ among the departments aboard ship.

-
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Additional Questions on Women's Survey

- Nine items given only to women address potential problem areas aboard ship. As
shown in Table 12, a large majority of the women expected the abundant use of profanity
and pressures to prove oneself to be persistent problems.’ In addition, at least one-third
of the women expressed concern about learning ship terminology, resentment or negative
attitudes from the men, and performing tasks involving physical strength. Significant
differences among ships were found on seven of the nine items. Women assigned to Ship
#6 were the most apprehensive about crowded quarters, ship's design, and general quarters
drills. Those assigned to Ship #2 were less concerned than the others about having to .

. prove themselves and resentment from men. These differences may be a reflection of the -
varied emphasis and/or content of the preparatory workshops, each organized and .
presented by different HRM personnel, the types of ships to which the women were being
assigned, or the varying Navy experience of the respondents.

e

kY

Table 12 .

Problems Anticipated Aboard Ship by Women

Do you think thé following Response 'Percentagea i x?
areas will present problems Only at for Difference
for you? - Yes First No . Among Ships .

. A
Crowded quarters, lack of )
privacy | 2] 4y ~35 35.423% %%
Ship protocol : 23 . 70 -7 6.809 _
N Use of profanity by others - 76 17 8 15.329 _ \
Ship design 30 62 9 79.893 %%
Shipboard terminology 46 50 b 35.442% %%
General quarters drills s . o0 . 6 25.542%*
Having to prove myself 63 - 22 16 30.519%%*
" Resentment or negative attitudes
. of the men 4l 33 26 20.788* ,
Performing tasks involving physical .
. strength . a 39 32, 29 18.854%* ,
aPg.erca.entaga.es do not always equél 100 due to rounding. o ‘
*p < .05, : , .
*:*p < .Ol. v

#%%p < ,001.

The responses to an.item asking about reactions 6 profanity seem to contradict the
finding that 76 percent of the women cited that foul language would be a problem. Sixty-
three percent of the women said they were not affecth by profanity, 32 percent were a

litt,le bothered by it, and only 5 percent became greatly upset. The authors have no
ogical explanation for the disparity between these presumably similar items.

r
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The remaining items given only to women address work group composition,
supervisory preference, and leadership skills. A large majority (85%) of the women had
previously worked as the sole woman in a male-dominated group; in that situation, 27
~percent of them reported having had difficulties. When asked about work-group prefer-
ence, only 2 percent chose to be with,a majority of women, 2!} percent preferred a
balanced gender mix, and 35 percent desired to have more men than women in their work
g:éxps (42% were indifferent). Similar findings were evident in, the preference expressed
for-supervisors. Malfe supervisors were preferred to female ones (30% vs. 1%), although
the majority (69%)had,no preference. In the area of leadership, 58 percent of the women
reported having had séme supervisory experience; and 85 percent expressed a desire for
additional training in leadership or management.

Items Addressing Special Topics - ’ ’ [ g

Problem Resolution-

Appropriate use of the chain of command for citing grievances and resolving
problems is assessed by asking who would be the most and the least likely persons to
approach with a professmnal or personal problem. As shown in Table 13, women adhered
to policy, citing superiors of either gender as the most likely confidant for professional
(work-related) probfems. Men, on the other hand, chose a male superior as most likely,
with male.peer as the second choice. A female superior was'the least likely person with
whom a man would discuss a work-related problem. The men's disinclination to seek
guidance from a fémale superiof may be due to the lack of women in supervisory positions
or stem from personal bias against, reluctance, or discomfort in addressing women in
positions of authority. .

