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ABSTRACT

In the analysis of expected behaviors and personal attributes, emphasis has been on differences between 
men and women, often failing to address "‘deceptive distinctions” of occupational requirements. Based on 
mean comparisons of six variables from two gender ideology scales by equal numbers of men and women 
across different occupations (military personnel; elementary school teachers), a number of significant of 
differences were noted within gender, that follow occupational expectations. Ultimately, both men and 
women adhere to occupational expectations, while still continuing to "‘do gender” especially when the 
behaviors do not contradict requirements of the job.

Gender and behavioral expectations of 
males and females are socially constructed, 
making them fluid and dynamic across inter­
actions and over time (West & Zimmerman 
1986). In most, if not all Western societies, 
however, women and men are consistently 
defined in reference to one another (Connell 
1995), or as Kimmel (1994) presents, 
women are identified as “other” and men are 
defined by what women are not, often estab­
lishing men’s behaviors as the norm and 
women’s behaviors as deviant. Women are 
assumed to be more expressive in their inter­
actions, or emotional (Wright 1982). Hochs- 
child (1983) claims women are expected to 
be emotion workers, focusing on the needs 
of others, both in the paid working world and 
the home (Garey 1995; Hertz 1997). Men, in 
contrast, are believed to be more instrumen­
tal, or activity-based in their interactions 
(Wright 1982), which often includes being 
more stoic (Harris 1995; Kaufman 1992), ag­
gressive (Kaufman 1992; Kimmel 1996) and 
displaying higher self-efficacy (Whitley 1983; 
Wiley 1995). Simply, while expected roles of 
men and women have changed over time, 
assumptions about differences between 
men and women, and more important, con­
trasting the assumed differences persist in 
Western society. This study attempts to ana­
lyze how occupations dominated by one gen­
der or the other contribute to the beliefs about 
gender differences.

OCCUPATIONS AS DECEPTIVE 
DISTINCTIONS

Assumed differences have been used to 
justify the “separation of spheres”, as well 
as segregation in the workforce (Lorber

1994) . While women have gained greater ac­
cess to most occupations, both socially and 
legally, there still exists a social belief in gen­
der differences that distinguish jobs and ex­
pectations about who should pursue spe­
cific careers. Many believe that men and 
women, as a result of certain behaviors, are 
more adept at specific jobs. For women, it 
tends to track them toward emotional and 
care giving careers (Epstein 1991) that have 
lower wages and less prestige (Williams
1995) , such as teaching. In contrast, occupa­
tions that require more aggressive and even 
violent behaviors are male-dominated, such 
as the military, largely because men’s behav­
iors and/or attributes are perceived to be bet­
ter fitted to excel in such occupations (Kimmel 
2000; Kirchmeyer & Bullin 1997).

Focusing on the differences between gen­
ders, however, overlooks the similarities that 
may exist between men and women, thus 
maintaining a segregated and ultimately hier­
archical world (Epstein 1991). Emphasizing 
differences both marginalizes those who do 
not fit into this framework and maintains a 
separation of men and women (Sterk & Turn­
er 1994). More importantly, highlighting differ­
ences fails to consider variation within each 
gender (Lorber 1994; Scott 1990). Connell 
(1987) presents that there exists an array of 
masculine and feminine displays in society, 
most of which are not fully discussed when 
the emphasis remains on differences be­
tween men and women. A number of studies 
have noted different masculine and feminine 
displays within interactions, and even occu­
pations (Harris 1995; Messerschmidt 2004; 
Pyke 1996), concluding that variables asso­
ciated with gender influence people’s behav­



iors.
Cynthia Epstein (1988) labels those so­

cial factors, or variables that contribute to per­
ceived differences between men and women 
but which are often overlooked in analyses 
as “deceptive distinctions.” Deceptive distinc­
tions are so closely associated with gender, 
the impact they have is hidden, leaving many 
to assume any changes are due to gender. 
For example, differences assumed to be re­
lated to gender are in fact a result of posi­
tions that men and women occupy. In this 
study, occupation is used as a “deceptive 
distinction,” more specifically the male-domi­
nated occupation of the military and the fe­
male-dominated occupation of grade school 
teachers. Seeking to expand on past re­
search that has suggested that people who 
work in certain jobs are more likely to exhibit 
specific behaviors related to the jobs (Kohn 
& Schooler 1982; Martin 2003; Melzer 2002; 
Menaghan 1991), this study compares the 
behavioral expectations of both men and 
women across two different occupations in 
the United States: military personnel and el­
ementary school teachers.

