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In exploring wars and conflicts, Critical Security Studies and Feminist
International Relations (IR) use various methodologies, including
nontraditional avenues of inquiry. This study follows these theoretical
and methodological perspectives and suggests a methodology that will
contribute to contemporary debates in IR. Specifically, the study offers
an innovative application of Carol Gilligan’s method, the “Listening
Guide” (LG). The research demonstrates the utility of the LG analysis in
uncovering additional forms of knowledge regarding armed conflicts.
The context for analysis is women in combat. The implementation of the
LG assists us in uncovering various voices, representing different aspects
of the women combatants’ experiences in a conflict zone. In this study,
this analytical tool, applied to conduct narrative research, enabled the re-
searchers to hear both multiple and silenced voices. We suggest that this
methodology should continue to be used in future studies and incorpo-
rated into the Security Studies and IR toolkit.
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The discipline of Critical Security Studies, particularly feminist research, emphasizes
the necessity to identify silenced voices (Benhabib 1985; Harding 1989; Reinharz and
Davidman 1992; Enloe 2000; Tickner 2006, 2008). Feminist theorists have contrib-
uted to Security Studies by challenging the traditional area of interest and by re-as-
sessing the roles that women and gender play in combat situations, particularly in
global conflicts (Sjoberg 2013). Indeed, any attempts to study wars, security activities,
and conflicts that do not include women’s war experiences and narratives or identify
and listen to silenced voices would, by their very nature, offer an incomplete picture
(Özkaleli and Yilmaz 2013; Sylvester 2013). In addition, in war and conflict analysis,
various alternative narratives should be explored and contested (Stern 2005; Wibben
2011; Shepherd 2012; Sylvester 2013).

This research takes the same line as do studies within the Feminist
International Relations (IR) literature that suggests that the real challenge in con-
ceptualizing war and conflict lies in analyzing these phenomena as a subset of the
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social relations of experience and in exposing power relations within a militarist
patriarchal structure (Enloe 2000; Kronsell 2012). Moreover, the field of Feminist
IR holds that war and conflicts cannot be fully comprehended unless they are
studied through the prism of how people have experienced them in a myriad of
ways—and not solely by what are considered to be “mainstream” IR theories and
methods (Enloe 2000; Thomas 2005; Ackerly, Stern, and True 2006; Tickner
2006; Sylvester 2012; Sjoberg 2013). Furthermore, “looking through gendered
lenses at any given phenomenon in global politics does not just tell us one thing.
Instead, substantively and methodologically, it has wide gaze with many explora-
tions and observations” (Sjoberg 2013, 285). Therefore, multiple methodologies
are necessary for studying power relations in conflict and war and for studying se-
curity and insecurity in global politics (Stern 2005; True 2010; Hudson et al.
2008–2009; Hudson 2011).

Feminist scholars have thus used nontraditional avenues of inquiry, such as dis-
course analysis (Hansen 2006), narrative theory (e.g., Wibben 2011; Shepherd
2012), learning from experiences (e.g., Sylvester 2013), stories (e.g., Stern 2005;
D’Costa 2006), content analysis (McLeod 2013), and other methods of exploring
silenced and marginalized voices (e.g., Hansen 2000; Stern 2005; Ackerly, Stern,
and True 2006; Hundleby 2009; Harel-Shalev 2013).

Here, we offer an additional nontraditional avenue of inquiry—an innovative
application of Gilligan’s the Listening Guide (LG) (Linn and Gilligan 1990;
Gilligan et al. 2003): We show how the methodology proposed by the LG can be
applied by IR scholars to listen to, learn from, and hence gain a further under-
standing of war experiences in general and of the complexities of women’s expe-
riences in armed conflicts in particular. Furthermore, in the context of increasing
awareness of the importance of narrative theories (Stern 2005; Wibben 2011;
Shepherd 2012), we offer the LG as an innovative analytical tool for implement-
ing narrative research in practice.

Alongside other feminist theories and methodologies, the LG enables re-
searchers to access and understand marginalized and understudied experiences
(Gilligan 2015, 70). This study thus provides an additional methodological tool to
complement contemporary scholarly debates in Feminist Security Studies (FSS),
with a focus on voice and narrative. The act of “listening” to various voices assists
scholars to evaluate power relations in conflict situations in patriarchal structures.
In this study, our context for analysis was women in combat. We applied the LG
with the aim to identify the inner conflicts, dilemmas, and thoughts of women fac-
ing difficult situations in combat and warfare.

By enabling the LG analytical technique to migrate from the discipline of
Psychology to the disciplines of Security Studies and IR, this study aims both to
advance a methodological framework that has the inherent ability to present a nu-
anced analysis of personal narratives of war and conflict and to continue the dia-
logue between Security Studies and FSS. The uniqueness of the LG methodology
is that it provides a tool that can capture subconscious expression through the in-
vestigation of voices that may otherwise remain unheard. This methodology assists
us to peel off various layers of perception and experiences in war and conflict,
thereby extending various angles of IR. In practice, it directs the scholar to hear
how interviewees present themselves before interpreting their narratives, and it
guides the researcher in the search for hidden and silenced voices.

In this study, we thus operationalized a methodology that can extend debates
in contemporary Security Studies and IR by further emphasizing the ambivalence
and complexity of the challenges faced by women serving in conflict zones. We
aimed to make sense of their insecurities and unravel the ways in which they
uniquely form meaning of their experiences in a masculine environment defined
by conflict zones. We chose to focus on Israeli women combatants, while following
Feminist IR theories that seek to avoid a binary framing of events and attempt to
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decompose the polarities between good and bad, active and passive, warriors and
victims (Enloe 2000, [1989] 2014; Baaz and Stern 2009; Weber 2013, 2014), and
even between victimhood and agency (Reader 2007; Parashar 2009).

These women should be therefore described neither as “militarists” nor as “peace
activists”; rather, in avoidance of such oversimplifications and generalized categori-
zations, their activities and experiences should be analyzed in a nuanced manner.
The next section briefly presents the research context—a Feminist IR analysis of
women in combat, focusing on Israeli female soldiers. This article then proceeds to
discuss our proposed methodology and analysis, demonstrating the application of
the method and the merits of the proposed methodology. The last section offers
our concluding thoughts and the expected significance of this study.

Women’s Experiences in a Masculine Military Environment

In the ever-growing body of knowledge on armed conflict and its implications for
the lives of women, particularly female combatants, substantial research has fo-
cused on a feminist oppositional standpoint to militarization and war (e.g.,
Sjoberg 2006; Hunt and Posa 2009; Cockburn 2010; Byrne 2014). Previous studies
have thus shown that military service may lead to antiwar perspectives (e.g.,
Cortright 1975; Sasson-Levy, Levy, and Lomsky-Feder 2011), yet not all former
women soldiers choose to pursue a path of peace activism. In fact, some such
women request assignments in war zones and participate in various ethno-na-
tional struggles. This phenomenon has been studied in the contexts of nationalist
struggles (e.g., Alison 2004, 2009; Sjoberg and Gentry 2008; McEvoy 2009; Byrne
2014; Parashar 2014), postconflict areas (e.g., Cahn 2006; MacKenzie 2009, 2013),
and wars (e.g., Campbell 1993; Lane and Wurts 1998; Victor 2003; Eager 2014).

We take the position that, in general, women should be viewed as capable and
vital actors in armed and/or ethnic conflicts, rather than merely as passive victims
(as per, e.g., Moser and Clark 2001; Bouta and Frerks 2002; Richter-Devroe 2012;
D’Costa 2011). Nonetheless, it is our belief that women’s perspectives should be
analyzed according to their position in society (Izraeli 1997; Levy 2008), taking
into account power relations in a given context (Harel-Shalev and Daphna-
Tekoah 2015). Hence, we focus specifically on women who have chosen to serve
in combat-related activities. We note here that, to date, research regarding women
in the context of the Israeli–Palestinian conflict has focused mainly on those at
the extreme poles, namely, peace activists or suicide bombers (Helman 1999; Arat
et al. 2004; Hasso 2005; Farr 2011; Aharoni 2014).

