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Preface and Acknowledgments

It may seem churlish to write a book questioning the placement of women in combat while they are in harm’s way in both Iraq and Afghanistan. As I have attempted to make clear throughout this book, one may challenge the policy of sexual integration without disparaging the service of military women. Those who are serving now, and those who served in the past—not to mention those who will do so in the future—deserve the thanks of a grateful nation.
During the course of preparing this book, I have spoken with a number of current and former military personnel. My “sample” is what social scientists call a “convenience sample,” which is “social-science speak” for “who-ever I could snag.” I make no claim that the views that were expressed to me are representative of military personnel generally. I have recounted some of their comments when I thought that they would be illustrative or otherwise interesting. Some preferred that their names not be used, some were happy to have their names used, while others were somewhere in between. Because of potentially serious repercussions that may befall military personnel who express doubts about sexual integration, I have chosen to err on the side of underdisclosure of identifying information and have not named any of the people with whom I spoke. They know who they are, and they know that they have my sincere thanks.
I have been assisted in numerous ways by others in this project. Naming names risks failing to acknowledge people who deserve thanks, so my apologies if I leave someone out. Several people have provided me with copies of papers not yet published or have answered questions about their work, including Alice Eagly, G. William Farthing, David Geary, Steven Neuberg, and Stephen Seiler. Others were kind enough to provide comments on drafts of some of my earlier work that served as the basis for portions of this book. They include Chris Bernard, Steve Colarelli, John Dolan, Patti Hausman, Owen Jones, Mike McIntyre, and Erin O’Hara. Thanks also to Elaine Donnelly of the Center for Military Readiness, who was more than generous in making documents available to me. Thanks also go to Robert Deaner and Alice Eagly for kindly reading draft chapters of this book in their areas of expertise. Special thanks must go to several people who suffered through multiple drafts of the entire book. These include Christina Beaton, April Bleske-Rechek, Helena Cronin, and Oliver Curry. I am immensely grateful to all.
I also owe a large debt of gratitude to my agent, Don Gastwirth, for his faith in me and for his tireless efforts on my behalf, and to my editor, Bernadette Malone Serton, who made this a far better book than it otherwise would have been.
Finally, this project would not have been possible without the unwavering support of my wife, Cynthia, who became a “book widow” for longer than I would have liked.
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CO-ED COMBAT

1
Introduction
Wars may be fought with weapons, but they are won by men. It is the spirit of the men who follow and the man who leads that gains the victory.
—George S. Patton Jr.1


Facing its most serious test since the creation of the All-Volunteer Force in 1973, the United States is placing increasing numbers of women in combat situations, a move that poses substantial threats to military effectiveness. Women have served in combat aviation and on warships for over a decade, and some now call for integration of even the ground-combat arms of infantry, armor, and artillery. The desire to do the “right thing”—providing greater opportunities for women—has too often prevailed over the goal of doing the “smart thing”—forging the strongest military possible.
Sexual integration of the military jeopardizes the operation of the military in ways that are not fully appreciated. Integration remains a contentious issue both inside and outside the military, and the full consequences of even the integration that has occurred so far will not be felt until we face an enemy that more closely matches our own strength. When we face such a foe, policies that have rendered the military marginally weaker create a risk of disastrous consequences. The price will be paid in the lives of the nation’s sons and daughters and in a reduction in the nation’s ability to defend its interests.
Although military leaders were initially resistant to sexual integration, decades of political pressures and inculcation into the officer corps of the lesson that failure to support sexual integration will kill their careers have left a military leadership unwilling to admit that the emperor has no clothes. The media and Hollywood, always eager to promote the “girl power” agenda, gladly go along.
The push for sexual integration of combat forces rests on one of the central dogmas of twentieth-century social science—that men and women are largely interchangeable and that any differences that do exist are primarily, if not exclusively, a result of socialization. Whatever facial plausibility that belief system may once have possessed—and it was never very much—a burgeoning body of scientific evidence now reveals fundamental differences between the sexes. The relatively new field of evolutionary psychology has not only identified specific, and sometimes counterintuitive, ways that the sexes differ—not just as individuals but also as members of groups—it has also provided a comprehensive account of why they differ. Advances in knowledge about the influences of sex hormones on behavior have revealed how these differences come about. It is the purpose of this book to integrate this new evidence with the already rich literature examining the behavior of men in battle. This synthesis suggests that integration of women in combat will almost inevitably lead to a weaker military.
The Make-Believe World of Sexual Integration
In the 1997 movie Starship Troopers, the audience is treated to a vision of the sexually integrated military of the future.2 The movie, based loosely on Robert Heinlein’s 1959 novel, depicts a world unified under a single vaguely fascistic government that faces a threat from buglike creatures from the planet Klendathu.