As Melzer states, “work is gender segre­
gated...and this presumably leads women 
and men to establish different attitudes, 
skills, and behaviors” (2002 821). An out­
come of this is to associate behaviors, traits 
and/or abilities with gender and not an occu­
pation, making occupations “deceptive dis­
tinctions.” In other words, segregating men 
and women into different jobs that have spe­
cific requirements, and then associating 
these behaviors and/or traits with the gen­
der and not the job overlooks the influence 
occupational requirements have on individu­
als. At the same time, the segregation can 
result in an overemphasis in the impact of 
gender on behaviors, or what I term as be­
havioral expectations, which include beliefs 
about both the individual’s own. and other 
peoples’ behaviors. Acknowledging that jobs 
influence the behaviors of individuals allows 
researchers to more fully understand differ­
ences, including the potential for differences 
among men or women who are in different 
occupations, rather than dichotomizing into 
differences between men and women. Fail­
ing to address occupation as a potential in­
fluence in behavior also disregards those 
individuals and their subsequent behaviors 
who crossover into occupations that are not 
associated with their gender.

Military Requirements
Male-dominated and physically engaging 

occupations, such as the military, require per­
sonnel to engage in more aggressive and 
even violent behaviors (Cohn 1993; Melzer 
2002; Morgan 1994). Military personnel are 
expected to display higher levels of aggres­
siveness (Cohn 1993; Morgan 1994), to be 
more stoic, to avoid feminine behaviors, es­
pecially displays of emotional neediness 
(Bilton & Kosminsky 1990), and to be sure of 
their ability to produce specific changes, i.e. 
self-efficacy (Kimmel 2000). High self-effica­
cy is a necessity for the job, as research has 
shown that there is a relationship between 
lower levels of self-efficacy among military 
personnel and greater subsequent prob­
lems with PTSD (post traumatic stress disor­
der) after returning home from war (Weisen- 
berg, Schwarzwald, & Solomon 1991).

While these are specific requirements of 
military jobs, the assumption is that these 
behavioral expectations are directly related 
to men and/or masculinity, in part because 
men encompass over 88 percent of military 
personnel (About.com 2007). The jobs and 
subsequent behaviors are associated with 
men as opposed to associating the behav­
iors with the jobs, but what of women in the 
military? Based on requirements of the mili­
tary discussed above, female military person­
nel will likely portray behaviors that are bet­
ter suited for a career in the military, such as 
being aggressive or displaying higher levels 
of self-efficacy. Boldry, Wood, and Kashy 
(2001) concluded in their study of men and 
women in the military that there was little dif­
ference between men and women in their 
motivation and in the leadership qualities 
needed to excel in the field. Women in the 
military displayed behaviors that assisted 
them in fulfilling the requirements in the mili­
tary, which are likely different from those ex­
pected of females in more feminine-domi­
nated occupations, such as primary school 
teachers.

Elementary School Requirements
The vast majority of elementary school 

teachers are women (93%) (Teachers.net 
2007). This occupation requires different per­
sonal attributes and behaviors than those of 
military personnel, leading people to assume 
that it is women who choose to enter into 
fields because of their predilection toward 
certain behaviors (Epstein 1991) and if men



were to enter the field it would masculinize 
the primary school systems (Skelton 2003). 
Even self-efficacy, which can be construed 
as being necessary in both occupations, has 
been identified as an issue of major con­
cern for primary schools because of the lower 
levels displayed by personnel (Cannon & 
Scharmann 1996; Morrell and Carroll 2003; 
Telljohann and Everett 1996).

Both Williams (1995) and Sargent (2001) 
identify certain expected behaviors of teach­
ers, which include empathy as well as avoid­
ance of competitive and aggressive behav­
iors. Teachers are expected to care for and 
support students. Even in dealing with col­
leagues, head teachers, regardless of gen­
der, tend to elicit more feminine qualities and 
identify themselves as being more people- 
oriented (Coleman 2003). This emphasis on 
caring is historically based, as teachers have 
fought to keep militarism out of schools, 
choosing instead to emphasize connection 
in relationships between and with students 
in an attempt to avoid aggressive and compe­
titive behaviors (Zeiger 2003). As Zeiger 
(2003) presented, educators concerned with 
a rise in aggressive behaviors, battled with 
administrators to stop the reinstatement of 
military training in physical education 
classes and public schools in general. 
Teacher activists based their arguments on 
professional identity, highlighting the nega­
tive effects militarism had on children and 
the learning environment. Additionally, in 
comparisons of different levels of teachers, 
elementary school educators tend to display 
higher levels of caring and people-orienta­
tion than other teachers (Skelton 2003).

