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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is a case study of a public policy decision, the decision to shift 

the military manpower policy of the United States from conscription to a policy of 

complete volunteerism--the all-volunteer force. The case study approach is largely 

historical and is concentrated on the turbulent period between 1965, when the United 

States' combat role in South Vietnam escalated sharply, and 1973, the year of American 

withdrawal from the war and the last Selective Service System draft call. A brief history 

of the military manpower policy of the United States is outlined in order to set the case 

study period within the proper context and to permit a fuller understanding and 

appreciation of the policy decision. 

In order that the case study may have potential application to the study of other 

public policy decisions, a theoretical model for changes in public policy-making is 



developed based on the research of public policy-making theorists. This model, which 

is largely adapted from the theoretical work of ~he Agenda-Building Theorists, is 

compared to the events and inter-actions of key players in the case study. Although 

conclusions about a wider applicability of the model is not possible, it can be concluded 

that the theoretical model does fit the events and circumstances contained in the case 

study. 

In addition to attempting to derive a working theoretical model of change in 

public policy-making, a secondary purpose of the research is to address the nonnative 

aspects of the shift in policy from conscription to volunteerism. Based on the pattern of 

American military manpower policy, it appears that Anglo-Saxon liberalism, rooted in 

the freedom of the individual, is an extremely strong strain in American thinking, and 

that the relatively long period of conscription in the United States after World War II was 

an anomaly in the history of American military manpower policies. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

... democratic communities have a natural 
taste for freedom; left to themselves, they 
will seek it, cherish it, and view any privation 
of it with regret. But for equality their passion 
is ardent, insatiable, incessant, invincible; they 
call for equality in freedom; and if they cannot obtain 
that, they still call for equality in slavery. 

Alexis de Tocqueville1 

Background 

In his classic work The Soldier and the State, Samuel P. Huntington stated: 

The military institutions of any society are shaped by two 
forces: a functional imperative stemming from the threats 
to the society's security and a societal imperative arising 
from the social forces, ideologies, and institutions dominant 
within the society. Military institutions which reflect only 
social values may be incapable of performing effectively 
their military function. On the other hand, it may be 
impossible to contain within society military institutions 
shaped purely by functional imperatives. The interaction 
of these two forces is the nub of the problem of civil-
military relations. The degree to which they conflict 
depends upon the intensity of the security needs and the 
nature and strength of the value pattern of society. 2 

The military manpower procurement policies of a nation are shaped by these same 

forces. The size and composition of a nation's military forces are a result of policies 

1 
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adopted based on the nation's perception of the external military threat which is 

confronted and the international political and economic conditions which the nation must 

meet. Similarly, a nation's military manpower policies are a result of internal societal 

factors, its ideologies, culture, and values. 

In terms of the external environment and the perception of military threat, the 

United States has grown from a backwater confederation of separate colonies, an 

extremely minor player on the stage of international political and economic affairs, and 

with little need for military forces due to its remoteness from the centers of power. 

Military manpower policies of the young nation centered around an extremely small 

standing army and militia forces which could be called upon to defend remote border 

outposts from external powers and internal Indian attacks. As the young nation grew so 

too did its military forces. Voluntary forces were called upon to supplement the militia 

and standing army from time to time, and military conscription was adopted as military 

manpower policy only as a last resort when large numbers of personnel were required 

and military needs could not be satisfied through volunteerism. World War I was the 

first United States' conflict in which conscription was used exclusively as a means to 

build its forces, and due to this policy's success it was used again in World War II. As 

a result of World War II the United States suddenly found itself to be a world power and 

requiring sufficient military forces for both small, isolated conflicts around the world as 

well as a global war on multiple fronts. In order to maintain such forces, the United 

States continued to use the wartime conscription policy of World War II, and the 



3 

struggles in Korea and Vietnam were largely supported as a result of this policy. 

In tenns of American cultural values and ideology, the United States has 

constantly struggled with two ideological strains of thought in its development of military 

manpower policies. These are Anglo-Saxon liberalism and democratic egalitarianism. 3 

Liberalism has been the dominant political philosophy in the United States since its birth, 

to the near exclusion of all other strains of thought which can be seen in other societies. 

The liberal position on military service has consistently proclaimed an ideal--

volunteerism--and has always found compulsory military service in a free state to be 

repugnant. The American egalitarian strain of thought, on the other hand, has often 

viewed military service as a duty of citizenship that should be borne by all equally. The 

holders of this view are repulsed by the escape from military service by the more 

fortunate wealthy or educated. They are concerned that a voluntary system for obtaining 

military manpower will ultimately mean that the lower strata of our society, the minority 

races and poor, will shoulder an unfair burden in any military conflict--" a rich man~ s 

war, but a poor man's fight." 

These mixes of forces in American society--the perception of the external threat 

and our internal, often conflicting ideologies--have resulted in the United States never 

having settled on a single durable system for procuring manpower for military service. 

Our view of the external threat has changed radically in over 200 years, requiring great 

changes in our policies for raising military forces. Internally, our society's cultural and 

ideological undeipinning demands a military manpower system that adheres to both 
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liberal and egalitarian principles. 

The military manpower procurement system used during World War II--the draft, 

or Selective Seivice System--was accepted by the American people at that time, not 

because conscription itself was accepted but because the military threat to the United 

States was perceived to be grave and the Selective Seivice System was believed to be 

administered fairly. At the end of the war the System was generally recognized to have 

been effective and it had become a successful institution. The draft authority was 

extended intermittently in the years following the war, and in 1948, President Truman 

asked for and obtained from Congress America's second peacetime conscription law, the 

Selective Seivice Act of 1948. The Act was extended in 1950 and the System was used 

to mobilize American manpower for the Korean War, expanding the armed forces to a 

strength of over three and a half million personnel. After the Korean War neither 

Congress nor succeeding administrations in the Executive Branch undertook a serious 

evaluation of military manpower policies, and the authority of the Selective Seivice 

System was reenacted into law without much debate or questioning when the current 

legislation was about to expire. The Selective Seivice System provided adequate 

numbers of draftees and, more important, larger numbers of draft-induced volunteers. 

It was not until the Vietnam War that the military draft as an institution was seriously 

challenged. 

With the exception of the Civil War years most of America's history has reflected 

long periods of relative internal calm and satisfaction with the policies of government. 
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The period of the 1960s, however, was particularly turbulent and it seemed at times that 

our society was tearing itself apart. The American people were divided over a number 

of public issues and government policies. The Great Society policies of the Johnson 

Administration, particularly the War on Poverty and civil rights refonns, sought to 

redistribute the benefits of American society to encompass the long neglected 

underprivileged. The demonstrations of American Blacks sought support for a rekindling 

of the American dream of equal rights for all, and were resisted strongly by the fanatical 

right. Unrest in the cities sparked riots, looting, and destruction. As added shock, 

America's sudden escalation of the Vietnam War and the war's mounting toll in deaths 

and casualties touched off an increasing crescendo of protests from a widening spectrum 

of the American people. The 1960s indeed was a period of internal turbulence and 

challenges to the government's authority--and to the legitimacy of a number of public 

policies. 

In many ways the Vietnam War became a symbol of America~s dissatisfaction 

with itself, and the most obvious target for protest. The government's chosen policy for 

raising the military forces to fight the war--the draft--became a symbol within a symbol 

for protest. Protests and collisions with the police and military over the draft became a 

nearly daily occurrence, resulting in arrests, deaths, and even young men fleeing the 

country to avoid induction into the military. The rights and obligations of citizenship 

were debated more in the 1960' s than probably at any previous period. The issue of the 

Vietnam War, and to a lesser extent the military draft, so weakened President Johnson 
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that he declined to run for office in the 1968 election. The Democratic Party nominee, 

Hubert Humphrey, was incapable of overcoming the taint of the war and succeeding 

President Johnson in the White House. The man who won the Presidency, Richard 

Nixon, promised in his campaign to end the war and to end the draft, contributing to his 

political success. President Nixon's assumption of office in January 1969, however, did 

not mean an immediate end of the draft. It was not until January 1973 that the last draft 

call was issued, and it was not until July 1973 that the draft as a public policy officially 

died and was replaced by the All-Volunteer Force (A VF) as the policy mechanism for 

procuring military manpower. 

Statement of the Problem 

The decision to adopt an All-Volunteer Force as the policy to satisfy America's 

requirement for military manpower was merely the latest solution to an enduring 

problem. Although it is now twenty years later, it is by no means certain that the A VF 

policy will satisfy permanently the conflicting demands and constraints imposed on such 

a policy by our society. At the time the policy decision was made, the military draft had 

become thoroughly institutionalized and eclipsed all other policy options, such as the 

A VF, a reform of the existing Selective Service System, universal military training 

{UMT), or some form of national service. As a policy option, the All-Volunteer Force 

concept was a relatively obscure policy choice when compared to the apparent political 

strength of its alternative policy options. Since its adoption, the A VF has been the 

subject of much debate in military, political, and academic circles. It has attracted its 
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own set of supporters and has gained considerable strength as the policy has become 

institutionalized, but it still has many detractors. The debate continues today, over 

twenty years since President Nixon's decision and the beginning of the A VF policy. As 

the United States entered into a major military confrontation in the Middle East--

Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm--the military manpower procurement debate 

was ignited once more. For example, some leaders of the American Black community 

raised concerns about an over-representation of Blacks and other minorities in American 

combat units. In other quarters, some military analysts voiced their concerns about the 

sustainability of an All-Volunteer Force in a widened war which would require a major 

increase in military personnel. 

The shift in military manpower policy from conscription to one of volunteerism 

was a major change within the American military, requiring an overhaul of personnel 

recruitment practices and significant increases in funding levels from Congress. Despite 

the magnitude of this policy shift and its many ramifications within the military, the 

literature on this policy decision is relatively void of details. One would assume that 

such a major policy shift would have engendered much debate within government circles 

as it was being formulated. Little trace of such debate is visible in the literature. The 

central problem presented by this research is that the processes by which the A VF policy 

decision was reached are largely unknown. Those policy-making processes which 

occurred leading up to this policy decision ought to be the subject of serious research for 

two basic reasons. First, the processes involved in aniving at this policy decision should 
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be illuminating in tenns of the contribution their study would make to the theory of 

public policy making. Second, as a major shift in military manpower procurement policy 

the decision had, and still has, a deep impact on America's fighting forces and how they 

are viewed by the American people. There are cultural, normative, and philosophical 

underpinnings to this decision which need examination and edification. 

Purposes of the Study 

This dissertation has a two-fold purpose, both of which are intertwined. The first 

and primary purpose for this research is to gain a fuller understanding of this particular 

policy decision in order to contribute to the literature of the theory of public policy-

making. The analysis of the details of the making of the policy decision as it evolved 

should contribute to the body of theory of public policy-making in the fields of public 

administration and political science. It is not intended that this will be historical 

research, although the policy decision's history will act as a general framework. This 

research addresses the decision-making processes. How were the forces of power, 

influence, or bargaining used to dampen disagreement among the key players? Were 

there external environmental activities which affected the course of the policy decision? 

What were the relationships between the elements and groups supporting the All-

Volunteer Force alternative and other pressure groups which supported their military 

manpower policy choice? How does a policy issue, just one of many that political 

decision-makers have to consider and deal with, come to be decided upon? These strands 

will be analyzed to explain how and why the A VF policy came to be made and to 



9 

determine if the pattern of this decision matches the patterns of policy-making theory 

which are current in the literature. 

A secondary purpose of this research is to explore and explain how the A VF 

policy decision came to be made in tenns of the cultural values and philosophical 

approaches of the key decision-makers. In any organization, its people are its very life 

blood, affecting its culture and its ability to survive and compete with other 

organizations. Manpower procurement within the Department of Defense and the anned 

forces is an acute issue in that these organizations must recruit personnel who are 

sometimes faced with personal hardships and hazards, even in peacetime. In periods in 

which the United States is involved in anned conflict, the hazards to personnel are 

increased significantly, making recruitment to fill the ranks more difficult. Military 

manpower policies, therefore, are of particular concern to the anned forces when 

compared to other government departments and agencies. The shift in manpower 

procurement policy from one based on conscription to one of complete volunteerism 

occurred over a period of time in which the United States was at war in Vietnam and to 

which a significant and vocal portion of the American people was opposed. To switch 

manpower policies at that particular time, within the Department of Defense, must have 

been extremely disturbing. This particular policy decision, therefore, is somewhat 

unique because of the stress and pressures under which it occurred. More significant, 

however, are the threads of normative values which might be behind the decision. It is 

intended that this research will probe as deeply. as possible into the actions of key 
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players, uncover their reasoning and motives, and search for patterns of values which can 

illuminate this decision. Who were the significant actors and their frames of reference--

their backgrounds, personalities, biases, and motivations? Why was the A VF selected 

as policy rather than other policy options which were being considered and debated at 

the time? What inherent advantages did this option appear to have over others? What 

were the values which were considered in the decision, and what criteria were used to 

judge the respective merits of contesting policy options? This research attempts to distill 

some sense of these issues and questions which affected the key players as they took part 

in this decision. 

Significance of the Problem and Justification for Investigation 

The subject of this dissertation is significant in several respects. First, the 

dynamics of policy decision making has long been a significant area of research and 

study within the field of public administration. Administrators within government can 

learn from case studies of policy decisions and apply lessons learned to current and 

future policy issues if the case studies can be told fully and accurately. We know from 

previous research that policy options tend to wax and wane in acceptance by the people 

and political leaders. Proponents of competing policy options tend to gain and lose their 

influence and political power depending on the needs and environments confronting 

policy decision makers. The All-Volunteer Force was only one of several policy choices 

available at the time, and a relatively obscure policy option at that. The dynamics of 

how this particular policy decision was made and the processes which occurred prior to 
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the decision is the first significant area of research in this dissertation. The A VF policy 

decision should point to the significance of one or more theories in public policy-making 

which can be applied to the larger fields of public administration and political science. 

A nation-state has the right and obligation to ask, and demand if necessary, its 

citizens to defend the state if the survival of the state is threatened. To support the state 

as a member of its military forces is a high calling of citizenship, often requiring 

sacrifices and sometimes even personal injury or death. How a nation chooses those 

citizens who will bear arms in its defense speaks to its values as a regime and to the 

citizens' obligations to his or her nation. The nation's system of procuring military 

manpower must be consistent with the nation's culture, ideology, and values. In the 

United States of America, as in other democratic nations, if consistency is lost--if the 

military manpower system loses sight of the nation's ideological undeipinning--then 

acceptance by the people and legitimacy will be lost. The policy implementing the 

system will then be resisted by the people. It appears that this was the case with the 

Selective Service System in the 1960s; the system failed over time to represent the values 

that Americans required of it. Additionally, in the United States any military manpower 

procurement policy must be reconciled with the conflicting ideologies of liberalism and 

egalitarianism, striking some form of balance between the two strains in American 

thought. This is an important secondary area of investigation in the story of the shift in 

policy from the military draft to the A VF. 

The field of military manpower is rich in its literature. Both the military draft 
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and the All-Volunteer Force have been researched and written about extensively. 

Interestingly, however, there is a blank or the merest sketch available when the A VF 

policy decision is investigated. The full story of the A VF policy decision has never been 

told. This dissertation will contribute to knowledge of the field of public administration 

by filling in blanks in existing literature on the subject. This is a significant contribution 

in its own right. 

The Delimitations of the Study 

The period of this research will concentrate on the years between 1965 and 1973. 

The existing military manpower procurement system, the draft, was put into high gear 

in 1965 with President Johnson's decision to escalate sharply the American combat role 

in South Vietnam. By mid-1973, the draft was in disuse and had been replaced by the 

All-Volunteer Force. Of necessity, however, the historical setting for the 1965-1973 

period will be included in order to set the stage for the policy shift. 

The proposed research is qualitative in nature rather than quantitative. 

Conclusions resulting from the research must be considered exploratory. The historical 

approach and case study method rely heavily on the integrative powers of the researcher, 

the ability to draw together diverse pieces of information into a unified interpretation. 

The researcher's judgement, predispositions, and analytical skills seive as delimitations 

in the proposed research. 

Review of the Literature 

The literature on American military manpower procurement is extensive and rich. 
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The major significant works in this area are described in the following paragraphs. 

Martin Anderson's Conscription: A Select and Annotated Bibliomphy is the 

major bibliography on this subject. It provides invaluable references to works on 

military history, the All-Volunteer Force, Selective Service, universal military training, 

national service, the law and the Constitution, conscientious objection, and political 

philosophy. It is limited to works published prior to 1976, but this is not a severe 

weakness due to the period of study in this research. It is extremely comprehensive; it 

has over 1,300 entries. 

The works of Samuel Huntington, Morris Janowitz, and Charles Moskos are 

classics in the field of sociological studies of the military and the military' s role in 

American society. All have written books and journal article on the draft, the A VF, and 

national service. Eliot Cohen, in his Citizens and Soldiers: The Dilemmas of Military 

Service, appears to have been a protege of Huntington at Harvard University; his work 

provides valuable philosophical insight into American military service. The prescience 

and insight into American society of Alexis de Tocqueville, as meaningful today as in 

the 1830s, is called upon as needed to point out the unique role of the soldier in our 

society and the struggle between liberalism and egalitarianism which was apparent even 

in America's early years. 

There are several works which have made strong contributions to the literature 

on Selective Seivice. James Gerhardt's The Draft and Public Policy: Issues in Military 

Manpower Procurement is the standard work on this subject. It traces the evolution of 
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American military manpower policy over a 25-year period, from the end of World War 

II to the height of the Vietnam War. Gary Wamsley' s Selective Service and a Changing 

America, and James Davis' and Kenneth Dolbeare's Little Groups of Neighbors, both 

written in the late 1960s, provide in-depth analyses of the Selective Service System at the 

local board and state levels. 

National service, in all of its various guises, is covered by the works of Morris 

Janowitz, Charles Moskos, and Don Eberly. Eberly has been a life-long champion of 

national service and a prolific w1iter for this cause. Charles Moskos' latest book on the 

subject, A Call to Civil Service, published in 1988, illustrates that national service is not 

dead as a military manpower policy option should the A VF policy option falter or fail. 

The area of conscientious objection, in the 1960s, is dominated by two writers. Michael 

Walzer's Obligations: Essays on Disobedience. War. and Citizenship is a series of 

penetrating essays based on his lectures at Harvard in the late-1960s. Walzer's later 

work, Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument with Historical Illustrations, provides 

a thorough analysis of this subject. John Rohr' s Prophets Without Honor: Public Policy 

and the Selective Conscientious Objector, based on his doctoral dissertation at the 

University of Chicago, presents a balanced, unemotional analysis of conscientious 

objection as a policy issue, as well as the duties of citizenship. 

The works by the proponents of an All-Volunteer Force in the 1960s and early-

1970s are largely those of economists. Dr. Walter Oi and Dr. Milton Friedman wrote 

a number of periodical and journal articles which advocated the A VF in layman's terms. 



15 

The works of Steven Canby and Richard V. L. Cooper, both of the Rand Coiporation 

and who followed Friedman and Oi, are cast in the arcane language of economists and 

econometrics. One of the most useful works for this research is the book by Gus Lee 

and Geoffrey Parker, Ending the Draft: The Stocy of the All Volunteer Force, a history 

which details the inner workings manpower policy development in the Department of 

Defense at the time of the Gates Commission and leading up to the 1973 implementation 

of the A VF policy. Gus Lee spent most of his civil service career in the Office of the 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, and was a key player in A VF policy 

planning. His book, written just before his death, provides unique insight into the A VF 

policy decision as it was being staffed within the Department of Defense. 

Walter Millis' Arms and Men: A Study in American Military Histocy is a classic 

work in military history and the evolution of American military policy. Equally 

important is Russell Weigley's Histocy of the United States Anny, a thorough treatment 

of U.S. military policy through our country's history. These two works are supported 

by C. J. Bernardo and Eugene H. Bacon's American Military Policy. John Whiteclay 

Chamber's To Raise an Army: The Draft Comes to Modern America provides an 

excellent history of the draft in World War I, and Edward Fitzpatrick's Conscription in 

America, written in 1940, covers the history of the draft during the Civil War and World 

War I. 

The views of the proponents of differing policies for American military manpower 

during the 1960s can be seen in a number of periodical and journal articles. However, 
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the best collection of these differing views is in Sol Tax's The Draft: A Handbook of 

Facts and Alternatives. This book details the papers and arguments presented at the 

December 1966 Conference on the Draft at the University of Chicago, and is invaluable 

for an understanding of the various policy positions as well as the identification of the 

key personalities supporting the competing policy options. Generally, there is no lack 

of secondary source material which supports this research. 

There also is a wealth of primary source material in the fonn of Congressional 

hearing reports and other government documents. Dr. Martin Anderson's files from his 

tenure on the White House staff during the early Nixon administration have been opened 

to the public by the National Archives, and provide rich primary source material. 

Additional primary source material has been plentiful in the archives of the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs),Department of Defense, which are 

maintained at the Washington National Records Center by the General Services 

Administration. A third, and surprising, source of primary source material was the 

collection of files belonging to Stephen Herbits by the Archives of the Hoover Institution, 

Stanford University. Stephen Herbits was deeply involved in the effort to promote an 

all-volunteer force policy for many years and Hoover Institution Archivist maintains 

nearly sixty boxes of his files. 

The literature of public policy-making theory is equally rich and varied. I 

purposefully researched literature of public policy-making theory which would lead to 

a promising theory, or combination of theories, which might be applicable to case study 
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research of this particular policy decision. The works of David Easton, the quintessential 

political scientist theoretician, contain the major foundation stones on which to build a 

pubic policy-making theoretical model, particularly his The Political System: An Inquiry 

into the State of Political Science and his A Systems Analysis of Political Life. David 

B. Truman's The Governmental Process and Arthur F. Bentley's The Process of 

Government also contributed to the foundation, particularly as they assessed interest 

groups and their influence in policy making. These works led to an examination of J. 

Leiper Freeman's The Political Process: Executive Bureaucratic-Legislative Committee 

Relations and Douglass Cater' s Power in Washington: A Critical Look at Today's 

Struggle to Govern in the Nation's Capital. These two powerful analyses contributed 

more than any others to the concept, in vogue for many years, of the existence of "iron 

triangles" of policy-making actors. Emmette S. Redford's Democracy in the 

Administrative State, base.cl on an analysis of policy-making related to civil aviation, built 

upon the work of Freeman and Cater and concluded that policy subsystems exist which 

foster specialized policy interest areas. The analyses of Gary L. Wamsley and Mayer 

N. Zald, in their The Political Economy of Public Organizations, and that of Hugh 

Heclo, in his article "Issue Networks and the Executive Establishment," provided solid 

theoretical grounding for the concept of "policy subsystems" and their role in policy-

making. The group of policy-making theoreticians identified as "agenda-building" 

theorists provide the final keystone in a model for ·the policy-making process. These 

theorists and their principal works include: Roger W. Cobb and Charles D. Elder, 
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Participation in American Politics: The Dynamics of Agenda Building; Paul Charles 

Light, The President's Agenda; and John W. Kingdon, Agendas. Alternatives, and Public 

Policies. This broad range of political policy-making theory proved invaluable in 

bringing focus to this research effort. 

Methodology 

The most appropriate design for this research is a case study which is set within 

the context of historical research. Historical research will be performed to provide a 

framework, the setting and conditions for the A VF policy decision which gave it impetus 

and shape. Within this framework, the case study will concentrate on the period 1965 

through 1973, and seek to answer the questions of "how" and "why" the policy decision 

came to be made, supporting the historical research and providing the principal sources 

for empirical data with which to draw conclusions. A theoretical model of the policy-

making process, outlined in Chapter 2, will be used as a focus of the research and 

questions asked of the respondents being interviewed. 

Robert K. Yin, in his Case Study Research-Design and Methods,4 states that 

research strategy should be selected based on three conditions: (a) the type of research 

question posed, (b) the extent of control the researcher has over actual behavioral events, 

and (c) the degree of focus on contemporary as opposed to historical events. "How" and 

"why" questions, as this research addresses, are likely to favor the use of case studies, 

experiments, or histories. When relevant behaviors cannot be manipulated and the 

researcher is examining contemporary events, Yin explains, the field of research methods 
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is narrowed further and favor the case study. The case study relies on many of the same 

techniques as historical research, but it adds two sources of evidence not usually included 

in the historian's repertoire: direct obseivation and systematic inteiviewing. While direct 

obseivation is not possible in this research, the A VF policy decision is a relatively 

contemporary event and does lend itself to the interviewing of policy decision participants 

to gain insight into the dynamics of the policy decision's environments and processes. 

The case study method has received much criticism, despite the vast numbers of 

case studies conducted in areas of social research. The most frequent complaints focus 

on the lack of rigor in case study research, the concern that case studies provide very 

little basis for scientific generalization, and that case studies often result in massive, 

unreadable documents. Yin provides a set of tests with which the quality of case study 

research, as well as other research methods, should be judged. These are: 

• Construct Validity: &tablishing correct operational measures for 

the concepts being studied; 

• Internal Validity: &tablishing a causal relationship, whereby 

certain conditions are shown to lead to other conditions, as 

distinguished from spurious relationships (for explanatory or causal 

studies only, and not for descriptive or exploratory studies--such 

as this proposed research); 

• External Validity: Establishing the domain to which a study's 

findings can be generalized; and 
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• Reliability: Demonstrating that the operations of a study can be 

repeated, with the same results. 

Yin proposes a number of tactics for dealing with these tests. Exhibit 1-1 lists the four 

tests, the tactics for dealing with them, and the methods which I intend to use to satisfy 

the tests during this research. Samuel Yeager, who wrote a chapter on the subject of 

research in public administration for the Handbook of Public Administration, 5 deals 

extensively with the case study method and has similar concerns with the issue of validity 

in case study research. He suggests that case study validity can be enhanced by using 

the following methods. 

• Validation of the data by comparing it with outside sources and known 

facts. 

• Validation by self-confrontation and checking the internal consistency of 

the data. 

• Validation by review of the researcher's interpretations by the subjects 

involved in the study. 

• Validation by predictive discrimination or hypothesis formulation and 

testing. 

• Validation of the data by allowing several investigations to come 

independently to their conclusions, thus increasing the number of 

observations of the same event. (This last step will not be possible in this 

research.) 
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TF.STS TACTICS METHODS 

Construct Validity Use multiple sources of Documents; Primary 
evidence. source archival data; 

Interviews. 

~tablish chain of Source citations; Data 
evidence. files. 

Have key infonnants Infonnant review. 
review draft case study 
report. 

Internal Validity Not applicable to 
descriptive or 
exploratory studies. 

External validity Use replication logic. Generaliz.e findings to 
theory using previously 
developed theory/ 
models as templates. 

Reliability Use case study Document procedures 
protocols. followed; standardize 

the structured 
interview; cite all 
sources. 

Develop case study data Maintain full 
base. d'?Cllmentation (e.g., 

notes, documents, 
interview data, etc.). 

Exhibit 1-1 

CASE STUDY TESTS, TACTICS, AND MEIHODS 

(Source: Robert K. Ym; Case StuC:iy Research-Design and Methods. Rev. ed. Newbury Park, California: Sage 
Publications, Inc., 1989, p. 41.) 
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Through a careful adherence to the methods proposed in Exhibit 1-1 problems inherent 

in the case study research method can be overcome. 

Chapter Organization 

The chapters of this dissertation are organized in the following manner. Chapter 

1, Introduction, as is already evident, serves to introduce the reader to the central theses 

of the dissertation, briefly reviews the literature relevant to the study, and discusses the 

methodology and structure of the work. Chapter 2, Policy-Making Theory, explores the 

literature of public policy-making theory and develops a theoretical model to use as a 

guide for the research. Chapter 3 is an exploration of the historical background of 

military manpower policy in the United States. It summarizes the history of military 

manpower procurement policies in the United States from the colonial period to the 

beginning of the heightening of U.S. involvement in Vietnam in 1965. Chapter 4, titled 

"A Public Policy Under Attack," explores the growing American opPosition to the draft 

and the Vietnam War, and the debate which occurred over policy alternatives to the 

Selective Service System. The debate over military manpower policy sometimes took 

place openly by the public and the media, and sometimes it took place less openly by key 

players in the Administration and Congress. The policy debate, however, did have 

identifiable advocates who participated consistently in support of particular policy 

options, and who collectively represented a community of interest, or policy subsystem, 

for the political interest area of military manpower. The ebb and flow of the policy 

debate within the subsystem, as well as in the larger external environment, is detailed in 
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this chapter. Chapter 5, "Setting the Policy Agenda," focuses on the shift from policy 

debate to policy decision and implementation. A decision on military manpower policy 

had to be made by a decision-maker, and this chapter will outline how the decision was 

effected. Additionally, the policy decision had to be accepted and supported by senior 

leaders in the Department of Defense and in Congress or the decision would fail. 

Acceptance of the A VF policy at the Pentagon was critical to the policy's success, and 

the A VF policy had to overcome numerous obstacles within the Department of Defense 

before acceptance was finally achieved. Following acceptance by the military, 

acceptance by Congress and financial support had to be achieved before the new policy 

could become a reality. This chapter sketches, in some detail, the major events of this 

phase of the policy-making process. The final chapter, Chapter 6, addresses a number 

of conclusions based on the research. The shift in military manpower policy from 

conscription to one based wholly on volunteerism illustrates public policy-making which 

followed a process pattern that has application to other similar cases. Conclusions 

concerning the normative underpinning in this case and the case's support for theory 

building is made. 
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CHAPTER2 

POLICY-MAKING THEORY 

To have respect for politics and 
sausages, one should not witness the 
processes by which they are made. 

