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Women Should Not Be Registered or Drafted

Testimony of Rabbi Herman N. Neuberger 
Chairman, Orthodox Jewish Coalition on Registration of Women 

To the House Subcommittee on Military Personnel, March 5,1980

I am Rabbi Herman Neuberger, Vice President of 
Ner Israel Rabbinical College in Baltimore, appearing 
as chairman of the Orthodox Jewish Coalition on Re-
gistration of Women for the Selective Service System, 
which is comprised of the following national organiza-
tions; Agudath Israel of America; Central Conference 
of Orthodox Rabbis; Mosdos Bobov; National Council 
of Young Israel; National Jewish Commission on Law 
and Public Affairs (COLPA); National Society for Heb-
rew Day Schools; Poalei Agudath Israel; Rabbinical 
Alliance of America; Rabbinical Council of America; 
Religious Zionists o f America; Union of Orthodox 
Jewish Congregations of America (UOJCA); Union of 
Orthodox Rabbis of the United States and Canada; Un-
ited Lubavitch Organization; and the United Satmer 
Community.

This coalition represents the entire spectrum of 
Orthodox Jewry in America, comprising over a million 
people who share the profoundist appreciation of our 
nation’s democratic principles, which have enabled us 
to thrive culturally and spiritually. This committee is 
certainly aware of the tragic history of the Jewish 
people, for whom religious persecution was com-
monplace. This history of persecution enables us to 
appreciate the blessings of America all the more.

We have joined together for one common purpose; 
to voice our strong opposition to a national registration 
of women for the Selective Service System, as Ameri-
cans, as people concerned for the family unit in 
America, and especially because of our binding religi-
ous requirements.

As Americans we are deeply concerned with our 
national security. Without question a current tense 
world atmosphere demands a state of readiness and 
may well require a state of military readiness. But we 
cannot, under any circumstances, accept the registra-
tion of women as part of a response to Soviet aggression 
nor as a means of bolstering our state of readiness.

The registration of women in no way relates to the 
current concern with the world-wide perception of 
combat readiness of our armed forces. Moreover, the 
debate on this issue compromises the goal of national 
unity and blunts any message to the Soviet Union.

Furthermore: we believe that the inclusion of 
women in the Selective Service System would irrepar-
ably subvert the family unit in America, which is al-
ready battered and in grave danger.

The American family, with the woman as its 
stabilizing element, would suffer a severe disruption. 
Registration of women would engender a rootlessness 
in American society which can cause a more radical 
change than would an invading army.

As noted, while our community shares with other 
segments of society a deep concern over the registra-
tion of women as Americans and as people concerned 
for our society, we in the Orthodox Jewish community 
have a far more compelling reason for opposing regist-
ration of women. Our highest rabbinic authorities have 
ruled that Jewish Law prohibits Jewish women from 
responding to any form of conscription. To require 
such a response would place Jewish women in an ir-
reconcilable and unprecedented conflict between the 
requirements of their faith and the law of the land. This 
conflict is unprecedented in our nation’s history. It is 
also altogether unnecessary.

In summary, the issue of registration is of utmost 
concern to us, as it is to millions of other Americans, 
because it touches on moral concepts. To include 
women in a registration or draft would deal a severe 
blow to the traditional concept of the American family 
and would present to one of the nation’s most law- 
abiding groups an impossible dilemma. We appeal to 
you to refrain from including women in a new national 
registration for Selective Service.

On March 5, 1980, the U.S. House Armed Services Commit-
tee, Military Personnel Subcommittee, held hearings in 
Washington, D.C., on the Carter Administration s proposal 
to register both women and men for  the military draft. Car-
ter Administration spokesmen testified in favor o f the prop-
osal, and feminist organizations testified in favor o f treating 
women and men the same. This newsletter contains two o f 
the testimonies against registering women (even i f  men are 
registered).



