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Women • In 

T o make its research easil y available to a broad audience, the 
Center for Philosoph y a nd Public Pol icy publi shes a quarte rly 
newsle tt e r : QQ- Rrporl f rom lilt Cenlrr {or Philo50p/lY {wd Public 
Policy. Named after the abbreviation for "question s," QQ sum­
marizes and supplements Center books and working pape rs and 
features other selected philosophical work on public polic y 
ques tions. Articles in QQ are int ended to ad vance philo­
sophicall y informed deba te on current policy choices; th e vi ews 
presented are not necessarily th ose of the Cente r or it s 
spons ors. 

• • • 
In this issue: 

The Supreme Court decides the constitutionality of 
all-male selective service registration , as the Pen­
tagon rolls back voluntary female recruitment. 
Wha t role should women, as full and equal citizens, 
play in the defense of their nation? ......... p.1 

Few professions are as mistrusted as the law. The 
reason may lie in ~ssentia l conflicts between the 
professional responsibilities of lawyers and ordi-
nary morality .. . .... .. ... .. ...... . .. . .. . . . p. 6 

Cost-benefit ana lysis is a valuable economic tool on 
wh ich the federal government is increasingly re­
lying . But th ere a re inherent limits to what it can be 
expected to accomplish ....... . . ...... . .... p. 9 

How fair is workfare? Philosophers and policy­
makers take a look at the arguments for and against 
work requirements as a condition of welfare be ne-
fits ...... . .............. .. .... . .. . ...... p. 11 

Stanley Hoffmann's new book is reviewed. p. 13 

the Military 

Women are employed more extensively in the 
American armed forces than in the military forces of 
any other nation in the world. This increased reliance 
on women for our national defense is currently facing 
inte nse reexamination. The> Army has rece ntly or­
dered a " pause" in the escalated recruitment of female 
soldiers. And last year Congress, responding to Presi­
dent Carter's call for renewed Selective Service regis­
tration, voted, in opposition to the president's wishes, 
against female reg istration. The constitutiona lity of 
the male-only draft has been challenged in the courts, 
but the Supreme Court has upheld the restriction . 
Meanwhile, public opinion continues to oppose full 
integration of women into the mi litary. Th rough all 
the controversy surrounding this issue, the moral 
question remains: Shou ld men go off to war while 
women weep? 

This questio n resolves itself into several further 
se ts of questions. First, do women have a right to 
serve in their nation's armed forces, and if so, what is 
the sou rce of this right ? Second, what limi ts should be 
placed on th is right? Are there sound empirical 
grounds for arguing tha t women's right to serve 
shou ld not include a rig ht to full participation in 
offensive combat? Finally, if men are drafted to serve, 
should women be drafted as well ? Or shou ld the 
fema le presence in the military remain voluntary? 
The answers we give to these questions de pend on our 
views on the sig nificance of sex -related differences, 
the purposes of the milita ry, and the rights and 
responsibilities o f citizenship. 
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Th~ Right of Military Service 

In the pas t decade, the percentage of women in 
the military has risen dramatically from 1 percent in 
1971 to 8 percent in th e current all-volunteer force. 
Recruiting goals have called for 12 percent by 1985, 
for a tota l of 250,000. Under the new administration, 
however, the desired levels of femal e participation are 
being reeva luated. Field commanders have com­
plain ed that the increased female prese nce confront s 
the military with a host of personnel problems. These 
range from the provision of housing, uniforms, and 
adequa te day ca re to sexua l harassment and a lack of 
male peer acceptance. It is expected that the re­
assessment will result in a reduction in fem ale enli st­
ments. 

