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Sending Mothers to the Gulf W ar!
The newspaper photographs of soldier mothers tearfully 

saying goodbye to their babies as they departed to serve in the 
Gulf W ar shocked Americans who had not realized that this is 
what the ideology of feminism demands. The U.S. Armed 
Services even shipped out breastfeeding mothers of infants 
only a few weeks old.

How uncivilized has our nation become! No national 
emergency required this inhumane sacrifice. No cause in the 
Middle East justified this shame to our nation.

In a speech at the Pentagon last fall, President Bush said that 
he sent our forces to the M iddle East in order to defend “our 
way of life.” Sending moms to battle isn’t the “way of life” for 
any Americans except the radical feminists who are over 
military and child-bearing age or haven’t any daughters.

Secretary Dick Cheney has refused to address the issue of 
sending moms to war. He has been so conditioned by the 
militant feminists in the Pentagon that he doesn’t dare to use 
gender-specific language (such as mothers). Cheney’s official 
response to Congressional and public demands that he “do 
something about the mothers” was that it would “hinder the 
military’s effectiveness” to upset the rule that “single parents 
and military couples are fully deployable and available for 
assignment anywhere in the world.”

That isn’t the issue; trying to talk in gender-neutral language 
about tearing mothers away from their newborns and babies 
and sending them off to war is equivocation.

Anyway, who created the asinine rule that mothers of 
newborns are “fully deployable”? It surely wasn’t Congress or 
the American people. The Pentagon m ade its own rule, and it 
is up to the Pentagon to dig itself out of this hole. U.S. law 
specifically excludes not just mothers but all women from 
military com bat duty. W hen Jim m y Carter’s Administration 
tried to repeal these laws in 1979, Congress held hearings and 
then said “forget it.”

But the feminists didn’t give up, since com bat duty has 
always been the cutting edge of their goal to transform 
America into a fully gender-neutral society. M ilitant feminists 
in the Pentagon, and in the tax-funded special-interest lobby 
called D A CO W ITS (Defense Advisory Committee On 
W om en In The Services), nagged the military until so many 
“combat-related,” “combat-support,” and “combat zone” 
positions were filled by women that the distinction became 
blurred.

So the great and powerful U.S. military has been pretending 
there is no difference between men and women, even if they 
are mothers, and that giving birth to a baby is only a 
tem porary disability like breaking a leg. To carry on this 
pretense, official U.S. military policy has been ignoring 
common sense, family integrity, and the American culture.

The deception appeared to be satisfactory in the peacetime 
military when women were pursuing their “career opportuni-
ties” for “social mobility upwards,” as the feminists like to say. 
But then, along came a w ar with real bullets and, as 
summarized in a recent headline, “For women near the front 
lines, there’s no such thing as non-combat duty.”

But the U.S. military deliberately chose to ignore the babies 
who are the chief victims of this silly pretense.

It’s embarrassing to see these big tough officers, with their 
chests full of medals, complaining, “Those women signed up 
voluntarily and filed forms stating that, in case they were 
deployed, they had arranged for a ‘care provider’ for the child 
left behind.” It’s now obvious that this procedure was a sham.

Twenty-year-old girls didn’t comprehend how their world 
would change if (a) a baby came into their lives and (b) we 
had a shooting war at the same time. But older officers should 
have known; yet they allowed those young women to live in 
the dream world of believing that (a) having a baby is 
compatible with military service, and (b) military service has 
nothing to do with war.

One new m other ordered by our military to ship out for the 
Gulf said she felt she had to go because she made a 
commitment and, “there are times when we’re mothers and 
times when we’re soldiers.” As if they are equally important!

The truth is that there is only one job  in the world she can do 
better than anyone else, and that is be a m other to her own 
baby. There are a million men in America who could do her 
job  in the Gulf. Army Pfc. Sherry Kaiser, age 20, said, “If they 
w ant to court-martial me, they’ll have to, but on what 
grounds? That I want to take care of my baby?”

The men in the Pentagon and the Armed Services have 
brought this embarrassment on our nation because they 
allowed themselves to be hen-pecked by the militant feminists. 
It’s time for Secretary Cheney and the U.S. military to stand 
up and be men and say out loud that they will never again send 
mothers off to war. The “American way of life” includes 
mothers caring for their own babies.