For centuries, the dominant gender images of war have been relatively fixed:
Men are the militarists, and women are the pacifists and/or the victims. Men are
warriors marching into battle, whereas women march for peace (Elshtain 1987;
Conover and Sapiro 1993, 1079). Moreover, male participation in armed conflicts
is considered to represent a necessary component of citizenship, ethnicity, and
communal belonging, whereas women’s participation in armed conflicts is not
generally interpreted in such terms (Rimalt 2007). And, when women are in-
volved in the battlefield, their contribution is usually underestimated (MacKenzie
2009; Obradovic 2014).

Enloe (2000) demonstrated that militarism plays an important role in the ideologi-
cal construction of patriarchy owing to the major significance of combat in the con-
struction of masculine identities and in the justification of masculine superiority.
Consequently, a vast body of literature has addressed armed conflicts, military service,
gender, and the effect of such activities and concepts on the construction of citizen-
ship and on national identity (e.g., Sjoberg 2006; Hunt and Posa 2009; Cockburn
2010; Eichler 2012). Feminist IR further seeks to reveal the means by which hege-
monic masculinity becomes embedded in military organizations and to expose the
difficulties inherent in yielding transformative change within such organizations,
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namely, changes that threaten hegemonic masculinity associated with the military
(Kronsell 2012; Stachowitsch 2012; Gjørv 2014).

FSS exploring women’s and men’s experiences in war often center on the em-
bodied person—that is, on what happens to her/his body and how her/his body
operates in war zones given the structural violence that often accompanies armed
conflict (i.e., Parashar 2009; Åhäll 2012; Sylvester 2012; Toros 2012). Previous
studies of the behaviors and experiences of women soldiers have indicated that
some female combatants may act aggressively to obtain male acceptance (Enloe
2000), may adopt the discursive practices of male combat soldiers (Sasson-Levy
2003; Sasson-Levy, Levy, and Lomsky-Feder 2011), or may legitimize the use of
force (Giles and Hyndman 2004) to fit into the male paradigm.

This research follows FSS by distinguishing and disaggregating definitions relating
to women, gender, and war while taking into account hegemonic masculinities
(Stern 2006). Scholars such as Enloe (1983, [1989] 2014, 2000), Pateman (1983,
1989), Peterson (1995), Benton (1998), Handrahan (2004), and Joachim and
Schneiker (2012) have documented the strikingly consistent gender elements of citi-
zenship and the divisions that preparations for war and war itself enforce between
women and men. Accordingly, Kronsell (2006, 2012) and Åhäll (2012), among
others, suggest that a specific methodology is needed to study women in a male-dom-
inated military environment. We extend this notion (as per Kronsell 2012) to women
who specifically choose to participate in military operations or in combat-related ac-
tivities that are perceived as masculine within a hierarchic framework.

Learning about Women in a Combat Environment through the
Prism of Israeli Women Combatants

Gendered processes may vary across intersections of race, nationality, and other
signifiers of identity and social location. Israel represents a unique case since mili-
tary service for Israeli women became mandatory soon after the creation of the
State in 1948. The majority of Jewish children in Israel—girls and boys alike—
grow up knowing that they will become soldiers. As a result of this conscription
framework, the entry of most Jewish male and female adolescents into civil society
is mediated through a patriarchal and militaristic organization (Golan 1997).
Although conscription of women is compulsory, only in recent decades has the
Israel Defense Forces (IDF) allowed women to join combat units—and that, on a
voluntary basis. Currently, only three percent of women soldiers serve in combat
roles, but the numbers are growing constantly (Cohen 2015) since women’s ser-
vice in combat roles is considered far more prestigious than traditional “femi-
nine” military roles (Lomsky-Feder and Sasson-Levy 2015; Harel-Shalev and
Daphna-Tekoah 2015).

Among the democratic societies of the world, Israel is one of the most highly mil-
itarized on account of the prolonged Israeli–Arab conflict, the Israeli–Palestinian
conflict, and the development of a militaristic way of thinking that perceives war
and the preparations for war as unavoidable societal processes (Ben-Eliezer 1995).
These processes, together with the military occupation of the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip (the Occupied Territories), affect the centrality of the IDF in the Israeli
public sphere, the choices made by both male and female citizens, and probably
also women’s decisions to volunteer for combatant roles.

The insight obtained in this study from applying the LG methodology to ana-
lyze interviews with women combatants (described in detail below) extends be-
yond the Israeli case and is relevant to other societies as well and to the
evaluation of power relations in conflict situations. By using women’s war experi-
ences as a way to gain an in-depth understanding of the complexities of war and
global conflict, this research relates to a broad group of studies in feminist IR that
cover gender security (and insecurity) within the context of political and national
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conflict (e.g., Stern 2006; Yuval-Davis 2006; Ackerly and True 2010; Wibben 2011;
Shekhawat 2015). This study, which aims to conduct a narrative analysis in prac-
tice, thus offers an additional method and a methodology to be incorporated into
the IR toolkit.

Listening to Silenced and Expressive Voices: The LG

Our Guide to Listening calls for multiple encounters with another person: One “lis-
tens to” a person’s story four different times. Listening, in a sense, for different voi-
ces of self-telling different narratives of relationship. We believe that listening in
these four ways is necessary to take in a person’s story and to hear its complex or-
chestration, its psychological and political structure. Each listening, in other words,
amplifies a different voice. (Brown and Gilligan 1991, 43)

The word “method” means way, and the LG offers a way of listening that is designed
to facilitate psychological discovery. By attending to voice and the interplay of voices
within an interview transcript or a text, to the dynamics of the research relationship,
and to the cultural setting of the research, it establishes a contextual framework for
understanding or interpretation. As voice is embodied and resides in language, it
grounds psychological inquiry in physical and cultural space. But voice is also a man-
ifestation of the psyche, a way of communicating experience or bringing the inner
world out into the open. The LG in its attention to voice thus provides a way of ex-
ploring the interplay of inner and outer worlds. (Gilligan 2015, 69)

Carol Gilligan thus suggests that to analyze narratives, a series of “listenings” is
needed since the psyche, like the voice, is contrapuntal (not monotonic) with dif-
ferent voices coexisting simultaneously. These voices may be in tension with one
another, with the self, with the voices of others with whom the speaker is in a rela-
tionship, and with the culture or context within which the speaker lives (Brown
and Gilligan 1991, 1992; Gilligan et al. 2003, 159; Gilligan 2015).

The LG was developed by Gilligan and her colleagues (Gilligan 1986; Brown
and Gilligan 1991, 1992; Gilligan et al. 2003) to enable scholars in psychology to
produce multiple codings of the same text, thereby enhancing the complexity of
the analysis of psychological processes. This methodology was initially formed
with the aim of analyzing teenage girls’ experiences and feelings. Although listen-
ing to young women as they moved from childhood into adolescence, Gilligan
found that the interviewees were silencing their voices. Thus, to search for these
silenced voices, she and her colleagues developed the “LG” (Gilligan 1986; Brown
and Gilligan 1991; Kiegelmann 2009).1 At the same time, awareness of the utility
of narratives started coming to the fore, and many researchers in the social sci-
ences began developing and defining systematic methods for examining data in
complex ways, such as narrative analysis (Gilligan et al. 2003, 158). Parallel pro-
cesses evolved within IR and feminist IR: By using narrative analysis, IR scholars
sought to explore multiple narratives with various meanings regarding global con-
flicts (Stern 2005, 2006; Shepherd 2012; Jackson 2015).

We propose that the LG methodology can be transferred from psychology to IR
since it is framed according to the intellectual agenda of feminist IR. Although fem-
inist IR and Gilligan’s theories were not developed through the same epistemologi-
cal path, both were developed to reveal and study silenced voices (Benhabib 1985),
and both assume that deconstruction is a crucial aspect of research (Gilligan 2002;
Hansen 2006; Kronsell 2006). We continue along the paths of Gilligan and
Wibben: Gilligan (2015) developed the LG as a tool to identify conflicting voices in
hierarchical power relations (Brown and Gilligan 1992), and Wibben (2011, 3), re-
lating to global politics, stated that “the framing of events in a particular narrative

1For further reading on the evolution of the Listening Guide, see Brown and Gilligan (1991, 1992).
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always has implications for action because it includes and excludes options and ac-
tors, while also limiting what can be thought or said, thus eventually imposing si-
lences.” We thus suggest that researchers of war and conflict should listen to a
variety of narratives and voices. Indeed, in line with Gilligan’s notions, we posit that
an analysis of a subject’s statement (what was said) should be analyzed in concert
with the way in which it was said. This latter context, we argue, is valuable in provid-
ing an additional layer of subjects’ experiences and expressions. Within the context
of debates about conceptualizations of distinct voices—namely, the questions of
“who has a voice?,” “whose voices are heard?,” and “which voices are heard?”—this
methodology enables research subjects to speak and scholars to learn to listen by
expanding the “listening” itself (Gilligan, quoted in Kiegelmann 2009). Since gen-
der hierarchy is not necessarily expressed linguistically, it may be expressed—and
resisted—through silences and bodily praxis. There is, therefore, a need to research
speech, body, and embodying experiences (Moore 1999, 14; Jackson 2012, 1004;
Harel-Shalev and Daphna-Tekoah 2016).