We meet the protagonists as they are finishing high school in Buenos Aires, although they seem a better fit for Beverly Hills 90210 than Argentina. Johnny Rico is a handsome football star who is smitten with the beautiful Carmen Ibanez. The also-beautiful Dizzy Flores is a football teammate of Johnny’s—indeed, she is the quarterback—who is carrying a torch for him, though Johnny seems oblivious. The three decide to join the Federal Service, which is the only route to becoming a “citizen” rather than remaining a mere “civilian.” Carmen is motivated by her desire to become a starship pilot, Johnny by his desire to be near Carmen, and Dizzy by her desire to be near Johnny. Carmen, who has brains behind her beauty, qualifies for the Fleet Academy to pursue her dream. Unfortunately, Johnny seems to lack the candlepower and, like Dizzy, is assigned to the Mobile Infantry, passing up an acceptance to Harvard, much to the chagrin of his parents.
Johnny and Dizzy go through a program of basic training that makes Marine boot camp look like a walk in the park. After the drill instructor intentionally breaks one man’s arm, Dizzy accepts a challenge from him and, despite her diminutive stature, gets in a few solid licks before she is decked.
The movie’s most famous scene is the “shower scene,” which shows male and female recruits showering together unabashedly, making small talk about what led them to join the service. A room full of naked men and women joking around without any sexual tension might lead one to conclude that these humans have evolved to have very different psyches from those living today, who seem so vulnerable to the seductions of the flesh (or, alternatively, to suspect that the military is putting something in the food). Yet we see in a later scene that Johnny and Dizzy do indeed succumb to temptation. When their commanding officer discovers them—Dizzy now being embarrassed by her nudity in a way that she was not in the shower—he generously gives them an additional ten minutes to finish up, apparently unconcerned about fraternization between a squad leader and a subordinate.
What are we to make of the sexually integrated football team, in which small, feminine women seem to hit as hard as men? Or of the absence of lust in the group shower and the officially approved lust in quarters? Or of the service of women as mobile infantry, despite the fact that this space-age infantry faces challenges every bit as physically grueling as the infantry of today? Or of the almost matriarchal look of the fleet, with a female fleet commander and female pilots (perhaps implicitly suggesting what Heinlein claimed explicitly in his novel, that women make the best pilots)? What has changed?
It is not the bodies that have changed. Carmen, Dizzy, and many of the other women are soft and supple exemplars of femininity. Nor have the hormones changed, as the romantic and sexual attraction pervading the movie makes clear (other than the inexplicable asexuality of the shower scene). Nor is it the technology of warfare, as the mobile infantry of the Federation is no less blood-and-guts than the infantry of today. Indeed, unaccountably, the infantry of the future seems to lack armored ground vehicles and artillery. What has changed, it seems, is attitude.
The attitude on display in Starship Troopers—that ignoring sex differences renders them inconsequential—was very different from that initially faced by Lieutenant Jordan O’Neil, played by Demi Moore in the movie G.I. Jane, also released in 1997.3 No G.I., she was a Navy intelligence analyst who, resentful that her boyfriend outranked her because of his combat service during the Gulf War, objected to the exclusion of women from combat. Her lack of combat experience, she believed, was impeding her quest for promotion. Fortunately for her, a female senator (Anne Bancroft) was itching to expand the role of women in the military and, as the price for confirmation of a nominee for secretary of the navy, the Navy agreed to a test case—a female candidate for the SEALs.
The Navy, of course, does not believe that O’Neil, or any woman, can pass the rigorous six-month SEAL basic training, which it describes as “the toughest training in the world.”4 It agrees to the test only because it assumes that she will fail. When she arrives at training, no one wants her there—not the base commander, not Command Master Chief John Urgayle (played by Viggo Mortensen) who directs the training, nor her fellow SEAL candidates. O’Neil is determined, however, and demands that she be given no special treatment. She shaves her head and insists on sharing the barracks with the men and satisfying the same physical standards. In her “spare time,” she does one-handed push-ups to whip herself into even better shape.
Part of the SEAL training is simulated capture and interrogation. During an exercise, O’Neil and some others are captured. Urgayle begins abusing her, smashing her head into a post and behaving so brutally that the men all think he has gone too far. (In fact, he acts so brutally that in real life he would probably be court-martialed, a principal reason that the Navy refused to cooperate in the making of the film.) O’Neil, with her hands tied behind her back, head-butts Urgayle and then lands several blows with her feet, before being knocked to the ground. Bruised and bloody, she struggles to her feet and between clenched teeth utters the most applause-getting line of the movie: “Suck my dick!”
Now we know that O’Neil will make it; after all, what better indicator could there be that she “has what it takes”? At a bar later that night, her comrades show their acceptance of her by chanting “Suck my dick! Suck my dick!” After some unsuccessful political machinations intended to derail O’Neil’s candidacy, she ultimately passes the course, but not before a brief diversion to Libya during which she saves Urgayle’s life, leading him to accept her and to give her the Navy Cross he had been awarded for an earlier mission.
Thus, O’Neil succeeds largely by giving up her femininity, a price that the women in Starship Troopers did not have to pay. But her masculinization seems a bit artificial, as revealed in an interchange with a sympathetic female Navy psychiatrist, Lieutenant Blondell. One interview produced the following exchange:
BLONDELL: Lieutenant, why are you doing this?
O’NEIL: Do you ask the men the same question?
BLONDELL: As a matter of fact: yes, I do ask them.
O’NEIL: And what do they say?
BLONDELL: “’Cause I get to blow shit up.”
O’NEIL: Well, there you go.5