Hypotheses and Research Questions
As outlined above, each of the attributes 

and behavioral expectations included in this 
study, with the exception of empathy, are re­
lated to occupational requirements for mili­
tary personnel. On the other hand, only two 
of the attributes (i.e. aggressive and empa­
thy) are specifically tied to requirements of 
the teaching profession. Self-efficacy, al­
though considered a job requirement for 
teachers by many, has been found to custom­
arily be low among teachers. Based on these 
parameters, hypotheses were developed for 
those two attributes that have some occupa­
tional expectation (low or high) for both jobs, 
while research questions were formulated 
for those factors that were expectations in

only one field.
Given the expectation that military person­

nel will display aggression, while elemen­
tary school teachers will not, I pose the follow­
ing hypothesis.

H1: Male military personnel will report signifi­
cantly higher levels of aggression than 
male elementary school teachers, and 
female military personnel will report sig­
nificantly higher levels of aggression 
than female elementary school teach­
ers.

Given the expectation that military personnel 
will be self-efficacious, while past research 
has shown elementary school teachers to 
report low levels of self-efficacy, I pose a sec­
ond hypothesis.

H2: Male military personnel will report signifi­
cantly higher levels of self-efficacy than 
male elementary school teachers, and 
female military personnel will report sig­
nificantly higher levels of self-efficacy 
than female elementary school teach­
ers.

While empathy is an expected attribute for 
elementary school teachers, there is not nec­
essarily an expectation that military person­
nel will exhibit a particularly high or low level 
of empathy. Hence, the following research 
question was developed to explore this rela­
tionship.

RQ1: W ill male and female elementary 
school teachers, by virtue of their 
occupational requirements, report 
higher levels of empathy than male 
and female military personnel, re­
spectively?

Similarly, exhibiting low levels of emotion is 
an occupational expectation in the military, 
but teaching does not necessarily dictate a 
high or low level of emotion as a job require­
ment. Based on this, a similar second re­
search question is posed.

RQ2: Will male and female military person­
nel, by virtue of their occupational 
requirements, report lower levels of 
emotion than male and female ele­
mentary school teachers, respective­
ly?



Table 1 - Male Role Norms Scale Factor Loadings

Survey Item Anti-Feminine Stoic
Not respect a man who worries 0.50 0.22
Hairdressers/cooks not masculine 0.52 0.26
Embarrassing to have a woman’s job 0.78 0.27
Man who hobbies are cooking/sewing is not appealing 0.75 0.09
Man should not be a secretary 0.72 0.29
A feminine man bothers me 0.60 0.04
A man should not cry in a movie -0.18 0.72
A man should not show pain -0.20 0.65
A man showing weakness is disgusting -0.26 0.60

Holding the views that men should be stoic, 
and that men should not exhibit feminine 
qualities, are occupational expectations for 
military personnel, however, it is unclear how 
they might relate to elementary school teach­
ing. Hence, the final research question, in 
two parts, is related to these expectations.

RQ3: Will male and female military person­
nel, by virtue of their occupational 
requirements, report that (a) men 
should be stoic and (b) that men 
should not exhibit feminine qualities 
at a significantly higher level than 
male and female elementary school 
teachers, respectively?

METHODS AND DATA ANALYSIS 
Sampling

This study relied on a quota non-proba­
bility sampling procedure (Salkind 1997) that 
drew males and females from two separate 
occupations: enlisted military personnel and 
grade school teachers. This study is part of 
a larger study that attempted to analyze the 
relationship between gendered expectations 
on friendships, controlling for gender and oc­
cupation. Beyond the behavioral questions 
used in this paper, respondents were asked 
about their attitudes concerning friendship 
and about their specific close friendships (for 
a complete discussion of this research, see 
Migliaccio 2002). The use of quota sampling 
works best when the groups under analysis 
have previously established statistics (She- 
regi 1975), such as the two occupational 
groups- in this study. While the sampling is 
nonrandom, the sample statistics are simi­
lar to those of the national averages of the 
same groups (discussed below). The use 
of enlisted military personnel (88% men) and 
grade school teachers (93% women) is 
based on the predominance of one gender

in each occupation. Focusing on obtaining 
nearly equal numbers of males and females 
in both occupations, packets of surveys were 
sent to personal contacts (gatekeepers) who 
were either members of the military or grade 
school teachers, or who worked closely with 
one of the groups. Contact individuals lived 
in various regions of the United States (Cali­
fornia, Washington, Montana, New York, and 
Maryland), thus limiting the regional bias 
(Weiss 1994). These “gatekeepers” distrib­
uted one survey to each member of the desig­
nated groups with which they worked, inform­
ing them of the project and the need for their 
responses. The respondents completed the 
survey independent of others and submitted 
them to the researcher via a self-addressed 
stamped envelope.