Attributed to Otto von Bismarck 

Introduction 

In a landmark work in the early-1950s, David Easton decried the lack of empirical 

research and theory-building in the field of political science. "By and large, students in 

political science have not considered it worth while to allocate even a small part of their 

collective energies to systematic theory .... there has been little deliberate effort to 

fonnulate a conceptual framework for the whole field." 1 F.aston was referring to "causal 

theory" which he distinguished from "value theory." Causal theory, he said, seeks to 

show the relation among political facts and which is " ... a device for improving the 

dependability of our knowledge." He defined theory as " ... a set of interrelated 

propositions that are designed to synthesize the data contained in an unorganized body 

of singular generalizations. "2 He further stated that, "Knowledge becomes critical and 

reliable as it increases in generality and internally consistent organization, when, in short, 

it is cast in the form of systematic generalized statements applicable to large numbers of 

particular cases. "3 He also stated that, "Knowledge becomes more reliable because it 

25 
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becomes part of a web of theory, each strand of which helps to support the other and 

has, as well, independent bases of proof. "4 

In a body of research such as this dissertation, it is important to examine theory 

which is relevant to the topic being researched. Theory is the tool by which explanations 

are derived to explain how and why events happen the way they do. Theories interrelate 

individual findings from many single-purpose pieces of research, integrating findings, 

both old and new, into new theoretical frameworks. This particular research effort is 

aimed at an explanation of how a specific public policy was developed and decided. 

Therefore, it is appropriate that the theories of public policy-making be explored and a 

theory be developed which can act as a guide for possible answers as to how and why 

the military draft came to be discarded by the United States as policy for military 

manpower procurement and the All Volunteer Force (AVF) came to be selected as its 

replacement. As Robert Yin stated: 

... the complete research design embodies a theory of what is being 
studied. This theory should by no means be considered with the formality 
of grand theory in social science, nor are you [the researcher] being asked 
to be a masterful theoretician. Rather, the simple goal is to have a 
sufficient blueprint for your study and this requires theoretical 
propositions .... theory development prior to the collection of any case 
study data is an essential step in doing case studies. 5 

Public Policy-Making Theory Definitions 

The subject of public policy-making has been examined thoroughly by political 

scientists, sociologists, and public administrators. A smvey of this literature is an 

important first step in developing a theory, or theories, which can be tested against the 
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findings of this research. A framework must be constructed in order to eventually work 

our way toward policy-making theories. Within the framework, we must first fix several 

definitions, first starting with "politics." Harold Lasswell defined politics as the process 

of detennining who gets what, when, and how.6 Max Weber wrote that those who are 

active in politics strive " ... for power either as a means in serving other aims, ideal or 

egoistic, or as 'power for power's sake,' that is, in order to enjoy the prestige-feeling 

that power gives." 7 These bare-knuckles, Hobbesian definitions of politics have been 

softened and made more elegant by other observers of the policy-making process. Robert 

Salisbury's definition states, "Public policy consists in authoritative or sanctioned 

decisions by government actors. It refers to the "substance" of what government does 

and is to be distinguished from the processes by which decisions are made. Policy here 

means the outcomes or outputs of governmental processes. "8 David :Easton, who wrote 

several monumental works which sifted the sands of politics in great detail, turning over 

and examining each grain of sand it seems at times, wrote that all social mechanisms in 

society are means for the allocation of values, and that political systems are just one 

means for the allocation of values. Politics and public policy, however, are different in 

that they are authoritative. "A policy," he wrote, " ... consists of a web of decisions and 

actions that allocate values. "9 Public policy, however, is different because it is 

authoritative. "A policy is authoritative when the people to whom it is intended to apply 

or who are affected by it consider that they must obey it. "10 Power, as Easton defmes 

it, is a relational phenomenon and is based on the ability to influence the actions of 
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others in the direction intended by one person or groups of persons. However, F.aston 

believed that power is not the central variable in an examination of public policy, but is 

only one contributing factor. "Political science is the study of the authoritative allocation 

of values as it is influenced by the distribution and use of power. "11 

Easton saw the public policy process, the "web of decisions and actions," as a 

stream of activities flowing from the authorities in a system, and which are binding on 

other members in the political system. "By virtue of the recognition or acceptance of 

their authoritative powers, the members acting in authority roles are able to commit and 

direct the resources and energies of other members of the system toward the attainment 

of goals. No society can survive without providing for such kinds of activities .... "12 

Thus, Easton' s components of public policy are authority, bindingness, and the allocation 

of values for society. Auth01ity is not exclusively associated with an individual person, 

but resides in a role the person performs. F.aston wrote that distinctive expectations are 

associated with and help to define authority roles. 

First, the roles are expected to equip their incumbents with special 
powers, formal or otherwise, to care for the day-to-day problems of 
making binding decisions for a society and implementing them. Second, 
to these roles are often attached a moral responsibility for undertaking 
such action. And third, in all systems, the members anticipate that in the 
normal course of events compliance with decisions and actions taken 
through these roles will be forthcoming. The occupants of these roles 
have the special capacity formally granted or implicitly acquired to direct, 
order or command, and in many systems, although not all, to compel. 
Hence the power associated with these roles consists of authority. 13 

The concept of legitimacy must be examined at this point. A public policy, if it 
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is to be effectively implemented, must receive minimal or no opposition from and must 

be accepted by those in society who must comply with the policy. Again, David Easton 

had this to say: 

The inculcation of a sense of legitimacy is probably the single most 
effective device for regulating the flow of diffuse support in favor both of 
the authorities and of the regime. A member may be willing to obey the 
authorities and conform to the requirements of the regime for many 
reasons. But the most stable support will derive from the conviction on 
the part of the member that it is right and proper for him to accept and 
obey the authorities and to abide by the requirements of the regime. It 
reflects the fact that in some vague or explicit way he sees these objects 
as conforming to his own moral principles, his own sense of what is right 
and proper in the political sphere. 14 

Legitimacy, then, rests on acceptance and obedience because the recipient, the member 

of political society at large, sees his or her acceptance as the right thing to do because 

the policy itself has been laid down by actors who are right in doing so. This sense of 

legitimacy in the actions of a regime is important because, through such a sense, there 

is maintained a stable relationship between the political actors in the regime and the 

people. The regime's actors cannot live under a constant threat of disorder and 

dissatisfaction with their decisions. From the peoples' viewpoint, regardless of what they 

may feel about the wisdom of the actions and policies of the authorities, their obedience 

flows from the conviction of the appropriateness of the political order of things. An 

individual ought to obey the authorities and abide by the basic political rules since it is 

the right thing to do. Thus, the rules are legitimate. 15 

David Easton' s collective works have sifted the sand of political life fmely, 
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exploring and examining " ... the life processes of a political system, those kinds of 

functions through which it petforms its characteristic work as a political system." 16 

Despite his detailed examination we are left with the sense that his explanation of policy-

making is generalized to the point that it is not deep enough. His models of processes, 

for example his input-output flow model, 17 usually show a process flow through a box 

labeled "The Political System," and with no in-depth examination of what occurs in that 

box. 18 It is to other, later political theorists that we must tum for a better explanation 

of policy-making. Easton does, however, provide some hint of how his thinking might 

have taken him if he were to explore the process further when he describes political 

policy as a "web of decisions." 

From this discussion we have determined that public policies can be seen as 

authoritative decisions that allocate values. Policies are authoritative in that the power 

of the authorities making policy is recognized as legitimate and the policy is seen to be 

binding on the people in the political system. What has not been addressed is how public 

policy is made. Generally, political scientists and public administrators have eschewed 

close examination of the policy-making process. It is to the literature on that process that 

we must tum in search of theory. 

Policy-Making Processes 

Political science scholars in the United States who have written about policy-

making, by tradition it seems, usually begin with an analysis of interest groups and the 

effects of interest groups on political policy-making by quoting from James Madison's 
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warning about factions from The Federalist, Number 10. I will not attempt to run 

against the grain of that tradition. Madison, after all, provides an excellent place to start 

in a chronologically approached search for theory of policy making. Madison's famous 

essay, of course, was designed to persuade the American political elite that a popular 

government could be channeled and its propensity to break into factions could be 

controlled. He outlines how the "overbearing majority" can be controlled in an extended 

republic without any sacrifice of liberty. Madison, as Publius, wrote: 

Among the numerous advantages promised by a well constructed Union, none 
deserves to be more accurately developed than its tendency to break and control 
the violence of faction. The friend of popular governments, never finds himself 
so much alarmed for their character and fate, as when he contemplates their 
propensity to this dangerous vice .... By a faction I understand a number of 
citizens, whether amounting to a majority or minority of the whole, who are 
united and actuated by some common impulse of passion, or of interest, adverse 
to the rights of other citizens, or to the pennanent and aggregate interests of the 
community. 19 

Alexis de Tocqueville, the astute and prescient French observer of American society in 

the 1830s, noted the characteristic urge of Americans to group together for common 

purposes and to exert collective pressure on political decision-makers. He wrote: 

As soon as several of the inhabitants of the United States have taken up an 
opinion or feeling which they wish to promote in the world, they look out for 
mutual assistance; and as soon as they have found one another out, they combine. 
From that moment they are no longer isolated men, but a power seen from afar, 
whose actions serve for an example and whose language is listened to.20 

Leaping ahead nearly one hundred years in search for theory of policy-making, 

we must tum to the early literature of political science. The early book of Arthur F. 

Bentley, The Process of Govemment,21 published in 1908, was a landmark work which, 
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unfortunately, was not given the recognition it deseived. Bentley's concepts were far 

ahead of his time. It was not until the 1950s that political scientists, seeking some 

unifying theory or system to explain political behavior, turned increasingly to Bentley and 

his early work. 22 Bentley was convinced that an analysis of the process of government 

must begin with political groups rather than the fonnal institutions of government. 

"There is no [political] group without its interest. An interest .. .is the equivalent of a 

group. There exists only the one thing .. so many men bound together in or along the path 

of a certain activity. "23 " ••• the activities are all knit together in a system, and indeed 

only get their appearance of individuality by being abstracted from the system; they brace 

each other up, hold each other together, move forward by their interactions, and in 

general are in a state of continuing pressure upon one another. "24 Bentley asserts that 

each group responds to the actual and anticipated activity from outside itself and is 

limited in its actions by the presence of these perceived actions of other groups. "All 

phenomena of government," he writes, "are phenomena of groups pressing one another, 

fonning one another, and pushing out new groups and group representatives (the organs 

or agencies of government) to mediate the adjustments. It is only as we isolate these 

group activities, detennine their representative values, and get the whole process stated 

in tenns of them, that we approach to a satisfactory knowledge of government. "25 

Following an analysis of the interaction of interest groups with the government's 

branches and political parties, Bentley summarizes the role played by groups in the 

process of government. 
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... the group pressures in the population fonn themselves on the various discussion 
levels and organization levels, tending always to express themselves in both ways 
or in any way , and actually expressing themselves to such degrees as the 
resistance of the other groups as represented in the government will pennit at the 
given time.... In governments like the United States we see these manifold 
interests gaining representation through many thousands of officials in varying 
degrees of success, beating some officials down in delegate activity, intrusting 
representative activity ... to other officials at times in high degree, subsiding now 
and again over great areas while "special interests" make special use of officials, 
rising in other spots to dominate, using one agency of the government against 
another, now with stealth, now with open force, and in general moving along the 
route of time with that organized tunnoil which is life where the adjustments are 
much disturbed. Withal, it is a process which must suiprise one more for the 
trifling proportion of physical violence involved considering the ardent nature of 
the struggles, than for any other characteristic. 26 

In 1939, Ernest Griffith introduced an analysis of the interactions among centers 

of policy specialization in the Executive Branch, the Congress, and in interest groups. 

One cannot live in Washington for long without being conscious that it has 
whirlpools or centers of activity focusing on particular problems.... It is 
my opinion that ordinarily the relationship among these men--legislators, 
administrators, lobbyists, scholars--who are interested in a common 
problem is a much more real relationship than the relationship between 
congressmen generally or between administrators generally. 27 

Griffith's plea that political scientists study the "whirlpools of interest" rather than the 

institutions of government was generally unheeded for a number of years. 

In 1955, J. Leiper Freeman published his The Political Process: Executive 

Bureau-Legislative Committee Relations, the results of his doctoral dissertation at 

Princeton University. His study, which was revised and republished in 1965, focused 

on the policy-making process as it was conducted by bureaucrats in the Executive 

Branch, Congressional committees, and the public clientele. 28 Freeman's central 
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hypothesis is that it is a mistake to view of the combination of Congress, the 

Administration, and political parties as a giant leviathan which metes out policy. Instead 

Freeman examines the interactions of key participants who have special interests, which 

he identifies as "political subsystems." He focuses on the relationships among subsystem 

actors from the bureaucracy, from Congressional committees, and from interested 

segments of the public, all tied to the same political issues, in order to understand and 

explain pluralistic patterns of power and policy-making. The Federal government, he 

states, has come to mirror the functional specialization and diversity of American society. 

From this diversity, groups have arisen which have demanded the special attention of 

segments of the Federal government which are guardians of their interests, and thus 

become themselves components of the subsystem. The leaders from the official 

government sub-units become involved in relationships with leaders of the public interest 

groups and have tended to take over the major policy decision-making functions for that 

specialty area from the government as a whole. Policy-making, he contends, is the 

formulation, adoption, and application of legal actions based on the pattern of interactions 

of the participants within a subsystem. 29 

From his analysis, Freeman concludes that the relationships among leaders in 

political subsystems, because of the legal framework in which the overall governmental 

system is cast, contributes to a permissive intetplay between the executive and legislative 

branches in policy-making, but also allows a considerable decentralization of authority 

within each branch. The system also has limitations in terms of its accountability. 
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Freeman stared: 

While the Administration, Congress, and the major parties in their general 
structures and relationships tend to reflect gross distribution of public sentiment 
and public power, the resolution of issues tends to be accomplished through 
specialized lesser units. These subunits--bureaus, committees, and interest 
groups--enjoy considerable autonomy in the special policy areas with which they 
are concerned .... The leading members of these subunits are the major, constant 
participants in a process through which special issues are discussed and policy 
solutions are fonned. In their interactions which fonn the subsystem the behavior 
of the participants is most immediately affecred by the nature and interests of the 
subunits which they lead. 30 

In another penetrating analytical work, Power in Washington, written by Douglass 

Cater in 1964, the relationships pointed out by Freeman are again noted. Cater wrote 

that: 

In one important area of policy after another, substantial efforts to exercise power 
are waged by alliances cutting across the two branches of government and 
including key operatives from outside. In effect, they constitute subgovemments 
of Washington comprising the expert, the interested, and the engaged. These 
subgovemments are not to be confused with factions. Within them, factions 
contend to greater or lesser degree. The power balance may be in stable or 
highly unstable equilibrium. But the subgovemment's tendency is to strive to 
become self-sustaining in control of power in its own sphere. Each seeks to 
aggregate the power necessary to its purposes. Each resists being overridden. 31 

eater's concern is that there is a danger that government becomes disintegrate with such 

"subgovemments" holding sway and becoming autonomous. "They become arrogant in 

their jurisdictions, defiant of efforts to fonn a larger consensus than each fmds sufficient 

to its needs. Like princely states, jealous and contentious, they would substitute a new 

confederation for the 'more perfect union' which the Constitution sought to fonn. "32 

One cannot research and write about the policy-making process without 
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mentioning Charles Lindblom' s contributions to this area in the 1960s. In 1965, 

Lindblom wrote his The Intelli~ence of Democracy33, a thorough treatment of decision-

making within organizations and groups. Although Lindblom did not deal directly with 

the processes and structures of policy-making, bis analysis of how groups make 

decisions, by mutual adjustment, broke new ground and tended to erode the theories of 

previous observers who saw power as the dominant element in decision-making. In 

framework, Lindblom' s book is a systematic comparative analysis of policy-making in 

centrally controlled governments and in democratic fonns of government where "partisan 

mutual adjustment," the bargaining and coordination among political players for mutual 

advantage, takes place. "Coordination" is the tenn Lindblom uses to describe the 

decision-making process among participants, and which he defines as: "A set of 

interdependent decisions is coordinated if each decision is adapted to the others in such 

a way that for each adjusted decision, the adjustment is thought to be better than no 

adjustment in the eyes of at least one decision maker. "34 Using the mutual adjustment 

hypothesis, Lindblom explores the governmental process, examining each political 

participant in some detail, such as bureaucratic agency, legislator, political executive, 

interest group leader, and party leader. He concludes that these participants in the 

political and policy-making process engage constantly in partisan mutual adjustment with 

each other, both bilaterally, multi-laterally, and in all possible combinations, and in 

accordance with an accepted set of rules.35 In the area of problem solving, Lindblom 

believes the partisan mutual adjustment process to be far superior and more intelligent 
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than the "synoptic" paradigm for problem solving, his tenn for the "rational actor" 

problem solving paradigm of Graham Allison. 36 He states that the synoptic model 

simply is not adapted to man's intellectual capacities, the inadequacy of information on 

which to base decisions, the costliness of thorough analyses, or to failures in the 

construction of satisfactory criteria for decision-making. Like Herbert Simon, Lindblom 

dismisses the synoptic model as more fiction than real; instead, problem solving for 

complex public policy is practiced in a disjointed and incremental fashion. Lindblom 

sees partisan mutual adjustment as a ubiquitous and powerful form of activity for an 

intelligent policy-making process. 

Just three years later, Lindblom wrote his The Policy-Making Process, 37 a short 

work in which he outlined the major participants and their roles in the process. In his 

introductory chapter, he describes policy-making as, " ... an extremely complex analytical 

and political process to which there is no beginning or end, and the boundaries of which 

are most uncertain." "Somehow a complex set of forces that we call ·policy ma:ictng/ 

all taken together, produces effects called 'policies.' We want to learn what we can 

about the network of causes of these effects. "38 Lindblom falls short of this goal, 

describing the proximate players in the policy-making process, but never penetrating into 

a solid explanation of the process itself or how the process machinery works in a 

mechanical sense. 39 While Lindblom' s concept of "partisan mutual adjustment" is 

useful as a description of the bargaining process that appears to take place among policy-

making players, it is to other analysts that we must tum for theory of the processes' 
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machinery. 

Independent of the work of Cater, and corroborating the works of Freeman and 

Griffith, Emmette Redford examined the phenomenon of policy subsystems as it applied 

to the area of commercial civil aviation. 40 He concluded that influence on policy 

decisions is allocated to positions within organizations, which he referred to as "strategic 

positions," and that policy-making is achieved by focusing the actions of persons through 

the strategic positions in organizations. While the influence and power for policy-making 

is concentrated at the organization's focal points, persons occupying such positions are 

constrained by the interaction of such players and by the varied interests within society. 

These persons do not constitute a monolith or power elite, as is concluded by some 

observers. 41 Instead, these individuals are guided by the diverse and interweaving 

interests of a great variety of other participants--professionals who choose to enter into 

a dialogue on technical and complex issues. 42 Based on his obsel'Vations of the civil 

aviation policy arena, Redford wrote: 

The policy-ma.king process sometimes forges general consensus into law ... but 
usually it reconciles conflicting and complementary interests outside and also 
positions taken within the government. Second, most of the issues will be 
mediated in subsystems by persons in strategic positions. Third, high-quality 
interests have superior opportunities for access through association 
representatives. But, finally, other interests do get representation. 43 

Redford's analysis leads him to conclude that there probably is some kind of policy 

subsystem for every major activity of the government. He believes, further, that policy 

subsystems provide for stability among competing interests, and that they provide 



39 

continuous access and superior opportunities for influence to "high-quality, aggregated" 

interests, such as Congressional committees and bureaus of the Executive Branch. In 

addition, policy subsystems provide some access and representation of interests that a.re 

not dominant. Perhaps most important, Redford concludes that any substantial change 

in the balances among the interests served by the policy subsystems can occur only 

through macropolitical intervention that modifies the rules and roles operating among the 

subsystems. Most often, this occurs through presidential leadership exerting power and 

influence to bring about a change in policy after an appeal from policy subsystem 

actors. 44 In the pulling and tugging--and adjustments--between the competing policy 

subsystems and their interests Redford sees the engine of democracy in perpetual motion. 

Redford's view of the role of government administrators bears mentioning. On 

one hand he sees administration as an extension of the process of social and political 

adjustment. 

Adjustments and choices among interests, initiated in the macropolitical system, 
are carried over into [policy] subsystems where interests are adjusted and choices 
made through the interaction of persons in strategic positions. Even within the 
separate organizations constituting the political-administrative subsystems, as in 
administrative agencies and Congressional committees, there is a brokerage of 
interests of persons operating within the organizations. Administration is in this 
aspect of its performance, political. 45 

On the other hand, Redford sees a second role for administrators in government, the 

implementation of policies once the political policy decisions have been made. In this 

role administrators are bound by rigid rules and direction from higher authority and 

perform in accordance with standards of their agencies, never escaping from their 
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subordinate role to political decision-makers. In Redford's view this means, 

... we have in administration an instrument for two types of service for society. 
By strict programming we can have automatic, continuing, nonpolitical activity 
in pursuit of goals on which there is consensus, except as this activity is returned 
to the macropolitical level for review, restraint, and support. Or by establishment 
of machinery with looser direction, we can have activity for continuous 
adjustment and choice among interests. Administration in its many activities 
ranges on a continuum between these types of activity. But for every level within 
administration there is some direction, and direction increases and discretion 
diminishes as activities are subdivided at successive levels. It is this quality of 
direction that gives administration its distinctive position in the political 
system.46 

Other observers in the 1960s of the political process made note of the existence 

of policy subsystems, but tended to specialize in particular components of policy 

subsystems. Peter Woll, writing in the early 1960s, concentrated on the emergence of 

the Federal bureaucracy as a major force in American government and the threat that its 

growth created for our Constitutional system of checks and balances. 47 In expressing 

his concern with the dominance of administrators in the legislative process, Woll pointed 

out that legislative power in Congress is disbursed and the generation of support for 

policy decisions from outside groups is essential. 

In order for a bill to pass there must be outside political support favoring it. 
Where will support materialize? Constituents acting as individuals are not as 
important as organized group support of congressional decision making; hence, 
a balance of interest group support must generally be attained before Congress 
can act. This fact ... results in a network of relationships that are established 
among particular congressmen and congressional committees, and outside groups 
and key individuals in the elites of these groups. One of the best sources of 
political support is to be found in the administrative agencies concerned with the 
desired legislation, for these agencies constitute key interest groups in the 
majority of cases. The bureaucracy, like Congress, must also obtain political 
support before embarking upon new legislative programs, but in many instances 
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it either already possesses such support from clientele groups or has the tools to 
achieve it without much trouble. 48 

Francis Rourke, like Woll an obseiver of the role of the bureaucracy in policy-

making, but more appreciative of the role that bureaucrats play and their environments, 

noted the growing professionaliz.ation of policy-making in Washington and the ties 

between the bureaucracy and outside experts. He wrote that, " ... bureaucracy is a 

governmental habitat in which expertise finds a wealth of opportunities to assert itself and 

to influence policy." Borrowing the thought of an earlier analyst, Rourke wrote: 

... the development of public policy and the methods of its administration owed 
less in the long run to the process of conflict among political parties and social 
or economic pressure groups than to the more objective processes of research and 
discussion among professional groups. This is the sense in which bureaucracy 
contributes to the impact of expertise upon policy decisions. It provides a setting 
in which experts in and out of government can get together to work on policy 
problems. 49 

Other observers of the policy-making process tended to concentrate on other 

elements of the policy subsystems. For example, David Truman was one of the first to 

concentrate attention on the powers of influence groups in the political process. In his 

The Governmental Process-Political Interests and Public Qpinion, so first published in 

1951 and republished in 1971, Truman defined "interest group" as " ... any group that, 

on the basis of one or more shared attitudes, make certain claims upon other groups in 

the society for the establishment, maintenance, or enhancement of forms of behavior that 

are implied by the shared attitudes. "51 If and when an interest group makes claims upon 

any of the institutions of government, they become "political interest groups." As a 
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consequence of increasing specialization and division of labor in society, interest groups 

tend to fonn themselves into associations which are designed to carry out the specialized 

interests of that group and, from time to time, may have recourse to political institutions 

to further their interests or to facilitate the operation of their specialties. Associations, 

Truman commented, have the function also of stabilizing the relations among their 

members and to order the relations of the association with other groups. Truman stated 

that perhaps the most significant feature of groups and group politics is that it is a 

dynamic process, a constantly changing pattern of relationships involving continual shifts 

in relative influence. 

The basic objective of political interest groups is to achieve access to 

governmental decision points. As Truman states, 

... power of any kind cannot be reached by a political interest group, or its 
leaders, without access to one or more key points of decision in the government. 
Access, therefore, becomes the facilitating intermediate objective of political 
interest groups. The development and improvement of such access is a common 
denominator of the tactics of all of them, frequently leading to efforts to exclude 
competing groups from equivalent access or to set up new decision points access 
to which can be monopolized by a particular group. Toward whatever institution 
of government we observe interest groups operating, the common feature of all 
of their efforts is the attempt to achieve effective access to points of decision. 52 

The extent to which political interest groups achieve effective access to the institutions 

of government, Truman says, is the resultant of a complex of interdependent and 

overlapping factors. These are: (1) factors relating to a group's strategic position in 

society; (2) factors associated with the internal characteristics of the group; and (3) 

factors peculiar to the governmental institutions themselves. The product of effective 
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access, of the claims of political interest groups that achieve access, is a government 

decision. These decisions may be made by a multiplicity of government actors or groups 

due to the decentralized and more or less independent centers of power. "The total 

pattern of government over a period of time ... represents a protean complex of 

crisscrossing relationships that change in strength and direction with alterations in the 

power and standing of interests .... ns3 

In 1973, Gary Wamsley and Mayer Zald published a short book which introduced 

a political economy framework which has major utility in contributing to an 

understanding and theory of the policy-making process. Their book, The Political 

Economy of Public Organizations, 54 is a significant expansion of a theoretical work 

published earlier by Zald, ss and is intended to be a tool or lens for the analysis of 

public organizations by studying the inteiplay of power, the goals of power-wielders, and 

the political economic exchange systems within organizations. By "political economy" 

they mean " ... the interrelation between a political system (a structure of rule) and an 

economy (a system for producing and exchanging goods and services). "s6 The term 

"political," they say, connotes matters concerning legitimacy and the distribution of 

power as they affect an agency's existence, its functional niche in society and the political 

system, its collective institutional goals, and the goals of the agency's elite faction. The 

term "economic" refers to the combination of factors of production, the arrangements for 

the division of labor, the allocation of resources for task and agency accomplishment, and 

the maximization of efficiency. Basically, politics refers to the organization's structure 
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and processes of the uses of authority and power to affect the attainment of goals, and 

economy refers to the organization's combination of men, money, facilities, and 

machines to produce an "output." Wamsley and Zald create a model dividing the 

organization's political economy into internal and environmental or external aspects, 

shown in Exhibit 2-1. 

Wamsley and Za.ld suggest that public organizations, as components of policy 

subsystems as described by Cater, Freeman, and Truman, need to be analyzed using this 

model as a conceptual reference point for asking the right questions and examining the 

right things. By describing the organization's environments, its external and internal, 

political and economic environments, one can determine how demands are placed on the 

organization. What are the key variables and differences between organizations? What 

are the political and economic interactions and exchanges between an organization and 

the outside environment, and how does the organization adjust internally to political and 

economic pressures? The authors intend for their political economy model to be a 

unifying approach to analyses within the fractionated field of public administration, and 

the foundation for a "public administration theory," a paradigm landmark for a 

wandering, lost discipline. As they said, "All public administration systems can be seen 

through the lens of political economy as being struggles to balance legitimacy, over-all 

directions, and major economic dimensions, on the one hand, with distribution of 

resources and coordination for effective task accomplishment on the other. "57 

Concerning the potential for the use of their model for an empirical probing of public 
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I ENVIRONMENT I 
INTERNAL I Structure and Process Structure and Process 

•Subordinate and authoritative •Institutionalized distribution 
executive bodies and offices of authority and power (e.g., 
•Subordinate and authoritative dominant factions, opposition 

p legislative bodies and comm- factions) 

0 ittees •Succession system for executive 

L •Independent review bodies (e,g., personnel 

I courts) •Recruitment and socialintion 

T •Competitors for jurisdiction and system for executive cadre 

I functions •Constitution (e.g., ethos, myths, 

c •Interest groups and political nonns, and values reflecting 

A parties institutional purpose) 

L •Media-communications entre- •Patterns for aggregation and 
preneurs pressing demands for change by 
•Interested and potentially fower level personnel 
interested citizens 

E •Input characteristics (e.g., labor, •Allocation rules (Accou~ting and 
c material, technology, facilities, supply, information systems)· 
0 cost, etc.) •Task and technology related unit 
N •Output characteristics (e.g., demand differentiation 
0 characteristics and channels for •Incentive system (e.g., pay, 
M registering demands) promotion, tenure, fringe benefits, 
I •Macro-economic effects on supply and etc.) 
c demand of organization's products •Authority structure for task 

accomplishment 
•Buffering technological or task core 
lin the oiganintion 

Bxlnoit 2-1, The Political-Economy Model 

(Source: Gary I- Wamsley and Mayer N. Zald, The Political Economy of Public Organiz.ations. Bloomington, 
Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1973, p. 20.) 
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policy-making, they wrote: 

Policy is made at the nexus of politics and economics. Specifically it is 
formulated and/or executed by public organizations imbedded in policy 
subsystems, each with their own matrix of pressures and cross-pressures. It is 
probable that economic development provides a resource backdrop for the 
perceptions of constraints and opportunities by policy elites (especially the cadres 
of public organizations), organizational routines and procedures, elite competition, 
role perception, available technologies, and a variety of other matters .... 58 

It appears that Wamsley and Zald may have had some influence on at least one 

academic researcher, J. Kenneth Benson, an associate professor of sociology at the 

University of Missouri. In 1975, Benson wrote an article on interorganizational networks 

in which much of the Wamsley-Zald political economy model was imbedded.59 The 

analyses of Freeman and Cater, and the "threat" posed by triangles of influence in 

national policy-making, was beginning to take hold and bloom in academic circles. 60 

In 1977, Hugh Heclo brought forward a disquieting study of the relationships 

between Federal political appointees and the bureaucracies which they oversee in his 

book, A Government of Strangers. 61 He wrote: 

The administrative machinery in Washington represents a number of fragmented 
power centers rather than a set of subordinate units under the President. As many 
obsetvers have noted, the cracks of fragmentation are not random but run along 
a number of well-established functional specialties and program interests that link 
particular government bureaus, congressional committees, and interest groups. 62 

Heclo also obsetved that customs within government bureaucracies are an important 

aspect of relationships formed between political appointees and the agencies which they 

lead. 