Tt mav seem that the recruitm ent of women is not 
worth its social and perhaps even military costs. But 
denying qualified women the opportunity to serve in 
their nation 's armed forces may have still heav ier 
moral costs. According to Sara Ruddick, a philosopher 
at the New School of Social Resea rch, to deny 
qualified women participation in the military is to 
deny them a righi, for the right to serve in one's 
na tion 's armed forces and to defend one's very wayof 
life is a basic right of citizenship, belongin g eq ually to 
all citi zens. "To fight and to command fighters , when 
qualified to do so, is a right conferred upon citizens 
and cannot be denied them because of their member­
ship in a class or group. Women claiming the right to 
fight are claiming full citizenship." This right, fur-

thermore, is an especially important one for women, 
bearing a certain sym bolic significance. Some of the 
milita ry's privileges are eagerly seized by a ll dis­
adva ntaged groups: The military provides economic 
and educational opportunities for women, as it does 
for racial and e thnic minorities. "But there is a special 
point [for women] in provin g our ability to fight 
where stakes are high and, hitherto, masculinity has 
prevailed. Military success would challenge the per­
ception, common in civi lian life, th a t women are weak, 
dependent, and powerless." 
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If military service is a right shared by all citizens, 
the Pentagon will have to produce weigh ty arguments 
for se tting it aside . It wil l not suffice to cite additiona l 
expenses or inconveni ences, for we ordinarily think 
that rights can be overridden only by considerations 
of special societa l urgency. The difficultie s of provid­
ing new uniforms for female soldiers do not tip the 
balance here. Seriously compromising o ur national 
security would . 
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Women in Combat 

Those w ho oppose women's par t ic ipatio n in the 
military frequent ly cha rge, however, that any rig h tof 
wome n to se rve is indeed overridd en, or at least 
limited, by more urgent national security conce r ns. 
David H. Marlowe, C hief of the Depar tment of 
Mi litary Psychiatry at the Wa lter Reed Army Institute 
of Research (speaking in a pri vate capacity and not 
representing an y official view), in sis ts that the right 
to se rve must be measured again st "t hat potentia ll o5~ 
wa r that could alter. . th e integrity o f th e nation 
and its security for decades to come." If th e presen ce 
of women in the military sign ificantly increases the 
likelihood of losing that war, then it may be morally 
per missi ble or eve n obligatory to reduce their parti­
cipation , o r to limit thei r areas of performance. 

Military service ca n take many forms, and the 
right to se rve need not imp ly a rig h t to se rve in every 
military capacity. While women currently serve In 

scores of nontrad iti onal military positions, they are 
exciuded from s trictly combat functions, such as 
infantry and arm or. Defenders of the excl usionary 
policy a rgue th at full inclusion of women would 
jeopa rdi ze our fighting effectiveness. Others dispute 
t hese claims, insisting that women should have fuller 
access to all occ upatio nal special ti es. 

Wometl itl COII/lml: No 
The case agains t women in combat ofte n begin s 

wit h a recounting of the physiologica l differences 
between men and women. Wom e n ave rage 86-89 
percent of male bu lk and vo lume, and even when size 
is he ld constant, women a rc only 80 percent as st rong 
as men. These diffe rences in sca le are accompanied by 
d ifferences in s tructu re. Da vid H . Marlowe cites a 
long li s t of physiologica l trait s d istinguis hing the 
sexes: "Th e grea ter vital ca pacity, speed, muscle mass, 
ai m ing and thro wing sk ills of th e ma le, . and his 
more rapid rises in adrenaline make the male more 
fitted for co mbat." Oppone nts of women in combat 
also point to anthropo logical evidence that women 
play less agg ressive roles than me n in all observed 
societ ie s, with Clggressive ness d ifferentia ls manifest­
ing them se lves in very young children prior to any 
sign ificant soc ialization. Aggression ha s been lin ked 
to testosterone , the ma le sex hormone, and has been 
shown to fluctuate w ith ho rmone levels. 