7~

There was a definite trend evident for both genders to seek out a same-sex peer with
whom to disCuss a pe rsonal problem. However, the second most likely choice for women
was an opposite-sex peer, while men favored a male superior. Superiors, regardless of
gender, were not regarded as preferred confidants for personal problems; rather, they
were the least likely people to approach on these matters.

o ’

-

Attitudes Toward Sea Duty

Women were more &nthusiatic than men about life aboard ship, perhaps because they
had never had this experience. Forty even percent of the women versus 17 percent of
the men said sea.duty was somethirg they had always wanted, while one-third of the
respondents of both stated they accepted the assignment as necessary to achieve
careeér goals. \Almost half ot-tfle men (47%), compared to 18 percent of the women, said
that they would avoid sea duty if possible. Correspondingly, 64 percent of the women had
volunteered fgr duty aboard ship, while only 30 percent of the men said they would have
volunteered \g: gwen that optlon.

As sho in Figure 9, gender differences :were also evident in the responses to the
open-ended question addressing the best aspects of sea duty. Women saw their time
aboard ship as an opportunity to gain job experience and as a way to travel. Very few
men, on the other hand, mentioned job experience; they saw travel as the main benefit to
be gained with "life at sea" (i.e., solitude, tranquility, scenery, ¢hange of pace) as a
secondary benefit. -
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Table 13 ‘

Responses to Problem Resolution Items
o . - . (E- l'--E-Q).

*

- Respbnse F‘ercentagea
Item ) Men Women

Who aré you most likely to talk to about . . .
A professional problem?

Male peer 15 6 .

Fermale peer : 3 6 L

. Male superior A 4 66 48 . ;;

Female superior —_ 9 31 ot
Male subordinate o 4 4
Female subordinate 1 4

A personal problem? . . _ . ) 1

Male peer ' 55. .27 |

Female peer 11 48 . |

Male superior ' 29 0 13 .

Female superior . 2 , 6 |

Male subordinate . 3 2 . |

|

|

Female subordinate . 1 - 4
Who are you least likely to talk to.about... ' )
A professional problem? '

Male peer : 8 10 .

Female peer 14 ' 14 - w

Male superior 12 . 13 |

Female superior : \ . 21 .16

Male subordinate ', . 17. " 22

Female subordinate ‘ N . 26 . 5 >
A personal problem? ) )

Male peer . . ‘ ' 9 J T 14

Female peer : ' ' 14 10 -

Male superior _ 21 , 24 ,

Female superior .28 , 20

Male subordinate “13 . 19 _

Female subordinate - 14 : . 13 ) ’

aPercentages dd not always equal 100 due to rounding.
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LURE OF SEA
OR CHALLENGE

_ Figure 9. Best aspects of sea duty given by men and wdmen.

The worst aspects of sea duty, according to both women and men, were family
separations, shipboard living conditions, and work performed aboard ship. The men also
emphasized boredom, long work-hours, and lack of opportunities for education as areas of

discontent.
Y ‘\

A

Sexual Harassment

J
7

The sensitive topic of sexual harassment is addressed in the main section of the
survey and also in an additional open-ended item that the women respond to anonymously.
A content analysis of the open-ended item revealed that almost one-third of all the
women (one-half of the petty officers) stated they had experienced sexual harassment
while in the Navy. This harassment consisted, primarily, of unwelcome propositions and
was verbal in nature. :

Table 14 shows the responses given to the multiple-choice items appearing in each
form of the survey. Men, particularly. those in the lower pay grades, were fairly certain -
that women would experience sexual harassment aboard ship. The CPOs and commis-
sioned officers differed from their male subordinates in that they felt only a few women
would be harassed. Significant differences were also found between the control and
_integrating ships (x3(1,3) = 22.063, p < .001); that is, more men on the control ship thought

harassment wOuld?)e only a temporary problem. . ) :

Differences fo‘u%d among ships, for both men (x2(3,4) = 34992, p < .001) and women
(x2 (2,4) = 24.584, p < .01), may presage differential experiences. The women assigned to
Ships #3 and #6 had the least apprehensions about harassment, while those assigned to
Ships #1, #4, and. #5 voiced a greater degree of apprehension. The meh showed a
somewhat differént pattern. Those from Ships.#4 and #5 expected that less harassment
of women would occur than did those from Ships #2 and #6. (The’men from Ship ##1 were

not given this item.)