Government agencies are not simply machines for turning out discrete policy 
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decisions; they are also bundles of memory and practices that are inherited from 
a particular past and carried forward. Since this cultural heritage is rooted in 
networks of mutual advantage between specific agencies and private groups and 
congressmen, it is not suiprising that personnel appointments often reflect private 
and congressional interests. 63 

In the later chapters of Heclo's analysis, he settles on the use of "networks" as 

a metaphor to explain the complex relationships which the political appointee must 

understand exists in the Washington political arena. He explains, for example, that, 

... the political appointee's situation is not so simple that he can act as if he is 
surrounded by a random collection of strangers outside the confines of his agency 
village. Everywhere extensive networks of village folk in the bureaucracy, 
Congress, and lobby organizations share experiences, problems, and readings on 
people and events. An appointee may or may not be in touch with people in 
these networks, but they are certain to be in touch with each other independently 
of him.... His networks are thin, transient, and single-stranded; theirs are dense, 
multiple, and enduring. 64 

In an article published just one year later, "Issue Networks and the Executive 

Establishment," Heclo gave full expression of his metaphor of the networks of policy-

makers. 65 In so doing he also synthesized much of the previous literature on policy 

decision-ma.king which was scattered and spotty, serving to bring into focus the 

theoretical concept of policy subsystems for future political analysts and researchers. 

Heclo opens his article by stating that political power control by "iron triangles"--the 

strong linkage of executive bureaus, Congressional committees, and interest group 

clients, as suggested by Douglass Cater, J. Leiper Freeman, and other observers--" .. .is 

not so much wrong as it is disastrously incomplete. "66 Heclo explains that in looking 

for the closed triangles of political control, we tend to miss the fairly open networks 
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which also impinge upon government. There are three factors which are contributing to 

the wider networks. First, there is the growth in the sheer mass of government activity 

and the corresponding expectations of society. Second, there has been a play of 

influence which has accompanied this growth. And last, there has been a layering and 

specialization which has overtaken the government work force, including the political 

leadership of the bureaucracy. As a result of these factors, Heclo states, policy-making 

has become an intramural activity. Specialized subcultures composed of highly 

knowledgeable policy-watchers have sprung up, all possessing the detailed understanding 

of specialized issues which comes from sustained attention to a given policy debate. The 

webs of influence exerted by these policy specialists Heclo calls "issue networks." He 

explains: 

Issue networks ... comprise a large number of participants with quite variable 
degrees of mutual commitment or of dependence on others in their environment; 
in fact it is almost impossible to say where a network leaves off and its 
environment begins. Iron triangles and subgovernments suggest a stable set of 
participants coalesced to control fairly narrow public programs which are in the 
direct economic interest of each party to the alliance. Issue networks are almost 
the reverse image in each respect. Participants move in and out of the networks 
constantly. Rather than groups united in dominance over a program, no one, as 
far as one can tell, is in control of the policies and issues. Any direct material 
interest is often secondary to intellectual and emotional commitment. Network 
members reinforce each other's sense of issues as their interests, rather than (as 
standard political or economic models would have it) interests defining positions 
or issues. 67 

Heclo explains that issue networks are made up of a wide variety of members. 

They may be a renowned professor who is an expert on a particular subject, a vocal 

minority who hold a public rally, or even a powerful interest group which has a stake 
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in the issue's outcome. People and organizations buy into the issue network by 

watching, reading, discussing, and acting on particular issue problems. Recio states that 

" ... the true experts in the networks are those who are issue-skilled (that is, well informed 

about the ins and outs of a particular policy debate) regardless of formal professional 

training. More than mere technical experts, network people are policy activists who 

know each other through the issues. "68 Players in issue networks are less interested in 

power than they are in seeking influence to ensure that the "right" policy decision is 

made, of course commensurate with their understanding of the various, complex choices 

in the issue. 

The issue networks, Recio believes, have come to overlay the once stable political 

reference points in policy decision-making, making the process exceedingly complicated, 

decreasing predictability, and imposing considerable strain on those charged with political 

and administrative government responsibilities. Political appointees as well as the 

bureaucracies they oversee tend to be caught up in the push for issue specialization, and 

today's political executives tend to be policy politicians, able to move among the various 

networks and gain reputations and support from policy issue players. Recio points out 

that there are several advantages to American government when political executives are 

knowledgeable about the substance of particular issues and can move easily in the issue 

networks. First, the political system's reliance on policy politicians rather than party 

politicians is in keeping with the changes in our society and is a reflection of the decay 

of political parties, which are not able to provide enough highly qualified political 
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leaders. A second advantage is that issue networks tend to link Congress and the 

Executive Branch in ways that political parties cannot, considering the growth of 

legislative staffers who are policy issue specialists rather than party cronies. Third, the 

increased maneuvering room offered to political executives by the loose play of influence 

in issue networks is an advantage. The networks enable the political executive to split 

and recombine the many sources of support and opposition that exist within issue 

networks, playing one part of a network against another rather than be hamstrung by 

players in an inflexible, more disciplined iron triangle. 69 

Heclo believes these advantages are substantial; however, he also believes issue 

networks pose several threats to the American government which also need to be 

considered. The foremost problem, Heclo states, is that of democratic legitimacy. The 

role of political appointees below the level of the President, who have always lacked 

democratically based power built upon voter mandates, has been eroded further. The 

policy issues, which should be simplified into a few intelligible choices for the electorate, 

have been made more complex in the hands of abstruse policy experts who seek the 

"right" answer, thus discouraging the possibility of consensus and causing a decline in 

voter confidence in their government's ability to carry out the functions of government. 

The second difficulty caused by issue networks, according to Heclo, is the weakened role 

of the President as chief of the Executive Branch. The political appointees serving the 

President have become policy technocrats and out of the reach of the chief executive, and 

the influence of policy technicians and staff experts tend to hinder every move the White 
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House may want to make. The result is that the President is increasingly isolated and 

power stakes are on the line everywhere in terms of policy. Heclo believes that under 

these conditions the President is in a classic no-win situation. He cannot use personal 

loyalists as agency or department heads or he will be accused of politicizing the 

bureaucracy and will put his appointees in an untenable position in terms of dealing with 

their own organizations and the issue networks. If he attempts to create a center of 

policy expertise on his staff, he will be accused of aggrandizing the Imperial Presidency. 

If he relies on a collective cabinet government and on department executives for 

leadership in the bureaucracy, he then has abdicated his leadership responsibilities as the 

only elected executive in the national government. Heclo believes there is no way out 

of this dilemma for the President. Finally, Heclo believes that the phenomenon of issue 

networks creates a disturbing question concerning the accountability of a policy 

technocracy. A political executive is accountable to the public at large only in the sense 

that he or she is a member of an administration of a President. The policy technocrat 

is not accountable to the people, nor is it likely that the public has any sense that the 

technocrat even exists. Policies which may make sense for a closely associated network 

of policy technicians within the confines of the Washington Beltway may make little 

sense to the general American public which is not familiar with the arcane details of 

policy issues. Accountability in the Executive Branch in a democratic system such as 

that of the United States must fall on the President, who is already overburdened with 

responsibilities. Heclo comments that the prospects for a democratically responsible 
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executive establishment are poor at best. 70 

Heclo closes his article by explaining why he believes this bleak picture of policy-

making in Washington is unlikely to change or improve. First, enough policy specialists 

have converged on Washington and surrounded decision-makers that it is unlikely that 

the central government will ever relinquish the capacity to take policy initiatives. 

Second, there appears to be no way of braking or slowing down the expectations of the 

American people for policy, particularly those which are compensatory in nature. And 

last, Heclo believes the undergrowth of past policy decisions is so thick that it is almost 

impossible to tweak one policy area without affecting another policy area, causing ripples 

and impacts throughout several or even many policy subsystems. Heclo paints a picture 

of policy-making approaching gridlock and insolubility, and that of Washington political 

executives who have become powerless to arrest the process. 71 

The literature of policy subsystems and policy networks within the larger body 

of literature on policy-making theory is broad and rich. Clearly there is much in this 

body of theory which can be applied to this research. In an attempt to conceptualize how 

a particular policy subsystem or network might appear visually, I offer the illustration 

in Exhibit 2-2. In the illustration the larger policy subsystem family is shown as a large 

ellipse. Contained within the larger subsystem are a number of smaller ellipses, each 

representing a separate faction within the subsystem. As the literature points out, a 

subsystem usually consists of a variety of factions which are contending with each other 

for dominance within the overall subsystem. F.ach has different views of the direction 
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which the subsystem should take and the strategies which should be employed so the 

overall subsystem family can wrest attention of the public and policy decision-makers and 

gain domination over other subsystems which are contending for influence and 

government resources. This policy subsystem with its integral factions has a common 

cause, that of the subsystem. In this respect the subsystem can be compared to a family, 

with its sometimes internal competition and rivalry between relatives. The family usually 

will stand united, however, when threatened from other families or other outside 

environmental factors. 

Despite its depth of empirical studies and clarity through the use of metaphors, 

the literature on policy subsystems and networks is lacking in that it does not completely 

explain how policy issues are addressed and decisions are made by policy-makers. It 

·appears that there is an assumption made that because an issue picks up strength within 

a policy subsystem it eventually will achieve some form of critical mass and reach a 

point of decision. The result, however, is a gap between the existence of a public policy 

issue being fought out in a network of issue entrepreneurs and the policy decision by an 

authoritative political figure or body. To close this gap I tum to the "agenda-building" 

policy theorists. 72 

Agenda-Building Theory 

Agenda-building theorists identify two basic types of political agendas. The first 

is a "systemic agenda," which consists of all issues that are commonly perceived by 

members of the political community as me1iting public attention and involving matters 
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within the legitimate jurisdiction of existing governmental authority. The second type 

of agenda is the "institutional," "governmental," or "formal agenda," which is defined 

as that set of items explicitly up for the active and serious consideration of authoritative 

decision makers. 73 An issue on the systemic agenda will have widespread public 

attention or at least awareness, will be a shared concern of a sizeable portion of the 

public that some form of action on the issue is required, and will result in a shared 

perception that the matter is an appropriate concern of some governmental unit. 

Generally, the formal agenda is derived from the systemic agenda of widespread 

concerns, though the issues may be ill defined or abstract. The formal agenda will tend 

to be more specific, concrete, and limited in the number of items. It will identify those 

facets of a problem that are to be seriously considered by a policy decision-making body. 

Agenda-building theorists contend that an issue, if it is to be selected from among 

the many issues and placed on the agenda of a policy-maker, must be selected and placed 

on an agenda by a "gatekeeper." The agenda-building theorists have adopted the concept 

of a gatekeeper from David F.aston,74 and define this position as " ... persons, 

institutions, and groups whose actions determine the success or failure of a demand or 

issue entering into the system or any of its subsystems. "75 Gatekeepers not only serve 

as vehicles for entry into the political system, but they also serve to reduce the overall 

"load" of demands on the political system by selectively restricting inputs. Gatekeepers 

are seen as the key participants in the continuous process of agenda-building and the 

ultimate guardians of the formal agenda. Gatekeepers, because of the strategic positions 
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which they occupy, have fairly direct control over what issues will be on the formal 

agenda and have considerable freedom to choose among the many issues which are 

competing for attention. 76 Agenda-building theorists note the differences in accessibility 

to decision-makers are a function of the relative legitimacy of various groups or policy 

subsystems which are clamoring for attention. A group's status and community standing 

are important if the claimant is to gain recognition by a gatekeeper. For example, 

... the anti-war movement [of the 1960s], initially promoted by student 
groups who traditionally have little political standing, received little public 
support until more socially prominent persons and groups entered the fray 
on their behalf (for example, business groups, military leaders, 
clergymen, and senators).n 

Agenda-building theorists generally adhere to a systems approach model, which 

is a modification of David Easton's input-output model of the political process. Their 

model begins with the creation of a public policy issue and ends with the issue becoming 

part of a political decision-maker's agenda and either acted upon or discarded. An 

illustration of their model, which has been adapted from Cobb and Elder, appears in 

Exhibit 2-3 and the model is more fully explained in the following amplifying 

paragraphs. 78 

Issues are defined by Cobb and Elder as " ... a conflict between two or more 

identifiable groups over procedural or substantive matters relating to the distribution of 

positions or resources. "79 The concept of a "demand," as used by David Easton, is 

much more general and less restrictive in its usage. :Easton defines a demand as " ... an 

expression of opinion that an authoritative allocation with regard to a particular subject 
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matter should or should not be made by those responsible for doing so. "80 As Easton 

explains, a demand may call for the attainment of self-centered aims, as Cobb and Elder 

imply, or it may seek political decisions that impose duties and obligations upon all 

members of the political system. It may be inspired by a desire for private gain, but it 

may also be stimulated by the highest of public motives and require the most noble of 

sacrifices. In Addition, demands may be affected by a number of triggering mechanisms 

or unforeseen events which help shape the demand. These can be grouped into internal 

(domestic) and external (foreign) events. Internal events may include: (1) natural 

catastrophes; (2) unanticipated human events, such as riots or assassinations of public 

officials; (3) technological changes; (4) an imbalance, or bias, in the distribution of 

resources, leading to such events as union strikes or protest demonstrations; and (5) 

ecological changes, such as population explosions or mass migrations. External trigger 

mechanisms may include: (1) acts of war or military violence, such as the Vietnam War; 

(2) innovations in weapons technology, such as that which took place during the arms 

race with the Soviet Union or the launch of the Sputnik satellite; (3) international 

conflicts in which the United States is not a direct participant, such as the Yorn Kippur 

War or the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan; or (4) changing international alignment 

patterns, such as the demise of the Warsaw Pact and the crumbling of the Iron Curtain. 

A recent example of such a triggering event is the gradual realization of the seriousness 

of the flow of cocaine into the United States, resulting in the adoption of policies aimed 

at stemming that flow. Triggering devices alone, however, do not create a demand. 
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A link must be made between a grievance or a triggering event and an initiator (or group 

of initiators) who transform the problem into a demand or issue. This transformation 

results in the creation of a demand which will work its way toward the systemic agenda. 

Agenda-building theorists do not appear to differ in any serious manner with 

policy subsystem theorists in terms of the existence of networks of policy entrepreneurs 

and the influence of subsystems in the fostering of issues and nudging the issues toward 

some point of decision. The processes they describe as an issue or demand is thrust 

toward the public agenda and the formal agenda are very much like that described by 

policy subsystem theorists. For example, John Kingdon's Agendas, Alternatives. and 

Public Policies has a lengthy chapter which describes the various actors in a policy 

subsystem and the intramural processes they employ to foster their special policy 

interests. Kingdon states: 

... there are two general groupings of participants: a visible cluster of 
actors and a hidden cluster. These clusters are not absolutely different 
from one another, but they are distinct enough to be meaningful. The 
visible cluster--those participants who receive a lot of press and public 
attention--includes the president and his high-level appointees, prominent 
members of Congress, the media, and such elections-related actors as 
political parties and campaigns. The relatively hidden cluster includes 
such specialists as academics and researchers, career bureaucrats, 
congressional staffers, and administration appointees below the top level. 
Interest groups travel between the two clusters, with some of their 
activities very public and others hardly visible at all. . .. agenda setting is 
affected by the visible cluster of participants, while the generation of 
alternatives occurs more in the hidden cluster. 81 

For this reason I have modified the agenda-building model to include the processes they 

describe within a framework labeled in Exhibit 2-3 as "Policy Subsystem." Essentially, 
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the model in the exhibit represents a synthesis of both models of policy-making, a 

combination of Exhibit 2-2 with the model in Exhibit 2-3. The following paragraphs 

describe the processes which occur, in the view of agenda-building theorists, within the 

policy subsystem in the model. 

The characteristics of a demand or issue bear on whether or not it is likely to 

expand its support and reach agenda status. Agenda-building theorists observe that there 

are five fundamental definitional characteristics of demands which are based on the 

nature of the conflict itself. 82 These include: (1) the degree of specificity, (2) the scope 

of social significance, (3) the extent of temporal relevance, (4) the degree of complexity 

of the issue, and (5) the degree of catego1ical precedence. Specificity refers to how 

abstractly or concretely an issue will be defined. Social significance relates to whether 

an issue is unique to the immediate disputants in the policy subsystem or has a more 

general significance in the public. The third characteristic, temporal relevance, denotes 

the extent to which an issue has short range, circumstantial relevance or more enduring, 

fundamental relevance. Issues which have implications above and beyond the resolution 

of a particular conflict at one point in time are temporarily relevant. Temporal relevance 

also is a measure of the time required to implement a desired program or solution. 

Complexity, the fourth characteristic, concerns how the issue is to be understood by 

decision-makers and a wider public audience. It also concerns the complexity of the 

solution to the issue, such as the number of people required to administer a program 

should it be placed on the formal agenda and enacted into law, or the number of 
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governmental agencies involved in the decision or implementation processes. The last 

characteristic, categorical precedence, indicates the extent to which an issue is a routine 

matter having established precedents and procedures for resolution. 

The definition of the issue or demand is critical if it is to reach a larger public and 

the agenda of a decision-maker. Definition of the demand is not conducted by a single 

individual, though a policy entrepreneur in a policy subsystem may be its driving force. 

The demand is defined and refined by contending parties in the policy subsystem, and 

the result is far from being an a priori given. Control over how the issues of conflict are 

defined means control over the choice of battlefields upon which a conflict will take 

place. The initiator, or his or her group in the policy subsystem, will always select a 

battlefield that gives them an advantage in terms of potential support. The importance 

of the definition of the issue has been stressed by Cobb and Elder in a related journal 

article. 

Since policy decisions require substantial consensus and are not likely 
without the acquiescence of those most immediately affected by them, 
major policy innovation is likely to occur only when an issue is broadly 
salient and the mobilization of bias is distinctly one-sided. These 
conditions are most likely to obtain in the face of a recognized crisis or 
a scandal. The latter may effectively compel the acquiescence of interests 
that stand to be affected adversely. Neither a crisis nor a scandal will be 
sufficient by itself, however. What is also required is effective 
exploitation of the situation. The policy implications of a crisis or scandal 
are matters of definition. Indeed, whether a particular situation constitutes 
a crisis or scandal as opposed to being merely a dramatic event or a 
regrettable set of circumstances depends on how it is defined. The 
impetus of events is important, but what ultimately counts is the 
interpretation given to them. 83 



62 

After definition and characterization of the issue, the policy subsystem group 

pressing the issue toward agenda status must launch a series of strategies to gain 

acceptance and support of a wider audience. The mass media plays a pivotal role in 

highlighting the issue and determining the group's success in placing the issue on the 

systemic agenda. As Norton Long wrote, 

As the chronicler of the great, both in its general news columns and in its 
special features devoted to society and business, it [the press] provides an 
organizing medium for elites ... and provides them with most of their 
information about things in general and not a little of inside tidbits about 
how individual elite members are doing. In a sense, the newspaper is the 
prime mover in setting the ... agenda. It has a great part in determining 
what most people will be talking about, what most people will think the 
facts are, and what most people will regard as the way problems are to be 
dealt with. 84 

There are five general strategies that the group may use to enlarge the controversy 

surrounding the issue and to muster support. Arousal is the activation of heretofore 

latent support, and the mass media plays an important part in the success of this strategy. 

In provocation, the second strategy for ultimately forcing inclusion of the issue on the 

public agenda, a group takes certain actions designed to provoke another group into 

action and thus enable the initiating group to achieve greater publicity. Dissuasion is a 

strategy designed to discourage supporters of the other side from active opposition and 

to encourage them to switch sides. A fourth strategy is demonstration of strength of 

commitment, often seen in marches on Washington, public rallies, and peaceful 

demonstrations for various causes. The principal objective is to demonstrate the strength 

of commitment of a particular group and the size of the group making the commitment. 
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The fifth strategy, affmnation, serves to revitalize group membership or to prod 

supporters to greater levels of vigor in pressing demands. 

The agenda-building model also accounts for the actions of opposition forces 

which are usually present in any public policy issue and an integral component of policy 

subsystems. The opposition, according to agenda-building theorists, also will use a 

variety of strategies to keep the issue or demand off the agenda. There are four separate 

categories of strategies which are used by the opposition.85 The opposition may directly 

attack the group fostering the issue through discrediting the group or discrediting its 

leaders. The second category of strategy is to undennine the group by attempting to chip 

away at its base of support by such means as appeals over the heads of the group's 

leaders to its members or by the co-opting of the group's leaders. The opposition may 

choose strategies which are directed at the issue rather than the group, such as attempting 

to defuse the issue. In this category of strategy the opponents may, for example, 

recognize the issue as legitimate, but deny its urgency or immediate application. Such 

ploys might include symbolic rewards or reassurance, token actions toward solving the 

problem, or creating new organizational units or study groups to deal with the problem. 

In the fourth category of strategy by the opposition, blurring the issue, the issue is 

sidestepped by such tactics as postponement, feigned assistance, or again the appointment 

of a special study group to investigate and divert the issue. 

This dynamic, contentious process often results in demands, issues, and concerns 

achieving agenda status in the minds of the general public or a smaller elite group. 
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Through the influence of a gatekeeper the issue may reach the formal agenda of a 

political decision-maker. In this regard, research conducted by Paul Light on the 

President's agenda is revealing. 86 Light's study is based on interviews of 126 White 

House staff officials representing five presidential administrations. He states that the 

President's agenda is far more than a simple list of topics for discussion. It is a 

definition of policy alternatives and 

... plays a central role in detennining final outcomes, particularly when 
the administration is forced to exclude certain issues from potential 
consideration because of resource constraints or political pressure. By 
deciding what they will consider, policy makers set the boundaries of 
political debate, often defining the agenda in such a way that certain issues 
are never seriously discussed. 87 

Light's research indicates there are patterns which are discernible when a 

president's resources and opportunities to deal with policy issues are considered. The 

first pattern is the "cycle of decreasing influence," and is based on a president's decrease 

in capital (i.e., power and influence), time, and energy as his time in office lengthens. 

The second pattern in presidential resources is the "cycle of increasing effectiveness," 

which describes an increase over time of a president's experience and learning as well 

as that of his staff. These patterns mean that in presidential policy-making timing is 

considered to be critical and that the president's best window of opportunity for policy-

making occurs early in his administration.88 Light's research indicates that a president's 

agenda is relatively small at any one time. Of the six presidential administrations 

between President Kennedy and President Carter the agenda size averaged 12.8 agenda 
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items per year. 89 Presidents choose their agenda issues in a purposeful manner and are 

generally driven by the goals of re-election, historical achievement, and simply the 

making of good policy. Light's evidence points toward the president selecting issues for 

his formal agenda from a pool of many issues. Some issues in the pool have greater 

visibility, but issues tend to be "hot" for a time and then "cool off." Issues also tend to 

exhaust themselves over time and fade from serious consideration. Considering 

triggering events that impel issues into the limelight, Light's respondents provided ample 

evidence that presidents and their staffs make room on their agendas for crises--oil 

embargos, urban riots, price spirals, plant closings, embassy occupations--and are very 

mindful of the potential political opportunities of such events for electoral, historical, or 

programmatic benefits. As Light wrote, 

... presidential priorities involve the perception of crises. Presidents and 
staffs pay greater attention to problems that are perceived as demanding 
immediate attention. According to one liaison officer from the Kennedy-
Johnson years, 'Crisis often provides the momentary surge necessary for 
passage. If some event takes place which clearly promotes the issue, it 
is important to make the connection. Congress is much more responsive 
to crisis.' Consider the impact of the Birmingham riots on Kennedy's 
civil rights legislation. Following a five-week demonstration in April 
1963, violence brought civil rights to national attention. Kennedy 
responded to the crisis by dispatching the national guard to bases near 
Birmingham. Kennedy also decided to pursue immediate legislation. The 
crisis provided a 'window' for substantive action, and civil rights 
legislation moved to the top of Kennedy's must list. As one Kennedy aide 
argued, 'Birmingham was the driving force behind the legislation; it was 
the catalyst in the President's choice. Without Birmingham, I doubt that 
civil rights would have made it until 1965. It was that sensitive. 
Birmingham was frightening, but it was also important. If it hadn't 
happened, the President would have been forced to wait another two 
years.' The crisis pressed civil rights toward the top of the President's 
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domestic agenda. It not only affected the issue and the alternative but 
drove civil rights to the Kennedy must list.90 

In examining the decision-making processes on White House staffs, Light posited 

three models: (1) the rational actor model, (2) the behavioral model, and (3) the garbage 

can model. 91 Light found aspects of all three models in his findings; however, he found 

the Presidency is most likely to resemble the behavioral model. White House policy, he 

found, is the result of organizational dynamics and conflict. When conflicts arise, 

coalitions either bargain or dominate. He states, "There simply is not enough 

information or expertise for rational choice, but there is a semblance of organization and 

staff order. There is little opportunity in the four short years for organized 

anarchies. "92 

Conclusion 

Based on this survey of the literature of public policy-making theory, I was 

prepared to test the results of my case study research against applicable theory. I used 

the model in Exhibit 2-3 as a general construct against which my research findings were 

measured. Answers to the following general questions were sought: 

(1) Did the findings of this research, in general terms, fit the model? 

(2) Was there a triggering device present which forced political decision-makers 

to shift the military manpower procurement policy from the draft to the A VF? 

(3) Did the respondents and other research sources indicate the presence of a 

policy subsystem for military manpower procurement, and if so, does the subsystem 
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generally conform to the theory literature? 

(4) Did the respondents indicate that there was a formal agenda during the early-

Nixon administration, and was this particular policy decision on that agenda? 

(5) Was there a "gatekeeper" in the Nixon Administration who was responsible 

for entering this policy decision on President Nixon's agenda and for seeing the policy 

decision through to implementation? 
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CHAPTER3-

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

It may be laid down as a primary position, 
and the basis of our system, that every Citizen 
who enjoys the protection of a free Government, 
owes not only a proportion of his property, but 
even of his personal services to the defence of 
it.. .. 

George Washington1 

Colonial Period to the Civil War 

The military manpower policy of the United States has its roots in English history 

and has been shaped by America's unique geography and demographics. By English 

military tradition, military forces were made up of English freemen who were called 

upon to be part-time soldiers. Every freeman in the Anglo Saxon fyrd bore anns when 

called by his King. William the Conqueror and succeeding Norman kings turned this 

tradition to suit their own purposes. Henry II, in his Assize of Arms in 1181, required 

every freeman to provide himself with anns, to train periodically under local militia 

leaders, and to be ready for the King's call to military service. This mandate was 

elaborated upon and reinforced by the Statute of Winchester in 1285 and the Instruction 

for General Muster in 1572.2 The system, however, was organized on a geographic 

basis and was distinctly local in character. In addition, English law restricted the use of 
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the militia to inhibit the Crown from using it as an instrument of despotism and from 

employing the militia outside the kingdom. The English militia was a military manpower 

system to be used only for emergencies of short duration and in defense of the English 

homeland.3 

This was the military tradition of the American colonists and was the basis of 

military thought which was transplanted along with them. In England, the militia system 

fell into disuse after Oliver Cromwell suppressed Parliament and took command of the 

government in 1649. Cromwell and his successors to power, Charles II and James II, 

maintained their own standing armies. This led to the American colonists' extreme and 

implacable fear that a standing army in the New World would ultimately usuip their 

liberties. 4 While Britain and most countries of Europe took the path of maintaining 

professional armies, the concept of maintaining militia forces took firm root in America. 