Even if these pu tative sex differences turn out to 
be more myth than fac t , th e existence of t he myth 
itself works against the incl usion of wo m en in combat 
units. Marlowe cites World War II studies "[demon­
s trating] that the performance of milita ry units is, in 
part, governed by soldiers' percepti on of the unit and 
its members." Accordi ng to Marlowe, many male 
soldiers w ho currently tra in in sex-integrated units 
suffer a 1055 in self-esteem, fee ling that they have 
been subjected to less intensive training th an soldiers 
in exclusively male units, even w he n obj ec tive exami­
nations show otherwise. If women could do all the 
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things they cou ld do, how challenging cou ld those 
things be? This self-doubt co uld take its to ll in co mbat 
effec tivene ss. 

Male soltliers who Irain in ser-irr/egrafed unils suffer 
n loss in self-esteem, feeling Ihal/hey have been subjected to 

less inlensive trnining Ilratl soldiers in exclusively male rarils, 
even W/WI objeclive examilJaliOtrs show olherwise. If women 
could do all fhe fh;tl8S fhey could do, how cholletl8;tl8 could 

IIrose Ihings be? 

Fina ll y, the prese nce of women in combat u nits is 
sa id to ha ve an adverse effec t as we ll on th e attit udes 
of our allies and enemies. Again, here t he myt h is as 
damning as t he fact. University of Maryland sociolo­
gis t Mady Segal points to the belief of many that: " The 
perception of our m ilitary effectiveness by a ll ies and 
adversa ries is crucial to our national sec uri ty. If our 
military is viewed as weak because of the inclusion of 
wome n in combat ro les, our intern a tional posture can 
be just as critica ll y a ff ec ted as if we were tru ly weak." 

WOlIIl'll ill Combat: Yes 
Defenders of wome n in combat concede m any of 

t he releva nt sex differences charged by their op­
ponent s. Men are on average bigger and stronger. The 
anthropologica l record does contain unbroken mil­
lennia of male domination across w idely divergent 
cu ltures . Sexua l s tereotypes, whet her or not 
g rou nded in fact , do deter mine to som e ex tent soldiers ' 
se lf-perc epti ons and wo rld att itud es towa rd Amer­
ican m ili ta r y effectiveness. 

However, lesser female size and strength may be 
compensa ted for by the superior mental aptit ude and 
educational background of average fema le recruits. 
The all volunteer force has faced seve re criti cism for 
its deteriorating personnel quality, as mea sured on 
military qualification tests. Th e menta l and technical 
ab ilities wo me n bring to th e armed forces mayan 
balance offset any decline in physica l s ta ndards, for a 
net gain in fighting effectiveness. Furthermore, an 
eleva ted menta l profil e for our en li sted troops may 
favorably affec t bot h t he self-perception of units and 
the attitu des of allies and enemies. 

Sex-linked differences in strength and physica l 
capaci t y are, moreover, only differe nces in avernge 
ab il it y. Mad y Sega l ca uti on s, "We must be carefu l not 
to con fuse a difference in average ph ysica l strength 
between men and wo men with a situation in w hich all 
men are s trong enoug h and no wom en a re .. 
Rather than assu ming that all women are inc:tpable of 
performing by vi rtu e of the average woman's lack of 
capa bility, specific requirements should serve as the 
se lect ion criteria, not gender. " 
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The role of women in the military has changed dramatically during 
fhe pasf decade. 

Photos (o urltsy U.s . Army Pholog rrlplrs (rlbout , CC 803 4 2; top rig lzl . CC 9865 I: 
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This emphasis on actual performance as a gender­
free standard is especia ll y important for eliminating 
discrimination based on unfounded prejudice. Segal 
reminds us that " many of t he arguments currently 
being used to justify ex cluding women from 
combat roles have been used in the past to just ify 
excluding women from other occupa t ions," such as 
medicine, law, government, and law enforcement. 
Man y of the argum e nts th at "pro ve" that women 
should not be fighters equally well "prove" that they 
shOll ld not be doctors, voters, property-owners, or, 
indeed, independent, s trong, autonomous persons . 
Such unpalatable conclusions lead us to be su spicious 
of th e a rguments that ge ne rated them . 