In summary, men anticipated a greater problem with sexual harassment aboard ship.
than did the women. Women, surprisingly, did not feel that they would ekperience more
sexual harassment aboard ship than they had in shore establishments. g
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Table 14

, 3
Responses to Sexual Harassment Items by Pay Grade

. Item

Résponse Percentaggsa

E-1--E<3  E-4--E-6 E-7--E-9 Officer

Total

Men (N:98‘+)

Do you think women aboard:
" your ship will be sex-
ually harassed?

Yes, most of them will
Yes, a few will

Only at first, they will
No '

- i

oo Women (N=326) B
" Do yowinticipate problems

with sexual harassment
aboard ship? | ’
Yes

No \

-Don't know \\

\
|

L3

30 .27 5,
34 35 54
27 - 29 29

9 10 12

x? = 21.682*

27 34 —
32 34 -
2 = 2,290

27

28
10

‘29
32
39

aPercentages do not ‘!a\lways equal 100 due to rounding.

*p < 0L, \




DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This report presents the results of the analysis of survey data collected prior to
women reporting for duty aboard six Navy ships. It was anticipated that survey responses o
of the men in the crews of the ships being integrated would differ as a functiori of the
amount of their experience working with women and of their pay grade. Women at the

_same pay grade were €xpected to hold similar attitudes, except, that thgse who had
volunteered for sea duty would be more positive. As indicated previously, fou hypotheses
were developed to investigate these relationships. : :

& . '

1, Hygotﬁgs"is 1. .The departmental differences postulated were generally sup-
ported. Traditional attitudes were held by men in four of the five departments where
women ashore are rarely found performing in any but support functions and, subsequently,
where the séxes have had scant experience working together. The exception was men in

: repair whose scores were in the traditional direction but who did not Hiffer significantly
from neutrality. Significant departmental differences also were found on 12 of the 17
questions concerned with the impact of integration, adding support to this hypothesis.

- Men in the weapons and aviation departments were the most pessimistic about the impact -
women would have on the functioning of the “Ship; those in engineering and aviation
showed the most concern with the adverse consequences to them as individuals.

[ £

The men in the medical/dental departments, where women co-workers are common,
held - the most contemporary views. These men, and those in the administration co
department, thought the addition of women would benefit the ship and crew. Men in
supply concurred, despite their unexpected conservative scores on traditionalism (factor
P 1).” Furthermore, the men in medical/dental, administration, and operations were the
least concerned about female crew members having a negative impact on their personal
_lives. These findings may be partially a function of the proportion of higher-ranking men -
in the administration and medical/dental departments (21.3%) (this explanation does not -
apply to operations) yersus those in other departments aboard ship (7.7%).

Although the men in all departments anticipated women would receive preferential
treatment (factor 3), those in weapons were most convinced that favoritism would occur.
Yet, except for the neutral position of those in administration, the men favored a mixed
gender’environment. - . . '

v

2. Hypothesis 2.- The predigtio’n that men in the crews of ships soon to have women
would endorse fewer sexual stereatypes than those in an auxiliary ship not scheduled for
integration was rejected. The significant main effect found on factor 1 was opposite to
that hypothesized. Comparing responses of the control crew with the combined responses
of the men from the integrating ships showed that the latter group was more reluctant to
accept women in-nontraditional roles, Contrary to expectations, men from the control
ship held contemporary attitudes toward the role of women and believed that the addition
: of women would have a more positive effect than did men from the integrating ships.