We Told You So
W hy is anybody surprised? Moms in com bat is what the 

feminists have been urging for 20 years. For the last 20 years, 
feminists have walked in lockstep chanting their mantra, 
“W om en can do anything men can do; women can fight in 
military combat just like men.” They never concealed their 
goals.

Their chief legal guru, Yale Professor Thomas Emerson, 
explained the rationale in his landmark article on the Equal 
Rights Amendment (ERA) in the 1971 Yale Law Journal. 
“Neither the right to privacy nor any unique physical 
characteristic justifies different treatment of the sexes with 
respect to voluntary or involuntary service.. . .  As between 
brutalizing our young men and brutalizing our young women 
there is little to choose.”

In a House hearing in 1979 on the Jim m y Carter proposal 
to put women in military combat, an ACLU feminist testified, 
“Com bat duty, horrendous as it may seem to all of us, must be 
assigned to persons on a gender-neutral basis.” A position 
paper by the National Organization for W omen that year 
stated: “If we cannot stop the killing, we know we cannot 
choose between our sons and daughters.”

Well, Betty Friedan, Gloria Steinem, M artha Griffiths, 
Birch Bayh, Eleanor Smeal, Molly Yard, Patricia Schroeder, 
and Phil Donahue, you’ve finally got what you’ve been 
demanding for the last 20 years. You persuaded the U.S. 
Armed Services to pretend that women are no different from 
men and to send mothers off to war just like fathers.

Since the ERA was defeated and U.S. laws specifically 
forbid assigning women to military combat, there was no 
reason to send any women, much less mothers, to the Gulf 
W ar. But beginning with the Carter Administration and 
continuing through the Reagan and Bush Administrations, the 
U.S. Armed Services have been violating the spirit if not the 
letter of these laws by playing games with words. They’ve 
been redefining “com bat” to be narrower and narrower, while 
boasting that women are in “combat support” roles and in the 
“combat zone.”

The Services have even had the ridiculous policy of keeping 
pregnant servicewomen and mothers on active duty. At any 
one time, up to ten percent of servicewomen are pregnant.

Putting it bluntly, the U.S. Armed Services have played lap 
dog to the radical feminists who (despite the defeat of ERA) 
are determined to transform America into a “gender-neutral” 
society in which no difference of treatment between men and 
women, or even between mothers and fathers, will be 
tolerated. The feminists function through a few aggressive 
wom en bureaucrats in the Pentagon (such as Kathleen 
Carpenter and Antonia Chayes), the feminist gestapo called 
D A CO W ITS (Defense Advisory Committee O n W om en In 
The Services), and the “equal opportunity” commissars in 
each military unit. Any serviceman who dares to voice an 
opinion that women should be treated differently from men 
receives a demerit on his good conduct record, so they are all 
effectively silenced.

A few feminists have broken ranks and openly criticized the 
Pentagon policy of sending moms to the Gulf W ar. Other 
feminists have tried to draft legislation in gender-neutral 
language which will accommodate the travesty. But how do 
you write a gender-neutral exemption for nursing mothers of

three-week-old babies?
The Pentagon claims it doesn’t know how many mothers 

were sent to the Gulf W ar. W hen reporters called for this 
information, the Pentagon spokesmen replied, “Call Riyadh.” 
It is not to be believed that the Pentagon doesn’t have 
complete identification on computer of every U.S. service- 
person everywhere in the world.

Shame on the officers in the U.S. Armed Services who 
failed to stand up to the feminists and their nutty notion that 
there isn’t any difference between mothers and fathers. 
Sending moms to fight Saddam  was an embarrassment to our 
nation and has brought traum a to thousands of little children.

Sending mothers to w ar is what feminism has done to 
America, and now feminism is exposed for the radical anti-
family unAmerican notion that it really is. Congress should 
conduct an investigation on how U.S. laws came to be so 
massively violated by our U.S. Armed Services.

Associated Press
Spec. Hollie Vallance says goodbye to her seven-week-old 
daughter on August 23,1990 as she prepares to leave Ft. 
Benning, GA enroute to the Middle East war. Her 
husband, a civilian, returned to Michigan with the baby.

The picture of Spec. Hollie Vallance in helmet and fatigues, 
holding daughter Cheyenne before shipping out from Fort 
Benning, Ga., caught the eye of photo editors.

“I never really thought about going into combat,” she 
added. “I never dreamed anything like this would happen in 
my lifetime, let alone right after I had my first child.”