But, in fact, O’Neil was not driven by a desire to “blow shit up”; indeed, she showed little interest in such things. Instead, her motivation was to obtain a career-enhancing credential. Yet it is unlikely that any man has ever signed up for SEAL training as a route to promotion. There has to be a more primal drive than careerism to cause people to subject themselves to the rigors of the training and the danger of the missions they undertake.
In the end, it is not clear that O’Neil has accomplished much beyond her own personal triumph. Her acceptance does not reflect the acceptance of women but only of one incredibly driven woman who, in effect, turns herself into a man. The world of Starship Troopers has not yet arrived in G.I. Jane, because the belief that sex is a criterion relevant to combat service has not been extinguished, and the “attitude” that sex is easily ignored has not yet been widely embraced. The decade that has passed since these movies were released reveals that Hollywood’s vision of the progress of sexual integration was seriously misguided. Not everyone, however, is ready to abandon it.
A Starship Troopers Military for the United States?
Will the science fiction of Starship Troopers become fact? Some people envision such a military for the United States, with women being fully integrated and fighting side-by-side with men as if sex does not matter. What is it that leads “integrationists”—that is, proponents of full integration of the combat arms—to believe that the military can—and should—take such an unprecedented step?
The argument that full integration would be effective seems to rest on four assumptions. The first is that the sexes do not differ substantially in combat-relevant ways, other than (perhaps) in physical strength, and that any differences that do exist are a result of socialization and can be eliminated through education and training. Therefore, the argument goes, it is sheer sexism to treat them differently. The second assumption is that modern warfare is so different from warfare experienced by our fathers and forefathers that millennia of experience limiting warfare to men provide no guidance for current policy. The third assumption is that there is nothing inherently “masculine” about war—that the association between men and warfare is mere happenstance and that combat neither calls for nor rewards masculinity. Women throughout history have played a role in armed conflict, the argument goes, and should today. The final assumption is that because the sexes are essentially interchangeable, the only obstacle to integration is “attitude”—an ideology of “masculinism” operating at a cognitive level—that causes men to resist inclusion of women into the “band of brothers.” All that is required is an “attitude adjustment” to allow the military to eliminate the benighted sexism on display in G.I. Jane and to achieve the enlightened sex blindness of Starship Troopers.
Are Men and Women Really Interchangeable in Combat?
The primary purpose of this book is to examine the assumptions and arguments of integrationists. I shall argue that their assumptions are flawed, and, as a result, the costs and difficulties of sexual integration have been substantially underestimated. Indeed, full sexual integration would seriously undermine military effectiveness, which should be the sole touchstone of manpower policy.
The sexes differ on an array of physical and psychological dimensions. Many traits in which the sexes differ are critical in combat, including physical strength and endurance, physical aggressiveness, willingness to kill strangers, willingness to expose oneself to physical risk, and some cognitive abilities, such as the three-dimensional spatial ability that is so critical to the “situational awareness” of fighter pilots. These sex differences are increasingly recognized to have biological underpinnings. Recent scholarship in psychology, biology, and anthropology has refuted the mainstream intellectual view of the last half century that “gender differences” are mere social constructs and has confirmed the understanding of the “man on the street” that the psychologies of the two sexes differ in important ways.
The assumption that warfare has changed so much as to reverse the almost unanimous conclusion of human history that defense of the community should rest with men is based on a misunderstanding of the demands of modern warfare. The business of warfare is still killing and risking being killed, often at short ranges, as recent experience in Iraq and Afghanistan has repeatedly demonstrated. Many combat tasks have changed little from earlier times, and they continue to require physical strength and a warrior’s ferocity, despite the remarkable wizardry of some modern weapons.
Warfare is a traditionally masculine enterprise that appeals specifically to the male psyche. Militaries have long recognized that fact and put it to work. Much of men’s motivation to fight comes from their appreciation of the link between warfare and masculinity, and disruption of that link is likely to diminish their motivation.
Although a small number of women possess the array of physical and psychological traits required of war-fighters, the presence of even a few women in a combat unit can impair effectiveness in a variety of ways. An exclusive focus on individual traits of men and women neglects the critical importance of group dynamics in combat. Men fight for many reasons, but probably the most powerful one is the bonding—“male bonding”—with their comrades.
The prospect of integration raises a number of critical questions. Are men innately predisposed to resist introduction of women into certain all-male groups—even if the women possess as much strength, aggressiveness, and inclination to take risks as many men? Are men as willing to follow a woman into battle as they are a man? Perhaps for very fundamental reasons women do not evoke in men the same feelings of comradeship and “followership” that men do. Educating men that they “ought to” have those feelings would be difficult; actually creating those feelings is likely impossible.
Finally, beyond the question of how women fit in as comrades and leaders are questions relating to “femaleness” in itself. Will introduction of women impair effectiveness by causing men to be overprotective of women? Will it disrupt cohesion by creating competition among men for the attentions of women? Will it diminish the willingness of men to risk their lives and make the military less attractive to potential male “warriors”? Is it realistic to think that integration of men and women at the height of their reproductive lives can be structured in a way that is conducive to “good order and discipline” in the forced intimacy of the military? These questions address not the capacity of women as individuals but rather the social dynamic that results from mixing men and women under very trying conditions.
The Gradual Slide of Women into Combat Roles
About 15 percent of the American active-duty military is female, ranging from 6 percent in the Marines to 20 percent in the Air Force. As news stories from Iraq and Afghanistan remind us, women are playing an active role in the current war. Although claims that women face “the same risk” as men are far from the truth—as of the end of fiscal year 2006, women constituted 11 percent of all troops ever deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan but had suffered only 2 percent of the deaths—the fact remains that women in Iraq are playing an unprecedented role.6
Although women have long served in the military during wartime—indeed, 34,000 women served in World War I, and about 350,000 served in World War II7—the breadth of tasks performed by women in Iraq and Afghanistan is far broader than in these earlier wars, in which most women served far from the front. In Iraq and Afghanistan, women fly combat aircraft and act as drivers, interpreters, explosive-disposal specialists, military police, and a variety of other roles.8
The groundwork for this increased female participation was laid with the abolition of the draft and the creation of the All-Volunteer Force in 1973. During the draft era, despite the flourishing “women’s movement,” there was little call for the kind of equality that would require sisters to join brothers in the jungles of Vietnam. Although women were still barred from combat, they were admitted to the service academies in 1976. A number of other restrictions were lifted in the 1970s, allowing women to serve on noncombat ships and to fly airplanes in noncombat settings. Women were still excluded from all combat positions and from support positions where the risk of exposure to combat (or to capture) was as great as that faced by combat units (the “risk rule”).9
Then came the Gulf War, the first large-scale deployment of women into a theater of war. By this time, women made up 11 percent of the active-duty force.10 Unlike in earlier wars, women were much more involved in actual operations, although still barred from combat itself. They piloted aircraft, guarded bases, and repaired and fueled combat vehicles. Women drove trucks, operated heavy equipment, and worked in prisoner-of-war facilities, all in addition to the medical functions they had long performed.
Although the ground war lasted only about a hundred hours, it was preceded by a five-month buildup in the Gulf. Media reports reaching the American people of women’s performance in the Gulf were virtually all positive. Predictions that the American people would be revolted by the idea of women coming back in body bags did not prove accurate, although relatively few personnel of either sex died in the Gulf (134 men and 13 women).
In the aftermath of the Gulf War, pressure to rethink limitations on women’s military service increased. Congress repealed the statutory ban on women flying aircraft in combat in 1991, although it did not mandate that women be placed in such positions. In 1992, the Presidential Commission on the Assignment of Women in the Armed Forces studied the issue of sexual integration of combat positions. It recommended that Navy warships be opened to women—as the Navy had requested—but that combat aviation and ground combat remain closed, as the Army, Air Force, and Marines had requested.11
In 1993, the White House changed hands, and the Clinton administration was much more enthusiastic about integration than its predecessor.12 The “risk rule” was abolished, and women were permitted to serve on warships and in combat aviation. The primary remaining “all-male preserve” was “direct ground combat,” defined by Department of Defense regulations as
engaging an enemy on the ground with individual or crew served weapons, while being exposed to hostile fire and to a high probability of direct physical contact with hostile force’s personnel. Direct ground combat takes place well forward on the battlefield while locating and closing with the enemy to defeat them by fire, maneuver, or shock effect.