Fina ll y, it is important to bear in mind the wide 
range of ta sks all fal ling unde r the common heading of 
combat speciC'liti es. Service in th e infantry and service 
on board an aircraft carrier, for example, are both 
forms of co mbat service from which women are now 
exclud ed . But th ey require very different skil ls and 
abi li tie s. Upper arm strength is criti cal in toting hea vy 
weapons and ammunition across jungle terrain . It is 
irrelevant to success in piloting fighter planes. The 
physiological argument against women in combat 
cannot justify excluding th em from com bat specia lt ies 
w h ere the ir special liabilities are unimportant. 

The arg uments for and against excluding women 
from va rious combat specia lties may seem incon-
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elus ive, wit h the fina l choice res t ing on our views 
about the e ssential purpose of the military . On 
Marlowe's view, "The pri mary and essential role of 
the armed forces is to fight and win those wars to 
wh ich the nation commits them." The national secu­
rity is too important for us to co urt the risks of 
possible combat ine ffectiv e ness , For others, the mili­
tary is equally important for the role it plays in our 
national life, as an e mploye r of massive sca le and a 
symbol of citizen rights and responsibilities , 

Volunteers or Draftees? 

It might be thought that the rig h t to fight and the 
duty to fight are merely diffe rent s id es of the sa me 
moral coin , that the right to volunteer fo r service 
implies the duty to se rve when ca lled upon to do so. 
But rights do not imply duties in this wa y. Sara 
Ruddick compares the right to fi ght to the right to 
ha ve children , " Neither right e ntails that a woman in 
fact choose to participate in th e activity to which she is 
enti tied." These rights entail on ly that, having chosen, 
one assumes whateve r responsibilit ies- as soldie r or 
parent-are attendant upon one's ch oice . 

Th e right to fig ht, then, does not itse lf direc tly 
imply the du ty to fight. But many women claim the 
right to fight as a right conferred upon all citizens. 
Perhaps in th e same way th e duty to fight is a duty all 
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citizens must share. Perhaps accepting th e duty to 
serve is a badge of full and equa l citizenship. The 
important questions now become: shou ld (my citizen 
be drafted? If so, do the reasons justifying such a draft 
apply equally we ll to the drafting of al/ citizens, men 
and women ali ke? 

Ma rlowe defends a draft by argu ing that t he costs 
o f losing a war are great er than the costs of coerced 
military service. He believes that the all-volunteer 
force may be in capable of successfully defending th e 
nation, because of a skewed distribution of aptitudes 
and skills, and that the nation's defense is a high 
enough priority to justify conscription. "The costs of 
service as a conscriptee should be accounted ... 
against t h e consequences to the individual and society 
in the event that a war vital to the national interest or 
national survival is los t ." Against the costs of coercion 
he weighs "the death of a way of life." 

Marlowe's arg um e nt in favor of a draft justifies 
drafting qualified wo men as we ll as men. An army 
capa ble of vic to ry " requires th at it h ave the most 
competent and highly skilled personnel available man­
ning its force, its weapon s~ and its support systems 
.. If we are to man our mili tary force in a way that 

will ensure optimal competence, ski ll, and ability­
given the approaching demographic dip of the later 
eighties through nineties-women wi ll have to pro­
vide a significant part of that force." 

Ruddick addresses the legitimacy of drafting 
women by raisi ng question s about the sources and 
limits of politica l o bligation, as these bear upon the 
coerced participation of women in the armed force. Do 
women a nd men have the sa me obligations to their 
government? Do these obligation s include military 
service ? 