Testimony by Elaine Donnelly
Media Chairman, Eagle Forum

To the House Subcommittee on Military Personnel, March 5,1980
I am grateful for the opportunity to speak to you 

while Congress still has the option either to register 
women for the draft or to exempt them. Since the Equal 
Rights Amendment has not been ratified, we still have 
the option to discuss this important issue, which de-
serves the.most serious scrutiny and debate. This is not 
a women’s rights issue — it’s a national defense issue.

I am distressed because President Carter is trying 
to sugar-coat the bitter pill that he is asking American 
women to swallow. Why is the President insisting that 
he is personally against the idea of women in combat, 
when he knows that his own Department of Defense 
has been lobbying to remove the only laws that keep 
servicewomen out of combat positions? Furthermore, 
how can the President honestly claim that women 
should be drafted, but not for combat? He knows that if 
the ERA — which he favors — were in effect today, he 
could not even submit separate “ his” and “hers”  prop-
osals to this committee, much less keep his promise to 
exempt women from combat duty in a future war.

It is obvious to me, a civilian, that women are so 
fully and flexibly involved in the organization struc-
tures of the armed services today that it would be virtu-
ally impossible to separate them out in time of 
emergency. Nevertheless, a lot of people seem to be 
basing their opinions on the illusion that women would 
be drafted for service in a separate Women’s Army 
Corps (WAC), even though such units were abolished 
years ago.

The President’s proposal would force women into 
the non-traditional jobs that volunteer women are 
doing their best to avoid. As General John K. Singlaub 
has pointed but, 85% of the volunteer women are clus-
tered into only 10 of the 31 job categories open to them. 
One does not have to be a Major General to realize that 
in a tense world where many modern weapons are too 
destructive to use, conventional combat and “police” 
actions are more likely than ever. The history of our 
wars shows that even if women were strictly confined 
to combat support units, transfering ammunition, 1 food, 
and other necessities to the front line troops, they could 
find themselves under attack almost as often because of 
the essential nature of their support mission. Why, 
then, is the President trying to sugar-coat the truth by 
holding out the illusion that female draftees could be 
kept out of harm’s way if his registration proposal is 
either adopted by Congress, or forced upon us by 
means of the ERA?

Instead of asking the question, “ Why not draft 
women?” , more people should be asking the questions, 
“ Why should we draft women?” , and “ How will this 
strengthen our national defense and help to achieve 
our foreign policy objectives?” The purpose of raising 
an army is to defend the country and its interests, not to 
engage in social experimentation. If the drafting of 
women will not strengthen our armed forces and our 
position in the world community, then it should not be 
done. It would be a national disgrace — as well as 
unfair to our male and female soldiers — to send them 
to fight a war with less than the best army and equip-
ment that this country can muster.

I know that women have served admirably in the 
volunteer army in peacetime. These women deserve 
moral support and respect, as well as the equal oppor-
tunities, education, and veterans’ benefits that they 
now receive. However, I am greatly concerned about

the unique problems that would be greatly com-
pounded if the percentage of women were doubled, 
tripled, or quadrupled by means of a draft. News re-
ports in recent weeks have shown that the high rate of 
pregnancy among servicewomen — about 15% per 
year — has an effect on combat readiness. The women 
who take advantage of the “ early out” option for pre-
gnancy do not have a problem, but the units that are left 
shorthanded do have a problem, as many generals have 
said. Then, there are the mobility problems associated 
with the high percentage of single parents in the armed 
services, some of whom have had to take their children 
with them on alerts because of the shortage of babysit-
ters.

I am also concerned about the false sense of ac-
complishment that is being encouraged by Defense 
Department civilians who insist that women can do 
“almost”  the same things men do, without mentioning 
that it takes the woman “ a little longer” , and that the 
physical standards have been lowered so that women 
can pass their tests. I understand that, at West Point, 
women do flexed arm-hangs instead of chin-ups, carry 
8 pound M-16s instead of 11 pound M-14s, and in pugil 
stick training, women are allowed to fight only other 
women. How does this prepare them to fight men?

