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VIEWPOINT 

Pacifying the Forces: Drafting Women 
in the Interests of Peace 

Sara Ruddick 

I 

How are those of us who are both antimilitarist1 and feminist to think 
about women's right to fight and their military conscription? Our com- 
mitments would seem to be in direct conflict. As antimilitarists we believe 
that the weapons of organized violence endanger both those whom they 
are intended to protect and, obviously, the internal and foreign 
"enemies" at whom they are aimed. We are committed to finding non- 
violent ways to protect what we love and to get what we need. Yet as 
feminists we are committed to eliminating all restrictions of power, plea- 
sure, and mastery that arise from biological sex or social constructions of 

gender. Women now claiming the right to fight want to share the plea- 
sures and responsibilities of battle and to acquire the power that comes 
from access to and mastery of the means of organized violence. Admit- 

I treat many of the issues discussed here in two longer papers: "Drafting Women: 
Pieces of a Puzzle," in Conscripts and Volunteers: Military Requirements, Social Values, and the 
All-Volunteer Force, ed. Robert K. Fullinwider, Maryland Studies in Public Philosophy 
(Totowa, N.J.: Rowman & Littlefield, 1983); and "Preservative Love and Military Destruc- 
tion: Reflections on Mothering and Peace," in Mothering: Essays in Feminist Theory, ed. 
Joyce Trebilcot (Totowa, N.J.: Littlefield Adams, 1983). I am grateful for help on this 
version from William Ruddick and Marilyn Young. 

1. For the purposes of this paper, I define as "antimilitarist" anyone opposed to the 
use of organized violence. I later use the term "pacifist" to describe those developing 
techniques of organized nonviolence. 
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tedly, many values of our military,2 including its rigid masculinist con- 
struction of gender identity, its trust of authority, its hierarchical com- 
mand, and its homophobia, seem inimical to feminist projects. But the 
importance for women of the right to fight leads many feminists to 
struggle within the military establishment for feminist goals rather than 
to withdraw in protest against its masculinist ideology. 

The right to fight-to participate in combat and to command com- 
bat troops-is significant for any powerless or stigmatized group. It 
seems part of being a citizen to be trusted with weapons and accepted as 
a reliable member of a fighting unit. Although many of us, as individu- 
als, may be poor shots, physical weaklings, or cowards, none of us wants 
to believe that all members of our sex, class, or race are so inept. It seems 
to go without saying that if a woman is militarily able, neither her sex nor 
any other group characteristic should exclude her from the jobs for 
which she qualifies. Moreover, qualifications set almost entirely by male 

military professionals should be examined for prejudice or superstitions 
that are not related to military needs. 

The right to fight has special symbolic significance for women. We 
are seen and often see ourselves as needing protection. The protected 
have little control over the conditions of their protection and, indeed, as 
is the case with women, may come to fear the protectors they depend 
upon. Dividing the protector from protected, defender from defended, 
is a linchpin of masculinist as well as military ideology.3 The grounds for 

excluding women from the military are familiar enough from other 
struggles; we are "too weak," "psychologically volatile," "professionally 
unfit," or worst of all, we are a "trouble to men." But there is a special 
point in proving our ability in an institution where masculinist ideology 
is crystallized. By assuming with men the rights and burdens of mutual 
defense and protection, women would erode the gender divisions of 
civilian life and make good their claim for full and ordinary citizenship. 

Tension between feminist and antimilitarist commitments sharpens 
when the question of conscription arises. A right to fight does not itself 

2. Whenever I speak of "our" military institutions I am speaking of the United States 
in the second half of the twentieth century. I have tried to phrase my argument in ways 
that will not automatically exclude citizens of other states, but I realize that the circum- 
stances, aims, and institutions of violence vary enormously. 

3. An excellent discussion of these points is Judith Hicks Stiehm, "The Protected, the 

Protector, the Defender" (paper delivered at the American Political Science Association 

Meeting, Denver, Colorado, September 1982). In discussing the right to fight, I have used 
Martin Binkin and Shirley J. Bach, Women and the Military (Washington, D.C.: Brookings 
Institution, 1977); Helen J. Rogan, Mixed Company (Boston: Beacon Press, 1982); and 
Mady Wechsler Segal, "Women in the Military: Research and Policy Issues," Youth and 
Society 10 (December 1978): 101-26, and "Women's Roles in the United States Armed 
Forces: An Evaluation of Evidence and Arguments for Policy Decisions," in Conscripts and 
Volunteers: Military Requirements, Social Values, and the All-Volunteer Force, ed. Robert K. 
Fullinwider, Maryland Studies in Public Philosophy (Totowa, N.J.: Rowxman & Littlefield, 
1983). 
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entail the duty to serve. On the contrary, a moral decision to renounce 

weapons depends logically and practically upon having the power and 

ability to use them. A feminist may claim the right for women to partici- 
pate in combat but believe that it is almost always wrong for anyone of 
either sex to take up arms. We are not obliged to engage in the activities 
to which we are entitled; our correlative duty is to take upon ourselves 
whatever responsibilities follow if we act upon our rights. If the right to 

fight does not imply the duty to serve it does not, a fortiori, imply the 
state's right to enforce that duty. 

Nonetheless, feminists make several plausible claims about the con- 

tingent social connection between women's rights and their liability to 

conscription. If women are conscripted, women volunteers will be able to 
use the fact of female conscription as well as the greater female presence 
it generates as a rhetorical and practical aid in their struggle for equal 
access to all military specialties and commands. Moreover, it is likely that 

conscription would benefit women in civilian society for several reasons: 
fear of the draft could no longer be a pretext for resisting women's 

rights; submission to conscription would gain women respect; participa- 
tion in military life would train and strengthen women who would never 
volunteer; women's increased presence and power in the military would 

challenge stereotypes and inequalities in society at large. If, on the other 
hand, men are conscripted while women are excused, women's power in 
the military will be diminished and their claim for full citizenship will 
suffer. Men's disproportionate military responsibilities-already used to 

justify their civilian privileges-are far greater when they are forced to 
take on the dangerous work of fighting, as well as the burdens of military 
life, while women are free to engage in the pleasures and ambitions of 
civilian life. 