In addition to “direct ground combat,” regulations require closure of positions to women if they would be required to physically “collocate” (that is, operate side-by-side) with ground-combat units.
The rapid repeal of legal barriers to women’s service was due largely to a quirk of history: a large-scale war that produced only small-scale casualties. As one observer put it after the Gulf War, “If the war had lasted longer and the number of women killed in action had been greater…the public mood toward repealing the exclusions might be far less tolerant than it appears in Washington.”13
The official position of the government continues to be that women should not serve in ground combat, a policy expressed directly by President Bush in January 2005.14 Despite that pronouncement, the ban on women collocating with combat troops is seemingly violated on a regular basis in Iraq. Female troops sometimes accompany Army and Marine units on raids in case there are Iraqi women who need to be searched. When these raiding parties are attacked, the women participate in the action. Forward support companies containing women are also now being physically located with combat battalions. Although this practice seems to violate the rule against assigning women to units that collocate with ground combat units, the Pentagon contends that it is permissible because the women are assigned (on paper) to brigade support battalions—which are open to women—but they are merely attached to the ground-combat units. Yet the ground-combat policy is stated in terms of women’s physical location, not simply in terms of bureaucratic record-keeping.
Sexual integration may already have had strategic consequences. It has been suggested that Osama bin Laden may have escaped in Tora Bora because of Defense Department policies on sexual integration, or, more accurately, the Army’s disregard of them. According to Elaine Donnelly of the Center for Military Readiness, military planners proposed sending Reconnaissance, Surveillance, and Target Acquisition (RSTA) squadrons of Interim Brigade Combat Teams (now Stryker Brigade Combat Teams) to the Tora Bora area of Afghanistan in December 2001 to gather information (and fight, if need be).15 Sources told her that the idea was rejected because the first of these units being trained at Fort Lewis, Washington, contained women, who could not legally be sent on combat operations. As the commander of Armor Command had written in a memo in August 2001, the RSTA squadron’s Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) components “will operate in direct contact with enemy forces with the imminent likelihood of combat throughout the Squadron battle-space,” a mission meeting the DoD definition of “direct ground combat.” If Donnelly’s report is correct, then the Army’s disregard of Defense Department regulations when it began training RSTA squadrons had substantial negative operational consequences.
Sexual Integration Should Be Subjected to Cost-Benefit Analysis
The final obstacle facing those arguing for full integration of women in the military is the exclusion of women from ground-combat arms. A sensible discussion of whether these positions should be opened to women—or whether some currently open positions should be closed to them—requires acknowledgment of both the benefits and the costs of integration. In performing this analysis, it is necessary to decide what kinds of costs and benefits “count” in the balancing. An underlying assumption (bias, if you will) of this book is that military effectiveness must be the touchstone of military manpower policy. Thus, something counts as a “benefit” if its net effect is to enhance military effectiveness (or if it furthers some other goal without impairing effectiveness), and a “cost” is something that interferes with effectiveness, whatever other benefits it might bring.
Advocates whose arguments rest on notions of equality and civil rights seem to believe that gains in those areas should be balanced against—and actually outweigh—any impairment of military effectiveness. Thus, one feminist economist writes: “If some women would choose to be soldiers, denying them this possibility…asks women to sacrifice whatever individual opportunities they expect to find in military service and whatever collective advantage they might gain by participating in it, for the sake of a common good.”16
Well, yes, it does. Similarly, a feminist professor who has written widely on women in combat complains that the argument that the military “must not be used for social experimentation to the degradation of its war-fighting capability” boils down to an argument that “national defense takes priority over rights and justice.”17 Again, depending upon one’s definition of “rights and justice,” yes, it may.
A Need for Candor
If men and women differ in relevant ways, a presumption in favor of sex neutrality is inappropriate. If the consensus view is that sexual integration is a bad thing if it degrades military effectiveness, then there must be candid discussions about whether it actually has that effect. Unfortunately, such discussions have proved difficult, for reasons both good and bad.
The good reasons first. Today, approximately 200,000 women serve in the active-duty forces of the United States, and another 140,000 serve in the reserve forces (including the National Guard).18 Most of them, like most men, are highly dedicated to the service of their country, and their nation owes them a debt of gratitude. As of September 30, 2006, over 150,000 women had served in Iraq and Afghanistan, and 61 had died.19 Many have performed bravely. Sergeant Leigh Ann Hester, for example, became the first woman to be awarded a Silver Star for combat for her performance in a firefight when the convoy guarded by her MP unit was attacked by insurgents.20 Army Captain Kellie McCoy, commander of a headquarters company of an engineering battalion, was awarded a Bronze Star with combat “V” for her actions when the convoy she was leading was ambushed. Raising questions about sexual integration should not be seen as raising questions about the performance of the brave women now serving. One can simultaneously believe that women serving in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere are performing admirably and also that refusing to integrate women further—or even removing them from positions they now hold—is nonetheless a good idea.
The bad reason for the difficulty of candid discussion is even more powerful. Merely raising questions about sexual integration is likely to evoke a variety of ad hominem attacks against those who raise them, not to mention endangering the careers of military men impolitic enough to express reservations. By implicit convention, statements concerning women’s service are typically stated in the most hyperbolic of positive terms. When the USS Eisenhower returned in 1995 from a six-month cruise with the first group of women to serve on a warship, for example, the ship’s executive officer told Time magazine that the ship performed “as well as if not better than before women were aboard.” In fact, he said, “if you took women off the ship now, it wouldn’t feel right.”21 Perhaps he meant it, but could he have said anything else?
Integrationists and other celebrants of women’s service seem unable to resist hyperbole. The newspaper in the town in which I live, editorializing in favor of the Vietnam Women’s Memorial, asserted that women’s sacrifice in Vietnam was “equal” to men’s. Now, to say that female nurses performed admirably, that they were exposed to bloodshed and a degree of danger, and that their contributions to the war effort were extremely important is true. To suggest parity with men in sacrifice and suffering, however, is absurd. Over forty-seven thousand men were killed in action in Vietnam; one woman was. (Total deaths, including from accidents and disease, were fifty-eight thousand and eight, respectively.)22
Politicians, unsurprisingly, are no more inclined toward restraint than anyone else. After the Gulf War, then secretary of defense Dick Cheney announced that “women have made a major contribution to this effort,” a statement that was both true and appropriate.23 His next statement, however, was neither, as he went on to add, “We could not have won without them.” Secretary Cheney’s observation was echoed by Senator Patrick Leahy of Vermont, who asserted that “the recent victory against Saddam Hussein could not have been possible without women who served courageously in the Persian Gulf.”24 William Cohen, secretary of defense under President Clinton, asserted in a similar vein that “we cannot run a military without women.”25 (Although one might have supposed such statements to be modern phenomena, Woodrow Wilson stated in 1918 that World War I “could not have been fought…if it had not been for the services of the women.”)26
None of these hyperbolic statements is remotely true. America’s national security would have to be fragile indeed if the margin of victory in the Gulf had been so slight that the 6.8 percent of U.S. forces in the Gulf who were women—all noncombatants—made the difference between victory and defeat. But the Gulf War was not a close contest; in fact, it might more appropriately be considered a “walk over,” despite the frequently overlooked fact that the war involved serious fighting, injury, loss of life, and heroism. There were more men in the U.S. military at the time of the Gulf War than there are total personnel—male and female—in today’s armed forces. Thus, if all women suddenly decided that they would no longer join the military, the armed forces would not have to close up shop; instead, they would have to make adjustments, albeit some large ones. Either way, however, the U.S. military would continue to be the strongest in the world.
One might dismiss the statements of politicians as public-relations bloviation, or perhaps even less charitably, the patronizing statements of male politicians emanating from a misplaced sense of chivalry and noblesse oblige. Such statements have consequences, however, whether or not they are meant to be taken seriously. People who believe that victory in the Gulf War hinged on the presence of women may well have different views about sexual integration than those whose assessment is more realistic. People who believe that the military cannot run without women are likely to accept costs of integration that others would think unwise.