This was largely of necessity, both military and economic. During the early years of 

English settlement, the colonies were left largely to their own resources in matters of 

military defense. Colonial charters issued by the Crown usually included authorization 

for the colony's governor to maintain and employ military forces, but the King took no 

responsibility for colonial defenses and little tangible military support was provided by 

the Crown. s The charter provisions assumed that the colonists would be willing and 

able to seive as soldiers, an assumption based on the English tradition of the compulsory 

military obligation of all freemen. Under the circumstances, British colonies had to 

defend themselves and the militia system was the colonists' response to that necessity. 
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The English commercial promoters of the first colonies, from the beginning, understood 

the need for military defense, sending military stores in the cargos of the first ships and 

hiring men experienced in war, such as Captain John Smith of Virginia and Captain 

Miles Standish of Plymouth, to train and lead the settlers. During the first decades of 

the colonies the militia concept of universal military service, as well as the sharing of 

labor duties to raise fortifications and plant crops, was rigidly enforced. That the 

colonies survived their early years may be attributed in part to the success of the militia 

system of universal military service. 6 

As the American colonies and colonists continued to increase in numbers and push 

farther into the wilderness, the character of the militia units began to change. The 

colonies maintained the principle of universal military service, 7 but began to distinguish 

between "common militia" and "volunteer militia." With the decreasing threat in many 

areas, the compulsory service companies and regiments rarely took the field in all of 

their strength; rather they served as training and replacement pools from which more able 

troops were drawn in emergencies to fonn "volunteer" units that actually conducted 

military operations. By the 1750s the need for even minimal universal military training 

of all males of the colonies had receded, and the trend was away from any compulsory 

training and service among militia units. However, when troops were needed for a 

campaign, the legislatures assigned quotas to the local militia districts. The local 

officials then called for volunteers, or could impress or draft men when sufficient 

numbers did not come forward. Because of the change which had occurred in the social 
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composition of the militia, with social pariahs filling the ranks of the common militia, 

volunteers nonnally were made up of individuals low on the social ladder. When 

volunteers in sufficient numbers could not be found, a draft call was made imposing 

levies on local militia units. For the expedition against the French at Fort Duquesne in 

1755, for example, Virginia drafted " ... such able bodied men, as do not follow or 

exercise any lawful calling or employment, or have not some other lawful and sufficient 

maintenance." Virginia carefully exempted from the draft all " ... who hath any vote in 

the election of a Burgess or Burgesses to serve in the General Assembly of this colony." 

Two years later the Virginia House of Burgesses clarified who should be the first to 

fight. 

[Those who] shall be found, loitering and neglecting to labor for 
reasonable wages; all who run from their habitations, leaving wives or 
children without suitable means for their subsistance, and all other idle, 
vagrant, or dissolute persons, wandering abroad without betaking 
themselves to some lawful employment. 8 

Usually compulsory service was limited to expeditions within the colony, but militia laws 

often empowered the governor to employ troops outside the colony's boundaries in 

stipulated circumstances. The funds required to support military expeditions were 

gathered by passing down quotas from the legislatures to local counties, by borrowing 

from private individuals, or through a special tax. 9 

The general judgement of history is that the colonial militias seived reasonably 

well in establishing the new colonies and in guarding the westward moving edge of 

settlement against Indian counterattacks. The militia proved to be less useful when they 
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were not fighting directly in defense of their own homes, and were not a consistently 

reliable instrument of offensive war distant from their families and homes. As an 

institution and a framework for military organization in the American colonies, however, 

the militia system took strong root. As one historian states: 

By the end of the seventeenth century, the militia system was finnly 
established in the American colonies. Though the training it afforded was 
less than adequate and the number of training days had steadily declined 
as the frontier moved westward, the system had become deeply imbedded 
in the traditions and laws of the colonists. Under this system they had 
defended their settlements, driven back the Indians, and preempted the 
most desirable lands along the Atlantic seaboard. A century of military 
experience had made little impression on the method of instruction, but it 
had demonstrated to the colonists that a military system based on the 
obligation of every able-bodied citizen to bear anns provided a practical 
solution to their defense needs. 10 

The American militia, though virtually a dead letter by the early-1700s but still 

living on as an ideal, must also be seen as a powerful political force for the Americans' 

sense of equality. The absoiption of nearly the entire male population into the militia 

system was in stark contrast to the military systems of Europe which were based on 

social class differentiation. The shaip distinctions among classes seen in European 

societies were almost absent in America; however, it cannot be said that the militia was 

a manifestation of egalitarian democracy. Social stratification did exist in the American 

colonies. At the lowest levels of society Indians, Blacks, and indentured seIVants were 

usually exempt from militia seIVice. At the highest levels there were men who did not 

seIVe at all or seIVed only in elite units. In between was the vast free-holding middle 

class of American society which filled the militia's ranks, both as officers and common 
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soldiers. This served to make the militia a microcosm of the nation. As Robert Goldich 

stated, 

America rapidly evolved a national social ethos under which the majority 
of the population defined itself as middle class and maintained the political 
and social attitudes of members of that class in Britain, regardless of the 
extent of social and economic stratification in American society. 
Americans exercised suffrage, enjoyed freedoms and options broader than 
those found anywhere else in the world, and fortified traditional British 
concepts of liberty with frontier exuberance and egalitarianism. 
Accordingly, they appropriated as the rights of all men the choices and 
privileges regarding military service that had belonged to only a minority 
of the population; they lacked a class concept to support noblesse oblige, 
the basis of much military service perfonned by the British nobility and 
gentry. 11 

The names "French and Indian War" used by Americans and the "Seven Years 

War" used by the British are not apt designations for the great struggle for empire waged 

by Great Britain and her colonies against the French between 1754 and 1763. 12 It was 

a war of military offensives reaching far beyond the existing limits of British settlement 

in the New World, and only indirectly was it a war of self-defense. The British fought 

an aggressive war to win new lands and to destroy the French position in America. With 

such aims the British realized early in the conflict that the American militia system was 

not designed for such a war and decided that the fight required professional soldiers. 

The war began as a result of the French threatening, in 1753, to overrun the small 

Virginia outpost at the Forks of the Ohio (present day Pittsburgh). Governor Dinwiddie 

of Virginia dispatched a 21-year old Major of the Virginia Militia, George Washington, 

to warn-off the French from their advance southward toward the Forks, but the French 
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refused. Washington raised a small force of militia volunteers and, despite great 

difficulties in holding a force together, was en route to the Forks from Wills Creek 

(present day Cumberland, Maryland) when news reached him of the French capture of 

the outpost. His attack and annihilation of a small French scouting party drew a French 

retaliatory attack in force, resulting in Washington's eventual surrender at Fort Necessity 

and the withdrawal of all Americans to the east of the Appalachian Mountains. When 

the news reached London, Whitehall decided to throw a heavy commitment of regular 

military forces onto the scales, sending two regiments of regular troops commanded by 

General Edward Braddock. Braddock's expedition to attack and capture Fort Duquesne 

was ambushed and nearly wiped out in July 1755. Braddock was mortally wounded and 

was buried near Fort Necessity; his force fled in disarray back across the mountains. 13 

This was not a very auspicious beginning for a struggle which eventually resulted in the 

British conquest of Canada and the total supremacy of Great Britain in North America. 

The American militia system, prior to this point in time, had shown it could be 

militarily useful when the citizenry perceived a need for their involvement in a crisis. 

The militia, however, was not a fit instrument for prolonged campaigns on distant 

frontiers. Washington, the Tidewater plantation aristocrat, repeatedly had major 

difficulties in keeping his militia volunteer force from simply melting away at night 

during this opening fight of the war. Reflecting a conclusion he was to maintain the rest 

of his life, he wrote: 

Militia, you will find, Sir, will never answer your expectations, no 
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dependence is to be placed upon them; They are obstinate and perverse, 
they are often egged on by the Officers, - who lead them to acts of 
disobedience, and when they are ordered to certain posts for the security 
of stores, or the protection of the Inhabitants, will, on a sudden, resolve 
to leave them, and the united vigilance of their officers can not prevent 
them. 14 

British officers who saw action in the war had a view similar to that of Washington. 

They saw the American militia as untrained, apathetic, usually poorly equipped, and 

often poorly led. Brigadier General James Wolfe, the victor at Quebec, called them 

" ... the dirtiest most contemptible cowardly dogs that you can conceive. There is no 

depending on them in action. They fall down dead in their own dirt and desert by 

battalions, officers and all. "15 While the British commanders did adopt some measures 

to adjust to the woodland warfare of America, the war was won by British regular army 

forces fighting against their European rival in the European manner transplanted to North 

America. The war for empire demanded long-service soldiering in greater numbers than 

the American militia system could provide, even if it had met the requirement for 

disciplined and trustworthy troops. The British regiments took the brunt of the fighting 

and won the war. In so doing the British Army set a standard for expert soldiering 

which American military leaders admired and attempted to emulate. Washington, who 

led a regiment of militia in the force under General Forbes to capture Fort Duquesne, 

observed that: 

Discipline is the soul of an army. It makes small numbers formidable; 
procures success to the weak, and esteem to all; and may, in a peculiar 
manner to us, who are in the way to be joined to the Regulars in a short 
time, ... [be the means of distinguishing us] from other Provincials. 16 
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The period between the end of the French and Indian War and the beginning of 

the Revolutionary War, 1763 to 1775, was one of major political blunders committed by 

policy-makers in Whitehall and increasing hostility by the American colonists toward 

their mother country. 17 The initial sense of euphoria, patriotism, and pride in the 

British victory over the French by the colonists slowly gave way to fear and anger. The 

British had carried the financial burden of the war, increasing the nation's debt from 

£75,000,000 to £130,000,000. 18 The British taxpayer had been assessed heavily to pay 

for the burden of the war, but the American colonies were subsidized and emerged from 

the war virtually scot free due to the policies of the then Prime Minister William Pitt. 

Soon after the war Whitehall decided to maintain in North America an establishment of 

10,000 regular army troops to defend their newly won possessions, stationing them in 

remote locations in Canada, Florida, and in the interior of the country. The colonies 

were to be taxed to pay for this protective force. 19 In 1765, Parliament passed the 

Quartering Act, directing that British regular forces would be stationed in North America 

and that they would be quartered and supported by the colonies. To pay for the support 

of'these forces, Parliament, also in 1765, passed the Stamp Act, requiring that revenue 

stamps be affixed to all manner of legal documents, and even newspapers and playing 

cards. Surprisingly, the Quartering Act was met by only moderate grumbling in the 

colonies, particularly in view of the later vociferous outcry about standing armies as the 

opening hostilities of the Revolutionary War were beginning.20 

The Stamp Act, on the other hand, brought forth outbreaks of violence and firm 
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resistance throughout the American colonies, particularly in New York, Philadelphia, and 

in Boston where the governor's mansion was sacked. The Stamp Act Congress was 

hurriedly formed and met in New York in October, 1765. The Congress declared the 

colonies' loyalty to the Crown and their subordination to Parliament, but asserted that 

it was essential to the freedom of a people that no taxes should be imposed without the 

colonies' consent, and that only their own legislatures had the power to tax them. 

Associations called the "Sons of Liberty" sprang up everywhere to resist execution of the 

tax and to terrorize stamp officers, driving them out of office before the tax was to be 

implemented. When the stamps arrived from England there was no one to receive them, 

and the new tax law was largely ignored or the stamps destroyed. General Thomas 

Gage, the British commander in North America, had for some time wanted to consolidate 

several outposts of his scattered forces because of the expense of supplying dispersed 

units. Now, in the face of civil unrest, there was little he could do to enforce the Stamp 

Act's provisions or provide full protection to Royal government officials. He was in the 

process of shifting his forces closer to the urban centers of resistance when Parliament, 

under the temporary influence of a very ill William Pitt, in 1766, repealed the Stamp Act 

before any military action could take place. Following a brief lull, in 1768, Parliament 

passed the Townsend Acts, which imposed duties on importations from Britain of glass, 

certain painter's materials, and tea. Coupled with the act was a bill to legalize writs of 

assistance--general search warrants to be used by revenue officers in enforcing the new 

tax; a bill establishing admiralty courts, which were empowered to transport indicted 
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Americans to Britain for trial; and a bill which created a special Board of Commissioners 

of the Customs in Boston, responsible directly to the British Treasury and controlling 

completely a reorganized American customs service. Americans responded by 

establishing among the colonies, through Nonimportation Agreements, a solid boycott of 

British goods, and which was enforced by the Associations. A rapid chain of incidents 

stoked the fires of rebellion in the American colonies, leading ultimately to open 

hostilities. John Hancock's sloop Liberty was seized by customs officials in Boston in 

1768, sparking a mob attack. General Gage moved two British regiments into Boston, 

leading to near constant ostracism and harassment of the troops by Bostonians and the 

Boston Massacre in 1770. The British schooner Gaspee, which ran aground off Rhode 

Island while chasing suspected smugglers in 1772, was boarded by colonists and burned. 

After another brief respite, the British attempt to dump East India Company tea onto the 

colonies' markets resulted in the Boston Tea Party in 1773 and the British response, the 

Boston Port Act, which closed the port of Boston to all commerce. General Gage's 

attempt to capture arms and ammunition being cached by Massachusetts militiamen at 

Lexington and Concord in 1775 marked the beginning of open hostilities and the siege 

of Boston by the militia units of New England and the Second Continental Congress' 

dispatch to Boston of the newly commissioned American commander of the American 

Anny, Goorge Washington. The Battle of Bunker Hill, in which American militia units 

decimated British regulars, shocked and immobilized the British force in Boston. The 

British lost 1,054 men-226 killed and 828 wounded-almost fifty percent of their attacking 
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force. The American militia losses were also severe-140 dead, 271 wounded, and 30 

captured-and the Americans saw the battle as a defeat, not fully realizing the effect their 

militia forces had on the British regulars. 21 General Gage's letter to Lord Barrington 

reflected the British commander's gloom. 

You will receive an account of some success against the rebels, but 
attended with a long list of killed and wounded on our side; so many of 
the latter that the hospital has hardly hands sufficient to take care of them. 
These people show a spirit and conduct against us they never showed 
against the French, and everybody has judged them from their fonned 
appearance and behavior when they joined with the King's Forces in the 
last war; which bas led many into great mistakes. 

They are now spirited up by a rage and enthusiasm as great as ever people 
were possessed of, and you must proceed in earnest or give the business 
up. A small body acting in one spot will not avail. You must have large 
armies making diversions on different sides, to divide their force. 

The loss we have sustained is greater than we can bear. Small annies 
can't afford such losses especially when the advantage gained tends to 
little more then the gaining of a post--a material one indeed as our own 
security depended on it. The troops were sent out too late, the rebels 
were at least two-months before-hand with us and your Lordship would 
be astonished to see the tract of country they have entrenched and 
fortified; their number is great, so many hands have been employed .... I 
have before wrote your Lordship my opinion that a large army must at 
length be employed to reduce these people and mentioned the hiring of 
foreign troops. I fear it must come to that or else to avoid a land war and 
make use only of our fleet. 22 

Throughout the Revolutionary War manpower for the Continental Army was a 

constant source of frustration, and often of despair, to Washington and the Continental 

Congress. Somehow or other men were enlisted and officers were found to fill the 

ranks, but never enough to confront the British directly in set piece battles in the fashion 



88 

of European conflicts for which Washington may have yearned. The revolutionary cause 

was kept alive, but at times just barely. The British forces, well disciplined and skilled 

as they were, could never physically occupy the country, nor could they trap and crush 

Washington's forces at any one point of attack. The Continental Army's lack of 

strength, as well as the lack of adequate training and logistic support, forced Washington 

to adopt a strategy of nibbling at the edges of the British Anny, using hit-and-run tactics 

in small engagements and nursing the Army's strength until another favorable opportunity 

presented itself. In large measure the American strategy was dictated by the lack of 

manpower. Russell Weigley wrote: 

... the strategy of the American armies ... had to be a strategy founded upon 
weakness. The Commander in Chief of the Revolutionary armies, 
General George Washington, interpreted these conditions as imposing 
upon him a strategic paradox. His ultimate objective ... must be to remove 
the British armies altogether from the insurgent provinces; no other 
military outcome would be consistent with the political goal of 
independence. Nevertheless, Washington believed that his military 
method must be that of a strategic defensive. The weakness of his armies 
was such that in general he could not even pursue a vigorous offensive in 
the more tactical realm, for even the tactical offensive meant a battlefield 
attack, which his soldiers usually could not win. To find a way out of the 
paradox, Washington's hopes had to lie mainly not in military victory but 
in the possibility that the political opposition in Great Britain might in 
time force the British Ministry to abandon the conflict. 23 

Congress took an active role in overseeing the Anny, regularly appointing 

supeIVisory boards and investigative committees to watch the Anny's activities. In a 

large measure this was an expression of Congress' perennial fear of a military bid for 

ascendancy over civilian political control. Washington, however, was so self-effacing 
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that he deferred to Congress constantly, probably beyond the call of his constitutional 

duty. Congress was inclined to go its own way in many of the policy decisions affecting 

the Anny, many times only consulting Washington for his opinion when the cause was 

on the brink of some failure. 24 The Continental Anny of 1775, largely an adoption by 

Congress of the militia forces surrounding Boston, was made up of thirty-eight 

"regiments" (in truth, battalions) which Washington organized into six brigades. When 

the Army had to be made over again at the end of the year, Congress prescribed an 

Anny of twenty-eight regiments of 728 officers and men--a total of 20,384 personnel--

mainly organized and manned by the states. Emergency legislation of 1776 provided for 

an Anny of eighty-eight regiments, but nothing near this number ever materialized and 

gradually the number shrank to fifty-eight regiments in 1781. Even if fifty-eight 

regiments had been filled, there would have been less than 43,000 men enrolled, a 

number which the Army never approached. At the high point in October, 1778, 

Washington had 18,472 rank and file personnel which were counted fit for duty, more 

than twice the troops he bad available just before the climactic battle at Yorktown. 25 

A variety of expedients were used to keep the American Anny together as a viable force. 

Congress reluctantly agrre.d to accept three-year tenns for the Continental Army, and 

turned in 1777 to the awarding of bounties (20 dollars and a hundred acres of land) to 

spur enlistments. The separate states also offered bounties and the Congress and the 

states, by 1779, bad spiraled the bounties up to two hundred dollars for enlistments for 

the duration. With the decline in voluntary enlistments in 1778, Washington advocated 
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annual drafts for twelve months service from the militia and Congress consented. 

Massachusetts had already resorted to conscription in 1776, as had New Hampshire in 

1777. Most of the other states fell into line with conscription measures in 1778 and 

afterward. The common procedure was for Congress to call upon a state governor or 

legislature to furnish a specific number of men for service, and this quota would be 

divided among the militia regiments. When the number of volunteers was insufficient 

to meet the quota, the militia commanders would, in tum, apportion men from the towns 

and counties under their command, sometimes by drawing names from a hat. Despite 

efforts to recruit upstanding citizens to fight for freedom, the American recruitment 

efforts soon led to "scraping the barrel of human resources." Americans turned to 

recruiting British prisoners and deserters, men in bondage, and blacks. As one historian 

has commented: 

On their own, most of the states gradually bowed to the pressure of 
manpower deficiencies. In 1777 Massachusetts included Negroes among 
those eligible for its draft. Rhode Island the following year voted to raise 
two battalions of blacks, and the rest of New England quickly fell in line. 
In the South, Maryland alone permitted the inclusion of slaves in her 
forces, but Virginia allowed free Negroes to join the standard. Many 
Negroes, both slaves and free men, served as substitutes for gun-shy 
whites .... There are no reliable figures as to the number of Negroes who 
bore arms for the patriots. For the most part, the military records are 
silent as to racial identities, and colored combatants were interspersed with 
whites in military units. If Negroes were occasionally found in militia and 
other local units, they were more often seen in the Continental army, 
which was well sprinkled with blacks by 1778.26 

Washington believed strongly that the experience of the war proved America's 

need for a professional army of the European type. From Harlem Heights, in September 
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1776, when he was once more facing the problem of dissolving one anny and raising 

another, he wrote to the President of the Continental Congress: 

To place any dependance upon Militia, is, assuredly, resting upon a 
broken staff. Men just dragged from the tender Scenes of domestick life; 
unaccustomed to the din of Arms; totally unacquainted with every kind of 
military skill, which being followed by a want of confidence in 
themselves, when opposed to Troops regularly train' d, disciplined, and 
appointed, superior in know ledge, and superior in Arms, makes them 
timid and ready to fly from their own shadows .... The Jealousies of a 
standing Army, and the Evils to be apprehended from one, are remote; 
and in my judgement, situated and circumstanced as we are, not at all to 
be dreaded; but the consequence of wanting one, according to my 
Ideas, ... is certain, and inevitable Ruin; for if I was called upon to declare 
upon Oath, whether the Militia have been most serviceable or hurtful upon 
the whole, I should subscribe to the latter.27 

It is interesting that the American military leaders during the Revolution, as well 

as present day historians for the most part, apparently had little appreciation for the 

militia organization at the local levels in the states. A consistent British strategy was to 

attempt to control the countryside through the raising of local Tory units and to subdue 

grassroots support for the revolutionary cause. In this the British failed, largely because 

of the militia. In 1775, with the British closing of Boston, the Continental Congress 

passed a resolution in favor of a boycott of British goods called the Association, which 

local communities were to enforce through the gathering of signatures for the Association 

by the Sons of Liberty. Committees were formed everywhere to enforce the Association 

and had the effect of changing the makeup of local militia units, providing a sturdy 

foundation of ideological support for the Revolution. The new Revolutionary militia 

became a sort of local draft board, reserve training unit, and police force, enforcing 
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compliance through surveillance and harassment of local loyalists. As John Shy wrote: 

Once established, the militia became the infrastructure of revolutionary 
government. It controlled its community, whether through indoctrination 
or intimidation; it provided on short notice large numbers of armed men 
for brief periods of emergency service; and it found and persuaded, 
drafted or bribed, the smaller number of men needed each year to keep 
the Continental Anny alive. After the first months of the war, popular 
enthusiasm and spontaneity could not have sustained the struggle; only a 
pervasive armed organization, in which almost everyone took some part, 
kept people constantly, year after year, at the hard task of revolution. 28 

This same conclusion was reached by Walter Millis, who wrote: 

For the physical occupation of the country the British never had anything 
like enough troops; they could, for example, only take New York at the 
expense of evacuating Boston, or invade the South at the expense of 
leaving the northern war pretty much in a state of suspension. Against the 
altemative--counter-revolution--it was the much despised and frequently 
unwarlike patriot militias which provided perhaps the strongest single 
bulwark .... repeatedly it was the militia which met the critical emergency 
or, in less formal operations, kept control of the country, cut off foragers, 
captured British agents, intimidated the war-weary and disaffected or 
tarred and feathered the notorious Tories. The patriots' success in 
infiltrating and capturing the old militia organizations, by expelling and 
replacing officers of Tory sympathies, was perhaps as important to the 
outcome as any of their purely political achievements. While the regular 
armies marched and fought more or less ineffectually, it was the militia 
which presented the greatest single impediment to Britain's only 
practicable weapon, that of counter-revolution. The militia were often 
much less than ideal combat troops and they have come in for many hard 
words ever since. But their true military and political significance may 
have been underrated. 29 

The American experience in the Revolutionary War ran counter to trends in the 

past and present in other countries in which the army had significant influence in the 

shaping of political policies. The end of the war meant the end of the military as an 

entity, although the war expe1iences of many veterans shaped their views as to the 
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inadequacies of the Confederation in waging war, the weaknesses of limited central 

government, and the problems of states' rights. Increasingly during the next decade men 

such as Washington, Knox, Hamilton, and Greene spoke out in favor of overhauling the 

central political structure; they were joined by men such as John Adams, James Madison, 

and John Jay who had been intimately involved in the wartime political effort. The 

perennial Anglo-American fear of standing armies, however, present but muted 

throughout the war, was voiced by opponents of any consolidation of political power and 

the establishment of a peacetime army. The controversies with the army over half pay, 

the Newburgh Conspiracy, and the fonnation of the Society of the Cincinnati all played 

into the hands of anti-army elements.30 In April 1783, Congress appointed a committee 

composed of Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and others to consider future military 

requirements. At the request of Hamilton, Washington provided the committee with his 

"Sentiments on a Peace Establishment. "31 It was an even-handed treatment of the new 

nation's military requirements, and mindful of the country~s deeply ingrained suspicions 

of men in uniform. "Altho' a large standing Anny in time of Peace hath ever been 

considered dangerous to the liberties of a Country," he wrote, "yet a few Troops, under 

certain circumstances, are not only safe, but indispensably necessary. Fortunately for 

us our relative situation requires but few." Because the nation's distance from the 

European states provided a margin of security, Washington recommended a force of 

2,631 "Continental troops" to hold the Indians in check, police the frontiers, and "keep 

a watch" on our "Neighbors" in Canada and the Floridas. Despite his oft berating of the 
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militia in the past, he spoke of the militia as "this great Bulwark of our Liberties and 

independence." He recommended a strengthened and standardized "National Militia" 

organization to back-up Continental forces and which would be "in such a condition as 

that they may appear truly respectable in the Eyes of our Friends and formidable to those 

who would otherwise become our enemies .... " Hamilton's report, which differed only 

slightly from the recommendations of his former commander, met a chilly reception in 

the Congress of the Confederation and eventually Hamilton's plan was scuttled. 

Although the British, in the Treaty of Paris, had recognized trans-Appalachia as 

part of the United States, they continued to make their presence felt in the region. They 

clung to their forts at Detroit, Niagara, and at other points south of the Great Lakes in 

violation of the treaty, sought to maintain their domination of the fur trade, and cemented 

their relationships with the Indian tribes in the region. Congress called upon the states 

of Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut to build a 700-man force to 

protect the young country's interests in the area; however, these efforts were ineffectual. 

The Congress of the Confederation, in 1786, experienced another humiliation when a 

group of bard-pressed rural debtors from western Massachusetts bad to be suppressed by 

state militia units after they moved against the federal arsenal at Springfield. The 

Congress and the Secretary at War, Henry Knox, were totally unsuccessful in gathering 

forces to defend its own military stores at Springfield in this incident known as "Shay's 

Rebellion." The rebellion was an ugly shock to those of influence in American politics, 

and was a major contributing factor to the realization that a more powerful central 
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government was needed. 

The delegates to the Constitutional Convention, which met through a long, hot 

summer in Philadelphia in 1787, were conversant with the military problems of the 

Revolution and in general agreement that the military authority of the United States 

needed strengthening.32 The main business of the convention began on May 29 with 

a speech by Edmund Randolph, Governor of Virginia, in which he enumerated the 

defects of the Articles of Confederation and commented on the troubles facing the 

separate states, including Shay's Rebellion. The very first defect of the government, 

according to Randolph, stemmed from its inability to defend itself against foreign 

invasion. As James Madison reported: 

He then proceeded to enumerate the defects: 1. that the confederation 
produced no security against foreign invasion; congress not being 
permitted to prevent a war nor to support it by their own authority--Of 
this he cited many examples; most of which tended to shew, that they 
could not cause infractions of treaties or of the law of nations, to be 
punished: that particular states might by their conduct provoke war 
without controul; and that neither militia nor draughts being fit for defense 
on such occasions, inlistments only could be successful, and these could 
not be executed without money. 33 

Those delegates to the convention who favored a strong "national" government to replace 

the Articles of Confederation finally overcame the objections of those who favored a 

"federal" government and amendments to the Articles. The resulting proposed 

Constitution, however, was a series of carefully designed and balanced compromises. 

The military clauses of the document followed a cautious compromise course between 

those who favored greater military strength under a strong central government and those 
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who feared military despotism. Overwhelmingly the lion's share of control of the reins 

of military power was given to Congress rather than to the President, but both were to 

share and compliment each others' powers. 34 Congress received categorically the 

powers "To declare war ... ," "To raise and support armies ... ," "To provide and maintain 

a navy," "To make rules for the government and regulation of the land and naval 

forces," "To provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the union, 

suppress insurrections and repel invasions," and "To provide for organizing, arming, and 

disciplining the militia .... " The President's military powers centered on his position as 

commander-in-chief of the army and navy, and of the militia of the states when they 

were called into the service of the United States. Through this sharing of military 

powers the delegates intended to erect a series of hedges against the possibility that 

military power could become military despotism. While Congress could create armies, 

appropriate money for these forces, and make rules for their discipline, command of the 

anny was vested with the President. The President commissioned the military officers 

with the advice and consent of the Senate. While the President and his officers 

commanded the military forces, the Congress controlled the appropriation of money for 

the forces. In addition to dividing military powers between the legislative and executive 

branches, the Constitution also divided military powers between the national and state 

governments. The states retained their historic militias, with authority to appoint the 

militias' officers and provide for their training; however, Congress was authorized to 

prescribe the method of militia training and no state was to keep militia or naval forces 
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in peacetime without the consent of Congress. The militias could be called into national 

seivice, but only for limited purposes-"to execute the laws of the union, suppress 

insurrection and repel invasions." 

After the proposed Constitution was submitted to Congress, to breathe life into 

it required the ratification by conventions of nine of the thirteen states. The Framers at 

that point had a major political battle on their hands. To achieve success they had to 

overcome the opposition of the Anti-Federalists, among whose ranks could be counted 

some of the most able and articulate politicians of the day. The Framers' proposed 

structure of government was a radical departure from the distribution of power written 

into the Articles of Confederation, and ways had to be found and arguments mustered 

to overcome the arguments of men such as Patrick Henry, who saw the Constitution as 

"an awful squinting ... towards monarchy. "35 Nowhere is the Framers' argument for the 

Constitution more complete and more laden with the philosophical undeipinning of the 

Framers, reasoning than in The Federalist. In this collection of 85 editorials we have 

the collected wisdom of James Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and John Jay, writing 

under the nom de plume of Publius, and the clearest source of light on the intent of the 

Framers in the Constitution created at the convention. The editorials, designed to create 

a ground swell of popular support for the Constitution, had to counter deep fears among 

the population of despotism and the use by potential despots of a military whose 

allegiance was to the central government. Eight of the papers focus particularly on the 

military establishment: Number 4, by Jay; Numbers 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, and 29, by 



98 

Hamilton; and Number 41, by Madison. Not surprisingly, Hamilton was the most 

outspoken on the merits of a standing army and the deficiencies of a citizens' militia. 

