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Introduction
Job opportunities for women in the military have been morphing over time since as early as 1948.  In that year, the Women’s Armed Services Integration Act set a quote of 2 percent for women in the military, permitted involuntary discharge for pregnancy and limited the promotion of female officers.  Just a few years later in 1956, Congress passed a statute prohibiting women from combat in the navy and the air force.  About a decade later, Congress passes a law “to remove restrictions on the careers of female officers in the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps” that removed the early instituted 2 percent quota.  The Army Combat Exclusion policy of 1977 prevented women from serving in certain designated combat missions.

Changes mired for a bit, and then were revitalized by several new policies brought about in the 1990s.  Congress repealed the 1956 prohibition on women as combat pilots and creates commission to study the role of women in combat generally.  Then, one year later the Commission issued their report recommending that women be permitted to serve on navy combat ships.  In 1993, Congress took the advice of the Commission and repealed the prohibition of women on combat ships.  Finally, in 1994, the U.S. Secretary of Defense ordered that women be permitted to apply for combat support positions in the army and Marine Corps.  Henceforth, women would only be excluded from direct combat—“engaging an enemy on the ground with… weapons, while being exposed to hostile fire and a high probability of direct physical contact with” enemy troops.  Eighteen thousand positions were opened to women by this new policy.

The percentage of women in the military has increased from two to almost fifteen percent since 1973, when the draft ended.  Half of these enlisted women and one forth of the women officers are minorities.  Despite the lack of “hard-and-fast” quotas, enlistments are guided by accession plans that “recommend” the number of women to be inducted.  Although many women in the military believe that opportunities for women officers will improve steadily as a result of repeals of combat exclusion policies, many areas still remain closed to women.
.  Women are barred from serving in Special Operations, Infantry, Armor, Artillery, and Forward Air Defense.  Women are permitted to fly military aircraft, but make up only 2% of all pilots in the U.S. military.  “So far the position closest to combat open to women in the U.S. Army are in the Military Police, where women man machine-guns on armored Humvees, guarding truck convoys”
.
Alternatives
This paper attempts to answer the question of if all positions should be open to women in the military.  More specifically, the paper will use an ANP model to determine whether women should be permitted to serve in these aforementioned “combat positions”.  Three alternatives were identified:
· Complete Exclusion:  Completely exclude women from serving in “combat positions” also known as preserving the status quo.
· Separate Requirement Levels: Allow women to serve in “combat positions”, but have separate physical/mental requirements than those set for men.  This is also known as “gender norming” and could manifest itself in the form of lower fitness test requirements for women, etc.
· Single Requirement Level:   Allow women to serve in “combat positions”, having only one physical/mental requirement level which must be met by both men and women in order to serve in the position.
The first alternative would entail complete and full exclusion of women from infantry, armor and most artillery units as well as “combat positions”.  This would not preclude women from enlisting and/or participating in all remaining parts of active military duty.  They would even be permitted to be deployed alongside their male counterparts.  However, following this alternative’s logic, women could not be assigned to units whose primary mission is “to engage the enemy”.  Currently, this is the status quo.
The second alternative would allow women to serve in “combat positions”.  This particular alternative would advise the development of separate requirement levels for men and women.  Thus, women would not have to pass the same rigorous physical and mental examinations undertaken by men in similar positions.  This option recognizes the physical differences between men and women, namely that although women have been shown to have more stamina and a higher threshold for pain, they have, on average, 45 to 50 percent less upper-body strength and 25 to 30 percent less aerobic capacity
.  Under this alternative, separate requirement levels would be set taking these differences into account.  Women would subsequently only be competing against other women, and men only against other men in these physical/mental exams.  In sum, a women is eligible to serve in the “combat position” if she passes the tests designed for women, despite the fact that the requirement levels are different than those designed for men.
The third alternative which allows women to participate in “combat positions” requires that women pass the same physical and mental tests as men.  That is, men and women compete against one another.  Eligibility to serve in these positions is determined by whether the candidate, regardless of gender, is able to stand up to the rigors of the “combat position”.  They must pass the single requirement level examination in order to be eligible.
Methodology

The methodology used to analyze the three different alternatives is the Analytical Network Process (ANP) as developed by Professor Thomas Saaty.  The software developed to process ANP analysis models entitled “Superdecisions” will be used to process all the criteria associated with the alternatives.