Major General John K. Singlaub has testified that 
upper body strength is essential for survival in a com-
bat environment where equipment and weapons must 
be carried over all types of terrain in all kinds of severe 
weather. Why, then, is it that the women at Fort 
Jackson are allowed to get by with only 18 push-ups in 
2 minutes, instead of 35 as required of the men? If 
women cannot keep up with the standard 30-inch 
marching step maintained by the men, then why is the 
Department of Defense trying to give the impression 
that women are doing everything as well as the men, as 
if speed or rapid mobility are not important in time of 
war?

I agree with Vietnam War veteran James Webb 
who said, “ You can take football and modify the rules 
so the women can play. That’s fine until they face the. 
Dallas Cowboys and get slaughtered.”  (See Newsweek 
2/18/80). The problem is that our young men would 
also be slaughtered in greater numbers if they are 
forced to accept and rely on female draftees who have 
been forced into roles they cannot handle.

The burden of proof is on the President, and on the 
women’s lib movement which is to blame for the whole 
idea, to prove how the army’s ability to respond in a 
wartime emergency would be improved if the percen-
tage of women were drastically increased by means of a 
draft. No such evidence has been brought forward by 
those who would draft women for the first time in our 
history.

Instead of fulfilling his primary responsibility to 
provide for the national defense, the President has in-
stead tried to appease the militant feminists within his 
Administration. The President’s call to draft women 
may detract attention from a failed foreign policy, but it 
cannot make up for it. A proud record of volunteer 
service in history proves that brave women have al-
ways contributed, sacrificed, and suffered in time of 
war. There is no need to draft women just to prove a 
point about “ equality” . Again, the purpose of raising an 
army is to defend the country and its interests, not to 
engage in social experimentation.



Women Should Not Serve in Military Combat
Testimony of Congressman Larry P. McDonald

To the House Subcommittee on Military Personnel, November 13, 1979

“This is the only country in the world where 
women are being pushed toward the battlefield.”  So 
states Jim Webb, author of the best-seller, Fields o f 
Fire, in Washingtonian Magazine this month. As a 
Marine combat officer, Webb thinks it is an extremely 
poor idea. And, frankly, I know of no other combat 
veterans who want to see American women pushed 
into combat.

Yet this is, and has been, the policy of this Ad-
ministration and the last one. For tactical reasons, it is 
never clearly elucidated for the public, and the mass 
media have chosen to avoid honest discussion of the 
matter. Yet, since at least 1972, there has been con-
certed pressure from the top which has but one aim — 
that of forcing American women into combat situations.

For example, the game with regard to the Equal 
Rights Amendment has been to push through this 
Amendment while there is no military draft. Should 
this gambit succeed, then, when the draft is resumed, 
and women must be drafted on an equal basis with 
men, the perpetrators of this outrage will hide behind 
the skirts of the Constitution.

When Congress voted to admit women to our ser-
vice academies in 1975, it was done in the name of 
equal opportunity. Yet every responsible and informed 
legislator knew that the function of the academies is to 
produce combat leaders. Thus, either an academy edu-
cation would be wasted, because women were then 
still barred from combat, or the rules would have to be 
changed before these women entered upon their milit-
ary careers beyond the academies.

The Army Research Institute for Behavioral and 
'  Social Sciences is now addressing itself to the follow-

ing questions. I quote from REF-WAX 77, Section VI, 
page 19:

“ (1) Will women continue to enlist at present 
rates as higher percentages of female recruits are re-
quired to serve in support units and continually de-
monstrate their deployability and willingness to serve 
on the battlefield in time of war?

“ (2) Can changed training and indoctrination pro-
cedures induce officers to eliminate preferential treat-
ment of soldiers that is due to gender, and can they 
convince the troops that preferential treatment has 
stopped?

“ (3) Can support unit soldiers of both sexes quickly 
convert to effective fighters on their own defensive 
perimeters, as members of unit reaction teams, as com-
bat unit replacements and in ad hoc combat teams 
assigned to special combat missions? Are there differ-
ences in this respect between male and female sol-
diers?