The response rates for both groups were 
40 percent, showing a low response rate, as 
well as the potential for a non-representative 
sample. This low response I believe, how­
ever, is not due to normal social conditions 
related to volunteerism, but due to unfore­
seen social forces. The surveys were distrib­
uted less than one week prior to September 
11. Adams, Buscarino and Galea (2006) iden­
tify that 9/11 had a profound impact on people 
throughout the United States, increasing 
stress levels for all people. People with high­
er levels of stress are less likely to respond 
to surveys (Miller & Salkind 2002) lowering 
the access and focus for completing surveys 
by all individuals following 9/11 and are not 
related to a specific group.

A common statistical response to addres­
sing issues of non-responsiveness is to 
weight groups, but this is not often a tenable 
approach since it does not always generate 
the desired impact on the data (Schnell 
1993). More so, as Schnell further reported, 
quota sampling follows a similar procedure 
as weighting, which is to derive a representa-



tive sample and that can be recognized if a 
comparison of statistics can be made be­
tween the population and the sample. Using 
two nationally recognized occupations, aver­
ages were found to be nearly the same be­
tween the sample and the population in 
terms of education, age and income (Sheregi 
1975) (About.com 2007; Teacher.net 2007).

Survey
The survey was self-administered. This 

study utilized two separate gender ideology 
scales: Personality Attributes Questionnaire 
(PAQ) (for a detailed explanation of this sur­
vey, see Spence and Helmreich 1978) and 
the Male Role Norms Scale (MRNS) (for a 
detailed explanation of this survey, see 
Thompson and Pleck 1986). The PAQ asks 
respondents to rate their own attributes, 
while the MRNS measures people’s general 
expectations for men’s behaviors in society 
(for a detailed discussion of the measure­
ment tool, see Migliaccio 2002). In other 
words, responses to the MRNS reflect both 
men’s and women’s reported expectations 
about how men should behave (e.g. a man 
should not show pain). To ascertain the di­
mensionality of the data, principle compo­
nent factor analysis was performed. Gen­
dered expectations and/or behaviors are 
complex concepts that are not easily defined 
by a single construct. Factor analysis allows 
us to separate items into coherent subsets 
that are relatively independent of one another 
(Tabachnick & Fidell 1996).

From the MRNS, nine items were used to 
determine the existence of two factors: anti­
feminine and stoic. Thompson and Pleck 
(1986) identified these two factors in a previ­
ous study using the MRNS. Using a princi­
pal component factor analysis, eigenvalues 
were used to determine that the two factors 
existed (eigenvalues of 3.7 and 1.8 explained 
61% of the variance). The anti-feminine fac­
tor utilized six indicators in its construction, 
which entails the avoidance of feminine be­
haviors by men. As one can see in Table 1, 
the six items load higher than .50 on the fac­
tor, while the remaining three indicators 
loaded below .30, identifying the six items 
as being associated with the first factor (To 
determine reliability both Cronbach’s alpha 
(.81) and test-retest reliability (.9742) mea­
sures were run. The reliability measures 
were made for the six items, not all nine 
items).

Table 2 - Factor Loadings for Self-Efficacy, 
Aggressive, Empathy, and Emotional

Factor
Attribute
Self-efficacy

Makes decisions easily 
Does well under pressure 
Never gives up 
Feels superior 
Self-confident 

Aggressive
Rough
Active
Competitive
Aggressive

Empathy

Loadings

0.54
0.63
0.68
0.76
0.86

0.38
0.44
0.65
0.71

Aware of other’s feelings 0.66 
Very understanding of others 0.71
Warm in relation to others 0.73
Kind 0.75

Emotional
Always cries 0.51
Needs other’s approval 0.78
Feelings easily hurt 0.88

The second behavior, stoic, refers to physi­
cal and emotional strength and inexpressive­
ness, and was comprised of three indica­
tors (see Table 1). As shown in Table 1, the 
three indicators load high on the factor (.60 
and above), while the other six indicators load 
below .30 (Cronbach’s alpha (.70) and test- 
retest reliability (.9775) measures are for the 
three item factor and do not include the other 
six items; A full discussion of the factors and 
the subsequent loadings for both factors can 
be noted in Migliaccio 2002). Furthermore, 
the loadings identified in this study are higher 
than those identified by Thompson and Pleck 
(1996) in their original study.