He wrote: 

... I expect we shall be told, that the Militia of the country is its natural 
bulwark, and would be at all times equal to the national defence. This 
doctrine in substance had like to have lost us our independence.... The 
steady operations of war against a regular and disciplined army, can only 
be successfully conducted by a force of the same kind. Considerations of 
reconomy, not less than of stability and vigor, confirm this position. The 
American Militia, in the course of the late war, have by their valour on 
numerous occasions, erected eternal monuments to their fame; but the 
bravest of them feel and know, that the liberty of their country could not 
have been established by their efforts alone, however great and valuable 
they were. War, like most other things, is a science to be acquired and 
perfected by diligence, by perseverance, by time, and by practice. 36 

Soon after the new Constitution was ratified and the fledgling nation formed its first 

Congress, the Constitution was amended through the Bill of Rights to alleviate continuing 

concerns among the population that the peoples' basic rights would not be protected. 

The Second Amendment further guaranteed the status of the militias (as well as the 

ability of the people to resist an oppressive government) by declaring: "A well regulated 

Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and 

bear Arms, shall not be infringed." This amendment, not thought to be necessary by the 

Framers in the Convention, was a compromise to those elements in American society 

who saw the threat of military despotism from a strong national government and national 

army. 

Behind all of the rhetoric in the formulation of the Constitution lay several basic 
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questions as to how the United States, a republic, was to govern itself, one of which was 

what kind of an armed force was the nation to have. The answer was a compromise 

between two fundamentally different strains of thought, and which were later to blossom 

into contesting theories associated with the two major political factions. Federalist theory 

regarding the military, intertwined with the Federalists' perceptions of the military threat 

from foreign powers, advocated peacetime preparedness and a professionalization of the 

military based on volunteerism. Federalist political elements based their views on their 

experience in the Revolution, which convinced them that a citizens' army was inadequate 

in deterring or, once engaged, confronting and overcoming a serious external threat. The 

alternative theory to that of the Federalists was not clearly articulated at the time of the 

Constitution's creation, but can be seen in the arguments of the Anti-Federalists who saw 

little reason to fear foreign powers separated by a broad ocean. They believed the 

nation's defense should rest entirely on a citizens' militia which was based, at least in 

theory, on a universal obligation to seive if called. This theory came to be associated 

with the Republican (Democratic) party as it matured as a political faction counteivailing 

to the Federalists. By the time of the framing of the Constitution, the militia and its 

underlying democratic obligation to seive was a potent military legend which had to be 

accommodated if the Constitution were to be enacted. Unspoken but also apparently 

underlying the Framers' thinking was the fact that standing armies were feared deeply 

among all Americans and no politician, not even the most ardent Federalist, would 

propose to put all military power in the hands of a national army. 37 Thus the 
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Constitution retained the dual military system bequeathed to the United States by its 

history--a citizen soldiery enrolled in state militias and based on a universal obligation 

to seive, and a professional army patterned after the British and Continental Armies and 

based on volunteerism. 

The new Federal government tackled military manpower policies promptly. The 

first session of the First Congress legislated the creation of a Department of War on 

August 7, 1789, generally extending the status quo of the new Secretacy of War, Henry 

Knox, the Secretary at War under the Articles of Confederation. On September 29, 

Congress legalized the army it had inherited from the Confederation, commning the 1787 

law which had raised the strength of the army to 840 men--one infantry regiment of eight 

companies plus four independent companies of artillery. However, only some 672 men 

were actually in setvice. This same legislation authorized the President to call out the 

militia when necessary to provide additional protection against Indians. 38 

The weak and poorly supported Anny was soon engaged in conflict with the 

Indians in the present day states of Ohio and Indiana, brought about largely because of 

the restless westward expansion of Americans. In late-1790, a force of 320 regulars and 

1, 133 militiamen under the command of Brevet Brigadier General Josiah Harmar 

encountered the Miami Indians near what is now Fort Wayne, Indiana. In a short 

engagement involving a smaller force of 400 regulars and militiamen, the Americans 

were driven back with a loss of 183 killed and 31 wounded. In the Congressional 

investigation which followed this catastrophe, Harmar' s conduct was vindicated but 
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nothing was done to strengthen an insignificant anny which was too weak to garrison 

forts for the protection of settlers and at the same time mount offensive operations. A 

year later, another mixed force of 1,400 regulars and militiamen, under the command of 

Major General Arthur St. Clair, was attacked and repulsed by Indians, this time with 

even heavier losses--632 killed and 264 wounded. In 1794, with a force of 2,643 well 

trained men, Major General Anthony Wayne succeeded in defeating Miami Indians at 

Fallen Timbers. This display of force within sight of a British fort, coupled with the 

suppression of the Whiskey Rebellion in western Pennsylvania, convinced the British that 

they could no longer disregard American authority within its own borders. By mid-

November 1794, the British negotiated a treaty for the withdrawal of British troops from 

the forts they held on American soil. 39 

In 1792, the United States took an important step in creating a military 

establishment when Congress passed the first national militia law in American history. 

For nearly a decade the Federalists had pressed for reform of the states~ forces, 

attempting to shape the militia into a uniform, strengthened force that would resolve the 

dilemma of how to defend a nation which rejected a standing anny but could not depend 

on weak and inefficient state armies. The plan submitted to Congress by Secretary Knox 

in 1790 recommended that each state militia be divided into three classes: an "advanced 

corps" of all men aged 18 to 20; a "main corps" of those 21 to 45; and a "reserved 

cmps" of those 46 to 60. The advanced corps, a small anny of perhaps 30,000, would 

be ready for immediate mobilization during crises and would receive rigorous training 
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at "camps of discipline" where they would learn soldiering. At age 21 the individual 

would pass into the main coips, the large manpower pool from which the United States 

would draw its armies to resist an invasion or fight a prolonged war. At 46, the 

individual would transition into the reseIVe corps, a home guard which would be called 

out only when the country was being invaded. Knox's proposed legislation included a 

myriad of details on anning, training, and the appointing of officers. The Washington 

Administration's proposal, which in essence nationalized the militia, was met with shock 

and disbelief by Congress and the public. As one historian has written, " ... the militia 

problem made most congressmen exceedingly uncomfortable. Few doubted the need for 

improving the institution, or for making it uniform throughout the country so that forces 

could better muster together in a national emergency. Yet while reform benefitted the 

nation as a whole, it also tread severely on local interests and raised ... explosive 

issues. "40 The proposal was delayed and when it surfaced again two years later, it was 

stripped of its strongest provisions in order to achieve compromise. When finally 

enacted, the Uniform Militia Act of 1792 put all "free able-bodied white male citizen[s]" 

from the ages 18 through 45 in the militia and obligated them to ann themselves. The 

states were to organize the militia into units and provide training, but the law made no 

provision for national guidelines nor imposed fines against the states for a lack of 

compliance. The Militia Act of 1792 has generally been regarded by historians as having 

dealt a crushing blow to the militia system and the concept of the citizen-soldier, which 

had been eroding steadily for a century. In the face of an ineffective militia system 
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Americans increasingly and almost unconsciously turned to another system for obtaining 

military manpower. As Richard Kohn has written, 

In the 1790s Americans discovered a new method by which to mobilize 
the military potential of its citizenry: federal volunteers, the 
administration's political compromise in 1791, the levies [for General 
Wayne's anny] who were enlisted, anned, trained, paid, and commanded 
in battle by the national government. Volunteers enlisted for a limited 
term furnished an institutional alternative to the politically unpopular 
standing anny and the militarily unreliable state militia, preserving the 
tradition of universal obligation and the citizen-soldier but within the new 
institutional context of volunteer forces fighting under the command and 
control of the national government. 41 

One of the most unusual chapters in American history was the "quasi-war" with 

France of 1798-1800, growing out of the French Revolution, the expulsion of Citizen 

Genet, and the "X,Y,Z Affair" in which the French Directory attempted to extract a 

considerable bribe from America's diplomats in Paris. For several years the Federalists 

and Republicans, under the leadership of Jefferson, had engaged in increasingly vicious 

attacks on each others' sense of patriotism and republican zeal. The Federalists became 

convinced the Republicans were engaged in a conspiracy intended to foment a revolution 

and hand over the United States to France. They pushed in Congress for the creation of 

a "Provisional Army" of 20,000 men under the nominal leadership of the now aged 

George Washington, but the real reins of command would be in the hands of Alexander 

Hamilton. The Republicans were convinced the Provisional Army was unconstitutional, 

unnecessary, and represented a bold attempt to militarize the country--the standing army 

for which the Federalists had always yearned. The Federalists' motives in the matter are 
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not entirely clear, but Kohn's analysis led him to make the following judgement. 

For Hamilton ... and for a few others in the top leadership, there existed 
one last motive for the army, a tentative and uncertain motive, perhaps, 
and one they never admitted openly even in private correspondence. 
Nevertheless they had evidently become so distutbed by the Republican 
connection to France and the possibility of internal revolution, so 
pessimistic about the ability of the government and Constitution to 
suivive, that they wished to install a classic, European standing anny as 
a permanent fixture in America, changing the structure of government 
through legislation in a kind of constitutional coup. The evidence is 
circumstantial to be sure. But these men worked feverishly to establish 
and perfect an army long past the time when invasion seemed possible or 
internal revolution probable .... 42 

It was the embattled John Adams, attempting to govern in the giant shadow of his 

predecessor in office and deeply mistrustful of Hamilton's motives, who eventually 

succeeded in malting peace with France and thus scuttling the Federalists' scheme. In 

so doing, however, he virtually joined forces with Jefferson and alienated members of 

his own party, causing an irreparable rupture in the Federalist Party and leading to the 

election of Thomas Jefferson to the Presidency. 

In 1803, Napoleon declared war on Great Britain, a war which would last twelve 

years and eventually catch the young United States in its swirling vortex. That the 

United States was successful in keeping clear of the war until 1812 was due to Jefferson's 

ability to suffer humiliation time and again in order to maintain peace. However, the 

Congressional election of 1810 swept out of office the majority of those who opposed 

war and brought into power a group of young "war hawks" who pushed the Madison 

administration into war with Britain. In early-1812, Congress enacted a series of laws 
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to strengthen the Regular Anny and to encourage a build-up of the militia and volunteer 

forces. The Army was increased to a nominal 35,000 men, a volunteer force of 50,000 

men was provided, and a militia force of 100,000 men was drawn from the states. On 

paper the fighting strength of the United States was colossal, but the laws tended to 

contradict each other and in reality there was only a hodge-podge of under strength small 

units spread out in remote garrisons along the long border with Canada and America's 

coastline. Six months after the war began, on June 23, 1812, the Army's strength was 

only 15,000, and the states had responded erratically to calls for militia. The Navy 

consisted of eighteen ships, ten frigates and eight brigs, and sixty-three operable 

gunboats, all of which were scattered between Maine and New Orleans. As C. J. 

Bernardo and Eugene Bacon wrote: 

America declared war against the mistress of the seas with a military and 
naval establishment whose puniness startled even the British. A paper 
Army, a dispersed Navy, and mediocre leadership in the former, was the 
extent of the military might that could be thrown against England in June 
1812. And, if Americans could not find the means of uniting for a 
common puipose and against a common enemy, England could find an 
invaluable ally in the disaffection of New England towards the war. Only 
the most profound believers in metaphysics could see an American victory 
under this strange set of circumstances, yet the nation plunged headlong 
into war.43 

The remainder of 1812, in which a three-pronged offensive against Canada between 

Detroit and Lake Champlain was attempted, was full of errors in judgement and 

indecision, resulting in a disgraceful defeat of American arms. In January 1813, 

Congress voted to increase the Army's infantry regiments to forty-four and its authorized 
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strength to over 57, 000. Again the actual recruitment turnout was poor and it is doubtful 

that there were more than 20,000 regulars on muster rolls by the end of the year.44 

There were, however, several military operations in 1813 which served to regain some 

pride for the American military. Commodore Oliver Perry won Lake Erie from the 

British in September, securing the Northwest and making possible William Henry 

Harrison's recapture of Detroit. In Europe, Napoleon's fortunes declined rapidly after 

his defeat at Leipzig in October 1813, making his fall from power imminent. The British 

were now able to spare for the war in America some of the Duke of Wellington's units 

and plans were made for an invasion of the United States from Niagara~ Lake 

Champlain, and New Orleans, while tightening the naval blockade and raiding along the 

Atlantic coast. While American efforts to invade Canada had resulted in lackluster 

enlistments in the Army, the increase in British resources and the threat of a British 

invasion spurred a strengthening of the Army's rolls. After the temporary occupation 

and destruction of Washington in August and the British Navy shelling of Fort McHenry 

in Baltimore in September, the ranks of the American Army swelled to about 35, 000 and 

about an equal number of men took the field in volunteer militia units on extended duty. 

By the end of the year the British invasion efforts had been turned back and the war 

came to a close, not with any tangible gains by the United States but with enough of a 

show of military prowess to earn American nationhood a new respect in both foreign and 

American eyes. 45 

As the final act of the war was coming to a close and the curtain about to 
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descend, one final scene was occurring which was to have an impact on future military 

manpower procurement policy. In late-1814, Senator Giles, chairman of the Senate 

Committee on Military Affairs, asked the Secretary of War, James Monroe, for a plan 

to improve the strength of the nation's military establishment. Monroe submitted a plan 

for a federal military draft of male citiz:ens between the ages of eighteen and forty-five, 

and which was the basis of the Conscription Bill of 1814. Monroe's justification for a 

federal draft was based on the perceived need to invade Canada in such strength that the 

war would be ended more quickly and to the advantage of the United States. In his 

recommendation to the Senate committee, Monroe wrote: 

... it will not be sufficient to repel these predatory and desolating 
incursions. To bring the war to an honorable termination, we must not 
be contented with defending ourselves. Different feelings must be 
touched, and apprehensions excited, in the British Government. By 
pushing the war into Canada, we secure the fliendship of the Indian tribes, 
and command their services, otherwise to be turned by the enemy against 
us; we relieve the coast from the desolation which is intended for it, and 
we keep in our hands a safe pledge for an honorable peace. It 
follows ... that it will be necessary to bring into the field, next campaign, 
not less than one hundred thousand regular troops. Such a force, aided, 
in extraordinary emergencies, by volunteers and the militia, will place us 
above all inquietude as to the final result of this contest. 46 

On December 9, 1814, a young congressman from New Hampshire, Daniel Webster, 

delivered a speech on the floor of the House of Representatives condemning the 

Conscription Bill. His speech, stirring in several sections, was to serve in later years for 

arguments against the military draft. Webster identified the proposed law as 

unconstitutional and an act of tyranny which was an attempt to force free men into the 



108 

Anny to fight a war. He said that Congress, under the Constitution, was empowered to 

call-up the militia for federal service only "to repel invasion, suppress insurrection, or 

execute the laws." The proposed law also was unconstitutional because it would affect 

all men, not just the militia over which Congress does have legal authority, and because 

the express purpose of the law was to invade Canada. Webster pointed to the record of 

failure of the Administration during the war and dismissed the judgements and promises 

of success by alluding to the British sack of Washington. Webster stated: 

... no man had foretold, that our means of defence would be so far 
exhausted in [the previously mounted] foreign invasion, as to leave the 
place of our own deliberations insecure, & that we should, this day, be 
legislating in view of the crumbling monuments of our national disgrace. 
No one had anticipated, that this City would have fallen before a handful 
of troops, & that British Generals & British Admirals would have taken 
their airings along the Pennsylvania Avenue, while the Government was 
in full flight. 47 

Pointing to the lack of American enthusiasm for an invasion of Canada, Webster stated: 

"For the conquest of Canada, the people will not enlist; & if they would, the Treasury 

is exhausted, & they could not be paid. Conscription is chosen as the most promising 

instrument, both of overcoming reluctance to the Service, & of subduing the difficulties 

which arise from the deficiencies of the Exchequer. "48 The proposed law, Webster 

proclaimed, was inconsistent with the character of a free government and counter to 

American civil liberty. "The people of this country have not established for themselves 

such a fabric of despotism. They have not purchased at a vast expense of their own 

treasure & their own blood a Magna Charta to be slaves. "49 Pointing again to 
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Congress' inability under the Constitution to go beyond its entitled powers when enacting 

laws for the militias of the states, Webster stated: 

... in granting Congress the power to raise annies, the People have granted 
all the means which are ordinary & usual, & which are consistent with the 
liberties & security of the People themselves; & they have granted no 
others. To talk about the unlimited power of the Government over the 
means to execute its authority, is to hold a language which is true only in 
regard to despotism. The tyranny of Arbitrary Government consists as 
much in its means as in its ends; & it would be a ridiculous & absurd 
constitution which should be less cautious to guard against abuses in the 
one case than in the other. All the me.ans & instruments which a free 
Government exercises, as well as the ends & objects which it pursues, are 
to partake of its own essential character, & to be conformed to its genuine 
spirit. A free Government with arbitrary means to administer it is a 
contradiction; a free Government without adequate provision for personal 
security is an absurdity; a free Government, with an uncontrolled power 
of military conscription, is a solecism, at once the most ridiculous & 
abominable that ever entered into the head of man. 50 

Laws ... of this nature can create nothing but opposition. If you scatter 
them abroad, like the fabled serpents' teeth, they will spring up into 
armed men. A military force cannot be raised, in this manner, but by the 
means of a military force. If administration has found that it can not form 
an army without conscription, it will find, if it venture on these 
experiments, that it can not enforce conscription without an army. 51 

Webster's eloquent, powerful attack on the idea of conscription was instrumental in the 

Conscription Bill being defeated. 

The British and American commissioners, meeting at Ghent, Belgium, concluded 

five months of negotiations and signed a peace treaty on December 24, 1814.52 The 

treaty received the unanimous approval of the Senate on February 16, 1815, thus ending 

the United States' second war with Great Britain. While the military policies adopted 

during the war were often poorly conceived and the military record mixed, the war did 
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serve to awaken an American sense of nationalism. Samuel Flagg Bemis suggested that 

the nation experienced the same sense of renewed self-respect that an individual feels 

when, having been tormented unmercifully by a bully, he forgets the odds against him 

and turns to fight. 53 

Following the annexation of Texas on March 1, 1845, President Polk ordered 

Brigadier General Zachary Taylor to advance from Cotpus Christi to the Rio Grande 

River with a force of 4,000 regulars, hoping that Mexico would commit an overt act 

which would give the United States an excuse to declare war on Mexico. The Mexicans 

obliged by attacking a detachment of dragoons on the north side of the river on April 24, 

1846, and the war was begun by an "act of Mexico." When the war began the Regular 

Anny consisted of 8,619 officers and men, in eight regiments of infantry, two of 

dragoons, and four of artillery. In February, 1847, Congress increased the Army's 

authorized strength by an additional nine regiments of infantry and one of dragoons, and 

made enlistment terms more attractive through land bonuses for those who served for the 

duration of the war. Altogether, 30,476 men served in the Regular Army during the 

Mexican War. 54 When President Polk asked for authority to raise a body of volunteers 

to serve at least six and not more than twelve months, Congress authorized a force of 

50,000 volunteers to serve for twelve months or the duration of the war.55 A total of 

73,532 men served in units other than those of the Regular Anny, but this figure and the 

aggregate total for the Regulars is misleading. The total men in service at any one time 

probably never exceeded 50,000, and the numbers engaged in any one battle were always 
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relatively small--5,000 to 6,000. 56 

While a conscious attempt was made to avoid the problems experienced with 

militia forces in earlier wars by recruiting volunteers, volunteer units also tended to play 

havoc with military operations in the Mexican War when they were not closely associated 

with Regular Anny units. One historian has written that during the Mexican War, 

... the American volunteer showed himself at his worst. President James 
Polle was distressed by the rowdy, bullying way the volunteers treated 
Mexican civilians, for he had hoped to win the people of the northern 
Mexican provinces to the United States annexation. The roistering, rip-
roaring conduct of the volunteer troops in New Mexico helped spark 
revolts in Santa Fe and Taos that were more troublesome than the original 
conquest. 51 

In addition, one of President Polle' s mistakes was to delegate to the states or the 

volunteer units themselves the option of enlisting for twelve months or the war. As a 

consequence General Scott had to halt his march from Vera Cruz to Mexico City in order 

to arrange for the safe return to the United States of several thousand volunteers whose 

enlistments had expired. He was left deep in enemy territory with only 7,000 men, and 

had to wait until he could be reinforced. 58 In general, however, the volunteer units 

performed reasonably well considering their lack of training. When volunteer units were 

drilled side by side with Regulars day after day, and when they went into action with 

Regulars, they received praise from Regular Anny officers. As Lieutenant Ulysses Grant 

wrote, the volunteers, 

... were associated with so many disciplined men and professionally 
educated officers, that when they went into engagements it was with a 
confidence that they would not have felt otherwise. They became soldiers 
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themselves almost at once. 59 

It was during the Mexican War that the American Regular Anny came of age. 

For the first time in an American war the skill of junior officers was commensurate with 

the bravery of individual soldiers, due largely to their training in small units at West 

Point and their engineering skills. Weigley writes that, " The biography of almost every 

officer destined for high command in the Civil War is ornamented with feats of skill and 

valor in the Mexican War." He quotes General Winfield Scott's praise of his West Point 

trained officers. 

I give it as my fixed opinion ... that but for our graduated cadets the war 
between the United States and Mexico might, and probably would, have 
lasted some four or five years, with, in its first half, more defeats than 
victories falling to our share, whereas in two campaigns we conquered a 
great country and a peace without the loss of a single battle or 
skirmish. 60 

The Civil War to World War I 

When Fort Sumter surrendered in April 1861, the United States was woefully 

unprepared for war. The Regular Anny was small, with a paper strength of 16,402, but 

the Anny's actual strength was only 14,657 officers and men. These were dispersed in 

198 companies, 183 of which were stationed on the western frontier. Complicating the 

situation even more for the United States, 313 of the officers (29 percent) had resigned 

and joined the Confederacy.61 President Lincoln initially called up 75,000 militia for 

three months to suppress the rebellion. As Lincoln had no power to increase the Regular 

Army by proclamation, he was forced to use the Militia Act of 1792 as the statutory 
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basis for increasing Federal forces. Soon seeing that the militia, called up for a three-

month period, would be inadequate to the task, President Lincoln assumed the powers 

of Congress and, in May, decreed that the Regular Army be increased by 22,714 officers 

and men, the Navy by 18,000 seamen, and the volunteers by 42,034. When it met on 

July 4, Congress approved Lincoln's actions.62 On July 22, Congress passed legislation 

authorizing the President to accept 500,000 volunteers to repel invasion, suppress 

insurrection, enforce the law, and protect private property. The initial fervor of 

enlistments and chaos created by the rush of volunteers died down after several months, 

and the need for additional manpower drove the President to call, in July, 1862, for 

300,000 additional volunteers.63 Due to the slow response, Congress, that same month, 

enacted the Militia Act of 1862, which authorized President Lincoln to call forth the 

militia for nine months, defining the militia as "all able-bodied male citizens between the 

ages of eighteen and forty-five." A clause in the Act provided the President with the 

power to draft manpower from states which did not meet their full quota--the f'rrst time 

the Federal Government assumed military draft prerogatives in the United States. Draft 

riots in Wisconsin and threats of riots in other states forced this provision to be 

rescinded. The following year, however, saw the enactment of the Enrollment Act of 

1863, a draft law which attempted to correct the mistakes of the previous law; however, 

the law still contained serious defects. Among these were the right to hire a substitute, 

the right of commutation upon the payment of $300, and the enforcement and 

administration of the draft by Federal military officers. Draft riots occurred in many 
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sections of the country. The most serious, in New York City, resulted in an estimated 

1, 000 deaths and about $1,500, 000 in damages before it was quelled by police and 

Federal troops. 64 In a letter, unpublished and apparently intended only to clarify his 

thoughts on the military draft, Lincoln concluded, ·in mid-September 1863, that the 

Enrollment Act was consistent with the Constitution's granting of power to Congress to 

raise armies. He wrote: 

It is clear that a constitutional law may not be expedient or proper. Such 
would be a law to raise armies when no armies were needed. But this is 
not such. The republican institutions, and territorial integrity of our 
country can not be maintained without the further raising and supporting 
of armies. There can be no army without men. Men can be had only 
voluntarily, or involuntarily. We have ceased to obtain them voluntarily; 
and to obtain them involuntarily, is the draft--the conscription. If you 
dispute the fact, and declare that men can still be had voluntarily in 
sufficient numbers prove the assertion by yourselves volunteering in such 
numbers, and I shall gladly give up the draft. Or if not a sufficient 
number, but any one of you will volunteer, he for his single self, will 
escape all the horrors of the draft; and will thereby do only what each one 
of at least a million of his manly brethren have already done. Their toil 
and blood have been given as much for you as for themselves. Shall it all 
be lost rather than you too, will bear your part?65 

Interestingly, at the same time that Lincoln was drafting his thoughts on the legality of 

the Enrollment Act, Chief Justice Roger B. Taney, enfeebled and unable to attend Court, 

wrote a legal opinion of the Act which was not published. Taney wrote that the United 

States possessed no original or inherent sovereignty over the states, and that the president 

only had authority to call into Federal service state militia forces as they were composed 

by the states. Taney believed that the Enrollment Act should be declared void because 

the law abrogated constitutional government, substituting a provisional government with 
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arbitrary power to dissolve the state governments which had created the Federal 

government. His opinion saw a deeper issue at stake in conscription--the survival of 

states' rights. 66 The Enrollment Act, whether legal or not, clearly was more of a whip 

in the hands of the government to spur state enlistment activity than a source of 

manpower; of more than two and one-half million men raised for service in the Union 

Army during the Civil War only about six percent were raised directly by the draft.67 

The Confederacy, not having the vast manpower pool of the North, organized its 

limited armed forces much faster than the Union. As early as February, 1861, the 

Confederate Congress autho1ized President Jefferson Davis to assume control of military 

operations and to accept troops offered by the states. A law was enacted in March, 

1861, one month before the firing on Fort Sumter, authorizing a Regular Army of 10,600 

personnel. In May, Davis was authorized to accept 400,000 volunteers for three years 

or until the end of the war. On April 16, 1862, the Confederate Congress passed the 

first national conscription law in America. The law conscripted for military service 

every white male not legally exempt between the ages of 18 and 35 for a term of three 

years. As the Confederacy increasingly faced manpower shortages later enactments 

abolished exemptions and expanded the ages of those eligible for the draft. Records of 

the Confederacy are incomplete, but it appears that the system instituted in the South 

brought forward about an equal number of draftees as volunteers. A complete 

compilation of the size of the Confederate Army is not known to exist, but estimates 

range from 600,000 to 1,650,000.68 
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With the conclusion of the Civil War the American people were sick of war. The 

Grand Anny of the Republic, the fmest military machine of its day, took three days to 

march down Pennsylvania Avenue and pass by the White House--and was quickly 

disbanded. The demands of Indian wars fotbade a cutback in the Anny's ten cavalry 

regiments, but by 1869 the number of infantry regiments had been reduced to twenty-five 

and the entire army to about 25,000 men. This remained the approximate strength of the 

United States Anny until the Spanish-American War. 69 

The Thirty-Ninth Congress (1867-1869) made several attempts to enact a 

permanent military manpower policy by creating a new militia system, but political 

pressure from the states made reform impossible. The militia, which responded to 

President Lincoln's first call for 75, 000 men, went home after their three months of 

seivice were up, and the militia was not used again. The militia concept, with its 

theoretical universal obligation, its theoretical universal training, and its traditional 

limitation to no more than three months of seivice in the field, was generally recognized 

as impractical. Attempts by Congress to scrap it in favor of a complete volunteer force 

to act as a true reseive for the tiny Regular Anny establishment were unsuccessful. It 

was not until after the Spanish-American War that the Militia Act of 1792 was finally 

repealed. 

On February 15, 1898, the U.S.S. Maine blew up in Havana harbor with the loss 

of 260 men, and the Spanish-American War--that "splendid little war"--was begun. 