“ (4) Can female officers and NCO’s effectively 
lead otherwise all-male or mixed gender reaction teams 
(or other ad hoc combat teams) in accomplishing tacti-
cal missions on a battlefield?”

The thrust is obvious. Women have already been 
assigned to combat support units and given weapons

and tactical training. It is perfectly well known that 
support units are called upon “as combat unit replace-
ments and in ad hoc combat teams assigned to special 
combat missions,” in time of war. It may be convenient 
to assuage our consciences by pretending that women 
will be kept “X” number of meters from the actual 
front, but it won’t work out that way. The fact is that 
American women have already been placed in situa-
tions where they will be in combat if anything hap-
pens. All that remains is to open the obvious combat 
MOS’s to them. We can expect that this will be done 
just as soon as the manipulators of our society think 
they can get away with it.

Just why are we doing this? I have never seen any 
satisfactory answer to that question. In fact, it usually 
draws forth denials that we are doing it; yet policy 
changes, year after year, are steadily in that direction.

The matter of equal opportunity rings hollow 
when we realize that, within a year of Judge John 
Sirica’s discovery that the Constitution requires the 
Navy to allow women to serve aboard combat ships, we 
are now ordering them to do so. Many young women 
who joined the Army have found themselves assigned 
to what the Department of Defense is pleased to call 
“ non-traditional”  jobs, to their great dissatisfaction. 
The number of women allegedly clamoring for non- 
traditional jobs in the armed forces — the hard, dirty, 
dangerous jobs — appears to have been over-estimated 
by those who have listened to the women’s libbers. 
And the number of servicewomen who still respond to 
Army questionnaires by saying they would “ do any-
thing” to avoid combat demonstrates that the brain- 
washers in this country still have their work cut out for 
them.

By and large, the women don’t want combat, and 
the men don’t want them there. Somehow it has be-
come useless to point out the obvious — that men are 
stronger and more aggressive than women, that men 
fight better, that men don’t want women around when 
they are fighting, that the notion of sexually integrated 
combat units has never commended itself to military 
leaders anywhere on earth, at any time in history. This 
last fact alone suggests that we are overlooking some 
very important considerations. Facile explanations that 
“ combat has changed” are ludicrous to any combat 
veterans of Vietnam. And then, of course, there is the 
prisoner-of-war problem, which Congress has been at 
some pains to ignore. I would recommend a book like 
Fields o f  Fire for those who need an evocation of 
“ modern combat” , and just any account of the treat-

On November 13, 14, 15, 16, 1979, the U.S. House Armed 
Services Committee, Military Personnel Subcommittee, held 
four days of hearings in Washington, D.C., on the women s 
lib proposal to repeal the laws which exempt women from  
military combat. Carter Administration spokesmen and 
feminist organizations testified in favor o f repeal. This is one 
of the many splendid testimonies against repeal. Others have 
been published in previous issues o f this newsletter.



ment of our prisoners-of-war in the Vietnam or Korean 
wars.

A backup argument has been devised for those 
who are uncomfortable in the presence of an obsession. 
The argument states that we don’t have enough men.

That may be. One could well defend the position 
that we do not have enough men. We do, however, 
have a larger number of biologically male bodies than 
the hand-wringers would have us believe. In a nation 
of over 220 million, there are per-force about 110 mill-
ion male bodies. Finding ten percent of these within 
military age limits and fit for duty is within the 
capabilities of virtually any nation on earth. You don’t 
need ten percent in peacetime, of course, but the 
simplest estimate shows that we have, potentially at 
hand, at least five times as many fit male bodies as are 
presently on active duty. If we were ever driven to the 
mobilization rates of some nations during World War 
II, or even of Cuba and North Korea today, we would 
have immense armed forces without the slightest need 
to flesh out combat and combat support units with 
women.