In contrast to the MRNS, the PAQ is a per­
sonality-based measurement tool that at­
tempts to assess self-ratings of both mascu­
linity and femininity (Spence & Flelmreich 
1978). As opposed to focusing on mascu- 
line/feminine labels, used in previous stud­
ies of the PAQ, I chose to instead use vari­
ables that may be associated with a gender, 
but are not gendered by the label. Using prin­
cipal components analysis, eigenvalues for 
four potential factors were identified (4.3, 3.1, 
1.4, 1.2), which explained 63 percent of total 
variance. Indicators were sorted into coher­
ent subsets. As displayed in Table 2, the first 
factor, self-efficacy was comprised of five 
items (±=.8073; test-retest reliability: .9535),



Table 3 - Demographic Characteristics of M ilitary Personnel (N=90) and Elementary School 
Teachers (N=110), By Sex

M ilita ry Teachers
Fem ales M ales Fem ales M ales

N 40 50 62 48
Race % % % %

White 50.0 56.0 83.9 75.0
African-American 25.0 16.0 •  - — _

Latino/a - - 16.0 6.5 8.3
Asian-American 25.0 12.0 9.7 16.7

Education
High school - - 16.0 -  - _ _

Some college 25.0 56.0 — -  _

Bachelor degree 50.0 24.0 71.0 64.6
Masters degree 25.0 4.0 29.0 35.4

Mean Age (years) 27.50 28.28 37.52 41.50

Median Income ($) 0,000-30,000 30,000-40,000 40,000-50,000 40,000-50,000

and measures a person’s perceived belief 
in his or her own ability and/or usefulness in 
the social world (while I do not offer all of the 
loadings for each indicator on all of the other 
factors, I will note that the highest loading for 
the four indicators on any of the other factors 
was .21. This highlights that the indicators fit 
best on the self-efficacy factor than any other 
factor).

The second factor, aggressive (±=.601; 
test-retest reliability: .7576), combined four 
different items and focuses on physical com­
petition (the highest loading of any indicator 
from the aggressive factor on another factor 
was .30. While not as low as those dis­
cussed in the self-efficacy factor above, this 
loading was for the indicator “aggressive,” 
which had the highest loading (.71) of the 
four indicators on the aggressive factor. Fur­
thermore, the highest loading for the “rough” 
indicator on another factor, which had the 
lowest loading on this factor (.51), was .22). 
The factor, empathy (±=.798; test-retest reli­
ability: .954), which measures a person’s 
connection and ability to care and feel to­
wards others, was comprised of four indica­
tors (the highest loading for an indicator on 
any of the other factors was .33. All of the 
indicators had much higher loadings on the 
empathy factor than any other factor). The 
final factor, emotional (±=.637; test-retest re­
liability: .9759), was comprised of three indi­
cators, and measured how a person char­
acterizes his or her own emotional state, with 
an emphasis on emotional sensitivity (the

highest loading of an indicator on another 
factor was .32, which was “always cries.” The 
loading for “always cries” (.51) was higher 
on the emotional factor, and it fit with the theo­
retical notion of being emotional.) Empathy 
and emotional measure two distinct behav­
ioral expectations as empathy focuses on 
others’ emotional experiences while emo­
tional measures the individual’s own emo­
tional experiences.

Demographics
The 200 participants consisted of 90 mili­

tary personnel and 110 grade school teach­
ers. Demographic statistics, separated by 
occupation and sex are presented in Table 
3. Within the sample for each occupation, 
the male-to-female ratio was comparable. 
The military group had 40 females (44% of 
total military personnel in the study; 39% of 
total females in the study) and 50 males 
(56% of total military; 51% of total males). 
The group of grade school teachers had 62 
females (56% of total teachers; 61% of total 
females) and 48 males (44% of total teach­
ers; 49% of total males). Such numbers al­
low for direct comparisons of the groups with­
out weighting. It should be noted that these 
proportions are not representative of the ac­
tual ratios in the general populations of both 
military personnel and grade school teach­
ers (as mentioned above), however the non­
representative samples are not a concern in 
this study as it is not my intention to draw 
conclusions about the general populations



Table 4 - Means, Standard Errors, and Independent Sample T-Test Results fo r A ll 6 Factors, By 
Gender

Females
Aggression0 Mean S.E. t
T e a ch e rs3 1.55 0.107 -5.50
M ilita ry13
Anti-Feminined

2.25 0.069

T e a ch e rs 2.72 0.153 -2.33
M ilitary
Emotional0

3.25 0.158

T e a ch e rs 2.97 0 .1 1 0 2.65
M ilitary
Empathy0

2.50 0.139

T e a ch e rs 3.24 0.058 0.96
M ilita ry
Self-Efficacy0

3.15 0.073

T e a ch e rs 2.34 0.067 -5.17
M ilitary
Stoicd

2.86 0.076

T e a ch e rs 2.77 0.169 -2.90
M ilitary 3.42 0.143

p-va lue
p<.001

Mean
2.03
2.52

M ales
S.E.
0.141
0.146

t
-2.43

p-va lue
p<.05

p<.05 3.43
3.84

0.193
0.153

-1.68 n.s.

p<.01 2.05
2.10

0.107
0.012

-0.311 n.s.

n.s. 2.59
2.81

0.049
0.89

-2.24 p<.05

p<.001 2.35
2.82

0.071
0.099

-3.89 p<.001

p<.01 3.80
3.90

0.185
0.153

-0.40 n.s.