The LG method comprises a series of steps, which jointly are intended to offer a
way of tuning into the polyphonic voice of another person. The method requires re-
current readings and listenings, a process that is termed “searching for contrapuntal
voices” (Brown and Gilligan 1992; Taylor, Gilligan, and Sullivan 1997, 31; Gilligan
et al. 2003; Gilligan 2015). The subsequent analysis of the parallel contrapuntal voi-
ces provides a way of systematically paying attention to the many voices embedded in
a person’s experience (Linn and Gilligan 1990; Kiegelmann 2000; see Table 1).

In the first phase, “Listening to the Plot,” attention is paid to the entire story
told by the interviewee. The researchers’ goal in this stage is to analyze the story
in its context, similar to the analysis of an unfolding plot. Researchers identify re-
curring images and words, key metaphors, and the dominant theme. This stage is
similar to the analysis modes in several qualitative thematic methods described in
the literature (Edwards and Weller 2012). In addition, listening for the plot di-
rects researchers to “locate themselves in relation to the data and explore their
own feelings and thoughts about the persons they have listened to and the mate-
rial gathered. This is one of several ways in which the Guide prompts the re-
searcher to listen to his or her own voice” (Gilligan 2015, 71). The scholars then
document their own reflective emotional and intellectual responses, thoughts,

Table 1. The listening guide’s phases

Phase 1—listening to the plot The first listening comprises a reading of narratives and themes.
The scholars then document their own reflective emotional
and intellectual responses to the interview and interviewee

Phase 2—the “I Poem” The second listening focuses on the voice of the “I” by following
the use of this first-person pronoun. Scholars should underline
or select every first person “I” within the selected passage along
with the verb and any seemingly important accompanying words.
In this phase of the analysis, scholars cut and paste the
interviewees’ “I Poems”

Phase 3—listening for
contrapuntal voices

The third listening focuses on social networks and parallel
perspectives. In this phase, scholars identify the multiple aspects
of the story being told. Examples of contrapuntal voice analyses
range widely depending on the nature of the particular study

Phase 4—composing an analysis In the fourth step, the scholars’ interpretation of the interview
or text is developed, pulling together and synthesizing
knowledge acquired through the entire process.
Subsequently, an analysis is composed.
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and feelings, with the aim to better recognize how their responses to the inter-
viewee might affect their understanding and the analysis.

The second phase, “I Poems,” is unique to the LG method (Brown and Gilligan
1992; Gilligan et al. 2003); it traces how the participants present or speak of them-
selves during the interview. This voice represents the interviewees’ expressive ac-
tive voice, which reveals how the interviewees perceive themselves (Gilligan et al.
2003).

The third phase, “Listening for Contrapuntal Voices,” concentrates on how the
interviewee talks about her/his relationships with others. As in an orchestra, con-
trapuntal voices exist in a narrative: Initially, the audience may focus on the violin,
and then on the piano, and so on. The operationalized categories are delineated
from the text and are not constructed a priori. In adjusting this methodological
phase to FSS and feminist IR, we focus on how each individual speaks about her
own experience in terms of her relationships with others, taking into account
power relations and the masculine environment of her social world. With each
voice underlined in a different color, the transcript provides a visual way of exam-
ining how these voices change in relation to one another. Gilligan claims that this
third step of listening for contrapuntal and parallel voices is the most creative
step in the entire analysis, since: “the researcher has to distinguish different voices
within the conversation, discover which voices speak to the research question, and
identify their characteristic features (passive or active voice, first or third person,
distinctive images or metaphors, emotional tone) . . . The counterpoint is the in-
terplay of these different voices within the narrative, and also their relationship to
the first-person voice, what voices are aligned with the self, which are distanced
from the self” (Gilligan, quoted in Kiegelmann 2009, 5). The researchers then as-
semble a chain of evidence drawn from the different listenings, and this becomes
the basis for composing the analysis. Gilligan suggests that by making the connec-
tions between the evidence and the interpretation explicit, the analysis becomes
more transparent (Gilligan, quoted in Kiegelmann 2009, 5). We suggest that dur-
ing the third phase, scholars should pay careful attention to other aspects of ver-
bal communication besides content. Scholars should be attuned to alteration in
tones of voice, speaking rate, and actual silences.

In the fourth and final phase, “Composing an Analysis,” the researcher de-
velops an interpretation of the interview or text that synthesizes what has been
learned during the entire process and constructs a summary analysis. According
to the LG protocol, this stage should focus specifically on the cultural and politi-
cal contexts and social structures within which the interviewees situate themselves
and which shape their sense of self. During the fourth phase, “the researcher’s
question becomes the rudder in steering the researcher toward the voices in the
text that speak to his or her inquiry” (Gilligan 2015, 72). Through this multistage
process, researchers can compare their impressions and interpretation of the text
and the various listenings and readings.

Design, Participants, Procedures, and Measures

Women combatants face a highly masculinized environment within which they
have to make sense of their experience; a full accounting of their perspectives
necessarily involves a complex prism through which their overt and concealed ex-
pressions may be viewed. We aim to emphasize the multilayered nature of the voi-
ces of women combatants by tuning in and listening to distinct aspects of their
personal expressions of their experiences (Gilligan 1986, 1990; Brown and
Gilligan 1992; Gilligan et al. 2003). The reality that combatants face in conflict
zones is complex, involving identity struggles, status struggles, ambivalence, ethi-
cal dilemmas, and mixed feelings (Harel-Shalev and Daphna-Tekoah 2015). To
explore this complex reality, the theoretical and epistemological approaches
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implemented in a study such as ours must acknowledge and consider gender as a
mechanism of exclusion and domination.

This article emphasizes and explores the usefulness of the LG methodology in
revealing and interpreting silenced voices. The voice-centered aspect of the LG as-
sists us to hear and listen to the complexities of the women combatants’ voices; by
so doing, we learn about their insecurities and unravel the ways they give meaning
to and form an understanding of their experiences in a masculine environment
defined by conflict zones. The women combatants represent an illustrative case of
the utility of the LG in revealing and interpreting multiple and silenced voices,
and we suggest this method should be further implemented for the analysis of dif-
ferent groups and various actors in global conflicts. The collectivity of different
voices that comprise the voice of any given person—its range, harmonies, and dis-
sonances, and its distinctive tonality, key signatures, pitches, and rhythm—is em-
bodied in culture and in relationships with oneself and with others. We aim to
add the LG methodology to the existing qualitative research in IR by presenting a
method attuned to various levels of the individual’s expression (Cook and Fonow
1986; Gilligan quoted in Kiegelmann 2009, 2; Grbich 2013).

Data Collection and Participants

We selected the LG methodology for this study given its sensitivity to multilayered
voices and inner conflicts. By using snowball sampling, a sample group of twenty
former women combatants and women who served in combat support roles in the
IDF was identified. The interviewees reside in different regions of Israel, belong
to a variety of ethnic groups, and vary in their levels of religiosity, socioeconomic
backgrounds, and education (all interviewees had completed at least twelve years
of schooling). The women had concluded their military service in the five years
prior to the study. They had been recruited to the IDF at the age of about eigh-
teen and had volunteered for combat-oriented positions in which they had served
for two to seven years. All interviewees had served in the West Bank or the Gaza
Strip (at the time of their service); at checkpoints on the borders between Israel
and the West Bank or the Gaza Strip; and/or in war rooms2 located near the bor-
ders. The interviewed combatants had served in various army units as infantry sol-
diers, checkpoint commanders, checkpoint staff, border patrollers, combat
paramedics, trackers, sharp-shooters, or soldiers responsible for launching rock-
ets. The different combat-support roles of our study population included training
responsibilities, manpower assignments, managing war rooms on the front line,
field intelligence, and other security-related tasks.