THE MILITARY PRESENTS unique challenges both to the individual and to the group, and the impact of integration and the consequences of its failure are orders of magnitude more serious than was the case with the very successful integration of the civilian workforce. Those challenges become more obvious when the physical and psychological differences between the sexes are considered.


PART I
SEX DIFFERENCES AND THEIR ORIGINS



 

The belief that men and women are fundamentally the same—which is an underlying assumption of many integrationist arguments—has been a powerful one for much of the last century. Biologist Anne Fausto-Sterling, for example, describes her vision of a just society, a society that resembles the world of Starship Troopers more than it does our own: “In this world of the future men and women would fully share political and financial power [and] be represented equally, according to their equal abilities, in all walks of life.”1 Equality, under this view, not only assumes that men and women have “equal abilities,” it requires it; otherwise, they could not be equally represented in all walks of life. Even a child knows, of course, that men and women do not have “equal abilities,” as they learn early, for example, that if they need something heavy lifted, they should go to Daddy rather than Mommy. Few adults would maintain that women are as strong as men, and most assume—at least when it does not matter—that the difference is due to biology. When it matters, however, as it does to proponents of women in combat, arguments that physical differences are not that large, that they are due to socialization, and that they can be eliminated through training are pushed to the fore.
The assumption that men and women possess identical minds is pervasive in both the social sciences and the public-policy literature, despite well-known stereotypes of men being more aggressive, risk-taking, and the like. A central feature of the sex-differences debate is the contrast between views of “ordinary” men and women from all backgrounds and educational levels, on the one hand—who are likely to say “of course males and females are different”—and the views of many social scientists and policymakers involved in “gender issues,” on the other hand, with the latter telling the former not to believe their lying eyes. This denial of sex differences brings to mind a comment of George Orwell, writing at the end of World War II about the misguided views of intellectuals on the progress of the war: “One has to belong to the intelligentsia to believe things like that: no ordinary man could be such a fool.”2
Despite the common contention that differences between the sexes are due mostly, if not entirely, to socialization, a large and ever-growing body of literature demonstrates that the development of not just physical sex differences but also psychological ones is due in large part to the action of sex hormones. Although socialization can have important effects, it is acting on brains that are already sexually differentiated.
If human males and females were psychologically identical, they would be unique among mammals. Evolutionary processes have shaped the minds of men and women to be different, just as they have shaped different minds in bulls and cows, stallions and mares, and lions and lionesses. Males in all of these species are larger, stronger, and more aggressive toward members of their own species than females. Males compete among themselves for access to females, and those who succeed pass on more of their genes to the next generation. Females in all of these species nurture and nurse their offspring, and those who succeed pass on more of their genes.
The next two chapters will detail a number of differences between the sexes that affect their relative suitability for combat. Chapters 4 and 5 will then examine how and why these differences have come about.


2
Physical Sex Differences in Size, Strength, and Speed: Separating Fact from Myth
Everybody knows that the “gender gap” between men and women runners in the Olympics is narrowing. Everybody is wrong.
—Steve Sailer and Stephen Seiler, 19971


What do college and professional football, soccer, basketball, golf, tennis, and hockey have in common with Olympic running, jumping, swimming, diving, skiing, and ice skating? The answer is that they all require a high level of physical ability and all are structured such that men and women do not compete against each other. Occasionally a female may play on a male team, especially in noncontact sports,2 but when males attempt to play on female teams, it is widely viewed as unfair.
One must question a system that rigorously segregates the sexes in sports but is willing to integrate them in the military where the stakes are so much higher—with lives and not just trophies on the line. If sex differences are small or if physical capacity is not relevant to combat performance, then perhaps it would make sense, but, as we will see, neither is the case.
A remnant of the single-sex-team approach does survive in the military in the different physical standards applied to men and women. Lower standards for women are a frequent source of complaint among military men. The different expectations begin with standards at entry and continue throughout the military career. For example, at the time of enlistment, a seventeen-year-old female is expected to do thirteen push-ups, compared to thirty-five for males, while for forty-one-year-olds, the numbers are six and twenty-four, respectively. A seventeen-year-old girl is expected to run two miles in nineteen minutes, forty-two seconds or less, which is twelve seconds more than a forty-one-year-old man gets.3 A forty-one-year-old woman has to “run” two miles in twenty-four minutes and six seconds, almost five minutes more than a man receives. Only in combat, it seems, will demands on the sexes be equal, but there they will be compelling.
Measuring the Size of Differences
Much of the argument for sexual integration of combat forces rests upon a misunderstanding of the significant differences between the sexes—their magnitude, their origins, and their malleability. Before delving into the relevant differences, it is necessary to define what is meant by “significant differences,” a term that might mean one of two things. The first is simply that the difference between male and female samples in a particular study is “statistically significant.” In other words, the observed difference is unlikely to have occurred simply because of the “luck of the draw” and would be expected to be replicated in a different random sample of males and females. Even a statistically significant difference might be of little practical significance, if it is small in magnitude.
The term “significant difference” might also refer to its practical significance, which usually turns on its size. A common statistic used to characterize the magnitude of differences between groups is effect size (denoted as d). Effect size is the number of “standard deviations” separating the male and female means (averages). So, an effect size of 1 indicates that the male mean exceeds the female mean by one standard deviation, which in turn indicates that the average male scores higher than 84 percent of females (so that among those exceeding the male mean, the sex ratio is about 3 to 1). An effect size of 2 means that the average male scores higher than 98 percent of females, with a sex ratio of 25 to 1 among those exceeding the male mean. If the effect size is only 0.5, in contrast, then the average male will score higher than 69 percent of females, with a sex ratio of about 3 to 2 among those exceeding the male mean. By convention, effect sizes of 0.2 are labeled “small,” those of 0.5 are labeled “moderate,” and those of 0.8 or above are labeled “large.”4
A way to visualize different effect sizes is to think of the scores of each of the sexes as falling along their own bell-shaped curve. Most scores of males and females will cluster around the center of their respective distribution. The effect size affects the extent of overlap of the male and female curves. If the effect size is zero, for example, then the apex of the two curves will be in exactly the same place. As the effect size increases, the high points of the curves diverge, so that with a small d, the two curves look like a mountain with two peaks, and as it gets larger, the saddle between the two peaks gets lower and lower, until finally the curves look like two separate mountains with a broad valley between them.
Most physical differences between the sexes are very large, ranging from 1.5 to 4 standard deviations, meaning that there is very little overlap. On many psychological measures, in contrast, the sexes differ little, although on some of the psychological traits discussed in the next chapter, effect sizes range from around 0.5 to perhaps as much as 1.5. Thus, there tends to be substantially more overlap on psychological traits than on physical ones.