These hypotheses lead me to believe that conscripting women would 
further the feminist effort to eliminate the restrictions on power and 

mastery that now afflict us. But such a solution, adding as it does the 

wrong of conscription to the evils of militarism, only compounds the 
difficulties of reconciling feminist with antimilitarist aims. When it con- 

scripts citizens either to support or to participate in battle, the state 

arrogates to itself central questions of moral life: When, if ever, am I 

permitted or obligated to risk my life in self-defense? in defense of those 
close to me? for the common good? When, if ever, am I permitted or 

obligated to kill another person in my own defense or for the common 

good? A state that denies its citizens the right to answer these questions 
for themselves infringes upon a liberty fundamental to their identity as 
moral persons. Moreover, whatever political views they may hold about 
liberty, most conscripted citizens will suffer from tyrannies of a military 
life they would not choose and cannot escape, and some will be forced 
into combat with its threats of psychological harm, physical mutilation, 
and death. On the other hand, to say that conscription does a conscript 
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serious wrong is not to say that it is never justified.4 Conscription might 
be justifiably introduced to achieve a good that is unobtainable otherwise 
and that outweighs the harm imposed. How then are we to weigh the 
benefits of women's rights-and of women's right to fight in 

particular-against the harms that forced military service brings to all 

conscripts, including women? 
There have been several unsuccessful attempts to resolve the con- 

tradiction between feminist and antimilitarist commitments. One set of 
arguments dismisses the right to fight as unimportant, nonexistent, or, 
like the right to sell oneself into slavery, inadmissible. If, for example, 
the military is irremediably sexist or misogynist, then female soldiers will 
only be harmed by membership in an institution that at best replicates 
the gender hierarchies of civilian life. But this hypothesis and others like 
it seem both unacceptably defeatist about real military sexism and wish- 

fully blind to real military promises of sexual equality. It is also argued 
that the very conception of a citizen's right to fight induces women to 

accept male definitions of strength, independence, and citizenship itself. 
Since men have created battle and devised the rules of participation, 
they justifiably bear its burdens. It is no more the part of a citizen to 
engage in military adventure than in bullfighting or in professional foot- 
ball. But this and similar arguments ignore the history and political 
significance, in our country, of the right to fight and the duty to serve. 
This argument begs rather than answers the question of whether citizens 
should be both trusted and obligated to participate in their common 
defense. And it assumes rather than demonstrates that the military en- 

gages in optional adventures rather than in defense of the well-being of 
citizens. Still others would argue that women who fight are masculinist 

4. The two most often cited arguments for introducing conscription are that con- 

scripted armies more fairly share the burdens of military service and that they are less 
warlike than an AVF (all-volunteer force). I allude to the argument that conscription 
furthers the interests of peace and, without discussing the matter fully, reject it. Fairness is 
quite another matter. The AVF selects disproportionately those citizens who already bear a 
disproportionately heavy share of society's burdens and have little power to shape its 
policies. It reflects and exploits the race and class injustices of our society. However, it does 
not follow fromn the fact that the AVF exploits the poor and is shaped by racism that a 
drafted army will benefit the poor and provide some relief to the racially oppressed. I'he 
AVF's unf'airness does require any fair-minded person to consider the justice of alternative 
policies. I have considered these issues in "Drafting Women: Pieces of a Puzzle," in 
Fullinwider, ed. (n. 3 above). In that same volume, see Robert Fullinwider, "'l'he All- 
Volunteer Force and Racial Balance"; and Jules Coleman, "Liberalism, Unfair Advantage, 
and the Volunteer Armed Forces." See also Robert Staples, "Black Manhood in the 1970s: 
A Critical I,ook Back," Black Scholar 12 (May/June 1981): 2-9; Manning Marable, " l'he 
Military, Black People, and the Racist State: A History of Coercion," Black Scholar 12 
( January/Fe)bruary 1981): 6-17; Ronald V. Dellurns, "Dcllurns Denounces Carter Pr-oposals 
for the Resumption of the Draft," Black Scholar 11 (March/April 1980): 93. 
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exceptions who threaten the symbolic associations of women with cre- 
ation and preservation and thus undermine the real basis for 

peacemaking in women's lives and traditions. Superficially, this kind of 

argument, rather than rendering feminism and antimilitarism compati- 
ble, rejects feminist commitments by accepting harmful gender 
stereotypes. At a deeper level, the argument may proceed from a belief 
in distinctive womanly power whose character and implications for 
feminist politics must still be clarified. Finally, some reject women's right 
to fight out of a sense of despair at women's misguided efforts to share 
fairly burdens no one should bear. If women have been freed from 

participating in an admitted evil, should we, out of fairness and re- 

sponsibility, try to include them? Among its sufferers? Among its per- 
petrators? But this question serves as a restatement of our dilemma, not 
as an answer to the conflict in which the feminist antimilitarist finds 
herself. 

A second set of attempts to resolve the tension between feminism 
and antimilitarism either denies the harm of military life or accepts the 

necessity of war. Some appeal to the fact that peacetime armies provide 
training, adventure, camaraderie, and self-respect.5 Whether or not 
these benefits are real, the argument misses the point of antimilitarism. 
The military provides training in violence and increases the chances of 
suffering or of perpetrating it. Many men and some women say they 
enjoy war, or at least they remember fondly the battles they survive. But 
this will not satisfy the antimilitarist who believes that for civilians and 
combatants alike the sufferings of battle far outweigh the pleasures of 
excitement, camaraderie, and pride some combatants undoubtedly ex- 
perience. 

Most militarists agree that battle is horrifying. They claim, however, 
that battles for good causes are sometimes unavoidable and that there- 
fore battle readiness is always necessary.6 Antimilitarists reply that bat- 
tle readiness provokes violence and takes its toll, politically and socially, 
even on the peacetime community that is armed to fight. We acknowl- 
edge the existence of good causes and the necessity of some battles but 
claim that there are entirely or principally nonviolent ways of fighting 
them that are at least as effective as violence (the effectiveness of which is 

5. It is difficult to assess the real benefits of peacetime military service, and it is 
arrogant as well as nearly impossible for an affluent, exempted citizen to compare the 
burdens of military service with those of an impoverished or oppressed civilian life. One 
should at least see the film Soldier Girls (Los Angeles: Churchill Films, 1981); and read Dina 
Portnay, Women: The Recruiter's Last Resort (Philadelphia: Recon Publications, 1974); 
Rogan; Mary See Settle, All the Brave Promises (New York: Ballantine Books, 1966). 