When President McKinley signed the war resolution on April 20, the Am1y consisted of 
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28, 000 personnel, scattered in company or battalion size detachments all over the 

country. As the War Department began frantically to assemble the Anny and fill out its 

ranks, the President issued his first call for 125,000 volunteers. The primary source for 

volunteers were the organized formations of the National Guard (the revamped state 

militia units), which were to volunteer en bloc.70 Thousands of untrained recruits, 

however, had to be taken in to fill the Regular Anny and Guard organizations, to form 

the Federal volunteer regiments (of which Theodore Roosevelt's regiment of Rough 

Riders was the most celebrated), and to meet the second call for an additional 75,000 

men issued in May. In all, about 225,000 men were brought into Federal service, very 

few of whom were to see action.71 

With the conclusion of the war it was obvious that the military manpower system 

required reform. The National Guard proved to be a major disappointment, and one 

unit, the 7th Regiment of New York, proudly refused to be federalized and serve under 

"West Point martinets." Guard units which did volunteer were untrained, ill-equipped, 

without proper clothing, and even without shoes; none had modem weapons, and they 

were generally deficient in the simplest skills of military life. The new Secretary of 

War, Elihu Root, undertook reforms which would attempt to transform the Anny into 

a "great machine" which could be promptly mobilized and deployed overseas, a novel 

concept to Americans who now saw their country thrusting itself out onto the world stage 

to stand with other great powers. Secretary Root was unsuccessful in overcoming the 

influence of the National Guard Association and incorporating the Guard into a federally 
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controlled reserve force; 72 however, the Dick Act and the Reorganiz.ation Act, both 

enacted in 1903, provided elements of a genuine machine for the conduct of modem 

warfare. The Regular Army was fixed at four times the strength of the Army in 1897, 

and the Anny now had the rudiments of a General Staff under the leadership of a new 

position, the Chief of Staff. The Dick Act repealed the Militia Act of 1792, vanquishing 

the ghost of America's concept of universal military obligation. The National Guard was 

recognized as the "organized militia" and the first line of military reserves. Although 

the Guard was to be organized, equipped, and trained by the Regular Army, the Federal 

Government could call it into service only for the constitutional purposes of maintaining 

internal order or repelling invasion. For overseas operations or foreign wars, the 

national authority could only ask the Guard to volunreer for service. 73 

World War I Through World War II 

After a futile three-year struggle to maintain United States' neutrality in World 

War 1,74 Congress declared war on Germany on April 6, 1917. The United States was 

ill-prepared when the war had broken out in Europe; the Regular Army consisted of 

80,000 officers and men, one-third of whom were in overseas dependencies, and the 

National Guard was made up of 127,000 poorly trained personnel. In late-1915, 

President Wilson recommended to Congress that the Regular Army be increased to 

142,000 men and the Reserves to 400,000 men, to be raised on a voluntary basis. This 

proposal was enacted in May 1916 as the National Defense Act, which doubled the 

authorized size of the Regular Anny to 175,000 and, in theory, created an Anny of 
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1,125,000, completely on a voluntary basis.75 The feivor of American youth to 

volunteer, however, did not materialize, and the Army remained completely inadequate. 

For some time, the General Staff and War College had been studying the 

problems of warfare. Secretary of War Newton Baker called upon them for a plan for 

an expanded Army, and in January 1917, Secretary Baker received their detailed "Plan 

for a National Army," which was based on a military draft.76 The President and 

Secretary Baker were not averse to the idea of a wartime draft, but they were not willing 

to commit themselves to it before it had been demonstrated that the traditional volunteer 

system had failed. The General Staff continued to push for selective conscription. In 

March 1917, German U-boats sank three American merchant ships without warning, with 

the loss of most of their crews. These events, combined with the publication of the 

Zimmerman telegram, which encouraged Mexico to invade the southwest,77 led 

President Wilson to decide on March 20 to take the United States into the war. He 

summoned Congress into a special session on April 2 and war was declared on April 6. 

President Wilson had been convinced of the efficacy of a volunteer Army until 

the White House received a telegram from ex-President Roosevelt requesting permission 

to raise a division of volunteers under his command. President Wilson, stunned by the 

audacious tone of Roosevelt's telegram, suddenly decided in favor of the draft for the 

new American Army and to exclude volunteerism altogether.78 On the day after the 

declaration of war, the legislation for a military draft was submitted to Congress. Stalled 

by wrangling conferences, the bill was finally completed and signed by President Wilson 
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on May 18, six weeks after America's entry into the war. The Act set the age limits of 

draftees at 21 to 30, permitted but did not compel the President to accept volunteers, 

raised the Regular Anny to 287,000, and specified that an anny of one million men was 

to be raised in two increments. By Presidential proclamation, all eligible males were to 

register for the draft on June 5, and over nine-and-a-half million men were registered on 

that day. From these, 687, 000 were to be chosen by lottery for immediate induction. 

Within ten days of the lottery the first draftees reported for duty, and by the end of 1917 

there were 1, 189, 000 in all branches of the seivices. Of the initial draftees screened for 

seivice it was found that 30 percent were physically unfit or illiterate, causing Congress 

to change the law to register all men between 18 and 45. When the November 1918 

Armistice ended the war, total registrations had reached 24.2 million. Of these, 2.8 

million were drafted. Of the 4. 8 million men in the American armed forces at the end 

of the war, 1,971,000 saw setvice in Europe. Compared to the Civil War draft, which 

had provide about six percent of the soldiers in the Union Anny, the World War I draft 

supplied about sixty-seven percent of the armed forces for the war.79 In view of 

America's unpreparedness a year and half earlier, the military draft was an amazing 

success. Even more amazing was America's acceptance of conscription as a policy to 

obtain its military manpower. 

In contrast to the situation in the Civil War in which the legal authority of a 

national conscription was never tested in the Supreme Court, largely because of an 

almost certain reversal, the Wilson administration moved quickly in 1917 to validate the 
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draft before the Court. In the principal cases, the Selective Draft I..a.w Cases (Arver, et. 

al., v. United States), a number of individuals had refused to register for the draft on 

June 5, 1917, and were tried, convicted, and seived jail sentences. On January 7, 

1918,by a unanimous vote, the Court upheld the constitutionality of the Draft Act. Chief 

Justice Edward D. White's opinion upheld the right of the United States Government to 

draft citizens directly into a national army through a broad construction of the 

Constitution's provisions granting Congress the power to declare war and to raise and 

support armies, combined with the "necessary and proper" clause. White emphasized 

the duties of citizenship by stating, "It may not be doubted that the very conception of 

a just government and its duty to the citizen includes the reciprocal obligation of the 

citizen to render military seivice in case of need and the right to compel it. 1180 

After World War I, the United States resumed its previous military manpower 

policy of volunteerism. Although small by standards of today, the Army and Navy 

during the inter-war period was the largest peacetime force ever maintained by the United 

States. Early in the period following the war, Americans debated and rejected proposals 

to institute universal military training (UMT) in place of the volunteer principle as the 

basis for raising and keeping a peacetime armed force. Hobbled by a parsimonious 

Congress and Republican administrations, as well as the relative prosperity of the 1920s, 

recruiters struggled to keep the Army's ranks filled. Despite efforts to improve the 

attractiveness of the military profession and increases in pay from Congress to stimulate 

enlistments, the quality and quantity of recruits lagged. By 1929, on the eve of the stock 
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market crash, the American volunteer armed force was in trouble. The stock market 

crash and ensuing Great Depression caused a swift reversal of the fortunes of the 

seivices. The high unemployment of the early 1930s enhanced the military's personnel 

posture considerably. However, during the New De.al period the armed forces again 

experienced difficulties due to the lack of funds and the competition with emergency 

relief and unemployment programs for military-age men. 81 

In September 1939, when the World War II began in Europe, the Army of the 

United States consisted of approximately 188,000 personnel organized into nine 

understrength and widely dispersed infantry divisions. The National Guard had 200,000 

personnel in 18 divisions and was in a low state of training. In an executive order, 

President Roosevelt declared a national emergency and at the same time directed a very 

modest increase in the armed forces. Perhaps overly concerned with popular opposition, 

he directed that the Regular Anny be expanded by 17,000 men and that the National 

Guard be increased to 235,000. The German blitzkrieg in Western Europe provided the 

impetus for further expansion of the armed forces. In May 1940, President Roosevelt 

asked for an increase in the Regular Army to 242,000, and on June 13, as German troop 

columns entered Paris, Congress passed a supplemental appropriations act for an increase 

in the Anny up to 280,000.82 After President Roosevelt secured his nomination for a 

third term, he finally urged the imposition of a draft and supported law makers who were 

guiding such legislation through Congress. On September 16, 1940, the Selective 

Training and Seivice Act was signed into law, the nation's first peace time military 
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draft. 83 The Act authorized the President to register all male citizens between the ages 

of 21 and 36, and to call such numbers of men to active seivice as long as the total on 

active duty did not exceed 900,000. Draftees were not to seive outside the Western 

Hemisphere except in the territories or possessions of the United States, and were to be 

released into the Reserves after one year of military training. Initial registration yielded 

a pool of 16 million registrants, and after a lottery the first draftees entered the Army in 

November. By the end of June, 1941, the Anny had a total strength of nearly 1,250,000 

men, of whom 629,000 were draftees. 84 In the summer of 1941, the Gennan invasion 

of Russia provided encouragement for the law's amendment, extending the length of 

seivice beyond one year, but the bill cleared the House by the narrowest of margins--203 

to 202--just four months before the Pearl Harbor attack. After the Japanese attack on 

Pearl Harbor and the United States' declaration of war, the Selective Training and 

Seivice Act was amended further to remove all restrictions on overseas service and to 

extend the requirements for registration to all men between the ages of 18 and 65, though 

only those between 20 and 45 were liable for service. A year later, Congress extended 

the draft to include 18 year old men. 85 

Initially, President Roosevelt insisted that a civilian director administer the 

Selective Service System. After some delay he chose Clarence Dykstra, President of the 

University of Wisconsin, to be the System's Director. When Dykstra resigned in mid-

1941, his Assistant Director, Brigadier General Lewis B. Hershey, became the Director, 

and remainoo in that position until early in President Nixon's administration. The 
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Selective Service System operated as an independent bureau under the President, and its 

administration was decentralized among the states. The governor of each state had 

responsibility for the administration of the draft law within his state, and he nominated 

a State Director who exercised direct responsibility over the series of registration boards, 

local boards, medical boards, and boards of appeals within the state. Registration for the 

draft consisted of filling out a card with personal infonnation and submitting it to the 

county clerk. Cards were received by the local draft board and the cards were shuffled 

and given a number. Corresponding numbers were put into a bowl in Washington for 

the lottery. As the numbers were drawn the man holding that number in each of the 

more than 6,500 local boards was number one in his area for a call to service--if he were 

classified by the local board as available. Classifications could be appealed to an appeals 

board if the draft registrant believed he had been classified wrongly. 86 

Beginning in December 1942, the President took the first step toward an overall 

national manpower allocation when he set up the War Manpower Commission and 

transferred the Selective Service System to its jurisdiction. Attempts at a general 

coordination of manpower policies received a number of set-backs, however. Labor 

unions and industry discouraged such planning, and Congress enacted legislation which, 

in effect, gave a blanket exemption from the military draft to fanners. Congress also 

removed the Selective Service System from the War Manpower Commission, and 

restored it to the status of an independent bureau. The Selective Service System itself, 

through its policies of defennents, attempted to control or "channel" manpower to satisfy 
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the needs of the military as well as the nation.87 

The Selective Service System was clearly effective in providing in an orderly way 

the military manpower needed in World War II. When virtually all available men were 

to be called, the system of registration, classification, and the order of calls worked very 

well. At its peak strength, in June, 1945, the United States armed forces consisted of 

12.3 million personnel. The total number serving in the armed forces during the war 

period, including over 200,000 women volunteers, was 16.1 million, allowing for those 

who became casualties or were released. Between November 1940 and November 1946, 

nearly 50 million men had registered, and more than 10 million had been inducted. The 

Selective Service System provided more than two-thirds of the United States military 

manpower during the war. 88 The Selective Service System also was reasonably 

equitable as far as regional distribution was concerned. In all states, about nine percent 

of the total population served in the armed forces, and for all states the casualties 

amounted to about three percent of all those serving. 89 

Post-World War II to the Vietnam War 

During World War II, General George C. Marshall became convinced that, after 

the war, the United States would continue to oppose the maintenance of a peacetime 

Regular Anny of any significant size, and that the country would never again have the 

luxury of time to mobilize after the onset of war. In August 1944, he proposed that the 

nation adopt peacetime universal military training (UMT) as the foundation for its 

postwar military manpower procurement policy. President Roosevelt's successor, Harry 
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Truman, embraced the concept wholeheartedly; he preferred a small voluntary active 

force, supported by a mobilization system rooted in UMT, rather than conscription. In 

1945, President Truman attempted to get Congressional approval for a universal military 

training plan whereby all physically qualified males, at the age of eighteen, would 

receive a year of compulsory military training. On mobilization, UMT would ensure a 

trained force of 1.5 million personnel. Despite an impressive array of supporters, the 

drive to establish compulsory peacetime military training failed. 90 Americans generally 

looked forward to rapid demobilization and a return to peacetime pursuits. Opponents 

raised the argument that such training represented a dangerous anti-democratic departure 

from the cardinal principle of freedom of choice, and that compulsory training risked 

inculcating American youth with militaristic values that would undermine the principle 

of civilian supremacy over the military. 91 

The beginning of the "cold war," which pitted the United States against the Soviet 

Union, the two nations to survive from the ashes of World War Il to become alone true 

world powers, further undermined the UMT concept. The United States' strategy which 

gradually took shape in this post-war period was one of deterrence aimed at preventing 

war, rather than one of mobilization after war had begun, which UMT would have 

supported. Deterrence required an effective peacetime standing anny--to occupy Japan 

and Germany, as well as deter the Soviet Union--not a quick mobilization of trainees as 

was required for the last war. 

Induction authority under the 1940 Selective Training and Service Act was to 
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expire on May 15, 1945, but Congress extended the law for one year. In the wake of 

the Soviet invasion of Iran, the 1940 draft was further extended, to March 1947. 

President Truman recommended that the Selective Training and Service Act be allowed 

to lapse, and Congress concurred--from April 1947toJune1948 the armed services were 

to rely wholly on the recruitment of volunteers. 92 While the Air Force and Navy 

avoided serious manpower shortages during this brief period of a volunteer force, the 

Army and Marine Corps could not maintain their strengths. The Army was 100,000 

below its required strength level when General Eisenhower retired from active duty in 

February, 1948, and the Anny was losing twice as many men per month as it recruited 

due to continued demobilization and the gap between military and civilian pay 

schedules.93 The Communist coup in Czechoslovakia, in February 1948, served as the 

catalyst for a change in policy. Three weeks after the coup, President Truman again 

asked for a system of universal military training and for the re-enactment of Selective 

SeIVice. In June 1948, a new Selective SeIVice Act was passed with a two-year limit, 

and General Hershey was again appointed as Director of the Selective Service System.94 

An active duty force of two million men was authorized. All men between the ages of 

eighteen and twenty-one were required to register, and selections were made by local 

draft boards. The existence of the draft encouraged voluntary service, and in the wake 

of the new law, enlistments increased. Only a few thousand men were actually drafted 

under the Act, and as of the time that the law was about to expire in 1950, there had 

been no inductions for about eighteen months. The Army assumed the Act would be 
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renewed and was counting on it to help spur draft-motivated volunteers. The Truman 

administration requested a three-year extension of the draft law, a request that Congress 

was not happy with because the system had not been used for some time. Debate on the 

extension was halted and Congress quickly passed a one-year extension when, in June 

1950, the army of North Korea crossed the 38th parallel and invaded South Korea. In 

1951, with little real debate, Congress again renewed the draft, this time for four years. 

This act, called the Universal Military Training and Service Act, granted the President 

authority to recall reservists, extended the manpower pool by lowering the draft induction 

age to eighteen, lengthened the term of service, and canceled deferments for married men 

without children. The UMT component of the new law was to be studied, but Congress 

never approved putting UMT into effect. During the Korean War more than 1.5 million 

men were inducted by the Selective Service System. 95 

The Eisenhower Administration furthered the institutionalization of the Selective 

Service System. The Reserve Forces Act of 1955 served to enrich the mobilization base 

by adding men who had critical skills to the reserves. The threat of conscription 

produced large numbers of draft-motivated volunteers, who enlisted to get their choice 

of service and time period of service, rather than leave themselves at the mercy of local 

draft boards. 96 As voluntary enlistments increased, inductions under the draft dropped, 

from approximately a third of accessions during the mid-1950s to less then ten percent 

during the early 1960s. As fewer draftees were needed, the Selective Service System 

expanded the categories of young men who would not be called, attempting to justify the 
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relatively few selections that were made. Deferments were made to fathers, then to men 

over 26, then occupational deferments were eased and college-bound students found safe 

haven on the campuses. The draft, however, was sufficiently accepted by Americans to 

be renewed by Congress periodically and routinely without much debate. The Selective 

Service System had strayed far from its original intent, but was maintained, not because 

of the relatively few draftees theSystem produced. It served to stimulate enlistments for 

all the services, and in particular the System served to bring young men with high-

aptitudes into both the enlisted ranks and officer training programs. 97 

The equity of the deferment system came under increasing pressure as the baby-

boom generation reached the age of military eligibility. Although deferments had been 

made more and more liberally, by the early 1960s it had become clear that there would 

be many more young men who would not qualify for any of the liberal deferment 

categories than the services could use. When Senator Barry M. Goldwater, who was 

seeking the Republican nomination for the Presidency, announced in early 1964 that he 

intended to end the draft, 98 President Johnson attempted to take the steam out of this 

issue by ordering the Defense Department to study the draft. The Defense Manpower 

Study found that, given the continuation of active force levels at approximately 2.65 

million and the rising pool of eligible men, only eleven percent of the annual intake of 

personnel needed to be draftees. That percentage, however, could be brought to zero by 

a combination of a lowering of qualifications, the conversion of many positions filled by 

military personnel to civilian positions, and by increasing incentives such as pay. The 
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study group concluded, nonetheless, that the draft should be continued--the cost of 

increasing pay and benefits and the loss of above-average aptitude inductees, the report 

argued, would offset the benefits gained by ending the draft. The Defense Manpower 

Study was not published; the sudden decision by President Johnson to commit significant 

numbers of fighting men to Vietnam in mid-1965 caused the study to be shelved.99 

Summary 

The military manpower policies of America during the 357-year period between 

the first colonial settlement at Jamestown in 1607 and the beginning of the American 

escalation of the war in Vietnam in 1965 were indeed varied. One pattern which 

emerges in a survey of this entire complex period is an ideological struggle between the 

strains of thought favoring liberalism and those favoring egalitarianism. The egalitarian 

strain of thinking favored compulsion in one form or another in military seivice. Such 

advocates called for mandatory military seivice based on a universal obligation of all 

citizens and which was to be applied equally. Many such advocates said that military 

service was an obligation of citizenship. The opposite strain, liberalism, favored choice 

by citizens in the matter of military seivice and supported volunteerism as the method 

to be employed to fill the ranks of the military. Compulsion in almost any form would 

be abhorrent. These two strains of thought regarding military manpower procurement 

policy have competed with each other for the entire period of American history. Neither 

strain of thought has gained complete ascendancy over the other for each seem to require 

certain political and military circumstances or stimulation in order to gain advantage, 
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though any advantage was usually temporary. 

A representation of American military manpower policies is illustrated in Exhibit 

3-1. The illustration divides the American colonial period from the post-independence 

period, using 1775 when conflict erupted at Boston as the dividing point. The major 

military conflicts are shown, as are the prevalent manpower procurement methods during 

each period. The following paragraphs highlight the key points of history and the swings 

between the egalitarianism and liberalism strains in the United States as they affected 

military manpower. 

The colonial period, from 1607 to 1775, was a period of reliance on citizen 

militia units to provide local protection as well as sources of manpower for military 

conflicts outside the immediate bounds of the local community or colony. In the early 

days of settlement of the colonies the militia was bound by the principle that all free men 

were obligated to provide military seIVice--the egalitarian strain. The suIVival of the 

colony depended upon each man in the colony being armed and prepared to fight, an 

imperative which had been transported to the American colonies from England. The 

requirements of universal military obligation, while upheld as an underlying fundamental 

principle, gradually gave way to the strain of liberalism as the threat to the colonies 

decreased with the westward expansion and settlement into the interior of the country. 

Within militia units, actual military seIVice fell increasingly to volunteers who contracted, 

in return for bounties or land, to fight on behalf of the colonies. Occasionally, drafting 

of individuals from the ranks of the militia was adopted for manpower procurement when 
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the need for manpower was severe, indicating lapses in the egalitarian strain of ideology. 

When the wars of the European continent spilled over into the lands of the New World, 

Great Britain transported troops of the British Regular Anny to America to be the 

principal fighting force, particularly against the French in the Seven Years War (French 

and Indian War, 1755-1763). In such conflicts the colonies were ill trained for European 

open field, set piece battles, and colonial militia units largely played supporting roles and 

were held in low regard by British officers. 

The American War of Independence was fought for the most part between British 

Regular Army, supplemented by mercenary Gennan forces, and the new United States 

Continental Army; however, militia and volunteer units provided essential roles in the 

war by filling the ranks of the Continental Army and maintaining control of the 

countryside through the intimidation of Tory sympathizers and the conduct of guerilla 

warfare campaigns against British and Tory units. The British lost the war, not because 

of superior American military force or strategy, but because they could never gain 

control of the vast expanse of the country, resulting in eventual defeat. After 

independence was established in fact, and a new Constitution for the young republic was 

ratified, the United States adopted a dual military manpower policy. Small professional 

Regular Army and Navy forces were maintained by the Federal Government, based on 

voluntary setvice, and the states maintained their own militia forces, in theory based on 

a universal military obligation. The militia of the states was subject to call up by the 

central government if required " ... to execute the laws of the union, suppress 
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insurrections, and repel invasions." This duality of control of the military satisfied the 

peoples' fears of potential oppression at the hands of a central government and a standing 

anny, but did not work well in practice when the militia, ill trained and poorly equipped, 

had to be engaged in conflict. Attempts by George Washington and other senior leaders 

of the Revolutionary War to improve the militia system by imposing a degree of Federal 

Government control and organization proved unacceptable to the states and the militia 

system was maintained for many years. The incapability of militia units to be an 

effective military force was dramatized during the War of 1812, and afteiward the militia 

ceased to be called upon until President Lincoln was forced to call up militia units for 

a brief period at the outbreak of the Civil War. The real fighting force standing behind 

and supplementing the Regular Army was the volunteers, individuals and organized units, 

who were commissioned or enlisted for specified periods to support military operations. 

The Civil War was fought by small Regular Army units and vast numbers of 

volunteers, indicating the dominance of the liberal strain of ideology. America's rrrst 

experience with mass armies proved this war to be to be a vast consumer of soldiers. 

The war's appetite for slaughter was insatiable, and unprecedented numbers of volunteers 

were needed to feed the war machine. When the numbers of volunteers eager for the 

fighting dwindled, both the Confederate and Union governments turned to conscription 

to fill the ranks of their armies. Conscription, a military manpower policy of the 

egalitarian strain, proved to be abhorrent to the North and did little to solve the North's 

need for manpower, but it probably did serve to encourage greater enlistment by 



135 

volunteers. Through the nineteenth century, the concept of peacetime militia obligations 

withered continuously, to the point that after the Civil War even the requirement for 

militia enrollment was abandoned. It was not until 1903 that the Militia Act of 1792, 

which gave the states the power to control their militia forces, was repealed. Even then, 

however, there was no recognized obligation to train or seIVe except as volunteers. 

During the long period between the Civil War and World War I, the American 

people were preoccupied with strengthening the industrial and agricultural base of the 

vast country. The Regular Anny, for the most part relegated to the task of suppressing 

Indians in the west, became isolated in hundreds of remote posts from the rest of society. 

The Spanish-American War, that "splendid, little war," was fought entirely by 

volunteers, both professionals and short-term inductees. When World War I was finally 

forced on the United States, the country immediately turned to conscription, realizing that 

sufficient numbers of personnel could never be attained through volunteerism. The 

egalitarianism strain, emphasizing the great cause at hand for all Americans ("The world 

must be made safe for democracy") and the equally impersonal selection of soldiers, had 

once more been pushed to the forefront in American ideological thinking. 

Manpower policies promulgated during World War II were, in essence, 

refinements of the system of compulsion used in World War I, except that the American 

people accepted the need for the system more readily. Selective SeIVice was a success 

during the earlier war; why should it not be instituted again when the military threat to 

the United States was even more grave? For a brief period after the war American 
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policy-makers attempted to persuade the people and legislators that another compulsory 

manpower system, universal military training (UM1J, was necessary, but the liberalism 

strain came to the forefront once again, foreclosing the possibility of a system seen as 

a corollary to the draft being enacted. The weakened state of the American military in 

the face of the Cold War and potential Soviet aggression forced a return to a mixed 

system of conscription and volunteerism which was to last until the conclusion of the 

Vietnam War. 

There are several conclusions which may be drawn from the illustration in Exhibit 

3-1. Of the 366 years between 1607 and 1973, the militia, both as military organizations 

and a public philosophy of military obligation, endured for approximately 254 years (i.e., 

1607 to 1861). The other compulsory military seivice system, the draft, lasted for a total 

of 35 years when the various times it has been instituted are added. In contrast to 

military manpower procurement systems representing the egalitarianism strain of 

philosophy, volunteerism, represented by professional soldiers and volunteers, has 

endured for approximately 323 years if one assumes a rough starting point for 

volunteerism as 1650. Thus, liberalism, represented by volunteerism, has been the 

dominant strain in military manpower procurement philosophy for eighty-eight percent 

of America's history. It is clear from this survey, however, that volunteerism generally 

has not been chosen by United States policy-makers to satisfy the requirements for 

extraordinarily large military forces. When smaller sized forces are required to satisfy 

the need for a peace time military or for limited military engagements of short duration, 
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historically the American people clearly favored a professional, volunteer military. 
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CHAPTER4 

A PUBLIC POLICY UNDER ATTACK 

Service to the nation has been mocked 
by a policy which offers no reason to 
justify the imposition of involuntary 
military service primarily upon those 
who cannot hide in the endless catacombs 
of formal education. 

Kingman Brewster, Jr. 
President, Yale University1 

Introduction 

In 1963, Congress and the Administration once again extended the induction 

authority of the military draft. The legislative process was not lengthy; from the 

beginning with the initial Congressional hearings to President Kennedy's signature took 

less than a month, probably setting a new record for speed. On Friday, March 1, 1963, 

the Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives, chaired by 

Representative Carl Vinson, began their hearings on H.R. 2438 which extended the 

induction authority of the Universal Military Training and Service Act for four more 

years. Chairman Vinson, in his opening remarks, explained the provisions of the bill and 

stated, "I hope it will be unnecessary to spend a great de.al of time on this bill. Every 

single provision is an essential part of our national defense program. Without the draft 

we could not get the needed manpower for our armed forces. "2 True to his word, 

Vinson confined the hearings by his committee to a single day. The only government 
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representatives were Nonnan S. Paul, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, and 

General Lewis B. Hershey, Director of Selective Service. Secretary Paul stated that the 

Department of Defense estimated: 

... a requirement for about 76,000 inductees during fiscal year 1964, a 
relatively low replacement year. In the following four fiscal years, fiscal 
years 1964-67, the average number of inductions is currently projected at 
about 90,000 per year . 

. . . all of the military services recognize that the existence of a military 
service obligation contributes substantially to their voluntary recruitment 
effort. Recent attitude smveys indicate that a large portion of new 
enlistees for active duty have been influenced to enlist, to some degree, 
by the existence of a draft liability. 

Our experience indicates that a large percentage of enlistees in the higher 
mental aptitude, or education groups, enlist for 3- or 4-year terms rather 
than being drafted, because they desire a greater choice of branch of 
service, of job assignments, and of training opportunities. 

In the absence of the induction authority, all services would experience 
serious difficulties in maintaining their numerical strengths and would 
experience intensified shortages of high quality personnel in their technical 
and combat leadership skills. 3 

The reception of General Hershey by Chairman Vinson was warm and full of 

praise for Hershey's many years as the Director of Selective Service. General Hershey's 

testimony was brief. He stated that the survival of the nation required relatively large 

numbers of armed forces, and that those numbers could not be maintained without " ... 

a system which places an obligation on the young men of our nation." He pointed out 

the wisdom of Congress in recognizing the need for a military manpower procurement 

system which required the seivices of young men in peace as well as war, and in creating 
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a system which was flexible enough to be effective for both. Hershey also pointed out 

a secondary function of the Selective Setvice-- "channeling." "The law makes possible 

the channeling of our registrants into training for and participation in professions and 

occupations which contribute to the measures taken for our common defense by segments 

of our manpower in civilian activities." When asked to describe the capabilities of the 

Selective Setvice System to provide other than military personnel for critical training and 

services to the Nation, General Hershey elaborated of his organization's ability to 

"channel" America's youth . 

... for the last 20 years the Selective Setvice System has been what we call 
a channeler. That is, we have channeled people into training for 
occupations and professions that were said to be very necessary in national 
life, and once they have finished it, we have continued to defer them if 
they are engaged with contractors and other people who were producing 
things for the Armed Forces . 

. . .it takes 85 percent of our time with the people we are trying to 
encourage to go into professions and occupations and training for those by 
deferring them, and the deferment is the carrot that we have used to try 
to get individuals into occupations and professions that are said by those 
who are in charge of Government to be the necessary one.4 

When asked by a Committee member if it would not be better to select men for military 

seivice earlier in the young mens' liability periods (ages 18Jfz through 25), Hershey 

responded, " ... you can't recruit [volunteers] after you have made a determination in an 

age group of who will serve. ff that determination is made, then the rest of them are not 

going to enlist. "5 In a final question, Secretary Paul was asked if the Department of 

Defense believed it was feasible to obtain their manpower needs through volunteering. 
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Secretary Paul responded that in the opinion of the Department, it was impossible to pay 

enough money to acquire a volunteer force. 