Specifically, the control crew was more inclined than the integrating crews to believe
that morale would improve, personal pride in the Navy would increase, and life would
-become more enjoyable with a mixed-gender crew. These results seem to indicate that
the preintegration workshops, designed to dispel both stereotypic beliefs about women and
- apprehensions about integration, failed to meet their objectives. However, since the
control shécrew was appreciably different from only thécrews of the first and last ships
to be integrated (Ships #1 and #6), the workshops may have had a positive effect. The
crew of the last ship to receive women was not given the operatiohal "Women-at-Sea"
workshop by HRM personnel and the workshop delivered to the first crew was refined and
improved for the following crews. It is also possible that the hypothesis was not supported \

|
!
!
\’
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because integrating crews were responding to the reality of having women as crew
members, in comparison to the hypothetical situation for the control ship.
#

Differences among the crews of the integrating ships were notable. The men of Sh1p
##6 expressed the least optimal attitudes on every factor or item for which a significant
main effect or chi-square was found. The majority of respondents from Crew #6 were
nonrated, young, and not predisposed toward volunteering for sea duty. Their generally
negative attitude appears to have been projected onto gender integration. Also, Ship #6
has a departmental configuration that is different from that of all other ships in the '
sample and is a training ship of advanced age as well. The possibility that the views of
the men in the dominant department could aceount for the significant ship effect found in
the ANOVAs was investigated and shown not to. be the case. It is possible that the
constant cycling of personnel through a training program may lend instability to a crew
and result in lower morale or the harsh physical conditions aboard an old ship (crowding,
outdated equipment, unreliable alr-condmomng) may lead to a generally negatwe
attitude.

At the other end of the continuum from Crew #6 was Crew #5 who, in accepting the
women, said that integration would increase their pride in the Navy and improve the
Navy's image and who believed that women would have a positive impact on eff1c1ency
These men were older, better educated, and in higher pay grades than were the men in the
other ships. Also, the attitude of the captain of Ship #5 was extremely positive, as
revealed by his request for command of a ship with women in the crew. He communicated
this enthusiasm to his crew and took great pride in seeing that they received the best
preparatiori available. By contrast, the command of Ship #6 received little support or
guidance in preparing his men (and the women coming aboard), even though such help was
requested. The resultant frustration may have been felt by the crew; if so, integration
would have been seen as the culprit, making women the scapegoats.

3. Hypothesis 3. Contrary to expectations, traditionality was. found to decregse
rather than an increase with rank. Nonrated men evidenced the most conservative
attitudes toward women, while the commissioned officers held fairly egalitarian views and
the CPOs were neutral. Apparently, thé changing norms and greater contact with females
in public education had not affected the attitudes of the traditional young men who had
recently entered naval service. -

In general, the commissioned officers and CPOs felt the addition of women would"
have little impact on the ship and crew. The lower-ranking men, who soon would be
working and socializing with women aboard ship, were more ambivalent. They were more
worried than were their superiors about jealousy and conflicts among the men stemming
from competition and they were much more concerned with being unfairly dlsc1phned
Furthermore, the nonrated men and petty officers shared the cohcerns mentioned in
Graichen's (1977) newspaper article; that is, they felt that women would have a negative
impact .on some aspect of their personal lives (i.e., conflicts with spouses, distraction
from work, job competition, and lack of privacy). The commissioned officers and CPOs
expected negligible personal consequences probably because of the supervisory relation-
ship they would have with the women, who were almost all nonrated or petty officers.

Despite the fact that the lower-ranking men anticipated more negative peréorial
consequences than did those in the higher pay grades, they were the greatest proponents
of the integration. Several factors might be contributing to this apparent incongruity.

-
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) a. Most men, whether traditional or not, may simply like having women around.
For single men, in particular, there also, could be social rewards and improved morale
associated with being in a mixed-gender crew.

b. The antisipated jealousy and favoritism toward women may have been
viewed not as problems but as @#mgomitants of coeducation to which the younger men are
accustomed. i

c. Men~with a traditional,orientation may have interpreted special treatment
of women as functional, since they also held the belief that women are less capable.

4. Hypothesis 4. The results sup‘ported the hypothesis that no ship effect was found
for any of the women's factor scores.® This finding is of great importance in appraising
integration at sea, for it demonstrates that these women had very similat attitudes
(except for the variance accounted for by pay grade and volunteer status) when they
entered the six separate ships under study. If a ship effect is found iR the women's
responses to the postintegration survey, the probable reason for this change will reside in
their intervening experiences. Since th& men in the crews of these ships differed in their
traditionality, acceptance of women, and expectations of the women's impact, one of the
intervening variables of interest will be the predispositions of male peers and supéryisors.