It can be argu ed that women are socially, econom­
ically, and politically disadvantaged relative to men, 
a nd that they are therefore less obligated to support 
their state a nd defend its political and economic 
arrangements. If benefit from and participation in the 
state ground a duty to serve in the military, they do 
not, according to Ruddick, "obliga te women to the 
same degree and for the same reasons [as men]." Few 
contemporary political theorists believe, however, 
that such a grave duty as military service can be 
justified on these grounds for the vast majority of 
citizens. 

It is more plaus ible, on Ruddick 's view, to view 
political obligation generally as g rounded in a "natural 
duty to preserve s tates in their justice." A citizen of a 
(relatively) just state accepts obliga tions to it "because 
his state is just and he is moral. " If this account 
justifies the drafting of men, it equally justifies the 
drafting of women, because men and women "are the 
same kind of moral person." But does a citizen's moral 
obligation to a jus t s tate include military service ? 
Ruddick thinks not: the duty entailed is a duty both to 
assist in just wars and to resist unjust wars. Individuals 
must be allowed in conscience to decide the justice of 
the wars their state chooses to wage before deciding 
to join in waging them; this duty of conscience is 
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shared full y by cit izens of both sexes, and for both 
sexes it is equally in compa tible w ith curren tl y pro­
posed drafts. 

A citizen of a just slate accepts obligations to it because his 
state is jllst allff lie is moral. If th is justifies the drafting of 
mClI, it equally well jll stifies Ihe drafti ng of women , bem//se 

111m {(11ft women are the same kiud of moral person . 

For this reason, Ruddick views conven tional 
policies o f conscription as unjust and unjustified­
aga in , for men and women alike. But if men are in fact 
unjustly drafted, should wome n be drafted as well? 
Should a burden that no one sh ould bear be fairly 
sh ared ? Ruddick believes that the answer may be 
yes- however socia ll y, politically, and econom ically 
advan ta ged men may be as a group, coerced combat 
re mains a terri ble thing: "there is a fund amenta l 
fairness that decrees it impermissible t ha t men, solely 
because of gender, bear the sole burden of com bat." 

Conclusion 

The moral question about the role of women in 
the military see ms in the end to come dow n to a 
question about the rights and obligations of citi­
zenship. If the right to fight is a citizenship right, it is a 
right qualified women share wi th qualified men. If 
citizenship carries with it an obligation to serve, 
women, as full and equal citizens, w ill have to accept 
their portion of the military burden. Sega l writes: 
"One of the basic principles on which our nation was 
founded is the full participation of all citizens in all as­
pects of the life of the nation. The ultimate ques tion 
that s till remains is to what extent we are w illing to 
treat women as equal citizens of the n ation ." 

The services do not now accept volunteers who 
ca nnot meet established standards, and past drafts 
have exempted those for whom competing moral 
obligations-to family, church, or conscience-have 
forbidden military pa rticipation . The re seems no 
reason to believe that ex isting s ta ndards and exemp­
tions cannot con tinue to bar or excuse those men and 
women who can not or ought not serve, while encour­
aging the full participation of all able-bodied and 
willing citizens, whatever their race, creed, or gender. 

Tht vitws of Sara Ruddick, Mady Segal, alld David H. Marlowt art drawll 
from papers puprlred for Iht Ctllltr for Philosophy rlud Public Policy's 
Workillg Group Oil Volulltary vtrsus Non-volunlary Military Servia. 
Working papers availablt from lhis projtcl art 'Tht A II-Volunlttr Foret fllld 

Raciallmba/ana," by Robtrt K. F"llillwidtr; "If Iht Draft is Rtslortd: 
U'Jctrlailllies, Nol SOI,diotls," by Ktll lltlh J. Coffty; "Mililary Organization 
and Ptrsonllt/ Accl'SSion: What C/rallgtd wilh Ih t AVF . and Whal 
Did,,'t," by Dflvid R. Stgfll; flll d "The Dbligalions of Cil;u"s and tht 
Ju stiflm/ioll of COllscrilllioll, " by A. Jol111 5im7ll0"s. 5u order fonll, p. 15. 
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