a N for female teachers on all variables = 62; N for male teachers = 48. 
b N for female military on all variables = 40; N for male military = 50.
c Measured on a 5-point semantic differential scale, with 5 representing a high level of the attribute. 
d Measured on a 7-point scale, 1 representing the lowest score, and 7 the highest.

of military personnel and elementary school 
teachers. Still, the national averages (identi­
fied in parentheses for 2005-2006; see 
About.com; Teacher.net) of education (mili­
tary: 74% some college; teachers: 35% 
earned masters degrees), income (military: 
$37,000; teachers: $47,000), race (military: 
70% white; teachers: 87% white) and age 
(military: 33; teachers: 44) of both occupa­
tions are similar to the averages of the 
sample of this study (see Table 3 below).

Data Analysis
To test the hypotheses and explore the 

research questions, independent sample t- 
tests were conducted to test mean differ­
ences for each of the six factors: anti-femi­
nine, stoic, self-efficacy, aggressive, empa­
thy, and emotional. As noted on Table 4, four 
of the variables (self-efficacy, aggressive, 
empathy and emotional) were measured on 
5-point semantic differential scales. For 
these variables the means can be interpreted 
that a larger mean indicates a higher level of 
the attribute. Two of the variables (anti-femi­
nine and stoic) were measured on 7-point 
scales, and larger means indicate higher 
levels of these expectations for males’ be­
havior. Mean scores for military personnel

and teachers were compared separately for 
males and females. The means, t-values, 
standard errors and significance are re­
ported in Table 4. All significant and non-sig­
nificant t-values are reported, as lack of sig­
nificant mean differences across job types 
are notable findings in this study.

For females, means for military person­
nel and teachers were significantly different 
for five of the six factors. The only factor that 
was not significantly different for these two 
groups was empathy -  the person’s ability 
to care for and feel toward others. Means for 
military personnel were higher on aggres­
sive, anti-feminine, self-efficacy, and stoic. 
The only factor for which female teachers had 
significantly higher mean scores was emo­
tional, which measured how a person char­
acterized their own emotional state, with an 
emphasis on emotional connections to oth­
ers.

For males, there were significant mean 
differences between military personnel and 
teachers for three factors: aggressive, em­
pathy, and self-efficacy. On each of these 
measures, military personnel had higher 
mean scores than teachers (at least p<.05).

The mean scores for males on anti-femi­
nine, stoic, and emotional, were not signifi­



cantly different for military personnel and 
teachers.

DISCUSSION
Occupational Requirements

The results outlined above highlight the 
value of viewing attributes and behavioral ex­
pectations expressed by men and women in 
the context of their occupational require­
ments. My findings support my first hypoth­
esis, with male and female military person­
nel reporting higher levels of aggression. Ex­
celling in the military requires individuals to 
display higher levels of aggressiveness than 
in other occupations. Interacting with stu­
dents, a teacher is expected to connect with 
students and not be too aggressive or com­
petitive, regardless of gender.

Excelling in the military also requires high 
levels of self-efficacy. Although there is noth­
ing inherent in their profession that would 
suggest lower self-efficacy among teachers, 
my second hypothesis was based on past 
studies that have revealed lower levels of 
self-efficacy among teachers. The present 
findings further support this, as both male 
and female teachers reported significantly 
lower self-efficacy than their same-sex mili­
tary counterparts. This issue continues to be 
of concern to educators and administrators 
in public schools.

Beginning with the first research ques­
tion posed, I have a mixed finding that ad­
dresses both occupational and gendered ex­
pectations. The question was whether male 
and female elementary school teachers 
would report higher levels of empathy than 
male and female military personnel, respec­
tively. And in fact, this was not the case. Mili­
tary men were significantly more empathetic 
than male grade school teachers. This was 
counter to expected behaviors, as military 
men are generally presented as being hyper­
masculine, and even violent (Cohn 1993; 
Melzer 2002), but this oversimplifies the ex­
periences of men in such occupations (Mor­
gan 1994). And, at least in part, the mascu­
line expectations learned through the mili­
tary are related to issues of violence, aggres­
sion and even misogyny that solidify social 
hierarchies; this, however, does not fully artic­
ulate the complexity of their experience, for 
men in the armed forces undergo incidents 
that only their military “brothers” can under­
stand. They become dependent on and re­
quire assistance from others in their group,

a lesson that is literally “drilled” into them 
from the first days of boot camp. In other 
words, interdependence develops among 
the men. While individual sacrifices are re­
warded, survival is insured through reliance 
on and caring for the others in their military 
unit. In effect, empathy is an unexpected occu­
pational requirement of the military, even 
though such behaviors are often not associ­
ated with masculinity and thus not assumed 
to be a requisite of a masculine-focused oc­
cupation such as the military (Morgan 1994).