In general, the women were fairly optimistic about their prospects at sea, particu-
larly the volunteers who welcomed the opportunity to enhance their careers. The women
felt that adjusting to shipboard life would not present serious problems, but did show
concern about profanity, haying to prove themselves, and resentment from the men.

There was less variability among the women's factor scores than among the men's.
Women petty officers held the most egalitagjan attitudes, anticipated the most discrimi-
nation, and had the most jaundiced*¥Views on the acceptance of women officers by Navy
men. Although, the majority had volunteered, their naval experiences ashore appear to
have led to greater skepticism about integration at sea. Thé younger, nonrated women,
who tended to be somewhat less contemporary, were not as concerned about discrimina-
tion and believed that women officers are well acCepted by(Navy%hen--a view not shared
by their male counterparts. Women who had volunteered for sea duty were more
optimistic in that they expected less discrimination and grea't:er acceptance.

- - -

Unfortunately, the relationshippf these variables to preintegration attitudes and
expectations cannot be .empirically determined. Nevertheless, the possible effects on
attitudes, acceptance of women, and general success of the integration should be
conside%in the evaluation of the integration process. :

, Analysis of the individual items showed that women were more concernhed with
interpersonal relationship problems than with shipboard adjustment. They felt that
adapting. to the work environment, such as learning ship design, protocol, and gerieral
quarters drills, would result from experience. Contrary to Quigley's (1977) stereotype of
comfort-loving American young women, this sample rated ctowded quarters lowest among
all the nine problems disted. Their greatest concerns were dealing with excessive use of
profanity and having to prove themselves, two areas that could adversely affect job
satisfaction (Woelfel -& Savell, 1978; Durning, 1977). On a positive note, women were
enthusiastic about being assigned to ships, looking upon the experience as job enhancing.

»

SWhile differences were found among the women on some ‘of the items addressing
anti¢ipated problems, these items were not used in testing hypothesis 4.

-
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Almost all said they would be comfortable and actually preferred being in predominantly
male surroundings. Also, a preference for male co-workers and supervisors was evident
among most of the women.

Ironically, the women anticipated less sexual harassment than.did the men. However,
since one-half of the female petty officers indicated they had previously experienced
sexual harassment in the Navy, a proliferation of this problent might reasonably be
expected within’the confined environment of a ship. The vulnerability of the nonrated
women, due to their youth, ineiperience,-eagerness to gain acceptance, and possible fear
of repercussions, are factors the Navy needs to consider when prevention strategies are
devéloped. N .

In addition to the aforementioned individual and organizational variables, other
factors could have influenced the attitudes measured and, ultimately, the success of
integration: they include (1) publicity, (2) chronology of integration, (3) deployment
schedules, (4) ship size @and type, and (5) relative gender ratio. i

| " -

The extensive media coverage of the first women assigned to ships (including
television and movie crews) may have had negative effects. In Durning's (1978) study of
the first year of integration at the Naval Academy, 67 percent of the women rated being
an object of publiCity as a problem. The men's dislike of the spotlighting of the women
was evident from responses to an open-enpded item that asked for recommendations to aid
in integration. Twenty-two (18%) of the 119 recommendations emphasized "not making a

- big deal abott the women coming aboard." ’

Ships #1 and #6 ‘were integrated over a year apart. Although the publicity
surrounding the first women sailors dissipated as the novelty of women at sea decreased,
it may have had residual effects. The media's tendency to report and sometimes
sensationalize every newsworthy incident may have altered the expectations of perspec-

tive crew members. .
—_

Deployment schedules: ship size, and mission of the ship could also moderate
attitudes. For example, the crew of a ship that deploys frequently may perceive a mixed-
gender crew more amiably than one that does not often experience life without women for
long periods of time. It is equally feasible that the work roles, living conditions, or
specific duties aboard a ship m#¥Pe often at sea is such that the addition of women is seen
as complicating an already difficult situation. Ship size could affect attitudes in that men
in large ships may see the addition of a relatively small number of women as having
minimal impact. On the other hand, anticipated competition for the attention of a very
few women may be greater in a proportionately larger crew. Similarly, in ships with
smaller crews, integration may be seen as having more consequences, because of more
dramatic changes in personnel configuration and associated lifestyles.