6. On just-war theory, see Kenneth Kaunda, The Riddle of Violence (New York: Harper 
& Row, 1980). See also Arthur Danto, "On Moral Codes and Modern War," Social Research 
45 (Spring 1978): 176-90; and Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars (New York: Basic 
Books, 1977). 
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always exaggerated) and that these nonviolent solutions cost less morally, 
physically, and psychologically.7 

In summary, unless just-war theorists offer a convincing argument 
that some violent battles should not and cannot be avoided, antimilitarist 
feminists are unavoidably in conflict. The military endangers its soldiers, 
its "enemies," and the citizens it is pledged to protect. The evils of vio- 
lence outweigh both the pleasures and best intentions of the violent. Yet 
the right to participate in organized violence and to share its burdens is, 
for women, a means to self-respect, full citizenship, and equality with 
men. The alternative, allowing men exclusive control of the means of 
violence, endorses the division between protector and protected, endan- 

gers women, and, ironically, sustains military as well as masculinist 

ideologies. 

II 

The dilemma of the antimilitarist feminist is familiar from other 

settings. As Virginia Woolf stated in her pacifist tract of the thirties, 
women are caught between "the devil and the deep sea. Behind us lies 
the patriarchal system; the private house with its nullity, its immorality, 
its hypocrisy, its servility. Before us lies the public world, the professional 
system, with its possessiveness, its pugnacity, its greed."8 Woolf resolved 
this dilemma by urging women to take up public work and office, while 
at the same time remembering the "lessons of their mothers' houses." 
She hoped that women who were loyal to their own kinds of learning 
and traditions could change the professions they entered. Similarly, I 
wish to explore the possibility that peaceful women can transform the 
armies in which they serve. 

Could we satisfy both feminists and antimilitarists by drafting 
women in the interests of peace? The proposal is not as outlandish as it 
seems.9 Many people support a draft on the ground that conscripts are 
less eager for battle than self-selected volunteers. Women conscripts 

7. For a pacifist critique of violence and just-war theory, see H. J. N. Horsburgh, 
Non-Violence and ,4gg'essison (London: (xford University Press, 1978); M. K. Gandhi, Non- 
Violent Resistance (New York: Schocken Books, 1961); Joan Bondurant, The Conquest of 
Violence (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971); Martin Luther King, "Loving 
Your Enemies" (se-rmon delivered at Dexter Avenue Baptist Church, Montgomery, Ala- 
bama, December 25, 1957); Barbara Deming, Revolution and Equilibrium (New York: A. J. 
Muste Memorial Institute Essav Series, 1981); Erik Erikson, Gandhi's Truth (New York: W. 
W. Norton & Co., 1969). 

8. Virginia Woolf, Three Guineas (1938; reprint ed., New York: Harcourt Brace 

Jovanovich, 1966), p. 74. 
9. Betty Friedan may have come close to advocating this proposal in her discussion of 

women at West Point. She does not, however, question the overall U.S. commitment to 

organized violence. Betty Friedan, The Second Stage (New York: Summit Books, 1981), pp. 
163-201. 
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might be especially reluctant to fight, their families particularly appalled 
to see them on the battlefield. True, no government would draft men or 
women in the hope that they would make fighting difficult. But sub- 
versive antimilitarist feminists could support government policies with 
peaceful, hidden intent. In any case, whether or not this proposal is 

practical, its consideration helps assess the alleged peacefulness of 
women. More generally, this particular immodest proposal addresses the 
recurrent issues of women's "special nature" and the fate we envision for 
ourselves in male institutions. 

The proposal to conscript women in the interests of peace depends 
upon the assumption that, in the country under consideration, armies 
are inevitable and battles likely to occur. Granting this assumption-a 
plausible one in the United States at present-the antimilitarist wants to 
raise a "peaceful" army. Such an army fights only the most necessary and 

clearly just battles, fights them as humanely and as briefly as possible, 
and in its fighting does nothing to increase chances of escalation to more 
destructive conventional weapons or to nuclear arms. For the peaceful 
army the aim of battle is not defeat of an enemy but reconciliation with 
opponents and restoration of connection and community. The "peace- 
ful" soldiers of such an army will be reluctant fighters, slow to resort to 

weapons, appreciative of the destruction they bring. When fighting, they 
will do the least damage consistent with rendering an opponent harm- 
less. They will always be on the lookout for ways of ending battle and of 

saving soldiers and civilians on either side from physical or psychic dam- 

age. Even under pressure they will be able to identify an order as im- 
moral and the harm it causes as unnecessary and have the courage to act 
on the convictions of a lively conscience. 

Are women more likely than men to be such peaceful soldiers? If 

they are, will their presence in the army make it on the whole more 

peaceful? Let me take the second question first. Many agree that the 
presence of women in the forces would alter civilian attitudes toward the 
military. Young men have been designated a sacrificial class, sent by their 
fathers to fight other fathers' sons.?1 With warriorhood thus connected 
to masculinity, boys may volunteer to fight in wars they barely under- 
stand because they welcome the chance to prove their machismo, they 
fear feminization, or they believe, simply, that war is their game and rite 
of passage. Parents and lovers simultaneously reward, punish, and 

exploit this "natural" aggression when they send boys to battle, then 
mourn and decorate them for their deeds. When there is no "naturally" 
sacrificial class, all people are more apt to organize against the sacrifice. 
With women in the forces, citizens could see more clearly the unnatural 
evils of battle and draw back from them. 