“I’ve built an ice wall around my heart to try to cool the 
pain, and sometimes I worry that Tony and Cheyenne won’t 
be able to melt it away.”

[Her husband] struggles to explain. “It isn’t that she’s a 
wom an” that makes it harder, he says, “It’s that she has a baby. 
I’m afraid Hollie might not be the same person,” when she 
comes back, he said.

The Dallas Morning News, February 20,1991.



News and Comment About Moms Sent to War
Nearly two out of three Americans believe mothers of young 

children should not be sent to the Persian Gulf war zone, an 
Associated Press poll found.

The poll was taken by ICR Survey Research Group of Media, Pa., 
on Feb. 13-17. The margin of error is three percentage points.

Only 45 percent would be willing to have a woman from their 
family fight, compared with 74 percent willing to have a man from 
their family on the line.

Although the U.S. forces in the Gulf are all volunteers, 64 percent 
in the poll said they feel it is unacceptable for the United States to 
deploy women with young children to the war zone. Thirty-one 
percent said it is acceptable. In contrast, deploying men who have 
young children to the war zone is acceptable to 68 percent and 
unacceptable to 28 percent.

With the move from a draft army to a volunteer army after the 
Vietnam War, military planners began warning that they had no 
mechanism to ensure a war would not create orphans.

In the AP poll, 61 percent said men are better suited for combat 
than women, less than 1 percent said women are better suited, and 
35 percent said men and women are equally suited.

Associated Press, February 21,1991

Moments before Bonnie Hand boarded the plane, she held her 
newborn baby close and kissed her daughter and husband goodbye.

In November, Bonnie L. Hand, a reservist with the 702nd Naval 
Reserve Unit in Binghamton, was notified to stand by. In December, 
she was told she would go to the Persian Gulf.

“Don’t cut his hair until I get back,” Bonnie told her husband, 
referring to their 8-1/2 week old son, Jared.

“I had no idea I was going to go overseas,” Bonnie Hand said. “It 
[deployment] was upsetting since I had just had the baby. The first 
week you just cry all night. It takes time to accept the fact that you’re 
going.”

She may not see the milestones of her child’s development — his 
first smile, rolling over on his own, and learning to crawl.
Press & Sun Bulletin, Binghamton, New York, January 21,1991.

Danette Gandy, a 24-year-old mother in Van Nuys, Calif., has not 
taken part in any military training since 1988 when she left active 
status in the Air Force Reserves. Last week, much to her dismay, she 
received a Mailgram telling her she had been ordered to report 
Friday to Lackland Air Force Base in Texas as part of a widening 
military deployment that is bringing a new pool of inactive reservists 
into the mobilization for the war in the Persian Gulf.

Another 24-year-old mother in the supplemental reserves, Sara 
Davis Waters of Clarkesville, Tenn., went to Federal court in 
Nashville trying to block her call-up to active duty. Mrs. Waters, an 
aviation mechanic, has a 2-year-old daughter and a husband already 
serving in the gulf.

“I signed up for an eight year agreement that said four years active 
and four years inactive,” said Mrs. Waters. “Inactive means inactive 
to me. I thought when I did my four years I was finished.”

Mrs. Gandy, who has a 21-month-old baby and another five- 
month-old she is still nursing, said she was assured by the Air Force 
that if she were ever called up she would be deployed at nearby 
Norton Air Force Base. Now, she is planning to leave her children 
with her mother, an hour from her home, so her husband can keep 
working while she is away.

“I tried to get them to at least let me have an extension so I could 
get my children prepared to be with someone else or at least have 
time to wean my baby, but they said no,” she said. “It’s a nightmare. 
It’s a terrible hardship for me and my family. We all feel really bad 
that our family is being stripped apart.”

In Tennessee, Mrs. Waters, who was discharged from the Army in 
December 1989 and served with a National Guard unit from 
Smyrna, Tenn., until four months ago, has been granted a two-week 
extension after going to Federal court. She told the court her 
husband is already in Saudi Arabia and she has nowhere to leave her 
2-year-old daughter.

“I’m willing to take a stateside assignment or anyplace I can bring 
my child,” she said, adding, “my child deserves more than to have 
both parents leave.”

The New York Times, January 31,1991.