Strategic Criteria
The strategic criteria were identified during the analysis and the following delineates their importance to framing the “women in combat positions” issue.
	Criteria
	Description

	National Competitiveness
	Military Strength



	Equality
	Correspondence in Rank and Available Options between Men and Women 

	Efficiency
	Most benefits for the least amount of costs

	Public Perception
	Pleasing the largest amount of people


BOCR

The following tables describe the Benefits, Opportunities, Costs and Risks (BOCR) identified for the analysis.  The BOCR represents the merits of the issue from which criteria and sub-criteria are then compared.  

	BENEFITS


	FINANCIAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	Training Costs
	Financial cost of labor (trainers, examiners), and capital (obstacle courses, etc.)

	
	
	

	External
	Use of military resources
	The use of military preparation (such as training courses, practices, examinations, etc.) in actual combat situations

	
	
	

	POLITICAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	Women’s Equality
	Women have opportunities equal to those of men

	
	Needs to Differentiate Amongst Soldiers
	Differentiate between men and women soldiers through rules and regulations, etc.

	
	Bureaucracy
	Rules and regulations, etc.

	
	
	

	External
	Pool of Available Soldiers
	Number of soldiers, regardless of gender, available for “combat positions”

	
	Strength of National Defense
	Ability of military to defend the country

	
	Women’s Equality-External
	The perception that men and women are treated equally in the military

	
	
	

	SOCIAL  
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	Inclusion of Women in Missions
	Women permitted to serve on all missions with their unit

	
	
	


	OPPORTUNITIES


	FINANCIAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	Training Costs
	Potential for (long-term) altering financial cost of labor (trainers, examiners), and capital (obstacle courses, etc.)

	
	
	

	External
	Use of Military Resources
	Potential for (long-term) altering of the use of military preparation materials (such as training courses, practices, examinations, etc.) in actual combat situations

	
	
	

	POLITICAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	Bureaucracy
	Potential for long-term changes in rules and regulations, etc. governing the military

	
	Favoritism/Exclusion of women from missions
	Potential for all military positions to be open to both men and women

	
	
	

	External
	Perception of greater “equality” of women in the military
	Potential for the outside perception that men and women have equal opportunities in the military

	
	
	

	SOCIAL  
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	Inclusion of women in missions
	Potential for women to be permitted to serve on all missions with their unit, regardless of mission

	
	Number of female leaders for combat missions
	Potential for women to be able to serve as leaders in all positions in the military

	
	Co-ed, intra-unit competition
	Potential for enhanced performance due to male-female competitiveness within units (when competing for “combat positions”)

	
	
	


	COSTS


	FINANCIAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	Use of resources on the battlefield
	Use of medical, rescue, aid resources to treat the injured/wounded on the battlefield

	
	Cost of Training and Testing Program
	Financial cost of programs to train soldiers for “combat positions” and testing to see if soldiers qualify

	
	
	

	POLITICAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	External
	Public Response
	Backlash from public groups/individuals

	
	
	

	SOCIAL  
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	“Co-ed relationship” issues
	Relationship issues which result from male-female interaction

	
	Discipline/Cohesion among troops
	The strength of the “bond” between soldiers in a unit

	
	Morale
	Unit Morale

	
	Co-ed, intra-unit competition
	Competition between members of a single unit

	
	
	


	RISKS


	FINANCIAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	External
	Healthcare costs
	Costs of future disability payments and thus, greater public taxes

	
	
	

	POLITICAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	Number of Fatalities
	The number of soldiers killed in “combat positions”

	
	
	

	External
	Public Response
	How the general public reacts

	
	Response from potential women recruits
	How potential women recruits to the military respond to the alternative

	
	
	

	SOCIAL
	Criteria
	Description

	
	
	

	Internal
	“Co-ed Relationship” issues
	Relationship issues which result from male-female interaction

	
	Discipline/cohesion among troops
	The strength of the “bond” between soldiers in a unit

	
	Morale
	Unit Morale

	
	
	

	External
	Public Response
	Backlash from public groups/individuals

	
	
	


The Model

The ANP model is organized as a classic Benefits, Opportunities, Costs and Risks decision model with three alternatives:
· Complete Exclusion:  Completely exclude women from serving in “combat positions” also known as preserving the status quo.

· Separate Requirement Levels: Allow women to serve in “combat positions”, but have separate physical/mental requirements than those set for men.  This is also known as “gender norming” and could manifest itself in the form of lower fitness test requirements for women, etc.