10. Young men seem to be the sacrificial class in most cultures; some cultures, such as 
our own, sacrifice poorer citizens as well, especially those from oppressed races or ethnic 

groups. 
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Will the military itself be changed by the presence of women? Just 
because the military has so long been dominated by men, the mere 

presence of women in large numbers will bring changes ranging from 
the redesign of equipment to the provision of child-care facilities and 
flexible parental leaves for parents of both sexes. However, even serious 
reforms leave the ends and conduct of battle intact. The peacemaker's 
hope, resting on twin suppositions about the masculinist ideology of the 

military and the peacefulness of women, is that a female presence will 

change the values structuring military strategy. 
Military services and the battles they fight are governed by a mas- 

culinist ideology not just because the fighters happen to be men but 
because commanders enforce or at least permit attitudes and actions by 
exploiting masculine pride and identity. Also, the very idea of military 
service is justified by and in turn supports male privilege."1 The mere 

presence of women in large numbers could force a change in aspects of 

training and battle behavior that depend upon such appeals to manly 
nature and male privilege. If their presence also offers alternative 
values, then the peacemaker's hope is promising. Peaceful women might 
have a different conception of what it means to "win" a battle, what 
counts as an "acceptable" loss, what makes for a "just" war. Or they 
might establish a different priority between winning, newly defined, and 
the preservation of lives and psychic health. 

Among military women, conscripts are most likely to be peaceful. 
Unlike their self-selected sisters in the all-volunteer force, drafted 
women would tend to find military life incomprehensible, abhorrent, 
ineluctably male, or all of these. Many such conscripts would ask for or 
be assigned to military specialties compatible with traditional female 
work. However, their own sense of fairness, pressure from those of their 

gender eager to open combat to women, and demands from men that 
combat be shared would combine to bring some peaceful women into 
various kinds of battle. The peacemaker wants to see the peaceful female 
soldier on the battlefield rather than in support work behind the lines. 
Feminists would like to find her there, too, sustaining her exceptional 
war-making sisters while she gains strength and self-respect in shoul- 

dering a citizen's responsibility. 
Is it true that ordinary, conscripted women would be distinctly 

peaceful? Undeniably, women and men alike tend to believe that women 
are peaceful. Elsewhere I have argued that there is a real basis for the 

11. No one denies the masculinism of the military. Indeed, soldiers are trained in 

misogyny and male supremacy. See, e.g., Tim O'Brien, / 'I Die in the Combat Zone (New 
York: Dell Publishing Co., 1979); and David Marlow, "The Manning of the Force and 
Structure of Battle, Part II: Men and Women," in Fullinwider, ed. (n. 3 above). It is 
possible that masculinism may be diminishing in the AVF. 
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conventional association of women with peace.12 Women are daughters 
who learn from their mothers the activity of preservative love and the 
maternal thinking that arises from it. These "lessons from her mother's 
house" can shape a daughter's intellectual and emotional life even if she 
rejects the activity, its thinking, or, for that matter, the mother herself. 
Preservative love is opposed in its fundamental values to military strat- 
egy. Maternal theories of conflict are more pacifist than militaristic. A 
daughter, one might say, has been trained to be unsoldierly.'3 Moreover, 
whether or not they either intend to become mothers or identify with 
maternal work, young women exhibit a way of thinking that is opposed 
to warlike abstraction. And quite independent of maternal influence, 
they may bring to the battlefield a distinctly unmilitary eroticism. I will 
outline these points here not so much to persuade as to suggest a possi- 
bility that both feminists and pacifists should consider, namely, that 
women's distinctive peacefulness, if transformed by a critical feminist 
consciousness, could become a reliable resource for peace. 

Daughterly peacefulness begins in early experiences of preservative 
love expected from and bestowed by mothers and other female caretak- 
ers. The phrase "preservative love" does not describe a feeling.14 
Mothers' feelings for their children vary from hour to hour, year to year. 
A single day can encompass fury, infatuation, boredom, and simple 
dislike without in any way being atypical. Preservative love is a caring for 
or treasuring of creatures whose well-being is at risk. In response to the 
demand that she preserve her child in an indifferent, often hostile 
world, a mother develops an attitude to human and nonhuman nature 
that I have called "holding": priority is given to keeping over acquiring, 
to reconciling differences, to conserving the fragile, to maintaining the 
minimal harmony and material conditions necessary to a child's life. 
Typically, a mother develops a profound sense of the limits of action and 
of the unpredictability of her children and their world. She knows what 
it means to "see with the patient eye of love," to "wait upon" grace. She 
acquires an attitude that Iris Murdoch calls "humility"-"not a peculiar 

12. Sara Ruddick, "Preservative Love and Military Destruction: Reflections on 
Mothering and Peace," in Mothering: Essays in Feminist Theory, ed. Joyce Trebilcot (Totowa, 
N.J.: Littlefield Adams, 1983). 

13. We know something of how and why that training, in our culture, is acquired 
differently by daughters and sons. See Nancy Chodorow, The Reproduction of Mothering 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978); and Jean Baker Miller, Toward a New 
Psychology of Women (Boston: Beacon Press, 1976). It is interesting to explore the maternal 
identifications of male pacifists and antimilitarists. Gandhi, Wilfred Owen, Andre Trocme, 
and Randall Jarrell are each examples, in different ways, of "maternal" men. 

14. I first took the idea of "preservative love" from Harriett Stanton Blatch, A Wom- 
an's Point of View: Some Roads to Peace (New York: Women's Press, 1920). The phrase itself 
was used byJ. (lenn Gray, The Warriors (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1970), chap. 
3. 
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habit of self-effacement, [but a] selfless respect for reality ... We cannot 
dominate the world."15 

The contradiction between military destruction and preservative 
love is obvious. Seen by "the patient eye of love" in the light of maternal 

humility, military fantasies of violent control, defense, and domination 
seem like garish nightmares that threaten a living world. Military en- 
deavors endanger what a mother seeks to preserve, wasting the bodies, 
insulting the sensibilities, threatening the sanity of beings she has trea- 
sured. 