For the balance of the day, fourteen witnesses, primarily representing a variety of peace 

groups and urging an end to the draft, testified in closely-confined time allocations. The 

Committee met for several hours the following Monday morning to receive the testimony 

of five witnesses, and met again the next day for 30 minutes to vote on the bill. The bill 

was approved by the Committee by a vote of 37-0, and was introduced on the floor of 

the House on Monday, March 11. After a perfunctory debate, the bill was .approved by 

the House by a vote of 388 to 3. Two amendments, one to limit the authority of the 

legislation to two years and the other to limit the induction provisions of the bill to men 

between the ages of 18112 and 22, were soundly defeated.6 

The next day, Tuesday, March 12, the Special Subcommittee of the Senate 

Committee on Armed Services met to receive testimony on the Senate version of the 

draft extension bill, S. 846. The Subcommittee was made up of the full Committee's 

Chairman, Senator Russell of Georgia, and Senators Byrd of West Virginia, Inouye of 

Hawaii, Beall of Maryland, and Case of New Jersey. Only Senators Russell, Byrd, and 

Inouye were present. The Senate hearings were even more brief than those of the 

House; a total of four hours was taken up in listening to the testimony of Assistant 

Secretary of Defense Paul and that of nine other witnesses, largely representing the same 

religious groups which testified at the House hearings. The hearings lasted a total of 

four hours. 7 When the bill reached the floor of the Senate on Friday, March 15, the 
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Senate passed the bill after a ten-minute discussion and voice vote. 

The new draft extension bill was signed into law by President Kennedy on March 

28, 1963, with no official White House comment for the public and no fanfare. From 

start to finish the entire legislative process for this bill took less than a month and 

sparked almost no comment from the press. One exception was Hanson Baldwin, the 

military editor of the New York Times, who commented in an editorial that the speed 

with which the legislation moved through Congress was an indication that the American 

people had become resigned to the military draft. "As in so many other fields of 

American life, the people appear to be accepting with resignation what they do not feel 

they can change. This is unfortunate, for the draft has too great an effect--for good and 

bad--upon our military manpower policies, our defense system and our society to treat 

its extension as 'routine."' Baldwin went on to remark: 

The entire subject of military manpower and the various means of 
procuring and training personnel requires an integrated and extensive 
study, which it has not had in recent years .... With a constantly increasing 
population and a great post-World War II 'baby crop' reaching military 
age within the next four years, the armed services will have far more men 
to pick from. Projected figures show that about 1,880,000 male youths 
will become 18 in 1966, as compared with 1,476,000 in 1962. If the 
strength of the armed forces remained about their present peak--and since 
Korea the manpower level appears to have topped off at around 
2,700,000--there should be far more chance to obtain an entirely volunteer 
Anny, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps ... .it is clear that within the 
next few years--even before 1967, when the projected four-year extension 
of the draft would expire--that the country's increased population, the 
changing technology of the nuclear age and a great many other factors will 
profoundly change and perhaps entirely invalidate the assumptions upon 
which the draft has been based. Congress has made too many piecemeal 
investigations of the military manpower problem. It should start now to 
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anticipate tomorrow's difficulties with a long-tenn, extensive and 
comprehensive study of the entire program. &-

Baldwin's concern with an increasing draft-age male population and his call for an 

extensive study of military manpower policy proved to be prescient. Despite the seeming 

lack of public concern with a renewal of military draft authority and the almost cavalier 

manner in which the 1963 legislation was managed by Congress and the Administration, 

a battle was soon to erupt over the whole issue of military manpower policy. Before 

addressing this policy debate, however, it is important to gain a fuller understanding of 

the Selective Service System, its organllation and procedures, before turning to the 

opening of the policy debate. 

The Selective Service System 

Between 1940 and 1973, every young man in America, with minor exceptions, 

began a relationship with his government within five days after his eighteenth birthday. 

He was required by law to register with his local draft board, joining millions of other 

American men who were subject to potential conscription for military service. In so 

doing he also, to a great extent, put his life and the shape of his future career in the 

hands of the three or five men who made up the membership of his local board. It 

would be their decisions and the policies of the Selective Service System, as well as his 

natural mental and physical capacities, which would control him for the next several 

years. This registration process had become a familiar one to two generations of 

American men, long enough for it to become a natural, taken-for-granted step toward 



160 

manhood. To be properly understood within the context of this study of a public policy 

which came under attack, however, it is necessary to review the Selective Service 

System's organization, functions, and issues associated with the System. 

The Selective Service System, for all practical purposes, was the same in principal 

function and operation in the mid-1960s as it was in 1940 when it was created, and 

during World War II when the Service was extremely effective in providing the vast 

manpower resources to conduct the war. As a pennanent, independent agency of the 

executive branch of the Federal Government, the Selective Service System, through its 

Director, was responsible directly to the President. 9 The principal functions of the 

System, as described in the System's annual report, 10 were to: 

1. Procure manpower for the active and reserve components of the anned forces 

through voluntary and involuntary means. 

2. Evaluate and determine the availability of the Standby Reserve for recall to 

active duty in an emergency. 

3. Channel registrants into occupations, skills, professions, and similar activities 

in the national interest through the medium of deferment classification. 

4. Classify young men registering at age 18 as soon as possible after registration, 

so that those determined to be available for military service could be forwarded to the 

Armed Forces for examination. 

5. Maintain a current inventory of military manpower resources to assure the best 

possible posture in an emergency. 
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6. Cooperate and assist as much as possible with the government's anti-poverty 

program. 

The System's organiz.ation, as illustrated in Exhibit 4-1, extended into all counties 

of the United States and its possessions through 4,050 local boards (as of June 1965), at 

least one of which functioned in each county. The local draft board was the basic 

functioning organiz.ation of the System. Boards ranged in size and character from one 

in Hinsdale, Colorado, with a total registration of 28, to the 68 boards which shared 

responsibility for New York City, handling more than 20, 000 registrants each. Each 

board was composed of three or more members--citizens of the local community who 

volunteered their time and service. Offically the board members were appointed by the 

President on nomination by the Governor of the State. In practice, the appointive power 

had been delegated to the Director of Selective Service by an executive order of the 

President. The clerical work in the board was carried out by 6,060 paid employees--

usually a woman--of whom 1,784 worked only part time. The boards, in 1964, were 

staffed by 16,275 unpaid local board members who were assisted by about 8,678 

uncompensated advisors to registrants, 7,635 medical advisors, and 4,290 Government 

appeal agents. Over 85 percent of the System's personnel served on the local boards and 

appeals boards without any compensation. The members of the local boards were all 

male, as a System regulation required, mostly veterans, and almost exclusively white.11 

The average age of board members in 1966 was 58; one-fifth of the board members were 

over 70 and, of these, 400 were over 80. Almost all board members had served on their 



NA1IONALADVISOltY 
COMM1Tl'E£0N ~ - -

PHYSlaANS AND DEN11S1S 
(l-10) 

STATBADVISOR.Y 
coMMm'EEOf 

PUma.ANS AND DEN11STS 
(SS-271) 

~ - -

STATE APPEAL 
BOARD 

(103-'°3) 

- - -

I 

ADVISOR 
TO ROOISTR.ANTS 

(8.678) 

I 

162 

NA110NAL 
HEADQUAl.TERS 

(l-197) 

ux:At..BOARDS 

( 4J)SO- 22..DS ) 

- - - NATIONAL 
APPEAL BOARD 

(1-6) 

NATIONALSCIENllFIC 
ADVISQRY GROUP 

(1-1) 

MEDICALADYISOl.tS 
TO STATE DDtB:l'OltS 

(434) 

MEDICAL ADVISORS 
TO l.DCALBOAJtDS 

(7.,6SS) 

I 

GOVERNMENT APPEAL 
AGENT 

(4.;z:90) 

Exht'bit 4-1, Organintion of the Selective Service System* 

•As of June 30, 1964. Where two numbers appear in parentheses, the first refers to numbers of units and the 
lleCODd to the number of personnel. When a single number appears, it is pcnonnel. 

(Source: Annual Reoort of the Director of Selective Service for the Fiscal Year 1964. Washington, D.C.: 
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boards for more than 10 years. 12 

Nearly all of the managerial positions at the state level were filled by officers of 

the National Guard; in 1966, 48 of the 56 State Directors held ranks of Lieutenant 

Colonel to Lieutenant General. The scope of responsibilities of state directors does not 

appear to correlate directly with the state director's rank. For example,the state directors 

of Nebraska and Louisiana were Lieutenant Generals and had 96 and 23 local boards, 

respectively, to supervise. In contrast, the state director of Illinois, with 217 local 

boards and over one and one-half million registrants under his cogniz.ance, was a 

Lieutenant Commander in the Navy Reserve. The rank of Colonel (or Captain in the 

Navy) was the rank held by 48 percent of the state directors. 13 State Directors were 

appointed by the Governors of their states; in some states the position was part of the 

Governor's patronage and state directors changed with elections, and in other states 

directors served for long periods of time. When Dr. Curtis Tarr became the Director 

of Selective Seivice in 1970 after President Nixon had dismissed General Hershey, he 

found the ranks of state directors to be filled with a number of very elderly officers. 

Tarr wrote: 

General Hershey had remained in government service long after nonnal 
retirement age and he felt compelled to pennit his associates the same 
latitude. Thus we had one spry octogenarian as director in a large state, 
an astute and distinguished man, but one who only spent a few hours each 
day at work and with whom a younger generation of registrants could 
hardly identify. In a western state, the oldest Navy captain on active duty 
setved as state director .... A more pitiful case involved a state director in 
the South who had suffered for years from mental illness.14 
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The national headquarters in Washington, made up of nearly 200 personnel, was staffed 

almost entirely of Reserve and National Guard officers on active duty. Lieutenant 

General Lewis B. Hershey, the Director of Selective Service, was 72 years old in 1965 

and had served in his position since 1940. 

On the basis of information which was provided by the registrant, the young man 

was classified as to his suitability for military service. Exhibit 4-2 describes the various 

Selective Service classifications. Unless the local board gave the registrant a deferment 

or exemption, the young man was placed in the I-A (or I-A-0 or 1-0) category. The 

board classified registrants as IV-F if the registrant had obvious physical defects, but 

usually that determination was made based on a subsequent examination to which all I-As 

and I-Os were subjected. Those examinations determined the registrants physical status, 

mental apptitude, and moral qualifications according to standards set by the Department 

of Defense. All classification and selection for induction decisions were the exclusive 

prerogative of local boards, subject to reversal by appeal boards. The national 

headquarters in Washington, upon receiving manpower calls from the Department of 

Defense, prorated them to the states, usually according to the number of men classified 

as I-A in each state. The states, in tum, divided the state's quotas into quotas for their 

local boards. The local boards filled their quotas from among the most eligible of their 

I-As in accordance with current policy, and then ordered the young men to induction into 

the armed forces. 

The placement of decisional authority in the hands of local volunteers represented 
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I a..ASSIFICATION II DESCRIPTION I 
Cassi-A Available for military service. 
QassI-A-0 Conscientious objector available for non-combatant military 

sctvicc only~ 
Qassl-C Member of the Armed Forces of the United States, the Coast and 

Geodetic Survey, or the Public Health Service. 
Qassl-D Qualified. member of reserve component, or student taking military 

training, including ROTC and accepted aviation cadet applicant. 
aassl-0 Conscientious objector available for.civilian wOrk contributing to 

the maintenance of the national health, safety, or inteicst. 
Oassl-S Student defeacd by law until graduation from high school or 

attainment of age 20, or until the end of his academic year 
at a college or university. 

Oassl-W Conscientious objector pcrfonning civilian work contributing to the 
maintenance of the national health, safety, or interest, or who has 
completed such work. 

Oassl-Y Registrant qualified for military service only in time of war or 
national emergency. 

Oassll-A Occupational deferment (other~ agricultural and student). 
aass·n-c Agricultural deferment. 
Cassll-S Student defcnnen.L 

Oassill-A Extreme hardship deferment, or registrant with a child or children. 

CassIV-A Registrant with sufficient prior military service or ·who is a 
sole-surviving son. 

QassIV-B Official deferred by law. 
OassIV-C Alien not cunently liable for military service. 
OassIV-D Minister of religion or divinity student. 

OassIV-F Registrant not qualified for any military service. 

ClassV-A ! Registrant over the age of liability for military service. 

Exhibit 4-2, Selective Service System Classifications 

(Source: National Advisory Commission on Selective Service, In Punuit of Eauity: Who Setves When Not All 
Setve?. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967, p. 18.) 
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a fundamental commitment and central value within the System from which all other 

values stemmed. Decentralization of the System's decision-making, as well as civilian 

control, as stated in Chapter 3, became an article of faith when the System was organized 

by General Crowder during World War I. The commitment to decentralization of 

decision-making reflected the System's cling to the assumption, made during the design 

of the World War I draft policy, that popular acceptance and acquiescence of 

conscription would be forthcoming from the American people only if local figures, who 

knew the young men and the needs of the local community, made the tough decisions as 

to who would be drafted and who would remain at home out of harm's way. Implicit 

in the organh:ation of the draft was the assumption that America remained a 

predominantly rural society, despite all evidence that the country had become urbanized, 

outnumbering the rural population by 21/2 to one. American society had become less and 

less homogeneous, but the Selective Service System remained finn in its faith in "little 

groups of neighbors" making the major conscription decisions. The System's 

commitment to the decentralization of decision-making was indicated by the following 

statement by General Hershey's in 1966. 

It would be essential to avoid in any way interfering with the present 
decentralized approach of the System which has proved so successful in 
contrast with the centralized ones of both the Federal and Confederate 
governments during the Civil War. The decentralized, or local board, or 
grass-roots operation of Selective Service began with the First World War 
and demonstrated that the Nation would much more willingly support 
compulsory military service operated by their neighbors at home, than 
they would a program operated by a remote, impersonal organh:ation.15 
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The fundamental problem with the Selective Service System in the mid-1960s was 

the fact that the organization was designed to select young men for military service on 

a "universal" basis, as the title of the law, the Universal Military Training and Service 

Act, implied. However, such a system rapidly became extremely inequitable when the 

male population continued to grow and fewer and fewer young men were needed. The 

growth of the male population, both those turning 18 and the pool of 18-25 year old 

males, by year, is shown in Exhibit 4-3. As can be seen, by 1965, some two million 

men were reaching the age of 18 every year. When added to the total pool of 18-25 year 

old men who were vulnerable for the military draft, there were over 10 million men 

available for selection in any one year. However, only 100,000 to 300,000 men were 

needed for the draft each year, depending on the circumstances at the time. Thus the 

basic issue for the System and government policy-makers became: How should those men 

be selected? In the early- to mid-1960s the Department of Defense and the Selective 

Service System developed a number mechanisms to control and narrow somewhat the 

threshold of acceptability for the draft. These mechanisms included raising the physical, 

mental, and moral standards for service artificially high, and liberalizing defennents from 

service for such categories as college students, married men, special professions, etc. 

Even with the most liberal of draft selection policies, as existed in the mid-1960s, it was 

still difficult to select who was to serve and who was to be deferred given the large pool 

of men from which to choose and the lack of a war in which large numbers of men were 

required. The deferment mechanisms as they existed in 1964 are illustrated in Exhibit 
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4-4, and which have be.en derived from data of the Selective Service Annual Report for 

Fiscal Year 1965. From this exhibit it can be seen that a total manpower pool of over 

17 million was reduced to nearly two million who were judged to be available for 

service. From these two million men only 103,000 men were inducted into the armed 

services in 1964. This represents only .6 percent of the original pool of 17 .1 million 

men and 5. 2 percent of the 1. 9 million men reduced manpower pool. 

The escalation of American participation in the Vietnam War beginning in 1965 

served to triple the number of men drafted into the military services. However, the 

number of draftees still remained relatively low when compared to the total manpower 

pool of men between the ages of 18 and 25. Exhibit 4-5 illustrates the numbers of men 

drafted into the services by calendar year between 1949 and 1973, the year that the draft 

ended. As can be seen, the Vietnam War peak in 1966 of 343,481 was much smaller 

than the Korean War peak of 587 ,444 in 1951. Use of the military draft decreased 

gradually, and after 1971, the draft was hardly used. 

The Policy Debate Begins 

There was little government or public interest in military manpower issues in 

1963, even when a renewal was enacted of the authorization to draft a portion of 

America's youth into military service. The events of 1964, however, were to quicken 

interest in military manpower, both by the press and the general public. In early January 

1964, President Johnson received the report of a task force which contained alarming 

data about the youth of America. Commissioned by President Kennedy in September 
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1963, and chaired by Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz, the President's Task Force on 

Manpower Conservation was tasked to investigate two alarming indicators of problems 

with the nation's young men. First, one-half of the young men called in 1962 for pre-

induction examinations under Selective Service were found to be unqualified for military 

service. The second indicator was the continued rise in youth unemployment, causing 

concern within the Administration with the number of young persons out-of-school and 

out-of-work. The Task Force's report to President Johnson confirmed the suspicions of 

a problem. As the title of their report, One-Third of a Nation, indicates, they found that 

one-third of all young men in the nation turning 18 would be found unqualified for the 

armed forces, and that the majority appeared to be victims of inadequate education and 

insufficient health services. President Johnson, on January 5, 1964, directed the 

Secretary of Defense and the Director of Selective Service to conduct examinations of 

all new draft board registrants who were out of school and otheIWise available for 

service. The Selective Service System thus became a mechanism to administer a 

comprehensive litmus test for the country's social programs, identifying youth that 

needed help that the Great Society of the Johnson Administration was eager to give. 

President Johnson made it clear that there was to be no change in the standards for 

induction into the military; the youth earmarked for assistance would not be inducted into 

the services, nor would there be a change from the policy of calling the older registrants 

for induction. 16 Interestingly, nowhere in the Task Force's report does it state that the 

Defense Department's criteria for selection of youth for the military was artificially high 
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because of the surplus of youth from which to choose and the relatively small numbers 

of youth being required for the draft. 

Following immediately on the heels of the report of the President's Task Force 

and President Johnson's announcement of an officially sponsored attempt to identify 

youth for remedial assistance, the Department of Defense revealed it had undertaken 

studies of conscription, including its possible abandonment. The studies, which had been 

initiated when President Kennedy, in September 1963, directed the study on youth by 

Secretary of Labor Wirtz, were being led by Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

Manpower William Gorham, the man responsible for the study the previous year which 

led to President Kennedy's decision to defer married men. The Pentagon study effort 

was applauded in a New York Times editorial. 

The new studies by the Defense Department of means and methods of 
procuring military manpower are welcome--though tardy. They should be 
supplemented by investigations by appropriate Congressional committees 
and by private groups. For it is none too soon to begin to consider 
alternatives to or major revisions of the draft law, which expires in June 
1967. It has been clear for some time that the inequities in the present 
law and the great increase in the draft-age population, plus technological 
changes in the armed seivices, require a major re-examination of how to 
select, recruit and retain the numbers of men required annually. 

There is much that is wrong with the present draft law. It is in no sense 
universal: only about 58 percent of the men reaching age 26 (the upper 
induction level) ever seive. There are all sorts of exemptions. Aside 
from the inequities, the draft per se (except when applied en masse in 
wartime) is a wasteful system. Shocking, too, are the high percentages 
of those rejected for mental or physical defects or illnesses. 

Can the seivices be maintained at required levels without the compulsion 
of the draft? Without additional inducements toward professionalism--
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higher pay, quicker promotion, more psychic rewards, or what not--this 
seems doubtful. ... 17 

As if taking a que from the press, Congress began to stir on the subject of the 

draft. On January 16, 1964, Senator Kenneth Keating, Republican of New York, 

introduced a bill " ... to provide for a comprehensive study and investigation of the 

adequacy of the present system of compulsory military training under the Universal 

Military Training and Service Act." The committee established by the bill would consist 

of fourteen members, both civilian and military; six would be appointed by the President, 

four by the President Pro Tempore of the Senate, and four by the Speaker of the House. 

Senator Keating made a point in his presentation of the bill that a study of the draft 

conducted by the Department of Defense alone, as had been reported in the press a week 

earlier, " ... would not be sufficient to consider all the ramifications of the problem." 

During the months of January and February 1964, there was a sudden chorus of voices 

proposing measures and talking about both military and civilian manpower issues. The 

Senate Subcommittee on Employment and Manpower of the Committee on Labor and 

Public Welfare, chaired by Senator Joseph Clark of Pennsylvania, began hearings on the 

effect of the draft on unemployment and the training of youth. Congressman Robert 

Kastenmeier, Democrat of Wisconsin, proposed to amend the Manpower Development 

and Training Act of 1962 to provide for a study by the Secretary of Labor of the military 

needs of the nation. Senator Richard Russell of Georgia announced that his Committee 

on Armed Services would conduct hearings to examine the total effect of exemptions 
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from the draft. On March 10, Representative Thomas Curtis, Republican of Missouri, 

introduced a bill in the House which required the organization of a joint Congressional 

committee to study possible programs which could be substituted for conscription. The 

Curtis bill was endorsed by Senator Keating from the Senate floor, and the press reported 

that Curtis planned to recruit a number of members of Congress to deliver speeches on 

the measure in an attempt to generate a nationwide debate on the draft. Representative 

Curtis stated: "It has been clear for some time that the inequities of the present law and 

the great increase in the draft age population, plus technological changes in the armed 

forces, require a major re-examination of how to select, recruit and retain the numbers 

of men that are needed annually." As Representative Curtis was organizing his support 

in the House for his legislation, Senator Keating again took the floor in the Senate on 

April 14, to announce the addition of six additional co-sponsors of his proposed 

legislation and to castigate the draft. "What we have is no longer a Universal Military 

Training and Service Act, in which all recognize their obligation and perform it. 

Instead, it amounts to a compulsory obligation to the physically and mentally elite who 

cannot find a loophole for slipping out of the draft net .... Our draft system operates as 

something of a myth. It is not universal by any means. It aims at many of our 

potentially most qualified citizens. Yet once they are drafted, they are paid at a level 

lower than that considered to be the poverty line .... " 18 

The growing chorus in Congress calling for a thorough study of the draft and 

possible alternative military manpower policies was suddenly and effectively silenced by 
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the White House. President Johnson, one who always attempted to control events, felt 

that the initiative on military manpower was slipping from his grasp. With a Presidential 

election coming later in the year, and with his most likely opponent, Senator Barry 

Goldwater, and a solid core of Republican Congressmen urging an end to the draft, 

Johnson sought an alternative which would neutralize the issue. 19 From his Texas 

ranch, on Saturday, April 18, President Johnson announced that he had directed Secretary 

of Defense McNamara to initiate a comprehensive study of the military draft and related 

military manpower policies. The study was to consider alternatives to the existing draft 

system, including the possibility that manpower requirements could be met on an entirely 

voluntary basis, and was to be completed in one year. 

The news of President Johnson's directed study was carried in detail on the front 

page of many of the nation's newspapers the next day, Sunday, and was applauded in a 

New York Times editorial on Monday. The editorial hinted broadly that the timing of 

the President's announcement was linked to the 1964 Presidential campaign in which 

President Johnson was as yet an undeclared candidate. The next day, Tuesday, April 21, 

Representative Curtis assembled his cohort of 16 Republican Congressmen to make their 

speeches on the House floor in support of his proposed legislation to establish a joint 

Congressional Committee on Manpower and National Security to investigate the military 

draft system. In his introduction to the series of speeches which followed, Curtis 

indicated ruefully that the White House had effectively deflected his efforts to launch an 

investigation of wider dimensions of the draft. 
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I am very happy if possibly we might add to the list of those who are 
anxious to review this matter, President Johnson. In his press release 
over the weekend he pointed out the need for a complete review of the 
military manpower procurement system. I know those of us who have 
been looking into this matter, and who have very concerned about it for 
some time, are most pleased that President Johnson feels this way. This 
should certainly remove any question that may have existed on the part of 
leaders of both the House and Senate and the chainnan of the Committee 
on Armed SeIVices to go forward and to move into this field with a full 
discussion. I personally think a special Congressional committee to 
review this matter would be best .... 

As planned, each Republican Representative on Curtis' slate followed him and fulfilled 

his appointed role. However, the impact of seventeen Congressmen speaking out in 

favor of a Congressional investigation of the draft had lost its steam. The possibility of 

the military draft becoming a political issue in a Presidential election year, for the time 

being, was essentially railroaded onto a side track.20 The New York Times, almost as 

regretfully as Representative Curtis, commented in an editorial: 

The Pentagon's military studies are an essential base upon which to build. 
But if Congress and the nation are to have a really thoroughgoing study 
of a problem which has affected every American family, a Presidential 
commission, or a committee made up of representatives from many 
branches of Government, from Congress, from education and from experts 
in civilian life should be established to commence now the compilation 
and analysis essential to informed action some years from now. 21 

The President's direction to the Pentagon to launch a study of the military draft, 

which was begun in late-June 1964, did seIVe to relieve much of the political pressure 

which appears to have been building. The subject remained largely out of the press 

throughout the summer, but as the tempo of the Presidential elections increased the 

subject of the military draft inevitably crept back into public attention.22 On September 
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3, 1964, Senator Barry Goldwater, the Republican Presidential nominee, fonnally began 

his election campaign in Prescott, Arizona. Among his promises was the pledge to end 

Selective Service. Goldwater said: 

This [the Johnson] Administration uses the outmoded and unfair military 
draft system for social schemes as well as military objectives. 
Republicans will end the draft altogether, and as soon as possible! That 
I promise you! Republicans understand that the military forces need 
trained volunteers who make the military service a career. Republicans 
understand that the purpose of the military forces is not social, or 
political--it is to help keep the peace of the world. To use military 
services for political and social schemes--as this Administration does--is 
to drift closer to war on an ebbing tide of military strength. 

Interestingly, the Defense Department's Public Affairs Office issued a biting reply to 

Goldwater's speech on the same day. Agreeing that the draft should be ended as soon 

as possible and pointing out that four months earlier President Johnson had directed a 

study of the draft, the Defense Department stated, however, 

Any suggestion that the draft be ended without providing adequate 
substitute means to recruit soldiers for our armed forces is the kind of 
irresponsibility that was described by President Eisenhower in 1956 when 
he said [in response to Democratic Party Presidential nominee Adlai 
Stevenson], 'The issue of our military draft is no matter of a technical 
point to be scored in a political debate.' 

hresponsibility and "shooting from the hip" were to be recurring themes of the 

Democrats' attack against Senator Goldwater, and the press quickly picked up the 

themes. Even on the opening day of Goldwater's campaign an editorial in the New York 

Times identified the candidate as the "militant Senator Goldwater," and hinted that 

Goldwater's denunciation of the use of the draft for "social and political schemes" was 
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a code for listeners in the South who would interpret the remarks to mean that Goldwater 

was pledging to not use the armed forces to enforce desegregation. The next day 

Fresident Johnson again effectively foreclosed the use of the military draft as a campaign 

fosue by stating in a press conference, "I think the Selective Service system should be 

free from any politics--Republicans, Democrats, and independent boys wearing the 

uniform." He added that he recently had received an estimate of the cost of eliminating 

the draft from a member of the House Armed Services Committee and " ... his estimate 

was that it would cost us several billions to act precipitously in this matter, 

l . I .,23 compu s1ve y .... 

President Johnson's campaign for a four-year term in the White House in his own 

right was a mixture of appearing presidential and expressing a somber awareness of the 

awesome responsibilities of the office on the one hand, and on the other hand employing 

a sometimes not so delicate portrayal of Senator Goldwater as a politician who, if 

elected, would carry out his duties in the Oval Office with rashness. The Democrats 

successfully cast Goldwater in the role of a power-mad and impetuous militant who 

should never be allowed near the execution button which would begin World War m or 

any other military adventure. At the time the American public did not know that as early 

as the previous spring, on 16 March 1964, Secretary of Defense McNamara had stated 

in a memorandum to the President that the situation in South Vietnam was becoming 

extremely grave and recommended that planning be initiated for new military pressures 

to be applied to North Vietnam to prevent the topple of the sagging military regime in 
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Saigon. McNamara recommended two courses of action. The first would consist of a 

series of "border control and retaliatory actions," including assaults by the South 

Vietnamese Army against infiltration routes through Southern Laos, "hot pursuit" of 

guerrillas into Cambodia, "retaliatory bombing strikes" into North Vietnam by the South 

Vietnamese Air Force on a "tit-for-tat basis" in response for guerrilla attacks, and "aerial 

mining of the major ports in North Vietnam." The second course of action, which 

McNamara called "Graduated Overt Military Pressure," was to go beyond reacting on 

a tit-for-tat basis and would consist of air attacks against military and industrial targets 

in North Vietnam. President Johnson approved the recommendations the next day, 

March 17, in a meeting of the National Security Council, and one month before President 

Johnson had directed the Defense Department to initiate a study of the military draft. 

The planning for the air interdiction campaign, later to be identified as Operation Rolling 

Thunder, was essentially complete by late-May, but was not executed until after the 

November 1964 Presidential election and President Johnson's inauguration the following 

January. In early-August 1964, when North Vietnamese patrol boats allegedly attacked 

two U.S. Navy destroyers in the Gulf of Tonkin, the White House ordered a reprisal air 

sttike against North Vietnam, but the President went on nation-wide television and 

somberly stated, "We still seek no wider war." The White House also rushed through 

Congress a resolution, identified as the "Gulf of Tonkin Resolution," which supported 

any action which the President might take in response to the attack. On September 7, 

1964, two months before the Presidential election, there was "general consensus" at a 
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White House meeting that air attacks against North Vietnam would have to be launched, 

but that "tactical considerations" forced their delay. In the Presidential campaign, 

President Johnson, playing the role of a responsible chief of state, repeatedly indicated 

his moderate approach to increasing hostilities in Vietnam. Typical of his down home, 

folksy speeches, Johnson assured the American public in one speech that there was no 

major cause for alarm. 

There are those that say you ought to go north and drop bombs, to try to 
wipe out the supply lines, and they think that would escalate the war. We 
don't want our American boys to do the fighting for Asian boys. We 
don't want to get involved in a nation with 700 million people and get tied 
down in a land war in Asia. 