After obtaining written informed consent, in-depth, semistructured interviews
with each participant were conducted separately by each of the authors. Each sol-
dier was identified by a pseudonym and interviewed for one to two hours in
Hebrew.3 The interviews were designed to uncover various potential framings of
the combatants’ perspectives and thus focused on their experiences and feelings
during their military service. Each interview included a standard set of questions,
starting with: “Please tell me the first association that comes to mind when you
think about serving in a conflict zone.” This was followed by “Would you please
share your military service experience?” Follow-up questions were open-ended to
capture the women’s own ways of describing their experience. More specific ques-
tions were used to clarify the stories as the interviews proceeded. With the partici-
pant’s consent, each interview was audio-taped and transcribed. The interviewees

2Command centers that serve as coordination and intelligence service posts for military activities (also known as
operation rooms).

3The quotations from the interviews presented below were translated by the authors, who took great care to
transfer the nuances of the Hebrew into English.
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gave permission for short paragraphs of the transcripts to be published, on condi-
tion that names, specific locations, and/or specific units were not mentioned.
The interviews were analyzed according to the LG protocol.

Data Analysis and Limitations of the Methodology

The LG analysis protocol is comprised of four stages, as detailed in Table 1. Our in-
terview protocol involved a short set of questions regarding the combatants’ experi-
ence during military service. Each of the two authors listened to and read the
interviews independently, marking the separate voices that emerged in the tran-
script texts by applying the LG’s instructions. Adherence to these instructions will
provide replicable findings. However, a limitation of this type of analysis is that it
could involve multiple and alternative readings of the voices. We indeed recognized
this possibility and tried to minimize this possible limitation in two ways. First, as
noted above, we—the two researchers—listened to and read the text indepen-
dently. We then compared our impressions and thoughts regarding the narratives.
Second, we do not presume to reach a definitive interpretation of the texts of our
interviewees; rather, we present for the reader actual quotes from interviews instead
of merely paraphrasing of texts. These brief quotes will allow readers and scholars
to form their own impressions while considering ours (Reinharz and Davidman
1992, 9). The paragraphs and quotes presented below provide transparency
(Moravcsik 2014) and enable the reader to directly engage with the transcripts.

Gilligan’s methodology has been subject to criticism from several angles. First,
some researchers (Luria 1986; Hekman 1995; Finch 2011; Weiss 2012) claim that
the LG is time-consuming and overly ambitious. But, at the same time, the LG has
received support for being sensitive and providing a multilayered way of tapping
into methodological, theoretical, epistemological, and ontological dimensions of
the narrated subject (e.g., Benhabib 1985; Harding 1989, 18; Kiegelmann 2000,
2009; Tolman 2000; Doucet and Mauthner 2008; Edwards and Weller 2012).
Second, since women’s voices are constructed out of myriad different relations of
power, one should ask how scholars “know” what a certain voice means in a partic-
ular context. Although some researchers agree with Gilligan that the voice of
women is a symbol of agency and empowerment (Gilligan 1982, 2002; Gal 1991;
McNay 2004; Jackson 2012) and that silence is to be considered as a symbol of
powerlessness and passivity (Kabeer 2010), others (Moore 1999; Parpart 2010)
suggest that the assumption that voice equals agency should be reconsidered.
Some scholars claim that some women may choose silence as a survival strategy
(Parpart 2010; D’Costa 2011), while others suggest that it is possible that women’s
political voices are incorporated into a larger patriarchal narrative of armed strug-
gles (Parashar 2014). With this complexity in mind, even (or particularly) if si-
lence is a conscious choice, it is fascinating to discover silenced women’s voices in
a situation of armed conflict.

The Contrapuntal Voices of Women Combatants

The multiple voices in the soldiers’ stories revealed several different aspects of
their experiences, including their perspectives and attitudes toward the State, the
IDF, the Palestinians, and their fellow soldiers. All the interviewees claimed that
their military service had been meaningful and that it had empowered them and
made them more responsible and mature. None of the interviewed former com-
batants became a peace activist. The following quotation illustrates the context
and the complicated experiences of their reality. Sigal, a combat officer who
served at a checkpoint between the Gaza Strip and Israel, stated:
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I helped [a Palestinian] cross the border to visit his family. He had an extremely
complex family life, and I managed to convince my commander to let him cross, al-
though a curfew was in place due to intelligence alerts, and we normally only allow
people who are in need of urgent medical attention to cross the border [under such
circumstances]. Afterwards, I got a “thank you” letter; I still have it. I felt good and I
felt that this is what I had to do. There were many cases like this.

. . . On a different note, during my colleague’s shift, a Palestinian woman came to the
checkpoint. It was very hot, and we gave her a glass of water, and the security alarm went
off. She said that she had a platinum implant in her leg. The next minute she detonated
a bomb and exploded. My friend got killed. I had the next shift . . . it is only after these
kinds of incidents that you realize that your life is in danger. Now what can you say to all
those peace activists who stand there and watch? Do you think that the next lady waiting
here will get a glass of water? She will stand in the sun of course. Not because you want
to leave her there, but because of her friend.

The sense of responsibility, concern, frustration, fear, strength, and obligation
that Sigal expressed in the interview succinctly summarized the sentiments of many
veteran female soldiers with whom we spoke and represents the main themes that
arose from the first reading of the interviews. A consistent pattern emerged across
the interviews, although individual accounts of the participants’ experiences varied
substantially. The soldiers described at length the dilemmas that they had faced.
We note here, as an aside, that in digesting the descriptions of horror, death, and
destruction associated with the military service of the participants, our reflective
emotional responses included empathy, pain, sadness, and anger.4

The disaggregation of the combatants’ voices is of the utmost importance as pre-
dicted in LG arguments; we found that their statements did indeed contain contra-
puntal voices (Brown and Gilligan 1992; Taylor, Gilligan, and Sullivan 1997, 31;
Gilligan et al. 2003). The LG assisted us in peeling off the various aspects of their
experiences as exhibited in shifts from one voice to another. According to the LG
methodology, we identified four major voices that the interviewees used, which we
categorized as the “I,” “You,” “We,” and “Them/They” Voices.

The “I Voice” : The Voice of Competence and Assertiveness

The second phase of the LG involves identifying the “I Voice” and composing
the “I Poem.” A core feature of the approach consists of identifying the active self,
labeled the “I Voice” or “I Poem,” the latter being obtained by cutting and pasting
“I Voices” underlined in the transcript into an “I Poem.” The “I Voice” has a pow-
erful effect in reminding us to listen to how women speak about themselves as
“narrators” before we speak of them (Brown and Gilligan 1992, 27–28; Doucet
and Mauthner 2008). In the combatants’ interviews, the “I Voice” represented
competence and the ability to choose.

Moran, an operations sergeant who served in a brigade stationed near the
northern part of the Gaza Strip, said:

I joined the army immediately after Gilad Shalit5 was abducted; it was a very sensitive
period. Missiles were being fired [from Gaza] on the base all day long, soldiers from
our base were wounded, and once when I was in the war room, a missile scored a di-
rect hit. All day long you heard explosions, and gunshots and terrorists trying to
cross the fence, but . . . I chose to be there. If I hadn’t been there, I would have

4For more about the reflective emotional and intellectual responses of the two researchers during their research
addressing a conflict zone and a reflection on the challenges facing them, read Harel-Shalev and Daphna-Tekoah
(2016).

5An Israeli soldier who was kidnapped by Hamas.
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probably been sitting in an air-conditioned office doing nothing . . . It was a very
challenging and meaningful experience.

Talia’s “I Voice” presents how she perceived herself and presented herself,
while facing a dangerous situation with a high degree of uncertainty:

I was in charge at a check-point in the West Bank, near a settlement, and we received
concrete information that a terrorist from Nablus was planning a terror attack. We
got his picture and all the information we needed. There was a lot of pressure, and
many Palestinians wanted to cross. We did not send soldiers home for the weekend;
there was a lot of stress. And then we saw a Palestinian walking toward the check-
point, and one settler jumped at him and started beating him. You immediately
think—what if this Palestinian is the terrorist? Yet, I grabbed one of my [male] sol-
diers and we separated the two. I pushed the settler away, and he shouted at me that
I was a ‘whore’ and complained that I had touched him. I had exactly one second to
decide what to do . . . I knew that I am supposed to protect human life. By the way,
later on that day, my soldiers caught the terrorist with the explosives.