· Single Requirement Level:   Allow women to serve in “combat positions”, having only one physical/mental requirement level which must be met by both men and women in order to serve in the position.
Within each subnet, factors affecting the control criteria (e.g. factors for Opportunities( Financial include “Greater use of Military Resources” and “Lower Training Costs”) were determined, grouped into clusters and pair-wise compared. The cluster groupings were typically determined by whether they had an effect on the military internally, or if they were factored in externally. In addition, the ‘nodes’ were pair-wise compared to determine the weighting for each cluster within a subnet model.  Two subnets, Opportunities( Financial and Costs ( Social, are displayed below.
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Image 1: Subnet for Opportunities ( Financial
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Image 2: Subnet for Costs ( Social
Results

Overall, the fully synthesized model supports the alternative for Complete Exclusion followed closely by using a Single Requirement Level. When using the Additive (Negative) Formula, the results were as followed:
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When we synthesized using the Multiplicative Formula, the results were skewed much higher towards retaining Complete Exclusivity. This was not surprising due to the low risks and low costs associated with retaining Complete Exclusion. The results were as followed:
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For the sake of consistency, the remaining results will be from using the Additive (Negative) formula. The four control criteria:  Benefits, Opportunities, Costs, and Risks, yielded three separate results. As you can see in the table below, for both the Benefits and Opportunities, Complete Exclusion and Single Requirement Level were very close. The key components of the model that made the biggest differences between those two alternatives were that Complete Exclusion was the lowest on Costs and Risks. This is what we expected because Complete Exclusion is status quo.
	BENEFITS

	Name
	Ideals
	Normals
	Raw

	Complete Exclusion
	0.911598
	0.340135
	0.589909

	Separate Requirement Levels
	0.768505
	0.286745
	0.497312

	Single Requirement Level
	1
	0.37312
	0.647115

	
	
	
	

	OPPORTUNITIES

	Name
	Ideals
	Normals
	Raw

	Complete Exclusion
	1
	0.379084
	0.668255

	Separate Requirement Levels
	0.667997
	0.253227
	0.446392

	Single Requirement Level
	0.969939
	0.367689
	0.648166

	
	
	
	

	COSTS

	Name
	Ideals
	Normals
	Raw

	Complete Exclusion
	0.199329
	0.130989
	0.199329

	Separate Requirement Levels
	1
	0.657149
	1

	Single Requirement Level
	0.322395
	0.211862
	0.322395

	
	
	
	

	RISKS

	Name
	Ideals
	Normals
	Raw

	Complete Exclusion
	0.209855
	0.13918
	0.209855

	Separate Requirement Levels
	1
	0.663218
	1

	Single Requirement Level
	0.297944
	0.197602
	0.297944


Table 1: Control Criteria Results
We then took the top alternative from each control criteria and then analyzed each of the top criteria in the Ratings Table. The ratings for the full model and each control criteria are: 
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Table 2: Ratings Table
Based on our top priority being National Competitiveness, maintaining status quo allows the military to keep their costs and risks at a minimum, allowing no decrease in National Competitiveness. Due to some of the control criteria resulting in such close results, the Sensitivity Analysis is crucial in this case.
Sensitivity Analysis
As expected, the Sensitivity Analysis for the Benefits yield potentially unstable results based on our priorities. All other analyses were stable, but also very close. The results for all of the control criteria sensitivity analyses are shown below:
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As stated in the summary of the sensitivity analysis, the results are stable as long as the benefits are weighted above 0.25. Prior to that, Complete Exclusion becomes the top result over the Single Requirement Level, although they remain close throughout.
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Unlike the results for Benefits, the results for Costs are stable throughout, although Separate Requirement Levels drops off significantly immediately. This is in line with the synthesized results.
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Similar to Costs, the sensitivity analysis indicates that the generated results are stable. Complete Exclusion and Single Requirement Level follow an almost identical path throughout, with Complete Exclusion always rated slightly higher. This is in line with the synthesized results.
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The results for Costs and Risks are almost identical and are stable throughout. Once again,  Separate Requirement Levels is the significantly highest cost throughout. This is in line with the synthesized results.

Conclusions
Our personal expectations for the model were that a Single Requirement Level (set for both men and women) would end up being the favored alternative of our model.  However, with the model, we were able to see that there were considerable costs and risks associated which outweighed the benefits and opportunity of changing military policy to incorporate women in “combat positions”.  This is illustrated in the sensitivity analysis of the benefits, where the Complete Exclusion alternative overtook the Single Requirement Level as the most viable alternative depending on the priority of the benefits.  Thus, in sum, based on all of the criteria, alternatives, and priorities of the model, the best alternative for the United States military to pursue would be continuing with Complete Exclusion of women from combat missions; the status quo. 
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