It’s been rough,” said Claudia Ellison of Savannah, Ga., whose 
daughter and son-in-law left her with 4-year-old Jamey Ransom 
when they deployed to Saudi Arabia. “She was breastfeeding him. 
When she left he would wake up at night and just cry. He would 
look around the room; I guess he was looking for Mary.”

Jan. 22, the day Spec. 4 Faith Stewart went into labor at her 
parents’ home in Munsy, Pa., was also the day the Army informed 
her she was to report for gulf duty. With her husband, Jack, already 
in Saudi Arabia, Stewart, 21, will reluctantly take her baby son next 
week to her elderly in-laws in Florida.

“He’s now only two weeks old, and there’s no one here to take 
care of him,” said Stewart, a member of the ready reserve. The Army 
“said there were hundreds of cases like mine throughout the U.S. and 
they were making few exceptions,” she said. “But I feel he definitely 
needs to have me here.”

The Washington Post, February 14,1991.

The Gulf War has abruptly shattered the tiny universe of three- 
year-old Maggie Gronert. When her mother tried to explain over 
dinner why she was leaving for the Army, the little girl tore her paper 
place mat to bits. For two whirlwind days, Maggie clung to her 
mother, an activated reservist who frantically packed and arranged 
for the child to move to her father’s house. Hours after watching her 
mother board a jet. Maggie cried to her grandmother, “Pm lonesome 
for my mommy.”

“I told her to hug her bear,” says Maggie’s grandmother, Mary 
Jean Horan. “She said, I want my real momma, the one that went on 
the plane.”

The Wall Street Journal, January 29,1991.

In an age of equal opportunity, there are equal responsibilities 
and, perhaps, unequaled heartache. At risk are babies left behind and 
the deployed mothers, say two of the world’s leading experts on 
mother-infant relationships.

“The deficit in the baby’s future is enormous,” says Dr. T. Berry 
Brazelton, renowned pediatrician and author of Infants and 
Mothers, among other parenting books.

“We all know that the foundation for future self-image, self- 
confidence and patterns are all laid down early in the first year. 
Every bit of evidence points to that in child development research.”

For the deployed mother, the separation is bound to be 
devastating, Brazelton said. “We brought our chief resident back 
four weeks after her child was bom and she couldn’t make a decision 
for the next four months,” he said. “She was so depressed and so out 
of it... I don’t think they’re getting any bargains,” he said of mothers 
leaving their infants behind.

From what Brazelton has observed, women who return to a job 
too soon after the birth of a child go through depression, denial, 
rejection and withdrawal. “They withdraw not because they don’t 
care but because it hurts to care.”

Detroit Free Press, January 27,1991.



The military obviously thinks it is doing a wonderful thing. It has 
capitulated completely to the feminists and the theory that men and 
women should be treated equally. Overlooking the fact that only 
women become pregnant requires a great leap of the imagination, 
but once the Pentagon gets an idea in its head, it is hard to stop it.

Mary McGrory, The Washington Post, February 22,1991.

The more I thought about it, the more it seemed wrong on every 
level. I could respect, and respond to, all the traditional arguments 
about feminist choice and military duty. But nothing could explain 
or excuse what all this was doing to the children.

Pediatrician T. Berry Brazelton, author of Infants and Mothers 
and other “bibles” on child care, spoke to the Association for the 
Care of Children’s Health. He told a story about parents who had 48 
hours to find a place for their infant daughter. She was sent to her 
aunt (who had four children of her own), carried to Boston by a 
flight attendant because the parents didn’t have time. When she was 
handed over, according to Brazelton, the child arched, turned and 
screamed with high-pitched terror. After 10 days of autistic 
behavior, the child was discovered to be deaf.

Brazelton believes that sending mothers away from their children 
is “terrible, reprehensible, and not necessary. A child whose parents 
leave has two resources. Either to mourn and turn inward or to say, 
‘I’m bad. Why did mommy leave me?’ I can’t imagine a country 
doing this to its children.”

It suddenly became clear that this policy was wrong, terribly 
wrong. Mothers (mothers, not women in general) should not go to 
war. Period.

I believe that women can, and should have careers equal to men. 
They could be CEOs, engineers, mechanics, lawyers, doctors, pilots, 
editors. And they can be pilots and Marines, generals and admirals.