Consequent to listening to Talia’s tone when speaking with her I Voice’ and
reading Talia’s interview underlined to obtain her “I Poem,” we observed that
while using the “I Voice” she sounded firm and self-confident. Talia’s “I Voice”
emphasized her pride in serving as a female combatant. In her “I Voice,” we could
hear her assertiveness (Table 2).

The “I Poem” thus enables scholars and readers to appreciate the interviewees’
sense of self. Adina’s “I Voice” appears in Table 3.

In this research, the “I Voice,” or the “I Poem” of the combatants addresses the
complexities and dilemmas that arose and provides a strong sense of competence,
assertiveness, and self-confidence. The main motif of this voice is, “I can choose”
or “I can do it,” along with a strong sense of “everything you/(he) can do, I can
do better.” This motif may further suggest that by using the “I Voice” the combat-
ants want to emphasize their capabilities. Taking into account the reality in which
the soldiers make sense of their experience, this voice of confidence hints that
women might be trying to justify their shifting gender roles in the military (as per
Herbert 1998). Despite her having been conscripted, Moran’s narrative suggests a
choice in type and place of service. Even though they served in a hierarchical,
rule-bound institution—the military—the interviewed soldiers described situa-
tions of choice and quick decision -making in high-stress, high-consequence situa-
tions. While making such quick decisions, they demonstrated a sense of
humanity—a sense of obligation as human beings in a particular situation that in-
teracted with their roles as soldiers and Israeli nationals.

Using the “I Voice” may have enabled the combatants to present themselves to
themselves and to others and to express their ability to make choices in a conflict-
ridden environment. In using the “I Voice,” the combatants perceived of and pre-
sented themselves as active rather than passive beings, able to control their ac-
tions and to feel secure in their own choices (Stern 2006). While reading the “I
Poems,” we identified a strong sense of self-confidence and assertiveness on the
part of the soldiers, together with pride in their abilities and responsibilities in
combat-related activities. Nevertheless, since women should be analyzed accord-
ing to their position in society (Levy 2008), the “I Voice” should be understood as
one verbalized by women in a masculine environment so as to emphasize their
abilities, talents, and capabilities. In addition, the “I Voice” should be analyzed
against the background of previous studies indicating that even when women par-
ticipate in activities considered to be of ’high politics’ or of significant contribu-
tion to the state—such as combat—their substantial contribution is rarely
acknowledged (MacKenzie 2009, 243). Moreover, their participation in high
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politics and combat is considered a security risk in the discourse of IRs
(Blanchard 2003, 1302).

The “You Voice” : The Voice of Inner Conflict

The third phase of the LG involves identifying additional voices according to the
LG protocols, and additional “listenings” to the multiple facets of the story being
told (Gilligan et al. 2003), while the fourth, and last, phase of the LG involves
analysis of the findings and the various voices. Indeed, through our analysis of the
“I Poems,” we identified additional voices—the “You Voice,” the “Them/They
Voice,” and the “We Voice,” as described below.

Let us first examine the “You Voice.” Hebrew grammar distinguishes between
male and female second person forms. The male form for “you” is Ata, and the fe-
male form is At. During the third reading of the transcripts, we identified that the
interviewees used the second person singular male form (Ata in Hebrew) when
describing challenging situations. We encountered the use of various “You
Voices,” as emphasized in the following examples:

Miriam: When you [Ata] suddenly look at the other side, you understand the level
of destruction. You disconnect yourself.

Ruth: Many of them [the Palestinians] are just poor people who come here to
work . . . but this is all because some of them are terrorists—you have to do what
you have to do.

Adina: You see a house demolished, 99% of the people who live there are not the
ones to blame; still, people were shooting from that location, you can see that
their lives are being ruined.

Naomi: Serving in the West Bank feels like you’re living in another world.

The phenomenon of women who make routine use of masculine linguistic
forms is well known and has been documented in various languages (Cameron
1998; Doleschal and Schmid 2001; Hellinger and Bußmann 2001), including
Hebrew (Sa’ar 2007). The interviewed women combatants used the “you” form,
rather than the “I” form, when discussing specific situations and feelings. Miriam
did not say “I see/understand the level of destruction”; rather, she said, “you

Table 3. Identifying the “I Poem”—Adina’s “I Voice”

I was a combat medic in Gaza
I was considered as having a high rank in the region because I was in a medical unit
I was in a war zone, surrounded by the enemy
I had to sign a statement that I was aware of the risks
I wanted that. It was my choice . . . I was fighting for that
I knew I would be able to do the job better than anyone else
I was taking care of wounded soldiers, I had to move dead bodies too; at that time I hated them [the

Palestinians] so much.

Table 2. Identifying the “I Poem”—Talia’s “I Voice”

I was in charge at a check-point in the West Bank
I grabbed one of my [male] soldiers and we separated the two
I grabbed one of my [male] soldiers and we separated the two
I had exactly one second to decide what to do . . .

I knew that I am supposed to protect human life
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understand the level of destruction” (you—in the male form rather than in first
person, or even rather than the female second person you form of At). In con-
trast, in describing more positive elements in their actions, the interviewees used
mainly the first person “I.” They did not say “You choose to volunteer,” but rather
“I chose to volunteer.” The “You Voice,” which was used to describe controversial
and difficult situations, might be considered a silenced voice that expresses inner
turbulence, emphasizing the interviewees’ inner moral conflicts and insecurities.
The use of the second person may have enabled these female combatants to dis-
tance themselves from complex, contested situations and cope with their di-
lemmas, questions, and doubts.

Many Israeli women (excluding, perhaps, conscious feminists) use the second
person masculine singular form as a common idiom of speech (Sa’ar 2007).
However, our method of listening to hidden voices revealed that the combatants
consciously or subconsciously applied the “You Voice”—the second person mascu-
line form—to describe controversial situations, inner conflicts, and ethical di-
lemmas and doubts regarding various issues, including their roles in the military
and the level of destruction associated with war and armed conflicts. The applica-
tion of the LG, namely, listening to the recordings, reading the transcripts over
and over again, and highlighting the various voices during the analysis, assisted us
in identifying this voice and its context.

The internal voices exhibited in the use of “I” versus “you” express the female
soldiers’ assertiveness and ability to make choices, with the “You Voice” (mascu-
line you) potentially applied to reduce doubts and to distance negative feelings,
such as guilt or shame, thereby enabling the interviewees to carry out their mili-
tary duties. In this context, our findings are in accordance with those of Herbert
(1998), who examined how female soldiers negotiate in an environment that has
been structured and defined as masculine: the contrast between the “I Voice” and
the “You Voice” (male form) can also relate to the shifting gender roles of women
in the military as well as to how they understand their own positions within partic-
ular gender hierarchies (Sasson-Levy 2003; Chisholm 2014).

In addition to the “I” and “You” voices, in the third reading, we traced the use
of two other voices: the “Them/They Voice” and the “We Voice,” discussed below,
which express additional underlying sentiments.

The “Them/They Voice” : The Voice of Alienation but also of Empathy toward the Other

When describing the Palestinians, the combatants used the word “Them/They”
and hardly used the word “Palestinians.” This tendency is apparent in the follow-
ing quotations:

Eliana: Not all the people there [in Gaza] want war. Most of them are afraid.

Adina: They were shooting at my boyfriend, and it made me worry about him very
much.

Marina: A few weeks after I started my army service, an old [Palestinian] woman ap-
proached the soldiers and shouted that she needed help. She had explosives on her
body. That was horrible . . . From that incident onwards, I stopped caring about
them. They are all the same for me. I only care about my mates, the soldiers.

Ruth: I hated them and at the same time felt sorry for them.

Moran: Just like that, bringing them into the room, handcuffed. And that is your re-
ality; it is what you see in your everyday life.

Naomi: I particularly felt anger; anger and the sense of unfairness that they are the
reason for this reality . . . I am here, all these soldiers are here because of them.