MYTH:The Sexes Do Not Differ That Much in Physical Strength.
Most people acknowledge that men and women differ in physical strength, but advocates of integration often downplay the difference by pointing out that some women are stronger than some men. In fact, however, there is very little overlap between the sexes. Women have only one-half to two-thirds the upper-body strength of men,5 and in many studies, the effect size separating males and females is on the order of 2 to 3. The probability that a randomly selected man will have greater upper-body strength than a randomly selected woman is well over 95 percent. (If there were no overlap at all between the groups, of course, then the probability would be 100 percent.) For comparison purposes, the effect size for height is generally a little less than 2, so the likelihood that a randomly selected man will be taller than a randomly selected woman is about 92 percent.6 In other words, the sexes are more different in strength than they are in height.
Most of the sex difference in strength is due to differences in the amount of muscle tissue, a difference attributable primarily to sex hormones.7 Testosterone increases muscle mass and is also associated with a reduction in body fat, especially subcutaneous fat and deep intramuscular stores of fat, of which men have less than women. As many male beer drinkers have learned to their sorrow, however, testosterone does not decrease abdominal fat. Rather, it is estrogen that inhibits deposition of fat in the abdomen, although it increases it in the breasts, thighs, and buttocks.8 Thus, the greater musculature of men and the higher proportion of body fat in women are both traceable to sex hormones.
Despite the small overlap in physical strength between the sexes, some integrationists want to set the bar so high that strength differences hardly matter. Linda Bird Francke, for example, criticizes the “presumption” that “all men are stronger than all women,” although she does not identify anyone who has actually articulated that presumption.9 Joshua Goldstein looks at the glass and sees it 10 percent full. Examining data concerning lifting capacity, he notes that “even the most pronounced gender differences regarding height and strength alike appear to show a nontrivial overlap of bell-curves.”10 One can quibble about what is trivial and what is nontrivial, but the overlap was between the strongest 10 percent of women and the weakest 10 percent of men. Trivial or nontrivial, the overlap is very small.

MYTH:Muscular Strength Is the Only Relevant Physical Sex Difference.
In dismissing objections to placing women in combat, many integrationists reject the importance of muscular strength and then assume that they have dealt with the issue of physical sex differences. The sexes differ not only in strength, however, but in a host of other attributes, such as speed, aerobic and anaerobic capacity, endurance, throwing speed and accuracy, height, weight, bone mass, and amount of oxygen-carrying hemoglobin in their blood. These differences in physical capacity should be of major concern to advocates of sexual integration.
Men run substantially faster than women at all distances, from the 100-meter sprint through ultra-long distance races, with men’s world-record speeds at the various distances ranging from 7 to 12 percent faster than women’s for commonly run distances.11 These differences may not sound great, but when the fastest man crosses the finish line in the marathon, the fastest woman is more than two miles behind him.
The reasons for the male edge in sprinting and in long-distance running differ. Sex differences in sprinting result primarily from differences in the amount of leg muscle. The male advantage in long-distance running, in contrast, is due primarily to men’s greater aerobic capacity, which in turn is attributable to their larger hearts, higher hemoglobin concentrations, and greater blood volume.12 Men also have greater aerobic and muscular endurance.13 In ultra-long-distance races (100 kilometers or more), for example, the male advantage is more than twice as great as it is in shorter distances. Testosterone again plays a role, as it stimulates production of the red blood cells that carry oxygen throughout the body.
Large sex differences also exist in speed and accuracy of throwing. These differences appear early in life, before children have the opportunity to accumulate much experience. The developmental pattern of these differences is quite different from that of other physical differences. Strength and speed, for example, show only moderate differences in childhood, although sex differences in strength are found even in newborns.14 These differences become pronounced only at puberty.15 The pattern for throwing is quite different and quite remarkable. At just three years of age, the effect size for throwing velocity is 1.5, and by age twelve it exceeds 3.5, the latter difference meaning that a person’s sex can be predicted with 95 percent accuracy simply by measuring the speed with which the person can throw.16 The sex difference in throwing accuracy—which is a product of both muscular coordination and spatial ability17—is similarly observable even in preschool-aged children.
The male advantage in throwing performance is believed by many evolutionists to derive from selective pressures acting on men for throwing projectile weapons, such as rocks and spears.18 The ability to throw projectiles hard and accurately would have allowed men to kill animals at a greater distance and to kill larger ones. It would also have been a tremendous advantage in conflict between humans, as it still is when grenades must be thrown.