Will unisex combat training and new assignment 
policies with respect to women really help? We are 
finding that women in the Army, for example, who are 
assigned to what the Army is pleased to call “non- 
traditional”  jobs do not exactly reenlist in droves. And 
will we not find, as the retired Assistant Chief of Naval 
Personnel for Women, Captain Robin Quigley, 
suggests, that women will avoid the Navy if they are 
going to be assigned to sea duty on the same basis as 
men? For every woman who yearns for sea duty — or 
what she imagines sea duty to be — there will be many 
wiser women who want no part of the three-tiered 
bunks, zero privacy, high seas and paint-chipping de-
tails — not to speak of combat. It is a life which Captain 
Quigley describes as spartan, unrelieved, and physi-
cally demanding and her five years of experience in 
top-level personnel management tells her that the 
Navy could find only a “ relative handful” of women 
who would volunteer to share it.

We have a Navy desperate for new ships — yet we 
require the Navy to spend its limited funds trying to 
create the very minimum of privacy for women in exist-
ing ships, so that Navy women who are rightly appalled 
at the idea can be assigned to sea duty. We have a 
Marine Corps which has just adopted a new maternity 
uniform. The Marines have also just trained their first 
female Embassy guards. Since we have an administra-
tion which does not allow Embassy guards to guard the 
Embassy, perhaps it doesn’t matter.

But imagine, if you will, a news photo distributed 
worldwide showing American diplomats cowering be-
hind their desks while women Marines try to defend 
them. It could happen tomorrow.

Meanwhile, we find that West Point has given up 
all pretense of holding women cadets to the same stan-
dards as men.

The Military Academy has aimed at a quota of ten 
percent female cadets since women were first admit-
ted. We now learn that this is to be raised to fifteen 
percent, in hopes of retaining ten percent, since a quota 
appears to have been set for a ten percent female of-
ficer corps. Yet the Academy has trouble in finding

even 120 or so qualified women every year who wish to 
undergo Academy training. There is a message here 
which we are, of course, ignoring.

Author James Webb, who has been a Marine pla-
toon commander in Vietnam and a professor at the 
sex-integrated Naval Academy has described the 
changes in that institution in the November issue of 
Washingtonian Magazine. He makes an impassioned 
plea for a return to common sense.

My proposed legislation, which would bring to a 
close this unsuccessful experiment in making men of 
women, is intended to allow the service academies to 
resume their role as a source of superbly prepared 
combat leaders.

In conclusion, let me remind you that the results of 
the massive Nifty Nugget wargames last year have 
begun to surface in the media. Our hypothetical casual-
ties, in a European war, were tremendous. We see 
figures of a hypothetical loss of 600,000 men — and 
women — and read of the attempt to evacuate 130,000 
wounded — nearly ten percent of whom would be 
women, under present planning goals. The remainder 
would then consist of the dead left behind, and those 
about to experience the life of a prisoner of war. Can 
you imagine public reaction to a disaster of that mag-
nitude, which would necessarily include fifty or sixty 
thousand American women dead, wounded, or mis-
sing?

Do you really think the public is ready for that? Or 
will there be immediate clamor to pull out, quit, re-
treat, and surrender? I suggest to you that a good deal 
of the leftist support for the feminization of the armed 
forces stems from a conviction that sexually-integrated 
forces will become unusable, if they are not already 
made so by the baby-sitter problem.

Yet again, we come to the image of America. We 
give every evidence of being weaklings and fools. We 
cast aside experience and replace it with theory and 
obsession. We loudly proclaim that we don’t have 
enough men, and prove it by teaching our women how 
to use machine-guns so that the men needn’t bother. 
We have 110 million male bodies, 108 million of which 
are not in service, and then claim that we need to send 
visibly pregnant women to Germany to beef up our 
forces there.

The net impression is of a leadership that is craven 
and degenerate in ways never before seen in human 
history. No country has ever before — ever, in all of 
human history — sent its women out to fight while 
ninety-eight percent of its men hid behind them. We 
invite the contempt of the world.
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