Yet preservative love can be too sharply opposed to military strat- 

egy. We are apt to sentimentalize both, sanctifying mothers and de- 
monizing soldiers. Good officers are pledged to preserve the lives of 
their men and to maintain at least the modicum of psychological 
strength required for fighting. Soldiers themselves are said to delight in 
the destructiveness battle permits. Yet many soldiers are also said to 

develop a kind of preservative love suitable for the battlefield. Partly in 
reaction to the destruction around them, they develop a "maternal con- 
cern" for themselves, stray animals, fellow fighters, and the wounded 

enemy. Such concern is the special province of the medic but also neces- 

sary for the common soldier. "When soldiers lose this need to preserve 
and become impersonal killers, they are truly figures of terror."16 

Nonetheless, it seems that military strategy, in its very aims, puts at 
risk the bodies, hearts, and minds a mother has cared for. And this is to 

put the point mildly. Twentieth-century technology has only accen- 
tuated and made visible what battle reports across the centuries have told 
us. The waste of lives considered expendable by military strategists goes 
well beyond the requirements of victory, while victory itself is defined in 
such a way as to be compatible with immense psychological and physical 
damage to the victorious, not to mention the vanquished. Preservative 

love-holding, "humility," cherishing whatever maintains or lightens 
lives-can emerge for individual soldiers as a reaction against the de- 
struction war involves. These ways of being that arise "naturally" in the 
daily work of mothering are, on the battlefield, truly marvelous. 

To claim that preservative love is at odds with military destruction is 
not to deny that women, perhaps especially mothers, have played their 

parts in military scripts. Mothers have sacrificed their sons and devoted 
their efforts to the vilest as well as the most just of causes, often describ- 
ing their work in maternal terms. "Earlier I buttered bread for him, now 
I paint grenades and think 'this is for him.' "17 On the sidelines of battle, 

15. Iris Murdloch, 7he Sovereigtity' of/Good (New York: Scliocken Books, 1971), pp. 95, 
99. 

16. Gray, p. 86 and chap. 3. 
17. The quotation is frIom a Nazi ilother cited in Leila J. Rupp, Mobilizinlg Womenfor 

WIar (Princeton, N.J.: lPinceton University Press, 1978). See also Margaret Mead, "A Na- 
tional Service System as a Solution to a Variety of Problems," in The Draft: A Handbook of 
Facts and Alternatives, ed. Sol Tax (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1967); Barbara J. 
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women have been applauders and healers, plunder at the end of the day, 
home at the end of war, mourners who let the fighting go on. The 

military enthusiasm of mothers and other women has many sources in 
female domestic and erotic life. Briefly, feminists (or at least I) believe 
that a distinctly womanly militarism arises largely out of the con- 
finements and powerlessness of women's lives. Consequently, power, 
authentic female authority, and new possibilities for adventure and work 
will undermine for mothers and other women the attractiveness, mys- 
teries, and apparent inevitability of battle. In short, it is possible to argue, 
paradoxically enough, that maternal pacifism will become a reliable 
source for peace only when women exercise their right to fight on vari- 
ous battlefields. 

In contrasting preservative love and military destruction, I am not 

speaking of good and bad individuals but of practices in which 

daughters and soldiers are trained. A mother-identified daughter might 
well bring to the battlefield lessons of preservative love. I would like now, 
briefly, to consider the possibility that there are related but opposing 
habits of mind-cognitive styles-that distinguish homofurens from such 
a daughter. For convenience I will call these cognitive styles "abstraction" 
and "concreteness." 

"Abstraction" refers to a cluster of interrelated dispositions to 

simplify, dissociate, generalize, and sharply define. Its opposite, "con- 
creteness," respects complexity, connection, particularity, and am- 

biguity. There is nothing intrinsically undesirable about the capacity to 
abstract, which is necessary for many activities from mathematics, to 
moral theory, to writing papers like this one. However, it is increasingly 
clear that a tendency to abstract is integrally connected to our desire and 
capacity to wage war. Willing warriors are loyal to abstract causes; they 
develop a generalized hatred for an abstract "enemy" that allows them to 
kill. Military strategists invent weapons and pray for victories the victims 
of which most of them would not be willing to look upon. Enthusiastic 
patriots can neither envision the battles waged in their name nor speak 
in detail of the causes that drive them.'8 

Steinen, " 'The Mother Half of Humanity': American Women in the Peace and Prepared- 
ness Movements in World War I," in Women, War and Revolution, ed. Carol R. Berkin and 
Clara M. I,ovett (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1980); Jean Bethke Elshtain, "Women as 
Mirror and Other: Towards a Theory of Women, War and Feminism" (Amherst: Univer- 

sity of Massachusetts, Department of Political Science, 1981); and Rogan (n. 3 above). I have 
written at greater length about the causes of and cures for motherly militarism in "Pre- 
servative Love and Military Destruction." 

18. It is now commonplace to dwell upon the importance of abstraction in formulat- 

ing and selling our current war policies. See Henry T. Nash, "The Bureaucratization of 
Homicide," in Protest and Survive, ed. E. P. Thompson and Dan Smith (London: Penguin 
Books, 1980), pp. 62-75; ancd Roger Fisher, "Preventing Nuclear War," in The Final 

Epidemic: Physicians and Scientists on Nuclear War, ed. Ruth Adams and Susan Cullen 

(Chicago: Educational Foundations for Nuclear Science, 1981), pp. 223-36. 
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There is no a priori reason men should think more abstractly than 
women. There are, however, fairly well-substantiated claims that in our 

society women tend to have a cognitive style more concrete than men's. 
Women are said to eschew the clear-cut and unambiguous. Their think- 

ing has been called "field-dependent," "holistic," "open-ended." If these 
are indeed facets of the female mind, they may well be elicited by the 
demands of maternal practice. Mothers respond to a changeable grow- 
ing child, an "open structure" whose acts are irregular, unpredictable, 
often mysterious. They train themselves to look at and to respond to 

complex individuals inseparable from the relations in which they grow. 
Their discipline may be partially transmitted to the daughters who iden- 
tify with their work. 