Deena: 99% of them are not blame for the terrorist activities.
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Upon first listenings and readings of the interviews, the alienation of the com-
batants from the Palestinians was apparent in their use of the “Them/They
Voice.” A close reading of this voice, however, conducted through several listen-
ings and readings, revealed additional nuances: it expressed a variety of reactions,
including anger, hatred, and alienation but also empathy toward the “other.”

The former combatants tended to avoid the word Palestinians, referring to this
population as “them” or “they,” which we identify as the use of the “Them/They
Voice.” By alienating the other population and delegitimizing the opponent, this
voice enabled the female soldiers to cope with the difficult socio-political circum-
stances (as per Bar-Tal 1998) and to fulfill their mission as soldiers. The “Them/
They Voice” may have enabled the soldiers to distance themselves from the
“other” and justify their actions by objectifying and delegitimizing the enemy.
Disaggregation of the voices, however, allowed us to listen to the specific layers of
the “Them/They Voice.” This voice does not represent merely alienation, as previ-
ous literature indicates, but rather includes some instances of care, mercy, and
empathy.

The “We Voice” : The Voice of Solidarity with the Nation-State

The interviewees frequently used the word “we” to describe their solidarity with
Israeli society and state policy, as illustrated by the following statements, which we
categorize as the “We Voice”:

Sigal: I have travelled all over the world. I know now that we have no other place to
go, this is what we have. We have no other homeland.

Reut: Our country is not perfect, but it is ours. I have to protect my land. People in
the world do not understand that there are complexities here. We are constantly
bombed, rockets are fired, and people have been injured . . . We were probably
meant to live this way, by our swords.

Michal: Even though it is clearly an asymmetrical conflict, we are not the “bad guys”
here. We were trying to reach an agreement, but Hamas keep on sending terrorists
to our cities.

The “We Voice” represents internalization of nationalist values and identifica-
tion with—as well as idealization of—the nation-state and the homeland. The “We
Voice” might further indicate, as previous studies have suggested (Yuval-Davis
1997; Kronsell 2012), that women could indeed conform to military and national-
istic values rather than actively challenge them. In contrast to the “Them/They
Voice,” the “We Voice” expressed a sense of belonging to an in-group.
Interviewees used this voice to express social, moral, and political support for state
policy, as well as a positive self-image of their nation. Moreover, we can under-
stand the “We Voice” as positioning the combatants as a part of a group serving
its country and proud of its unique contribution to society.

Similar to previous findings (Eriksen 1995; Bar-Tal 1998; Halperin et al. 2010),
our study revealed an additional voice that delegitimizes the opponent—the
“Them/They Voice”—alongside a voice that creates a positive self-image of the in-
terviewees’ own nation—the “We Voice.” Such identification is particularly strong
in the case of a present security threat or intractable conflict (Kriesberg 1993). In
keeping with previous findings (Arian 1989; Halperin et al. 2010), the veterans in-
terviewed in our study believe that the state policy that they were implementing in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip is justified since, in their view, their nation was
forced into the situation without any alternatives.

Yet, some doubts regarding the nature of war were expressed (Harel-Shalev and
Daphna-Tekoah 2015, 76): “War is so aggressive . . . Are we too aggressive? . . . War
is so aggressive” [Sigal]. The doubts of the veterans regarding the political
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situation in the West Bank and Gaza Strip were not expressed directly, but were
heard by listening to the “You Voice” and to some extent to the “Them/They
Voice,” in which the interviewees expressed some empathy toward the
Palestinians.

Bringing Women’s Voices Back In

Activities associated with men and masculinity continue to constitute IR’s main
story (Enloe [1989] 2014; Peterson and True 1998; Tickner 2008; Sylvester 2012).
What then, can security studies learn from women combatants’ voices about secu-
rity, wars, and armed conflict? How can the LG assist IR scholars in understanding
war experiences and global conflicts?

Since war and conflicts cannot be fully apprehended unless scholars address ex-
periences of war, scholars should “strip” wars from what is considered as main-
stream IR theory (Elshtain 1987; Sylvester 2014). The discipline of Critical Studies
further emphasizes the necessity of identifying silenced and marginalized voices
(Benhabib 1985; Harding 1989; Enloe 2000; Tickner 2006). The LG methodol-
ogy, when positioned in the context of providing insight into the ramifications of
armed conflicts, enables scholars to search for silenced voices and to gain aware-
ness of contrapuntal voices that represent various perspectives about war. It may
further bring to light other aspects of the nature of conflicts and power relations.

Multiple methodological approaches are applicable in Critical Studies and
Feminist IR (Hansen 2000; Ackerly, Stern, and True 2006; Hudson 2011; Sjoberg
2013). Recent critical studies and feminist studies have put forward politically en-
gaged critiques of dominant or taken-for-granted conceptions of various sociopo-
litical concepts in IR. Hansen (2006) offers a poststructural discourse analysis
framework suggesting that scholars be sensitive to competing identity-based dis-
courses. Shepherd (2012), Parashar (2014), and Wibben (2011) argue that schol-
ars must be attentive to the narrative through which individuals make sense of
their experiences, to the manner in which individuals understand their own reali-
ties, and to the narrative through which individuals conform to and confirm exist-
ing orders. Stern (2005) suggests that scholars should be aware of (in)security
narratives within women’s narratives and carefully rethink the interrelations be-
tween security and identity when exploring such narratives.

We concur with these methodological perspectives, follow them, and add to the
above stream of studies a methodology that can further reveal interviewees’ per-
spectives, experiences, and narratives, along with their voices and tonalities, as
part of their bodies and their selves. Indeed, a variety of methodologies intended
to bring women’s perspectives back in (sensitive interviewing, ethnography, and
field work), all aim to enable researchers to understand women’s participation in
particular social systems (Reinharz and Davidman 1992). Within a broader frame-
work of “doing narrative” in IRs and Security Studies, the implementation of the
LG could enable scholars to bring women’s voices back in and to implement nar-
rative analysis and unfold these women’s constitution of identity through listening
to their experiences and their various voices in relation to war and conflict.

Gilligan (1990) chose the term “listening,” since it relates to conversations with
interviewees, to the listening to the interview recordings, and to repeated readings
of the interview transcripts. In addition to the actual listening to the voices, their
tones and pitches (McHenry et al. 2012), this voice-centered approach transforms
the act of reading into an act of listening as the reader takes in different voices in
different rounds of reading and follows their movement throughout the interview
(Brown and Gilligan 1992, 25).

Gilligan emphasized that the LG is termed “a guide” because it aims to system-
atically guide the process of a multilayered analysis, laying out specific steps as a
way of entering—and coming to know—the interviewees’ inner world (Gilligan,
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quoted in Kiegelmann 2009, 5). Listening to recordings of the interviews and sub-
sequently reading the transcripts several times and in several modes of analysis,
according to the LG protocol, assists scholars in identifying not only what was told
but also how it was told. If upon the first reading, the interviewees’ narratives and
perspectives sound coherent, the subsequent multiple listenings break down their
voices and expose their multiple identities. Particularly, by listening to the various
voices, each voice at the time, we were able not merely to “read between the lines”
but also to unravel the interviewees’ references to themselves and to others.
Listening to and reading the “I Voice” assists scholars in understanding the
“positionality” of the interviewees, namely, how they represent themselves within a
specific situation. In addition, implementation of the LG enables other voices to
be revealed, namely, those silenced or hidden voices that may otherwise not have
been “heard.”

The LG method enables scholars to reflect upon the link between micro-level
narratives and macro-level processes and structures (Doucet and Mauthner 2008).
Therefore, by implementing the LG in IR, we were able to explore more deeply
the ways in which the combatants represent themselves and others—the ways in
which they tell “their story of the conflict.” In addition, we were able to hear sub-
tleties and nondirect references to doubts about the conflict itself and to the de-
struction associated with war and conflict. We translated the combatants’ tonality
of voices so as to separate and categorize the four major voices that the inter-
viewees used as: the “I,” “You,” “We,” and “Them/They” Voices, as presented in
Table 4.

To preserve relationships in patriarchal societies, women defend their inner
selves by silencing their honest voices, particularly in face of conflict and trauma
(Gilligan 2002). We, alongside Gilligan and other feminist scholars, aimed to
learn more about these silenced voices. Our findings did indeed exemplify the
complexity of voices among females in the masculine environment of armed con-
flict (Enloe 2000; Halevi and Blumen 2011) and emphasized the multiple identi-
ties of these voices.