The heightened masculinized context of 
the military, however, allows for feelings to 
be expressed that may be contradictory to 
hegemonic notions of masculinity. As Bilton 
and Kosminsky (1990) suggest, it is not gen­
erally acceptable for men to be aware of oth­
ers’ feelings and be warm toward others, 
but in times of war it is. Having already vali­
dated their masculinity by being a member 
of the military, men have the opportunity to 
display “other characteristics more conven­
tionally associated with the feminine than the 
masculine,” which “include open and physi­
cal displays of concern and care” for other 
men (Morgan 1994 177). Military men are 
expected, and need to be more concerned 
with the safety of others in order to survive. 
The expression of these concerns and feel­
ings, even though normatively characterized 
as feminine behaviors, are less of a concern 
for military men because their masculinity 
has already been validated through their oc­
cupation. Occupation, as a performance of 
gender, therefore, may allow for behaviors 
that are required of an occupation but may 
be counter to gender performances.

The same cannot be said of male grade 
school teachers. Lower levels of empathy 
are consistent with past research (Hilgen- 
kamp & Livingston 2002) that suggests that 
male grade school teachers avoid behav­
iors that can be construed as feminine (Sar­
gent 2001; Williams 1995), for, as Connell 
(1995) argues, a fear of being emasculated. 
While men in the military are able to follow 
requirements of their gender and occupa­
tion simultaneously, men in public schools 
may be prescribing to behaviors associated 
more with their gender than with their occupa­
tion, suggesting that men may be more in­
clined, regardless of job, to “do masculinity” 
appropriately by being less empathetic. In a 
similar vein, women in both the military and 
the public schools are able to simultaneously



meet the expectations of their gender and 
their occupations when exhibiting empathy, 
and subsequently do not differ significantly 
on this measure.

In reference to research questions two 
and three, both reveal strikingly consistent 
findings. Would military personnel report low­
er levels of emotion? And the two part ques­
tion: Would military personnel also report 
higher expectations that men should be stoic, 
and higher expectations that men should not 
be feminine? For female military personnel, 
the answer was “yes,” on all counts. For 
males, there were no significant differences 
between military personnel or teachers in 
any case.

To begin with male’s emotional levels, an 
argument related to gender may be made to 
explain the lack of a significant difference 
across occupations between males’ report­
ed emotion levels. High levels of emotion do 
not appear to be a requirement of the teach­
ing profession, and are typically associated 
with femininity. Therefore male teachers are 
free to exhibit lower levels of emotion, with­
out detriment to their occupation, and can in 
essence reaffirm their masculine identities, 
a common behavior of male grade school 
teachers (Sargent 2001; Williams 1995). in 
effect, in an effort to appear masculine while 
being associated with a feminine occupa­
tion, male teachers “do gender” by avoiding 
appearing emotional. “Doing gender” (West 
& Zimmerman 1986) is an ongoing process 
through which people perform gender in so­
ciety, which determines access to social re­
sources.

One’s position in the job market not only 
is related to gendered expectations but also 
can be a part of the overall gender perform­
ance, or a way of “doing gender.” As past 
research has shown, an occupation can be 
so strongly gendered that it affects other be­
haviors (Flilgenkamp & Livingston 2002; Wil­
liams 1995). In relation to this study, the gen­
der performance of male teachers, who are 
interacting in a female-identified occupation, 
results in reported levels of emotion compa­
rable to men in the military, where low levels 
of emotion are expected. While the behavior 
fits for only one of the occupations, it is ex­
pected of all of the men.

On the other hand, female military person­
nel, in alignment with job expectations, do 
report lower levels of emotion, compared to 
female teachers. It has been proposed that

women are not as concerned with gender 
boundaries as men (Bern 1993; Connell 
1987) and are able to adhere more to the job 
requirements so as to excel in the field of 
their choosing. Herbert’s interviews revealed 
the perception among women in the military 
that “it was more important to be perceived 
as heterosexual than feminine,” (1998 175) 
which further suggests a flexibility to exhibit 
less emotion, even though it might be at odds 
with the typical expectations of femininity.

Across occupations, male respondents 
also reported similar behavioral expectations 
regarding (a) men being stoic and (b) not 
exhibiting feminine traits. In this case high 
levels were expected for military men based 
on job requirements, while the comparably 
high responses of male teachers may be 
based on their own attempts to define mascu­
linity in contrast to their role in a predomi­
nantly female occupation. Past research has 
shown that men in female-dominated occu­
pations often will attempt to exhibit charac­
teristics of a job that are defined as mascu­
line (Sargent 2001; Williams 1995) in an at­
tempt to appropriately perform their mascu­
linity.