Whatever the reasons, lay observers as well as psychologists report 
that men are more able than women to dissociate themselves from the 
moral and human significance of their actions, more liable to com- 

partmentalize various aspects of their morality and behavior. Along with 
the pervasiveness of morality in women's lives goes a distinctive female 
moral voice. Women are said to be less concerned with claiming rights, 
more with sharing responsibility. They are not as apt as men to value 

autonomy and independence over connection and the restraints of car- 

ing but assume rather that the conflict between rightful assertion and 

responsible interdependence is at the heart of moral life. "Aware of the 

danger of an ethics abstracted from life," the development of women's 
moral judgment "appears to proceed from an initial concern with sur- 
vival (first of herself, then of her own), to a focus on goodness, and finally 
to a principled understanding of nonviolence as the most adequate 
guide to the just resolution of moral conflicts."'9 

Mothers in particular have, in my opinion, developed a theory of 
conflict quite distinct from the militarist's account of just wars. Although 
physical and psychological violence is a temptation and a frequent oc- 
currence in maternal practice, mothers nonetheless learn in a daily way 
to choose peace over combat and, if peace fails, to fight most battles 
without resorting to violence. The theory of conflict that maternal think- 
ers develop bears remarkable similarity to that of pacifists. Both refuse to 

separate means from ends; both wish to treat "enemies" as opponents 
with whom one struggles, to risk trust rather than trusting suspicion, and 
to seek reconciliation rather than victory.20 

19. Carol CGilligan, "In a l)ifferent Voice: Women's Conceptions of the Self and 

Morality," Harvard Educational Review 47, no. 4 (November 1977): 481-517, esp. 515. See 
also Carol Gilligan, In a Dijfferent Voice ((ambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982). 
I am indebted to (;illigan's work for llmy discussion of abstraction. I am indebted also to 

Jean Baker Miller (n. 13 above); and to Evelyn Fox Keller, "Gender and Science," 
Psychoanalysis and Contemporary Thought 1 (1978): 409-33, and "Feminism and Science," 
Signs: Journal (f Women in Culture and Society 7, no. 3 (Spring 1981): 589-602. 

20. I have discussed maternal and pacifist theories of conflict at muich greater length 
in "Preservative Love and Military Destructio(n" (n. 12 above). 
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It is true of course that in certain circumstances mothers and other 
women are apt to acquire men's abstract loyalties and to hate an enemy 
vehemently. Just as it is easier for many warriors to kill from a distance, 
so also it is easier to hate from well behind the lines. The loss of male 
loved ones can be so painful that brutalization of their killers seems 
almost necessary in order to bear it. Moreover, a woman's identification 
of morality with "politics," combined with her tradition of nonviolence, 
may lead her to assume that "her" good men would perpetuate violence 
only in the face of intolerable evil. Yet even in such circumstances, 
women often declare themselves disloyal to states and their abstract 
causes. ("As a woman I have no country. As a woman I want no country. 
My country is the whole world.")21 Then, too, women seem especially 
susceptible to an imaginative grasp of the pain and hope of all fighters 
and of the daily lives that fighting destroys. Freed from indirect partici- 
pation with its attendant projected emotions and placed on a battlefield 
with orders to destroy people whom she might hate if she were on the 
distant home front, a woman might develop a "concrete image of the 
enemy" as a soldier like her with little control over her or his fate, an 

essentially decent person caught up in a war others have made.22 
I have been exploring the possibility that daughters' heritage of 

preservative love might include a concrete cognitive style and theory of 
conflict at odds with the abstractions of war. Another possibility is that, 
quite independent of maternal practice, there is a female sexuality op- 
posed to the sexuality of men in battle. By female sexuality, I mean 
sexual fantasies and pleasures that are taken by women themselves to 

explain their sexual choices and erotic experiences and that they them- 
selves call female. My claim is that women's erotic responsiveness would 
not provide the libidinal energy apparently suitable for and available to 
male soldiers. 

Battlefield love and sexual fantasies arise in a misogynist military 
that, at least in our society, exploits rigid, dichotomous divisions of male 
and female. Within such an ideology of gender, it is not surprising that 
the sexuality ascribed to soldiers is narcissistic, assaultive, or predatory, 
indifferent to women if not actually violent toward them. Whatever de- 
structive and abusive tendencies men may have controlled in civilian life 
are permitted and frequently encouraged in war. Moreover, while on 
the one hand sexuality is made misogynistic and destructive, on the 
other, destruction is eroticized. Many battlefield accounts report the ob- 

viously sexual pleasure some men take in killing and in other forms of 
violent abuse directed against women, certainly, but also against men, 
especially racially different men, and even against children. 

Destruction, heterosexual fantasy, and heterosexual acts take place 

21. Woolf (n. 8 above), p. 109. 
22. The phrase is from Gray (n. 14 above), p. 158. 
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within a military institution which is officially and blatantly homophobic. 
It would seem that an all-male military experience could provide consid- 
erable opportunity for exploring homoerotic pleasures discouraged in 
civilian life. Certainly the famous ecstatic, self-forgetful bonding be- 
tween men, responsible for many acts both of courage and outrageous 
cruelty, has its strong erotic component. And surely some homosexual 
love flourishes on the battlefield. But explicit homophobia and mas- 
culinism preclude for many a sexual experience that could recall the 

pleasures of connection, could make a body adored and treasured. 
Friendship between men has been called the true enemy of battle, for it 

encourages a love of selves-one's own and one's friend's-which rather 
than ecstatically blinding the destroyer makes destruction frightful. 
Were such love sexualized, battle might stop.23 

There is some reason to believe that women are less apt than men to 
eroticize combat, more apt to eroticize reconciliation. The one battlefield 
love attributed primarily to the woman involved-a love she is feared 
and punished for-is "sleeping with the enemy." This multiply de- 
termined sexual act arises in all likelihood as often from poverty and fear 
as from any passion. Yet men may be right to suspect in women a sexu- 
ality that is in the service of connection rather than separation, of "mak- 

ing up" rather than undoing. When women do eroticize combat, they 
may be more apt to eroticize submission than conquest. If women do 
tend to eroticize reconciliation and, in combat, submission, then female 
libidinal energy will hardly ignite the lust for battle. Male energies might 
also suffer from women's gaze. While the sweetheart behind the lines 

may reward, or at least condone battle lust, a woman on the battlefield 
might find it, seen close up, disgusting, a reaction that would inhibit 
rather than forgive the excited soldier. Moreover, there is some reason 
to believe that military women are less homophobic than men and less 

self-forgetful in their "ecstatic" female camaraderie. If fighting women 
could freely express their lesbian desire for each other while remaining 
aware that ecstasy, like friendship, requires selves, bodies, to love, a 
battle-stopping eroticism might flourish on the battlefield. 