War and armed conflicts are profoundly gendered practices (Cohn 2013, 22).
As is the case for other female soldiers in different places around the globe, the
combatants in this study had to address claims that women in the military are not
“real soldiers” or are “not really combatants” (MacKenzie 2009, 256; Cohn 2013,
19; Obradovic 2014, 17). During the interviews, the combatants dwelt upon these
ideas and emphasized—through their “I Voices”—their performances and capa-
bilities, while at the same time distinguishing themselves from male soldiers.

Within the context of the feminist discourse on Silences, Women’s Voices, and
Agency (Moore 1999; Kabeer 2010; Parpart 2010; D’Costa 2011), “I Voices” or “I
Poems” can be used to examine a woman’s sense of self and agency. Analysis of “I
Poems” may challenge an objectifying discourse of empowerment versus victim-
hood and call for a more complex rendering of a woman’s experience of her own
sense of agency (Gilligan 2015), namely, how she represents herself. The “I
Voice” enables scholars to hear how the interviewees present themselves before in-
terpreting the interviews. The “You Voice,” on the other hand, can throw light on
discourses that are considered as taboo or perhaps too difficult to be discussed

Table 4. Diverse voices of women combatants in a conflict zone

The voices Analysis

“I Voice” Competence and assertiveness
“You Voice” Inner conflict; dilemmas and doubts regarding State policy
“Them/They Voice” Alienation, but also empathy with the “other”
“We Voice” Solidarity with—moral and political support of—State policy;

a sense of belonging to an ethnic group
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directly. In this study, the “You Voice” emphasized aspects of the war experience
that were not expressed directly by the “I Voice,” including the dilemmas the sol-
diers faced (which were not directly stated). The “You Voice,” when used in
Hebrew in the second person singular male form (Ata), indicated that female
combatants may try to distance themselves from complex situations (Daphna-
Tekoah and Harel-Shalev 2014, 30), including the destruction associated with war
and may be silencing their inner conflict-ridden voices during and after military
service. The need to translate the material from Hebrew into English served to
further distinguish certain forms of expression since we had to clarify to the read-
ers (and to ourselves) linguistic differences between the voices and their mean-
ings. Both the interviews and the analysis were conducted in Hebrew, but the
conclusions were written in English.

The “We Voice” was associated with positive images of the nation and of the in-
terviewees’ peers. This finding is in keeping with the notion that bonds between
individuals and nations are essential components in the development and mainte-
nance of ethnic and national communities and may reduce moral conflicts (Davis
1999). Finally, the findings indicated that the combatants’ “Them/They Voice”
expressed some empathy with the “other” rather than merely hatred or alienation.
Indeed, the various “voices” of the interviewed female veterans complemented—
and simultaneously contradicted—each other. The LG enabled us to listen to
these contrapuntal simultaneous voices by tuning in to distinct aspects of the
combatants’ experiences within a particular relational context, exemplifying the
multivoiced nature of women combatants in particular and of feminist analysis in
general (Brown and Gilligan 1992; Taylor, Gilligan, and Sullivan 1997; Blanchard
2003, 1295; Gilligan et al. 2003).

In keeping with recent studies regarding the importance of identifying parallel
narratives with numerous meanings in IR (Shepherd 2012) and identifying vari-
ous parallel battles that women must face (Roy 2012), disaggregation of voices
and texts, of the telling, and of what was told enabled us to identify the female
combatants’ perspectives and doubts, even when such issues were not directly ex-
pressed in words. Examination of relationships and power forms the core of this
feminist methodology. It allows scholars to become more intimately acquainted
with the ways in which combatants cope with the gap between their own sense of
self and the particular forms of ethnic, national, and political identities that they
are associated with and that others expect them to be associated with (Cockburn
1998, 15). In addition, it allows reflectivity in research (Harel-Shalev and Daphna-
Tekoah, 2016).

The military is indeed the institution most closely identified with the State, its
ideologies, and its policies (Sasson-Levy and Amram-Katz 2007, 109), and it is also
one of the most patriarchal organizations in existence (Enloe 1983, 2000).
Therefore, as Gilligan (2002) suggested, we sought to attune our listenings to the
“cultural acoustics” in which the voices were expressed, as mediated by patriarchal
orders and practices. Moreover, we sought to deconstruct this mediation by disag-
gregating parallel voices.

Since experiences and voices are represented and signified through normative
and ideological discourses (Aradau et al. 2014), a sensitive voice-centered meth-
odology will enable scholars to identify when and how the interviewees conform
to—or rather resist—hegemonic discourses. In the soldiers’ perspectives, we were
able to identify overall conformity with hegemonic discourses regarding the
Israeli–Palestinian conflict. Yet, two challenging narratives were revealed: (1) a
narrative that emphasizes the abilities of female combatants in the battlefield and
that highlights the importance of their functions and presence in danger zones,
as was expressed by the “I Voice” and (2) a narrative that includes incidents of
empathy with and awareness of the “other,” which were revealed through listening
to the “You Voice” and to some extent to the complexity of the “Them/They

AYELET HAREL-SHALEV AND SHIR DAPHNA-TEKOAH 187

Downloaded from https://academic.oup.com/isr/article-abstract/18/2/171/2572380/Bringing-Women-s-Voices-Back-In-Conducting
by Harvard Law School Library user
on 11 October 2017



Voice.” Our experimental process of transferring the LG from psychology to IR
and applying it in research on Israeli female combatants revealed a variety of per-
spectives and multilayered voices rather than binary perspectives on war and con-
flict. In a state such as Israel that is constantly in a race for both physical and
ontological securities (Mitzen 2006), it would be illuminating to implement LG
analysis on a group of former soldiers who have become peace activists (such as
Breaking the Silence or Warriors for Peace) with the aim to examine the differ-
ences between groups of peace activists versus “nonactivists.” It would be equally
enlightening to examine an LG analysis of silenced male combatants’ voices in
contrast to female combatants’ voices. Clearly, more research is called for in terms
of implementation of the LG in IR.

Women’s voices are built out of a multitude of different power relations. The
current findings must, therefore, be viewed—and understood—in the context of
Israel as a “Nation-in-Arms” (Ben-Eliezer 1995) in which the discourse of national
(in)security is dominant (Lupovici 2014) in a hierarchal organization (the IDF).
We postulate that Israeli female veterans, who only recently “earned” the right to
serve their country as combatants, felt honored to fill combat roles and may have
silenced any dilemmas regarding the Israeli–Palestinian conflict and the Israeli oc-
cupation that they might otherwise have experienced. In dealing with such issues,
they did not take a stand against the state and/or the military, but rather they
used the “You Voice” to distance themselves from any aspects/events causing
them discomfort.

Until recently, women were “hidden” in various theorizations of nationalistic
phenomena (Yuval-Davis 1997). Critical and feminist analyses have now brought
to light important overlooked links between citizenship, rights, and gender, with
Feminist IR and FSS aiming to reintroduce these silenced and marginalized voi-
ces. Although women play crucial roles in cultural and political reproductions of
national and other collectivities (Yuval-Davis 1997), they do not comprise a ho-
mogenous category. Indeed, although some women choose to reject militarism
and to oppose state policy, others participate in nationalist projects. Our empiri-
cal findings not only illustrate the utility of the LG technique but also challenge
the conventional wisdom about women and nationalism through interviewing fe-
male soldiers. We challenge the binary model that creates dichotomies between
“active” and “passive” women and between peace activists and military women
who adopt masculine behaviors. As previous research has found (Bashevkin
2014), the reality is much more complex. Here, we present the combatants as
“narrators.”’ In analyzing their voices according to the LG, we find that they ex-
press diverse voices, namely, four different narratives as delineated above.

