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Judge Advocate General had considered 
the legality of the proceedings, the Waac 
had served her sentence and been dis- 
charged.'*® The Judge Advocate General 
decided that other stations, if they wished 
to take court-martial action against a 
Waac, must first get a legal decision as to 
whether the post was currently subject to 
attack, and that “military police would be 
liable for suit if restraint was found im- 
proper.” ™* 

At first there appeared to be little need 
for military discipline to hold Waacs in 
their jobs, but when recruiting quotas 
were raised standards fell somewhat and 
several WAAC “Awols” occurred. The 
military police occasionally apprehended 
a few and began to ask the correct proce- 
dure to follow in returning them. One 
service command inquired: Could the 
procedure in Army Regulations and the 
Articles of War be followed? Or were only 
members of the WAAC qualified to arrest 
a Waac? Was it legal to confine them 
until they could be returned? *° 

WAAC. Headquarters at first replied 
that the regular procedure should be fol- 
lowed, except that the women should not 
be confined in the same guardhouses with 
men and should have WAAC escorts on 
the return trip. As WAAC Headquarters 
attempted to revise the regulations to this 
effect, it became evident that there was no 
legal way to provide for the return of a 
Waac to WAAC control; in the few cases 
shipped back so far, the expenditure of 
government funds had been illegal.'® 

Army staff members surmised that 
nothing could be done except to let the 
woman go and to mail her a blue dis- 
charge. ‘To this the Judge Advocate Gen- 
eral added that there was probably no 
legal foundation to the whole WAAC dis- 
ciplinary system: any punishment meted 
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out by WAAC company commanders 
might be unconstitutional, since it was not 
done by court-martial and therefore de- 
prived the individual of civil rights without 
due process of law. Only admonition or 
reprimand would be safe. Restriction to 
quarters would be legal if it was not con- 
sidered “‘confinement.”” Summary (blue) 
discharge, said the Judge Advocate Gen- 
eral in an informal conference, was also 
probably “‘legal” although “‘without due 
process of law.”’ This so startled WAAC 
Headquarters that it hastily drew up a 
directive to the field forbidding any fur- 
ther company discipline until the matter 
was settled. After consideration, this was 

not sent out; the Corps had gone too far to 
retreat, and since the Office of the Judge 
Advocate General itself had written the 
WAAC disciplinary regulations only a 
few months before, it was believed that 

some legal basis must exist.‘* 
Accordingly, steps were taken to set up 

an exact procedure for trying offenses, so 
as to protect the individual. Also, after 
considerable debate, the authority of the 
military police was extended to apply to 
Waacs. This was somewhat risky in view 
of representations previously made to 
Congress that the women would be under 
virtually no more restraint than civilian 
employees except when “‘in the field.” 
Therefore, to ward off Congressional criti- 
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