Another issue that could contribute to resentment among the men concerns modifica-
tions made to the ship to prepare for the women coming aboard. Discussions with
supervisory personnel prior to integration indicated that alterations to the berthing
compartments and head facilities to accommodate women created feelings of inequity in
some of the men. '

Unfortunately, the relationship of these variables to preintegration attitudes and
.expectations cannot be, empirically determined. Nevertheless, the possible effects on
attitudes, acceptance of women, and general success of the integration should be
considered in the evaluation of the integration process.
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APPENDIX
ITEMS HAVING THE HIGHEST FACTOR LOADINGS
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Table A-1

Items Having the Highest Factor Loadings (Over .30)

-

and business.

Item ’ Correlation
Factor 1: Traditionalism
Women cannot stand the stress associated with command '
responsibility. .70
If women were assigned to combat ships, the Navy would. .
become more effective. . . stay the same. . . become less effective. .70
Women are basically nonaggressive and, therefore, will néver
be good in active combat. .69 -
Women should not be put on combatant ships. .68
The Navy's role is best carried out by ... menonly..
mostly by women. .66
Women should not compete with men for jobs or promotions because
a man's career.is more important and should not be jeopardizeds .64
Because many women leave the Navy to become homemakers and mothers,
they should not be considered an important dependable resource
for the Navy. r .62
Given that women are being a551gned shipboard duty, what proportion
" of the crew do you think should be women? .62
Women should take a supportive role in society, marriage, and
the work world rather than trying to be leaders and competing :
with men. .60
If a greater number of qualified women were placed in command
positions, the effectiveness of the Navy would . increase
.. not change ... lessen. .60
All occupational fields ift the aviation branch (in both support -
and combat roles) should be open to women. .59
‘Men are better at giving ordersand commanding than are women. .58
Women should be allowed to work at any job they are capable of
performing no_matter how nontraditional it is. .55
If the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) were put to.a popular vote,
would you vote for it? 47
Women should take more responsibility for leadership in government
-t .41




Table A-1 (Continued)

S

Factor 2: Acceptance

than are men.

Women officers are well accepted by Navy enlisted men. .64
Men and women are treated equally in the Navy. 52
Wommen officers are well accepted by men officers. .53
Among civilians, I think the image of a female in the military

is favorable. .39 .
Women are more sensitive to the needs and problems of others

than are men. )
Women are usually more
considerate as supervisors than are men. .31

Factor 3: Discrimination .

I expect that women will . . . experience favoritism .. be

treated fairly ... experience discrimination .. in advancement. .63
I expect women will . . . experience favoritism ... be treated B

fairly . . . experience discrimination. .. in education and

training opportunities. .58
1 expect women will . . . experience favoritism .. be treated

fairly . . experience discrimination . . in responsibility and

leadership opportunmes. .48

1 expect that women will . . experience favoritism’. . be treated

fairly . . experience discrimination . . in discipline. 42
I expect that women will . . . experience favoritism .. be treated

fairly . . . experience discrimination.. in job assignments. 34
Women will be disciplined less harshly than males for the same

misconduct. .33
Women in the Navy often receive favoritism from superiors. 31

Factor 4: Gender Intéraction

Women in the Navy receive favoritism from superiors. .46
Working and living with all men bothers me. A5
Living in an environment where romantic and/or sexual

relations are forbidden for long periods of time bothers me. 45
Given a work group of equal numbers of men and women, I would

be as likely to pick a woman for a friend as I would a man. .40
Women are more sensitive to the needs and problems of others

.33
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