By transferring the LG analytical technique from the discipline of Psychology to
the disciplines of Political Science and IR, this study advances a methodological
framework that can assist IR scholars to produce an analysis of personal narratives
of war and conflict and to continue the dialogue between Security Studies and
Critical Security Studies. As Enloe ([1989] 2014) and Tickner (2006) have guided
scholars of IR and global conflict to appreciate ambivalence and to raise concerns
about security and insecurities, the LG methodology provides a tool that can cap-
ture subconscious expression through investigation of voices that are usually not
otherwise revealed. We suggest this qualitative methodology should be incorpo-
rated into the variety of methods utilized in the IR field and should be further ex-
plored in additional political contexts.
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ÖZKALELI, UMUT, AND ÖMÜR YILMAZ. 2013. “What Was My War Like? Missing Pages from the Gendered
History of War in Cyprus.” International Feminist Journal of Politics 17(1): 137–56.

PARASHAR, SWATI. 2009. “Feminist International Relations and Women Militants: Case Studies from Sri
Lanka and Kashmir.” Cambridge Review of International Affairs 22(2): 235–56.

———. 2014. Women and Militant Wars: The Politics of Injury. Oxon, UK and New York: Routledge.

192 Bringing Women’s Voices Back In

Downloaded from https://academic.oup.com/isr/article-abstract/18/2/171/2572380/Bringing-Women-s-Voices-Back-In-Conducting
by Harvard Law School Library user
on 11 October 2017

http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/1082/236
http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/1082/236
http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/1178/2718
http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/1178/2718


PARPART, JANE L. 2010. “Choosing Silence: Rethinking Voice, Agency and Women’s Empowerment.”
In Secrecy and Silence in the Research Process: Feminist Reflections, edited by R�oisı́n Ryan-Flood and
Rosalind Gill, 15–29. Oxon, UK and New York: Routledge.

PATEMAN, CAROLE. 1983. “Feminism and Democracy.” In Democratic Theory and Practice, edited by
Graeme Duncan, 204–17. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

———. 1989. The Disorder of Women: Democracy, Feminism, and Political Theory. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

PETERSON, V. SPIKE. 1995. “The Politics of Identity and Gendered Nationalism.” In Foreign Policy
Analysis: Continuity and Change in Its Second Generation, edited by Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hey,
and Patrick Jude Haney. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

PETERSON, V. SPIKE, AND JACQUI TRUE. 1998. “New Times and New Conversations.” In The “Man”
Question in International Relations, edited by Marysia Zalewski and Jane L. Parpart, 14–27. Boulder,
CO: Westview Press.

READER, SORAN. 2007. “The Other Side of Agency.” Philosophy 82(322): 579–604.
REINHARZ, SHULAMIT, AND LYNN DAVIDMAN. 1992. Feminist Methods in Social Research. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.
RICHTER-DEVROE, SOPHIE. 2012. “Defending Their Land, Protecting Their Men: Palestinian Women’s

Popular Resistance after the Second Intifada.” International Feminist Journal of Politics 14(2):
181–201.

RIMALT, NOYA. 2007. “Women in the Sphere of Masculinity: The Double-Edged Sword of Women’s
Integration in the Military.” Duke Journal of Gender, Law & Policy 14(2): 101–23.

ROY, SRILA. 2012. Remembering Revolution: Gender, Violence and Subjectivity in India’s Naxalbari Movement.
Delhi, IN: Oxford University Press.

SA’AR, AMALIA. 2007. “Masculine Talk: On the Subconscious Use of Masculine Linguistic Forms among
Hebrew- and Arabic-Speaking Women in Israel.” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society
32(2): 405–29.

SASSON-LEVY, ORNA. 2003. “Feminism and Military Gender Practices: Israeli Women Soldiers in
‘Masculine’ Roles.” Sociological Inquiry 73(3): 440–65.

SASSON-LEVY, ORNA, AND SARIT AMRAM-KATZ. 2007. “Gender Integration in Israeli Officer Training:
Degendering and Regendering the Military.” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society 33(1):
105–33.

SASSON-LEVY, ORNA, YAGIL LEVY, AND EDNA LOMSKY-FEDER. 2011. “Women Breaking the Silence: Military
Service, Gender, and Antiwar Protest.” Gender & Society 25(6): 740–63.

SHEKHAWAT, SEEMA, ed. 2015. Female Combatants in Conflict and Peace: Challenging Gender in Violence and
Post-Conflict Reintegration. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

SHEPHERD, LAURA J. 2012. Gender, Violence and Popular Culture: Telling Stories. Oxon, UK and New York:
Routledge.

SJOBERG, LAURA. 2006. “Gendered Realities of the Immunity Principle: Why Gender Analysis Needs
Feminism.” International Studies Quarterly 50(4): 889–910.

———. 2013. Gendering Global Conflict: Toward a Feminist Theory of War. New York: Columbia University
Press.

SJOBERG, LAURA, AND CARON E. GENTRY. 2008. “Reduced to Bad Sex: Narratives of Violent Women from
the Bible to the War on Terror.” International Relations 22(1): 5–23.

STACHOWITSCH, SASKIA. 2012. “Military Gender Integration and Foreign Policy in the United States.”
Security Dialogue 43(4): 305–21.

STERN, MARIA. 2005. Naming Security—Constructing Identity: Mayan-Women in Guatemala on the Eve of
“Peace.” Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press.

———. 2006. “‘We’ the Subject: The Power and Failure of (In) Security.” Security Dialogue 37(2):
187–205.

SYLVESTER, CHRISTINE. 2012. “War Experiences/War Practices/War Theory.” Millennium-Journal of
International Studies 40(3): 483–503.

———. 2013. War as Experience: Contributions from International Relations and Feminist Analysis. Oxon, UK
and New York: Routledge.

———. 2014. “Bodies of War.” International Feminist Journal of Politics 16(1): 1–5.
TAYLOR, JILL MCLEAN, CAROL GILLIGAN, AND AMY M. SULLIVAN. 1997. Between Voice and Silence: Women and

Girls, Race and Relationship. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
THOMAS, GEORGE. 2005. “Qualitative Foundations of Political Science Methodology.” Perspectives on

Politics 3(4): 855–66.

AYELET HAREL-SHALEV AND SHIR DAPHNA-TEKOAH 193

Downloaded from https://academic.oup.com/isr/article-abstract/18/2/171/2572380/Bringing-Women-s-Voices-Back-In-Conducting
by Harvard Law School Library user
on 11 October 2017



TICKNER, ANN J. 2006. “Feminism Meets International Relations: Some Methodological Issues.” In
Feminist Methodologies for International Relations, edited by Brooke Ackerly, Maria Stern, and Jacqui
True, 19–41. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

———. 2008. “Gender in World Politics.” In The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to
International Relations, edited by John Baylis, Steve Smith, and Patricia Owens, 262–77. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

TOLMAN, DEBORAH L. 2000. “Echoes of Sexual Objectification: Listening for One Girl’s Erotic Voice.”
In From Subjects to Subjectivities, edited by Deborah L. Tolman and Mary Brydon-Miller, 130–44.
New York: New York University Press.

TOROS, HARMONIE. 2012. Terrorism, Talking and Transformation: A Critical Approach. Oxon, UK and New
York: Routledge.

TRUE, JACQUI. 2010. “Mainstreaming Gender in International Institutions.” In Gender Matters in Global
Politics: A Feminist Introduction to International Relations, edited by Laura J. Shepherd, 189–203.
Oxon, UK: Routledge.

VICTOR, BARBARA. 2003. Army of Roses: Inside the World of Palestinian Women Suicide Bombers. New York:
Rodale Books.

WEBER, CYNTHIA. 2013. International Relations Theory: A Critical Introduction, 4th ed. Oxon, UK and New
York: Routledge.

———. 2014. “From Queer to Queer IR.” International Studies Review 16(4): 596–601.
WEISS, ELIN. 2012. “Carol Gilligan, Joining the Resistance.” Feminism & Psychology 22(4): 544–47.
WIBBEN, ANNICK T. R. 2011. Feminist Security Studies: A Narrative Approach. Oxon, UK and New York:

Routledge and PRIO.
YUVAL-DAVIS, NIRA. 1997. Gender and Nation. London: Sage.
———. 2006. “Belonging and the Politics of Belongings.” Patterns of Prejudice 40(3): 197–214.

194 Bringing Women’s Voices Back In

Downloaded from https://academic.oup.com/isr/article-abstract/18/2/171/2572380/Bringing-Women-s-Voices-Back-In-Conducting
by Harvard Law School Library user
on 11 October 2017


	viv004-FN1
	viv004-FN2
	viv004-FN3
	viv004-FN4
	viv004-FN5