The relation between heterosexuality, homosexuality, and battle is 
obscure and in need of study. I believe, however, that there is pre- 
sumptive evidence that when women are soldiers in large numbers com- 
bat will be both less eroticized and eroticized differently by both women 
and many male soldiers. Preservative love combined with a different 

23. It is clear that some men are sexually predatory, that for some men destruction is 
a highly eroticized activity. But the number of men to whom that generalization applies is 
not clear; nor do I know the effect of their sexuality upon their conduct in battle. I am 

basing my remarks about male and female sexuality on fiction, many conversations, and 

personal experience. I am also interested in the relation between "maternal sexuality" (the 
erotic relations between a mother and her children and a mother's response to her child's 
erotic/sexual life) and the erotics of destruction. I discuss the military significance of ma- 
ternal sexuality in "Preservative Love and Military Destruction" (n. 12 above). 
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eroticism and a concrete cognitive style might well lead women and some 
men soldiers to walk away from battle or to fight less ruthlessly. 

I have been specifying behavior and attitudes in women that con- 
tradict those expected of men in battle and that therefore make sense of 
the claim that drafting women might pacify the forces. Nothing I have 
said suggests that women cannot fight or cannot match men's ferocity. 
The historical record of women in battle makes that supposition clearly 
false. In recent history we have seen women warriors fight both in de- 
fense of an attacked homeland and in civil revolutionary struggles to 

bring justice to their families and people. Self-defense and revolutionary 
justice can seem an expression of preservative love so long as we allow 
violence in any causes. Thus these cases, although crucial for developing 
a realistic pacifist theory, do not seriously unsettle the case for women's 
being distinctly peaceful. But self-defense and armed revolutionary 
struggle often acquire the eroticized destructiveness, abstract hatreds, 
and chimerical victories so familiar from foreign wars. There is no evi- 
dence that women quit when the battle turns nasty. Some women right 
now insist on their right to fight-to bomb cities, spray nerve gas, release 
torpedoes-if that is what their country asks of its combat troops. The 
battles they will fight do not have a distinctly humane much less a mater- 
nal cast. The questions I have raised about the peacefulness of women 
cannot be answered by claims about the essential nature of all women. 

Nor are soldiers all "male" in the ways I have described. "Maleness" 
is defined, even as it is rewarded, by military training and ideology. New 

conceptions of maleness would make for different men. Even now there 
are male soldiers who, like the women soldiers I have been imagining, 
preserve their comrades, humanize their opponents, see concretely the 

psychic and physical damage wreaked by violence. Anyone who doubts 
that maternal thinking can flourish on the battlefield should read the 
poetry of Wilfred Owen. 

It is said that a male soldier who thinks maternally is "lonely and 
isolated on the battlefield." He grasps the impersonal cruelty of war but 
cannot be comforted by abstract hatred and fanaticism. The lonely sol- 
dier "longs for the end of war when reconciliation can begin and when 
he can help reconstruct what he has had a hand in destroying."24 Could 
the peaceful female conscript and lonely soldier together change the 
face of battle? Is such a hope sufficiently reasonable to justify conscript- 
ing women in the interests of peace? 

III 

I myself do not believe that the probability of women's pacifying the 
forces is sufficiently high to justify recruiting, let alone conscripting 

24. (;ray, pp. 163, 164. 
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them for service. Actively recruiting peaceful women for combat spe- 
cialties requires working against military policy and, ex hypothesi, against 
the recruit's inclinations. Antimilitarists would devote themselves to this 
hard task only if they could not find an easier, equally effective way of 

opposing female peacefulness to military ideology. If they do recruit 
peaceful women, they must face the implications of using anyone against 
her inclinations as an instrument of change. Once recruited, soldiers 
suffer loss of liberties, harassment, and, if trained for combat, the threat 
of battle. For some women, the gain of service outweighs its pains. But 

only honest and informative recruitment can ensure that peaceful 
women will not be exploited-by pacifists or militarists-in a service they 
would not choose. 

Conscription is the more effective and certainly more honest way to 

get peaceful women into the military. Some people believe that con- 

scription itself works in the interests of peace and that, for reasons I 
mentioned earlier, the conscription of women, peaceful or not, will make 
war less likely. I believe, however, that, just as its proponents claim, 
conscription makes it easier to fight conventional wars. And unlike some 
of its proponents, I believe that both conscription itself and the wars it 
allows contribute to the likelihood of nuclear war.25 For me, then, the 
clear evil of conscription is not balanced by the peace it is expected to 

produce but, on the contrary, makes that good less likely. In this light, 
the peaceful effect of conscripting peaceful women would have to be not 

only highly probable but also obtainable in no other manner before it 
could offset the harm conscription would bring to the women themselves 
and to their fellow citizens. 

But there are clear limitations to women's peacefulness and its ca- 

pacity to affect battle. These limitations are so obvious to common sense 
that I need mention them only briefly. Although the peacefulness I have 
described is real enough, it tends to be elicited by maternal work or 
active child care. Conscripted young women, unlikely to be mothers, 
would be of an age to be concerned with autonomy and independent 
strength-virtues that could counter later excesses of maternal self- 
denial. These daughters may reject the maternal thinking by which they 
were shaped (and which may, later, be actualized) in favor of success on 
the military's terms. Even self-consciously maternal conscripts will have 

25. Draft laws seeml as likely to control effective protest as to organize it. By mis- 

focusing attentioni of' the draft and its attendant "conventional" war, conscription makes it 
more difficult to organize for nuclear disarmament and to develop effective nonviolent 

ways of fighting that could replace conventional battle. Many people now argue that it is 

necessary to prepare for and perhaps to fight conventional war in order to avoid nuclear 
war. I believe that this argument both slights the horror of any battle-particularly those 

fought with high-tech weapons-and downplays the risk that in prolonged battle oppo- 
nents will use the most destructive weapons they possess. My own view is that disarmament 
and pacifist commnitment are mutually connected. See Jonathon Schell, The Fate of the Earth 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1982). 
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to reckon with the arrogance of a pervasive masculinist ideology. Mili- 

tary dependence on masculinism makes it theoretically plausible but 

practically unlikely that peaceful women's presence will change men. On 
the contrary, masculine pride and defensiveness could lead the military 
to insist that male virtues were genderless and then reward the women 
who displayed them. If women's peacefulness did survive the military it 

challenged, it would more likely result in an outsider's disaffection than 
in institutional change. Moreover, a peaceful soldier must identify im- 
moral orders and unnecessary harms and then have the courage to act 
on her or his convictions. We know from war memoirs that clear percep- 
tions and steady courage are difficult for any soldier, even self- 
consciously peaceful ones. Women are a powerless group, barely 
allowed, rarely encouraged to speak in our own voice, to criticize au- 

thority, or to trust conscience. I see no reason to believe that we would be 
especially blessed with a clarity and courage so difficult for men. 