In contrast to male teachers who expect 
to be stoic and avoid femininity as a response 
to their occupation, military personnel, and 
men in particular are projected to be stoic 
and to avoid that which is perceived as femi­
nine as a requisite of their occupation. Those 
individuals who are members of the occu­
pation are more likely to subscribe to such 
beliefs about men’s behaviors, including 
women. More so than women in public 
schools, women in the military were more 
inclined to believe men should be stoic and 
to not be associated with femininity or dis­
play feminine behaviors. This suggests that 
occupation is related to expectations of be­
haviors of not only oneself but also of others. 
Herbert’s conclusion that women in the mili­
tary “walk a fine iine” (1998 170) between 
being “too feminine” to excel at their jobs, 
and “too masculine” to appropriately perform 
their role as a woman provides an important 
insight into this particular finding. By idealiz­
ing the typical male’s behavior as more mas­
culine and more stoic, military women are in 
essence giving themselves a wider mascu­
line-feminine continuum in which to navigate. 
In other words, by expecting men to operate 
at a more extreme end of the spectrum, 
women in the military allow themselves more



flexibility to exhibit the masculine traits so 
often equated with competence in their work, 
while still being less stoic and more femi­
nine than their male co-workers. In contrast, 
in an occupation that does not pose these 
same challenges, female teachers’ expec­
tations of males’ behaviors are not as closely 
linked to their own gender performances.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the analysis of occupation 

as a deceptive distinction shows how gen­
der associated attributes and behavioral ex­
pectations can just as likely be job-related 
expectations. In this study, I focused on spe­
cific fields of work, i.e. enlisted military and 
grade schools, showing that the required ex­
pectations within each occupation impact 
both men and women, allowing me to ques­
tion the impact that expectations about gen­
der, and gender in general have on the be­
haviors of those in the occupations. I also 
presented that for those behavioral expecta­
tions that are not directly necessary for the 
occupation, gendered expectations take pre­
cedence. Simply, after satisfying occupa­
tional expectations, people engage in gen­
dered behaviors. People “do work” then they 
“do gender.”

Identifying how occupations influence the 
behaviors of individuals, potentially in lieu of 
gender begins to break down normative as­
sumptions about gender differences of 
males and females. Behaviors that have tra­
ditionally been associated with a specific 
gender may be deceptive distinctions in that 
the behaviors are as likely a result of occupa­
tional requirements of the jobs they choose 
(or are tracked into) as they are gender.

While these findings can be utilized to fur­
ther study gender across a range of occupa­
tions, they can also be used in the analysis 
of the segregation within work environments. 
For example, within the military, recent dis­
cussions about military designations by gen­
der have become more pronounced, as 
women are still denied access to “combat” 
positions; positions that offer increased pay 
and greater access to promotions. Regard­
less of this designation, in present military 
conflicts, women often find themselves in 
combat situations, necessitating compari­
sons of men and women who encounter simi­
lar “battle” experiences, regardless of desig­
nation. Analyzing factors beyond gender 
would begin to uncover this social inequality,

as well as the potential “deceptive distinc­
tion” about women’s ability to be aggressive 
in physical altercations.

Moving beyond the gender dichotomy, 
combat experiences of both men and women 
should be compared to enlisted men and 
women who are not in combat situations, for 
each job designation carries with it different 
occupational expectations, and ultimately re­
actions, regardless of gender. Acknowledg­
ing the relationship between occupations 
and behaviors will begin to assist in break­
ing down the stereotypes and social label­
ing of occupations as “male” and “female", 
and begin to portray these jobs as non-gen- 
dered arenas with different requirements for 
the individuals.

Furthermore, studies should address why 
people choose different occupations, and the 
similarities and/or differences that may exist 
between genders, and more important, how 
gendered expectations impact this process. 
For example, for enlisted military personnel, 
if both men and women choose to enter into 
the military for financial reasons, then self­
selection is less likely due to gender and 
behavioral expectations. Similarly for teach­
ers, having greater access to career choices 
because of the college degree, the career 
choice for both males and females will help 
to comprehend the relationship between 
gender, occupation and behavioral expecta­
tions.

Ultimately, studying the relationship be­
tween gender and occupations continues the 
discussion surrounding “deceptive distinc­
tions” and how perceptions about men and 
women can be limited by a gender lens. Dis­
cussions should extend beyond occupa­
tions, as deceptive distinctions may exist in 
a range of social situations that have been 
overlooked in the past. By examining these 
variables and their relationship to gender, 
one can begin to more fully understand the 
differences that exist between men and 
women, and more important, the similari­
ties, as well as engage the debate surround­
ing the inequality between men and women.
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