MYTH:Sex Differences in Physical Performance Can Be Overcome Through Training.
A common explanation for sex differences in physical performance is that boys engage in more vigorous athletic activities than girls. Therefore, the argument goes, performance could be equalized through training. Although it is true that boys are more physically active than girls, training will not eliminate the difference; indeed, it may actually increase it.
Both sexes benefit from strength training, of course, and sometimes women gain more from training than men. A study of muscular strength before and after Army basic training, for example, found that women’s upper-body strength as a percentage of men’s increased from 57 percent to 60 percent, leading the researchers to conclude that “basic training brought the strength of the females closer to that of the males.”19 Although it is true that the average difference between the sexes decreased slightly with training, the overlap between the sexes also decreased. Training not only increases the strength of both groups, it also decreases the variability within the groups. Thus, despite the increase in female strength, the likelihood that a randomly selected man from this group would be stronger than a randomly selected woman increased from 97.5 percent to 98.5 percent.
Sex differences in strength exist even among the physically fit. A study of trained athletes (swimmers) found a male average in the bench press of 152 pounds compared with 87 pounds for women.20 With this large a difference, the likelihood that a randomly selected man would be stronger than a randomly selected woman is over 99 percent.
The greater benefit from training that women sometimes experience results from a “catch up” effect, because young women tend to be less physically active than young men. When males and females both start out in good physical condition, women gain less than men from further conditioning, so that the gap between the sexes actually increases. A study of male and female cadets at West Point, who all started out in relatively good condition, found that although women’s upper-body strength was initially 66 percent of men’s, by the end of their first two years, it had dropped to below 60 percent.21
This is not to suggest that it is impossible to increase female strength substantially. The Army conducted a six-month study with forty-six female volunteers (mostly civilians) to determine the effects of intensive training.22 Subjects trained for ninety minutes a day, five days a week. Prior to the training, only 24 percent of the women could lift one hundred pounds to a height of fifty-two inches, whereas after the training, 78 percent of the thirty-two women who completed the study could do so. “Women Can Train to Lift Like Men, Army Study Finds,” shouted one headline.23 No one ever doubted, of course, that out-of-shape women would benefit from rigorous physical training, and, contrary to the implication of the headline, they were not being compared to men.
Strangely, in her book advocating full integration of women into combat positions, Erin Solaro asserts with respect to the foregoing study, “I find it hard to believe that anyone who likes women could dispute” the results.24 Solaro does not identify anyone who actually disputes the results of the study, however. She simply criticizes a commentator for questioning whether it makes sense to invest so much in training when one can “hire men off the street now who already have the physical strength.” If efficiency is a legitimate goal of military manpower policy, and one would hope it is, that seems a legitimate point, a point captured by a female Army officer—an athlete herself—who told me that perhaps women could be trained for combat, “but at what cost?”

MYTH:Female Athletes Are Catching Up to Men.
In 1992, the journal Nature published a report by physiologists Brian Whipp and Susan Ward titled “Will Women Soon Outrun Men?” They demonstrated that since the 1920s, women’s world records had been broken more frequently than those of men, an unsurprising finding in light of women’s increased athletic participation. The controversial aspect of the paper was its projection that by 1998 women’s marathon performance would equal men’s and that by 2050 performance would be equal in all running events.
The most obvious problem with Whipp and Ward’s thesis was the assumption that the increase in women’s relative performance would continue indefinitely. If the authors extrapolated even further, women would eventually run twice as fast as men, and, at some point in the very distant future, they would exceed the speed of light.25 One might as well chart the growth of a child and predict that when he reaches the age of sixty, he will be twenty-two feet tall.
Despite the obvious flaws in Whipp and Ward’s analysis, their predictions were widely trumpeted by a credulous press. Science writer Natalie Angier exclaimed in the New York Times that “women’s performance has been accelerating at two to three times the rate of the men’s, and in an unerringly linear fashion.”26 This breathless reporting had predictable effects. In a poll taken before the 1996 Olympics, 66 percent agreed that “the day is coming when top female athletes will beat top males at the highest competitive levels.”27
Even at the time, it was obvious that Whipp and Ward’s projections would not come true. A Runner’s World article of that same year noted that the improvement of women relative to men in the marathon had leveled off since 1985.28 A 1997 study by Steve Sailer and Stephen Seiler made clear that not only was the “gender gap” in running not disappearing, it had actually been increasing. They pointed out that although the 1996 Summer Olympics were hailed as the “Women’s Olympics,” women’s times in footraces were slower relative to men than in any Olympics since 1972. Subsequent research has revealed that sex differences in sprinting events—running, swimming, and speed skating—have continued to increase in the last decade; indeed, women’s absolute performance in running has actually declined since the 1970s and 1980s.
What accounts for the halting and then reversal of the convergence of male and female speed? First, of course, there is a predictable “plateauing” effect. One would expect records to fall quickly as more women began competing seriously, but over time women would get closer and closer to their physiological maximum just as men have. Second, the 1990s saw substantial curtailment of the use of performance-enhancing steroids, which had been especially widespread among eastern European women in the 1970s and 1980s.29 In those earlier two decades, East German women alone set forty-nine world records in the sprints and relays, at a time when male sprinting was overwhelmingly dominated by men of West African descent. As Sailer and Seiler pointed out, East German women won eight medals at the 1988 Olympics, but women from reunified Germany emerged from the 1992 and 1996 Olympics with a combined total of a single bronze medal.
Sex differences in physical performance are here to stay. As Constance Holden observed in Science magazine, the male advantage in athletics will endure, due to men’s “steady supply of a performance drug that will never be banned: endogenous testosterone.”30

MYTH:High Levels of Training Injuries in Women Can Be Overcome Through More Training.
Related to differences in strength and bone mass is the high rate of injuries, especially stress fractures, suffered by women in physical training. Women are much more likely than men to be discharged from basic training due to injuries.31 Although female Army parachutists jump under safer conditions than men—more likely to be in daylight, from a static line, and in a nontactical environment—they suffer more, and more serious, injuries. Female athletes likewise suffer more injuries than male athletes. Players in the WNBA, for example, have a higher rate of injuries than players in the NBA.32 Women participating in sports that involve jumping, pivoting, and twisting are four to six times as likely as male athletes to tear the anterior cruciate ligament of their knees.
A British Ministry of Defence study reported a conclusion that some have misunderstood as undermining the significance of greater female injuries. It reported that “gender per se” is not the cause of sex differences in injuries; instead, “men and women of equal physical fitness suffer a similar incidence of musculoskeletal injury.”33 Erin Solaro cites this study to minimize the consistent finding of greater female injuries. Indeed, she is quite snide about the reaction of eminent military sociologist Charles Moskos, who, when told by her of this conclusion, responded, “I don’t believe it.”34 Her description of his reaction seemed designed to show his close-mindedness.
Moskos was right to be skeptical. A careful reading of the Ministry of Defence report reveals that it was using the term “equal physical fitness” in a very precise sense: having identical muscular strength and aerobic capacity. Because there is very little overlap between the sexes on these measures, however, it is rare to find a woman whose “physical fitness” equals a man’s. The British report concluded:
The overwhelming majority of females applying to the Army or currently serving in the Army would be physically incapable of performing many of the tasks required by the Infantry and RAC [Royal Armoured Corps]. Among the remainder who might achieve the required standards, the risk of injury will be higher than among their male counterparts, as these individuals will be working at a higher percentage of their maximum capability, and their reserve capacity will be less.
However, there remains a tiny minority of women estimated at 0.1 percent of recruits and 1 percent of trained soldiers who could probably achieve the required standards and perform the job effectively without sustaining higher rates of injury.

Had Solaro read Moskos the emphasized portion of the report, thereby providing some context for the conclusory assertion she repeated, it would have been clear that it was Solaro’s “spin,” rather than the report’s conclusions, that justified Moskos’s skepticism.