Even if large numbers of peaceful women soldiers were sent to the 
battlefield and remained peaceful there, their presence would not obvi- 

ously improve the prospects for abolishing or humanizing war. If 

pacifism in one country seems difficult, pacifism on one battlefield can 
seem ludicrous. Happy warriors could simply overrun reluctant, 
thoughtful soldiers. Moreover, on some of our projected battlefields, 
even many soldiers' reluctance to harm or refusal to fight would make 
little difference in a battle determined by the character of high-tech 
weapons. It is almost impossible to see how any but a few self-selected 
and militarily successful officers could have any effect on the use of 
nuclear weapons.26 

And, even if military strategy and behavior changed, would civilian 

policy respond? Civilian government is still supposed to control our 
military. Unless peaceful women are as likely as warlike men or women 
to be chiefs of staff, presidents, prime ministers, secretaries of state and 
defense, and corporation executives, it is unlikely that reluctant soldiers 
or even reluctant generals will change war policies. Unlikely but not 
impossible. We occasionally saw in Vietnam that while one can lead an 
army to battle one cannot always make it fight. Battlefield refusals can 
affect the highest decisions back home-but not in predictable or neces- 

sarily welcome ways. Faced with peaceful soldiers a leader might bypass 
the battle in favor of destructive weapons delivered from a distance. It 
was the peace movement outside, more than inside the army, which 
seems to have saved Vietnam from our nuclear weapons. 

If I were committed to the war policies of my government, then I 

26. My view of battle and the role of soldiers in it has been influenced by Walzer (n. 6 
above); Paul Fussell, The Great War and Modern Memory (New York and London: Oxford 

University Press, 1975); (;ray; and numerous memoirs and scenes from the Vietnamese 
War. My understanding of all battle, but especially battles we now contemplate, has been 
most influenced by John Keegan, The Face fo Battle (New York: Viking Press, 1976). 
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might urge the active recruitment or conscription of women in the 

(slight) hope that, in alliance with reluctant male soldiers, they would 
contain the escalations and moral erosions to which violence is prone. 
However, I do not trust my government to wage just wars but, rather, 
fear American war policies and the growing militarization of our society 
that lends them support. I have no motive to turn my eyes from the 
horrors of violence-every reason to look for genuinely alternative ways 
of fighting and protecting. Those committed to new kinds of nonviolent 
battle and reconciliation have their own "armies" to raise. We must ask 
ourselves whether recruiting women into peace movements is not at least 
as likely to be effective as recruiting them for military service-and less 

risky for the women themselves. 
The answer seems almost too obvious. Distinctive interests in and 

capacities for peace are cultivated in pacifist organizations, not in the 

military. Pacifists, more than militarists, acknowledge women's equality 
and welcome women's power. And, of course, they are more apt to 

identify peacefulness with strength and power in both men and women. 
Excesses of "self-suffering" and self-righteousness can harm pacifist re- 
cruits, but these are dangers of which pacifists themselves are in- 

creasingly aware. There are many more ways-some existing, most yet to 
be invented-of being a good peacemaker than of being a good soldier; 
the recruit can choose the work most suitable to her. Besides, as military 
mothers-not to say fighting females-remind us, women's peacefulness 
is by no means a reliable source for peace. Maternal pacifism will become 

publicly effective only when it is transformed by a self-respecting, re- 
flective consciousness of its worth. Such a transformation, dependent 
upon a clear-sighted critique of the military contributions of mothers 
and sweethearts as well as of soldiers and industrialists, seems, to say the 
least, unlikely to occur within military institutions. 

There are risks, however, in recruiting women for peace. Playing 
upon the association between women and peacefulness reinforces gen- 
der stereotypes and runs the risk of embodying aggressive impulses in 
men only. Although I will not argue the point here, I believe that the 

principal agent for transforming motherly militarism is a feminist poli- 
tics committed to eliminating all restrictions arising from sex or gen- 
der.27 For such a feminism the right to fight, as its proponents and I have 

argued, is important and legitimate. I seem then to have ended almost 
where I began, strengthening rather than resolving the tension between 
feminism and antimilitarism. Must we simply rest with this opposition? 

Oppositions are good for us; they focus the mind and help us to be 
honest. To keep alive the dialogues between us, as well as in our heads, it 
is best to state our differences and, if need be, let them stand. Some 

27. 1 haxe argued this point fully in "Preservative Love and Military Destruction" (n. 
12 above). 
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feminists who hate war reject the idea of women's peacefulness either 
because they do not believe in it or because they fear the sexist reaction 
courted by any appeal to "feminine" strengths. I myself believe that 
there is a real basis for peacefulness in maternal practice. Given the 
extreme dangers posed by our violent state, we should cultivate any 
resource for peace. Appealing to women on the basis of their peaceful- 
ness, organizing them in traditional care for others but with clear trans- 

forming self-respect, seems good for women and promising for 
peacemakers. But the dangers of antifeminist reaction are also real. We 
can appeal to women's peacefulness while recruiting them for peace 
movements and still listen respectfully to the feminists who oppose us. 

Respecting right-to-fighters and other skeptical feminists does not mean 
denying that women have distinctive ways of feeling, thinking, and being 
that we can bring to the fight against violence. But antimilitarist feminists 
will have to free traditional "womanliness" from the crippling in- 
stitutions in which it grew. If we can link a feminist transformation of 
sexuality and gender with an ancient preservative love, then we too can 
act on our right to fight in original peace brigades of our own making. 

Seminar College 
New Schoolfor Social Research 
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