Yet it’s hard to get around the fact that nature gave women the 
role of childbirth, the role of nurturing. Tell me how separating a 
Carolynne Zales or a Faith Stewart from their two-week-old babies 
to join their husbands in the gulf is not grotesque. And what is the 
effect on 3-year-old Tamantha Duncan when both of her parents are 
hurriedly deployed to the gulf?

This is not modem life in the age of equality, but feminism gone 
awry. And the mothers are particularly eloquent. “I’m a woman and 
a mother before I’m a soldier. Out here I think more about my 
family than about my job, and yes, that could affect my performance 
if things got intense here.” That from Spec. 4 Robin Williams, who 
couldn’t talk about her children without crying. Or this from Lori 
Moore at Fort Benning, Ga., who got a general discharge because 
she refused to leave her children. “I’m a soldier,” she told the New 
York Times. “I was ready to go. But I produced these kids and I need 
to take responsibility for them. I’m afraid the children are the unsung 
victims [of Desert Storm]. There’s no question that women can do 
this. The question is whether we should.”

Mothers have made their choice — to have a child and to nurture 
that child. What could be more important than that? Maintaining 
artillery? Driving a truck?

A military child psychiatrist in Washington, who asked not to be 
identified, said, “We’re going to be dealing with the effect of what 
we’re doing for a long time. It’s the children who are paying the 
price.”

If we can’t win a war without our mothers, what kind of a sorry 
fighting force are we? Even the evil Saddam Hussein doesn’t send 
mothers to fight his war.

Sally Quinn, The Washington Post, February 10,1991.

Some Army women deployed in Operation Desert Storm say 
they were encouraged to take birth control pills or receive shots to 
stop their menstrual flow while they are overseas, according to a 
national nursing association official.

Officials in the Pentagon and the Army, Navy, and Air Force

surgeon generals’ office said they were not officially suggesting to 
women that they stop their menstrual flow while deployed. “If 
somebody were doing that and we found out about it, we’d tell them 
to stop,” said Patti Turner, spokeswoman for the Air Force surgeon 
general.

But Army surgeon general spokeswoman Virginia Stephanakis 
said some local commanders may have suggested using birth control 
pills throughout a woman’s menstrual cycle as a “helpful hint.”

A servicewide policy was “considered at the beginning for 
hygiene purposes,” Stephanakis said. The Army decided against it, 
she said. The British encourage women service members to take 
drugs to block their periods, Stephanakis said.

An Army Reserve nurse with the 350th Medical Hospital 
(Evacuation), based at Canton, Ohio, told the American Nurses 
Association, or ANA, that she and other women who reported to 
Fort Benjamin Harrison, Ind., before their Jan. 6 departure to Saudi 
Arabia were being “strongly encouraged” to take either birth control 
pills or receive a hormone injection to stop their periods for six 
months, said Chris deVries, a lobbyist for the association, based here. 
Another ANA official received similar reports of women being told 
to artificially stop their menstrual flows, deVries said.

Arm y Times, February 18,1991.

On the front line, a weak soldier is useless soldier — and often a 
dead one.

Unless physical standards are lowered, not many women would 
qualify. When Canada scraped its combat exclusion, it was able to 
recruit just 79 women for infantry training. One completed the 
course. The experiment that produced this single infantry woman 
cost several million dollars, a high price for a purely symbolic 
achievement.

Even if we assume that some women could make the grade, we 
haven’t answered the question of whether women soldiers should be 
treated just like men. The usual proposal is to let women volunteer 
for combat jobs. But this would change discrimination against 
women to discrimination against men.

Male soldiers, notes Northwestern University sociologist Charles 
Moskos, can sign up for any assignment they want, but if they’re 
needed in combat units, to combat units they will go, with or without 
their consent. The real issue isn’t whether qualified women should be 
allowed to serve in combat units, but whether, in time of need, 
qualified women should be required to serve in them.

If women can opt out, they’ll be resented by men for their 
privileged status. But if both sexes are allowed to reject combat 
assignments, it will be impossible to find enough volunteers for the 
life-shortening task of storming enemy guns.

How do women in uniform feel about being made liable for 
combat? Moskos interviewed scores of them in Panama after the 
invasion. Three out of four female officers opposed the idea— along 
with all of the enlisted women. If women were treated the same as 
men, they would quickly stop joining the military.

Opening up some opportunities for female soldiers is a good idea. 
Complete equality may be an achievement most of them can do 
without.

Stephen Chapman, Creators Syndicate, February 7,1991
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