IN SUM, THE sexes differ dramatically in physical performance. Physical differences are not the only sex differences that bear on combat performance, however. Combat places not only heavy physical demands on its participants but also serious psychological ones, and, as we will see in the next chapter, the sexes are not equally equipped to meet those demands.


3
Sex Differences in Mind: Separating Fact from Myth Again
The entire life strategy of males is a higher-risk, higher-stakes adventure than that of females.
—Richard D. Alexander1


Imagine that you are an anthropologist canvassing the diverse societies of the world. In each society, you present your informants with descriptions of two groups. Group One is described as “sentimental, submissive, sensitive, dependent, emotional, fearful, softhearted, and weak.” Group Two is characterized as “adventurous, dominant, forceful, independent, strong, aggressive, autocratic, enterprising, active, courageous, and unemotional.” You ask your informants to identify which group is male and which is female. How much variation in responses would you expect from society to society? If your answer is “none,” your views are in harmony with the rest of the world, as made clear by a cross-cultural study of sex stereotypes.2
Are these “stereotypes” just misguided, or is there an underlying reality to them? It turns out that these stereotypes are, in fact, accurate—as psychological research shows most stereotypes to be.3 To be sure, there is substantial overlap between the sexes, so that there are aggressive, courageous, and unemotional women, just as there are submissive, fearful, and emotional men. Still, the sexes differ on average on many of the key psychological traits required by combat. A critical question facing the military is whether it can accurately identify prior to combat the aggressive and courageous individuals. As discussed in chapter 9, the consensus seems to be “no.”
ACCURATE STEREOTYPE: Men Have Higher Risk Preference Than Women.
The stereotype that females are more risk averse than males is an accurate one. Starting in childhood, boys expose themselves to more physical risks than girls do, as evidenced by the higher rate of accidental death among boys worldwide.4 Sex differences in risk preference emerge early in childhood, earlier than can plausibly be attributed to differential socialization. A study of toddlers found that boys were significantly more likely to approach hazardous items (with an effect size of 0.8) and that boys were more likely to retrieve the item, rather than merely looking at it and pointing, as girls did.5 A related study found that sex differences in attitudes toward risk were so large that the sex of 80 percent of children could be predicted from their attitudes alone.6 Researchers analyzing 150 risk-taking studies covering subjects of all ages concluded that “males took risks even when it was clear that it was a bad idea,” while females “seemed to be disinclined to take risks even in fairly innocuous situations or when it was a good idea.”7 The largest differences were in physical and intellectual risk-taking.
Risk affects males and females differently. Girls are usually willing to take risks—such as falling—only if they don’t think they will get hurt, whereas boys will take risks if they don’t think they will get too hurt.8 The difference in risk-taking grows dramatically after puberty, so that men are overwhelmingly represented in risky employment, with well over 90 percent of workplace deaths in the United States being male. The highest-risk occupations—such as fisherman, logger, structural metal worker, coal miner, and roofer—are virtually all male.9
Men also participate disproportionately in high-risk recreational activities, such as car racing, skydiving, and hang gliding.10 Indeed, the variable most predictive of engaging in high-risk recreational activities is sex. Men’s driving style is also riskier, a pattern that begins in the teen years.11 Risk-takers tend to be more socially aggressive, accept more dares, fight more frequently, and participate in more rough sports and physical activities, such as hunting, mountain climbing, and auto racing.12
A study of awards for heroism by the Carnegie Hero Fund Commission provides additional evidence of men’s greater risk-taking. From 1989 through 1995, the commission recognized 676 acts of heroism, 92 percent of which were performed by men.13 Most men were rescuing strangers, while most women were rescuing people they knew. The male disproportion is particularly noteworthy because many heroic acts, predominantly by men, are excluded from consideration for the Carnegie Medal. Acts by military personnel do not qualify, nor do those by on-duty police officers and firefighters “unless the rescues are clearly beyond the line of duty.”14
Emotions affect the risk-taking behavior of the sexes differently. Anger increases risk-taking among men, for example, but does not do so for women.15 On the other hand, disgust inhibits risk-taking among women, but it does not for men.
ACCURATE STEREOTYPE: Women Are More Fearful Than Men.
Risk-taking and fear are intimately related, and females from infancy experience greater fear than males. In adulthood, women experience more fear of a number of risks, such as animals, spiders, and crime, and they experience fear more intensely than men do.16 Reactions to social risks also often show a sex difference. A recent British study, for example, found that female academics are more likely to suffer stage fright when presenting academic papers and are more prone to “freezing or becoming incoherent when lecturing.”17
Sex differences in fear and risk perception have two components. Women are more likely to perceive risk in a situation than men are, and even when the sexes perceive the same level of risk, women have higher levels of fear and lower levels of confidence in their capacity to deal with the risk. For example, notwithstanding the fact that women are less frequently victimized by violent crime, they are more fearful of it than men.18 Although one might suppose that women’s heightened fear of crime is due to their special vulnerability to rape, it extends to other crimes, such as murder (of which they are actually at lower risk) and property crimes.
Sex differences in fear affect attitudes about war. Women were more likely than men, for example, to fear substantial casualties from the Gulf War and to believe that the death of U.S. troops was too high a price to pay for the expulsion of Iraq from Kuwait. Similarly, after the attacks of 9/11, men’s estimates of the probability of further terrorist attacks were lower than women’s, in large part because men reported more anger and less fear than women did.19
Many studies of fear suffer from the drawback that they ask subjects how afraid they would be if confronted with some hypothetical threat, so the studies are not measuring an actual fear response but rather the subjects’ cognitive prediction of how they would feel under some imagined scenario. A recent study avoided this problem by looking at a real-life event.20 For a three-week period in October 2002, the Washington, DC, area was terrorized by a series of random shootings. Fourteen incidents occurred, leaving ten people dead and three injured, most taking place in large parking lots or at gas stations. Women, far more than men, reported that they had cut back on everyday activities, such as shopping, driving, and filling their cars up with gasoline. These results tend to refute some common explanations for women’s greater fear levels. The sniper’s killing at a distance would not have triggered the fear of sexual assault, for example. Although some argue that men are less afraid of assault because their larger size makes them better able to cope with a violent assailant, men’s size and strength provided no protection from the sniper’s rifle. In fact, men were more likely to be targeted by the sniper than women, with nine of the thirteen victims being men.
ACCURATE STEREOTYPE: Men Are More Physically Aggressive and Dominant Than Women.
The well-known stereotype of men as more physically aggressive and more dominant than women has substantial basis. Psychologists often employ a
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