As far as I am concerned, I want to be very cautious and careful, and use 
it [U.S. offensive power] only as a last resort, when I start dropping 
bombs around that are likely to involve American boys in a war in Asia 
with 700 million Chinese. So just for the moment I have not thought that 
we were ready for American boys to do the fighting for Asian boys. 
What I have been trying to do ... was to get the boys in Viet-Nam to do 
their own fighting .... So we are not going north and drop bombs at this 
stage of the game .... It is not any problem to start a war. That is the 
easiest thing in the world. I know some folks that I think could start one 
mighty easy. But it is a pretty difficult problem for all of us to prevent 
one, and that is what we are trying to do.24 

On November 3, 1964, President Johnson was elected to the Presidency in his 

own right, and less than 100 days later, on February 13, 1965, he ordered the execution 

of Operation Rolling Thunder, the sustained bombing of North Vietnam. On April 1, 

1965, in a meeting of the National Security Council, President Johnson decided to 

employ American ground troops for offensive action in South Vietnam after it had been 

determined that the sustained bombing of the North would not stave off the collapse of 
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the South Vietnamese regime. Two U.S. Marine battalions and a Marine Air Squadron 

were to be deployed to Vietnam, and Marine units were to be given a more aggressive 

mission. He ordered that his decision be kept secret. At a press conference on April 27, 

1965, Johnson was asked: 

Question: 

The President: 

Mr. President, could there come about, as you now see the 
situation in Viet-nam--could there be circumstances in which 
large numbers of American troops might be engaged in the 
fighting of the war rather than in the advising and assistance 
to the South Vietnamese? 

Our purpose in Viet-nam is, as you well know, to advise 
and to assist those people in resisting aggression. We are 
perfonning that duty there now. I would not be able to 
anticipate or to speculate on the conduct of each individual 
in the days ahead .... I can assure you that we are being very 
careful--that we are being very studious--that we are being 
very deliberate--that we are trying to do everything we can 
within reason to convince these people that they should not 
attack ... and we are doing it with the minimum amount of 
expenditures of lives that we can spend. 

The Defense Department's study of the draft was nearing completion in the spring 

of 1965. In a May 12, 1965, memorandum to Secretary McNamara signed by Assistant 

Secretary of Defense (Manpower) Nonnan Paul, the study group outlined the major 

findings and recommendations. The group reported, 

... the draft is essential to meeting our military manpower needs. 
However, in the absense of increasing manpower needs, some hope for 
ultimate phase-out of the draft is justified and offered. A number of 
specific recommendations aimed at moving toward an all-volunteer force 
are proposed .... Of the specific recommendations, the most far-reaching 
would increase military starting pay to a level comparable with the civilian 
earnings of men with similar age and educational backgrounds. This 
proposal would be expensive, about $800 million annually, but would be 
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the most important step toward ultimate elimination of the draft. At the 
same time, it would help to reduce present inequities in the Selective 
Service System, inequities which have become accentuated as the military 
participation rate has dropped: unless military needs increase, less than 
one in three 18-year olds will see military service. 

The Defense study group also recommended a civilianization program in which some 

100, 000 military positions designed for support roles be converted to about 90, 000 

civilian positions, thus reducing the need for approximately 40, 000 military accessions 

per year and a savings of about $100 million annually. In addition, the study group 

made a series of proposals to expand pre-service educational subsidies which would be 

needed in the absense of the draft, both for general duty officers as well as doctors and 

other professional corps. Concerning qualitative standards for draftees, the study group 

made a strong recommendation that the Army's double standard for enlistments be 

abolished and a single, uniform induction standard for both draftees and voluntary 

enlistments be established. It was the practice of the Army at that time to maintain a 

higher standard for voluntary enlistments than for draftees, thus maintaining an artificial 

level of draft induction demand. In general, the Pentagon's study of the draft provided 

a reasonable, well conceived start toward the elimination of the draft and the beginning 

integration of the pieces necessary to move toward an all-volunteer force. 25 

On May 12, 1965, the Pentagon's Study Director, Mr. William Gorham, Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower), personally briefed Secretary McNamara on 

the study's fmdings and recommendations. Secretary McNamara told Mr. Gorham that 

the study was a good effort, but that Gorham had "come up with the wrong answer." 
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The right answer to the problems with the draft, according to Secretary McNamara, was 

a national service program for the country. McNamara seemed disinterested in the 

subject. Gorham, some twenty-seven years later, remembered vividly how shocked and 

mystified he was at Secretary McNamara's response to the study's findings and 

recommendations. The reason for Secretary McNamara's lack of interest in the study 

was to become clear within the next several weeks. 26 

In early-June, 1965, General William C. Westmoreland, the American 

commander in South Vietnam, requested an additional 44 battalions (200,000 combat 

troops) in order to hold off the defeat of the South Vietnamese long enough to make 

possible the further build-up of American forces. President Johnson, in July, approved 

the deployment to Vietnam of 193, 800 troops in 44 battalions. General Westmoreland' s 

troop requests very soon increased; he requested increases in troop ceilings of 275,000 

troops in July, 443,000 troops in December, and then a total of 542,000 troops in June 

1966. It was not until late-July 1965, that the White House revealed that there was to 

be a major build-up of combat forces in Vietnam and that American troops would be 

major participants in the ground war. In a televised address to the nation on July 28, 

1965, President Johnson stated, 

I have asked the Commanding General, General Westmoreland, what 
more he needs to meet this mounting aggression. He has told me. We 
will meet his needs. I have today ordered to Viet-Nam the Air Mobile 
Division and certain other forces which will raise our fighting strength 
from 75,000 to 125,000 men almost immediately. Additional forces will 
be needed later, and they will be sent as requested. This will make it 
necessary to increase our active fighting forces by raising the monthly 
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draft call from 17, 000 over a period of time to 35, 000 per month, and for 
us to step up our campaign for voluntary enlistment. After this past week 
of deliberation, I have concluded that it is not essential to order Reseive 
units into service now. 

The Administration's headlong rush into the Vietnam War had begun, and the military 

manpower procurement system which was to provide the manpower to fight the war, the 

Selective Seivice System, like an old war horse, was suddenly pushed to the front ranks 

again and given new life for yet another war. n 

The Department of Defense requisitions for manpower of the Selective Seivice 

System more than tripled during the year beginning in July 1965, from 101,300 to 

336,530. General Hershey's Selective Seivice System was pleased to respond to the call. 

His annual report for that fiscal year stated: 

The increased tempo of activities of the United States in Vietnam and the 
resulting growth in its Armed Forces made fiscal year 1966 busier than 
usual .... As during the time of Korea and in the Berlin build-up and in the 
Cuban crisis, the year's experience again demonstrated the position of 
readiness and the capability of Selective Seivice to meet sudden and 
accelerated demands for larger numbers of inductees to fill the needs of 
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force. 28 

At the end of 1964,the total number of U.S. military personnel in Vietnam was 23,000, 

all acting as advisors to the South Vietnamese military, and American deaths in Vietnam 

between 1961 and 1964 totaled 239. By the end of 1965, the number of U.S. forces 

increased to over 180, 000, and the number of deaths from hostile action in Vietnam rose 

to over 1,500. On August 4, the Johnson Administration requested of Congress an 

additional $1.7 billion in defense appropriations, the "Southeast Asia Emergency Fund," 
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to meet in part the costs of the Vietnam build-up. This amount was added to the 

previous appropriations request for defense, was passed by both houses of Congress, and 

was signed by President Johnson on September 29. 29 

The sudden escalation of American participation in the fighting in Vietnam was 

greeted almost immediately by howls of protest by a large and vocal segment of 

American youth and concerned older adults. The howls grew into an increasing 

crescendo of outrage against the war in Vietnam, and as a symbol of the war, much of 

the protest became directed against the military draft. 30 The May 2nd Movement, one 

of several "New Left" organizations and sponsored by the Maoist Progressive Labor 

Party, had published the first "We Won't Go" statement in May 1964. Throughout 1964 

and early-1965, there were a number of minor demonstrations against the military draft 

and the ceremonial returning of draft cards. The Students for a Democratic Society 

(SDS), which began as the Student League for Industrial Democracy, a tiny youth wing 

of the social democratic League for Industrial Democracy, had organized several protest 

marches and demonstrations. When the draft quotas suddenly increased in mid-1965, 

however, spontaneous reactions against the draft occurred on college campuses across 

the country and the SDS chapters were swept up by the outcry. The SDS National 

Council voted in September 1965 to launch a national anti-draft program, and the number 

of campus SDS chapters promptly doubled. Sit-ins at local draft boards, draft card 

burnings, and other protests became common and increasingly ugly. 

The reaction to the demonstrations by Government officials also became 
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increasingly hardened and the tools of power were increasingly tightened in attempts to 

curb the protests. In August 1965, Representative L. Mendel Rivers of South Carolina, 

Chairman of the House Committee on Armed Services, became so incensed at a news 

magazine's photographs of protesters burning their draft cards that he initiated legislation 

to make the destruction of draft cards a federal offense punishable by five years in prison 

and a $10,000 fine. In the very brief hearing of his committee, Rivers explained, "These 

bums that are going around the country burning draft cards while people are dying in 

South Vietnam have brought about this type of action." When he introduced his bill on 

the floor of the House, he referred to demonstrators against the draft and the war as 

"scum" and "vermin," and was supported by one Congressman who identified 

demonstrators at the Capitol as " ... generally a filthy, sleazy beatnik gang." Rivers' bill 

passed with only one dissenting vote in the House, sailed through the Senate by a voice 

vote, and was signed on August 26 by President Johnson. 31 

As the need for military manpower increased in 1965, at the urging of the 

Defense Department and in anticipation that some local draft boards may become hard-

pressed to meet quotas, in late-August, President Johnson signed a Presidential Order 

requiring the Selective Service System to amend their regulations to remove exemptions 

for married men. This exemption had been instituted in September, 1963, by President 

Kennedy when the System was facing the problem of too many eligible males and the 

need to narrow the threshold of acceptability. 32 

The National Coordinating Committee to End the War in Vietnam, headquartered 
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in Madison, Wisconsin, organized nation-wide urban and campus student demonstrations 

against the war and the military draft for October 15 and 16, 1965. An estimated 10,000 

protesters marched from the University of California at Berkeley toward the Oakland 

Anny Terminal, but were stopped and turned around by some 300 Oakland police. At 

Ann Arbor, Michigan, thirty-nine persons were arrested for demonstrating at the 

Selective Service headquarters. In New York City, several hundred persons rallied 

outside the Army Induction Center on Whitehall Street, and another rally was held at 

Central Park. The next day in New York, an estimated 10,000 persons paraded ten 

abreast down Fifth A venue, forming a mass of people twenty blocks long that was 

channeled through onlooking hecklers throwing paint and tomatoes. The state capitol in 

Salem, Oregon, was closed during a demonstration by students from Oregon colleges, 

and similar protests were carried out in Boston, Philadelphia, and other major cities. On 

the Senate floor, Senator John Stennis of Mississippi called on the Administration to pull 

the anti-draft movement up " ... by the roots and grind it to bits." He told the Senate that 

he thought the " ... unwarranted and disgraceful campaign ... " to encourage and instruct 

youths to avoid military service in Vietnam amounted to an " ... unlawful conspiracy." 

He stated that the activities of the SDS amounted to a Federal offense and should be 

punished. In response, two days later Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach told a 

news conference that the Justice Department had started an investigation of the groups 

behind the anti-draft movement. "There are some Communists involved in it," 

Katzenbach said. "We may very well have some prosecutions." The Attorney General's 
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announcement was followed the next day, October 18, by a statement from Bill Moyers, 

President Johnson's Press Secretary, that the President fully supported the investigation 

of possible Communist infiltration of anti-draft organizations. Moyers said the President 

expressed suiprise that " ... any one citizen would feel toward his country in a way that 

is not consistent with the national interest." The President was concerned, Moyers said, 

" ... that there is this lack of understanding by a few of what we are trying to do in South 

Vietnam in helping the people of that country maintain the freedom and independence 

that is rightfully theirs." President Johnson's indignation was echoed by leaders in 

Congress. Senator Mike Mansfield, the Senate Majority Leader, stated that the anti-draft 

protesters would undermine the President's effort to end the war in Vietnam, and the 

Senate Minority Leader, Senator Everett Dirkson, described the nationwide 

demonstrations as " ... enough to make any person loyal to his country weep." Other 

legislators stated their belief that the anti-draft protests were "sowing the seeds of 

treason," and that the demonstrations were the product of Communist leadership. The 

same day that Washington was reacting to the weekend of protests across the country, 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation arrested David J. Miller, the first person charged 

under the law banning the destruction of draft cards. 33 

As 1965 was drawing to a close the anti-draft movement received another 

demonstration of the power of Government officials to punish. In early December, a 

number of University of Michigan students who had participated in the October 15 sit-in 

and were arrested for trespassing at the Ann Arbor draft board were advised by their 
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home draft boards that they had been reclassified as I-A, losing their 2-S student 

deferments. Of the 39 students anested that day, Colonel Arthur A. Holmes, the 

Michigan State Director of Selective Service, called for the files of 26 of the 

demonstrators from their local boards. Before the files were returned a photocopy of the 

October 15 trespass charges was added, as well as a memorandum from Colonel Holmes 

calling attention to the new information and recommending that each case be reviewed 

by the boards in light of the new information. Accordingly, fifteen local draft boards 

declared students to be delinquent and changed the students' draft classification to I-A. 

Colonel Holmes explained that the Universal Military Training and Service Act makes 

it a felony for anyone to 11 
••• knowingly hinder or interfere or attempt to do so in any way 

with the administration of this title or the rules and regulations made pursuant thereto." 

General Hershey publicly supported the reclassification, stating that such convictions 

were grounds for reclassification to I-A and the declaration of the person as a delinquent 

meant he was available for immediate induction into the armed forces. Representative 

Emanual Celler, Democrat of New York and Chairman of the House Judiciary 

Committee, accused General Hershey of using the Selective Service law as a "club to 

discourage and prevent political dissent." Hershey responded in a letter to Celler that 

reclassification and advanced induction of draft delinquents was a practice that had been 

followed for a number of years. Hershey stated, 

Any deliberate, illegal obstruction of the administration of the law by 
registrants cannot be tolerated. We must always distinguish between 
young men who engage in a legal demonstration of political views, and 
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those who express those views by willfully violating the Selective Service 
Law, often with advance notice that they· will violate the law at a 
particular time and place. 34 

In a letter to the University of Michigan newspaper, General Hershey explained, "I'm 

one of those old-fashioned fathers who never let pity interfere with a spanking." In his 

view, draft-eligible men were allowed to remain in college through the generosity of the 

Selective Service System. They are not free agents, but are on "parole." The Michigan 

students who had been reclassified had " ... violated the terms of their parole, and they 

have no business to have a deferment after that. I cannot think that they qualify. under 

national health, safety, or interest .... We make a mistake when we put [them] in this 

deferred classification and therefore I think [they] ought to be taken out." In the 

Washington Post of December 15, Hershey bragged, "Reclassification is quicker at 

stopping sit-ins than some indictment that takes effect six months later. And we haven't 

heard of any sit-ins since the one at Ann Arbor. "35 

The outcry was swift and shrill. The Washington Post editorialized, "Induction 

into the armed forces ought not to depend on conformity to General Hershey's standards 

of political orthodoxy. The General has done something much worse than an injustice 

to an individual. He has impaired confidence in the fairness of the draft. And he has 

threatened a fundamental American freedom--freedom of expression." Several weeks 

later, the Post declared that if General Hershey could not be "persuaded" to instruct draft 

boards to stop using the draft law to stifle expressions of opinion, " ... he ought to be 

replaced with a director who will do so." A group of 103 law professors from the 
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country's leading law schools sent a letter to President Johnson opposing any use of the 

draft to smother criticism of the Administration's policies. An editorial in the New York 

Times, on December 26, scored the prosecution of draft card burners as well as the 

reclassification and early induction of dissenters. The editors cited the American Civil 

Liberties Union's argument that the prosecution of draft card burners violated the 

protester's right of free speech. "No matter how the [draft card burning] act may 

outrage public opinion, in and of itself the destruction of a draft card poses no greater 

threat to national security than the destruction of a bubble-gum card." In an article in 

The Nation, a University of Michigan professor noted that the punitive use of the 

"Universal" Military Training and Service Act casts the gravest doubts on the justice of 

the act as a whole, and that punishment for defiance of the laws " ... could only be justly 

imposed if guilt for the offense were properly established by a court of law." 

Presidential aide George E. Reedy explained in a memorandum to President Johnson that 

Hershey's view on the punitive use of the draft presented serious legal problems and that 

such actions would stigmatize military service as a form of punishment. President 

Johnson disliked the publicity surrounding the draft, particularly in view of his need to 

build-up American armed forces on South Vietnam, but took only a minor step to mollify 

the public. The Justice Department, in a public letter by Assistant Attorney General Fred 

M. Vinson, Jr., stated, "I am satisfied as a matter of both law and policy that sanctions 

of the Universal Military Training and Service Act cannot be used to stifle 

constitutionally protected expressions of views." Vinson stated that the Department of 
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Justice would follow this principle if any case were contested in the courts. Bill Moyers, 

President Johnson's Press Secretary, endorsed Vinson's views at a White House press 

briefing. No endorsement, however, came from General Hershey, and he continued to 

defend this reclassification action for the remainder of his career. 36 

Beginning in early-January, 1966, General Hershey began hinting broadly to the 

press that, due to an anticipated requirement for as many as 80,000 draftees per month, 

the Selective Service System may be forced to begin drafting college students. In an 

advisory memorandum to local draft boards issued on January 5, Hershey made the point 

that local draft boards rather than colleges and universities were responsible for 

determining whether young men were satisfactory students and eligible for deferment. 

He also hinted that the System may be forced to revive an old system for determining 

students' eligibility for deferment, a system which combined examinations and class 

standings. College students were granted deferments annually based on a certification 

from the school that the student was pursuing satisfactorily a full course of study toward 

a degree over a normal period of time. This chilling memorandum was followed by an 

announcement by the Department of Defense on January 13 that the armed forces would 

be increased by 340,000 personnel, bringing the total to 2,980,000 by June 30. The 

Army was to receive the lion's share of the increase, by 235,000 to 1,188,000 personnel. 

General Hershey hinted again to the press that a student draft was probable, and finally, 

on January 28, Selective Service announced that examinations and class standings would 

be restored as criteria for the deferment of college students beginning in September, 



194 

1966. When the System released detailed infonnation about the examinations, on March 

17, it was learned that the test would consist of a 150-question multiple choice test which 

would be administered at 1,200 test centers throughout the country on May 14, May 21, 

and June 3. Selective Sevice officials emphasized that student defennents from the draft 

would not be based on the test scores alone, but the test results would be balanced by 

local draft boards with other factors, such as class standings, grades, etc.37 

What began as a small trickle of discontent with the draft six months earlier 

turned into a rising stream, and then became a raging flood which carried all sorts of 

constituents and their grievances along in a swirling surge. Increasingly young men 

began to avoid military service and seek asylum from the draft as exiles in foreign 

countries. 38 The numbers of both news and journal articles assessing the military draft, 

as well as possible alternative military manpower procurement policies, swelled 

exponentially. Books began to appear, some obviously written in haste, which either 

simply decried the existing system or touted a favored alternative military manpower 

policy. A number of writers outlined the problems with the military draft and explored 

the various alternatives. For example, Jack Raymond, the Pentagon reporter for The 

New York Times, pointed out the following principal criticisms of the System: (1) 

Military conscription is undemocratic in principle, (2) The then current draft laws were 

unfair in operation, and (3) The draft was an inefficient means of acquiring military 

forces and imposed hidden costs. After reviewing each area of criticism in more detail, 

Raymond presented a balanced review of the alternative policy proposals which were 
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being pressed by their advocates. These were: (1) An all-voluntary military force which 

was supported by adequate pay and other emoluments; (2) A Universal Military Training 

plan, favored by General Hershey, in which all youths would be required to receive 

military training for a brief period, after which selected men would be either recruited 

voluntarily or drafted; (3) A national seivice program in which all young men would be 

called upon to volunteer for various fonns of service, including military service; (4) A 

lottery system in which all men reaching military age would enter a lottery to detennine 

who would perform military service. Raymond did not press for public support for any 

of the alternatives, but invited public debate. 

The next Congressional action on the law is not due until 1967. Proposals 
for a reassessment should not be allowed to remain donnant until the last 
minute. They should ... be brought into public discussion now. The 
national dissatisfaction with the draft, for various and often opposing 
reasons, is too serious to be ignored any longer.39 

It is interesting, in view of the future support which the all-volunteer military 

position was to achieve, that Raymond cited Professor Milton Friedman of the University 

of Chicago as a major supporter of that policy choice. Friedman was quoted at length. 

Conscription is a tax in kind--that is, forced labor imposed on the young 
men who are drafted or who volunteer to serve because of the threat of 
the draft. One of the great advances in human freedom was the 
conversion of taxes in kind to money taxes. A similar advance would be 
attained now by repealing conscription and using volunteer enlistment to 
staff our anned forces. In order to do so, we would, of course, have to 
make military service sufficiently attractive in terms not only of pay but 
of career opportunities and conditions of service to get the number of men 
we need. But this is an advantage, not a disadvantage. It would be not 
only more equitable but also more efficient. 40 
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Dr. Friedman was a key advocate for the policy choice which came to be identified as 

the All-Volunteer Force, and as as we shall see, was in a large measure responsible for 

successfully achieving acceptance of this policy choice over other alternatives. At least 

as early as 1962, when his book Capitalism and Freedom was published, Friooman had 

championed the elimination of the military draft and the adoption of a free market 

arrangement for voluntary military forces. 41 

The draft and its supporters increasingly came under fire as the early months of 

1966 wore on. In Februacy, an editorial in The Nation askoo whatever happenoo to the 

study of the draft that the President had directed the Department of Defense to conduct, 

and which was to have been completed nine months earlier. "We have become 

accustomed," the editorial said, "to hedging, obfuscations, delays and secrecy in trying 

to get a straight answer out of the Administration on a topic that affects every young 

man .... To these the Administration now seems bent upon adding broken promises and 

falsehoods. It was commonly assumed [in 1964 when the President directed the study] 

that Johnson was merely acting to spoil a truly objective study proposed in Congress by 

Senator Keating and others. Spoil it he did, just when it was beginning to get 

considerable support." The editorial went on to report that Harold Wool, "the man in 

the Pentagon closest to the secret study," had been contacted and asked what was holding 

up the release of the study. Wool was quoted to have responded, "Well, in a nutshell, 

the study was largely completed last summer, but the Vietnam outlook changed it, and 

now the basic study must be revised. "42 
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The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Civil Rights, in early January 1966, released 

a report admitting what the public probably already knew, that blacks were more likely 

than whites to be drafted into the Anny, and this was because whites were more likely 

to qualify for deferments because of their studies or occupations. The report stated that 

in the twelve month period which preceded the beginning of the Vietnam build-up in June 

1965, 16.3 percent of the men drafted into the Anny were non-white, compared to an 

overall non-white population of 11 percent, most of which were blacks. The issue of 

equity became a more prominent issue as casualties rose in Vietnam and it was learned 

that a high percentage of the casualties were black. Senator Robert Kennedy began 

charging in his speeches that the draft law discriminated against lower economic groups 

in American society, and that the draft law required revision. Julian Bond, the black 

spokesman who was ousted from his seat in the Georgia House of Representatives, made 

a speech to New York college students in which he urged blacks to avoid the draft. 

Representative Adam Clayton Powell, the outspoken black Democrat from Manhatten, 

at a news conference in the committee room of the House Education and Labor 

Committee, which he chaired, denounced the upcoming Selective Service System's 

education deferment tests as "reminiscent of Hitler," the foundation for a "racial 

aristocracy," and a device which would send a disproportionate number of blacks to the 

"Vietnam slaughterhouse." His major point was that the Selective Service tests would 

penalize unfairly the poorly-schooled black, and thus "bring the history of racial 

disc1imination full cycle ... 
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First, we provide an inferior education for black students. Next, we give 
them a series of tests which many will flunk because of an inferior 
education. Then, we pack these academic failures off to Viet Nam to be 
killed. It seems to me America should be comforted in the knowledge 
that a higher percentage of black soldiers is already dying in what is 
ingloriously being referred to in many areas as a "white man's war" 
against brown people. 43 

On March 1, a group of thirty Republican Congressmen, led by Representative 

Robert Ellsworth of Kansas, called for an "immediate" Congressional investigation of the 

draft and charged that the System was riddled with inefficiencies and unfairness. The 

Republican statement pointed out that there were 545,902 men between the ages of 19 

and 26 who were classified as I-A. Of these, the report said, 117 ,825 of these men had 

not yet been examined and another279,676 were considered "not available" because their 

paperwork was stalled in the bureaucratic pipeline. "We' re using World War II 

procedures in the space age," said Representative Richard Schweiker of Pennsylvania and 

a member of the House Committee on Armed Services. The Congressmen issued a 

manifesto which stated that the Administration had no "clear order of priority" for 

determining in what order to call various manpower groups. "We can no longer afford," 

they said, "a haphaz.ard approach toward the supply of personnel." The press and journal 

editors also began to pepper the Administration and Congress with articles urging an 

investigation of the draft and implying a coverup. For example, an article in The 

Nation, long a foe of the draft, stated: 

The Johnson Administration offers neither answers nor the mechanics for 
getting answers, and it has actively connived to prevent anyone else from 
getting some answers. In March and April 1964, a great wave of 
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enthusiasm was building up in Congress to really dig into the draft 
question and make some sense of it with -a bipartisan Congressional 
committee. Both Curtis and former Sen. Kenneth Keating had bills that 
looked promising. But only four days after Keating ... introduced his draft 
review bill, President Johnson called a press conference and announced a 
"comprehensive" review of the draft--to be conducted by the Department 
of Defense. He thus killed any chance Keating and Curtis might have 
had . 

. . . with a great flourish and a $1 million budget, the Department of 
Defense assigned thirty-five men full time to complete the new study, the 
deadline being last April. Although the report is now almost a year 
overdue, nothing has been heard from the study group, except for a few 
preparatory leaks to favorite newsmen that the draft will have to be 
continued as is, indefinitely . 

... an aide to [Senator] Prouty [of Vermont] summarizes the strategy: 
Johnson may not be the inventor of the phantom committee, but he is 
rapidly becoming the master of its use. Several Congressmen or Senators-
-it doesn't matter of which party--get interested in what they believe to be 
a serious problem. They agitate for a serious study effort, by a select 
committee of Congress or by a special Presidential commission. Bills are 
introduced, speeches delivered, letters sent to the President stating the 
urgency of the matter and pleading for its support. But for reasons of his 
own the President does not want the issue aired. The solution: with much 
fanfare the President establishes a phantom committee. On paper, the 
committee makes a frontal assault on the problem it faces. In practice, 
the committee does little or nothing. Its main purpose is to quiet the 
demands of Congress by assuring the public that something is being done. 

Curtis and the others knew what Johnson was up to, but for a while they 
had to pretend that he was sincere. Now they have waited long enough 
to show that the President has no intention of attempting to cope with the 
draft problem, and they are ready once more to ask that the Congress take 
control. There must be quite a few young men who wish them luck.44 

Of the many challenges to the American widening of the Vietnam War and to the 

Selective Service System, which was the engine which provided manpower for the war, 

perhaps one of the most troubling to many Americans was the cry of those who saw the 
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war as unjust and illegal, therefore providing grounds for refusal to serve in the military. 

Beginning in the spring of 1966, the press and journals began carrying articles on 

conscientious objectors who objected to this particular war rather than wars in general. 

The American Civil Liberties Union, on March 2, 1966, announced that it would move 

through the courts and lobby in Congress to establish exemptions for non-pacifists who 

opposed the Vietnam War on "moral, social, philosophical or religious grounds. "45 The 

Supreme Court's decision in United States v. Seeier, handed down on March 8, 1965, 

widened the scope of arguments by those opposed to all wars on moral or philosophical 

grounds. However, the right to refuse to participate in a particular war rather than all 

wars did not exist. The widespread revulsion to the Vietnam War among a sizeable 

minority, though they argued they were not opposed to "just" wars, began to be heard. 

Michael Walzer, a Professor of Government at Harvard University, wrote: 

It is obvious that the right of concsientious objection to a particular war 
ought to be recognized even if the war has the oveIWhelming and 
enthusiastic support of a vast majority of the people. Like all other 
human rights, it must be protected against popular tyranny, though 
majorities are free to attach whatever stigmas they choose to its exercise. 
But like other human rights again, it must be protected chiefly against the 
state and the various agents who act in the name of the state.46 

In May 1966, the General Assembly of the United Presbyterian Church urged Congress 

to " ... examine new proposals for universal service to the end that those who cannot 

conscientiously serve in a particular war may give alternate service to the nation." In 

July, leaders of the National Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy, including Dr. 

Benjamin Spock, recommended in a statement that the draft be abolished and be replaced 
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by a professional volunteer force, and also reaffirmed the organization's belief that the 

basis for conscientious objection should be broadened to include those opposed to specific 

wars. later in the year, a convention of nine Protestant denominations met in Dallas in 

an attempt to produce a blueprint for church unity. They formally asked the Marshall 

Commission, which was formed by President Johnson to study the draft, to consider 

provisions for the conscientious objectors who opposed particular wars. Also in 

September, the American Civil Liberties Union and the New York Civil Liberties Union 

announced they were teaming to defend one Benjamin Sherman, who was appealing his 

reclassifiction to I-A by his draft board when he quit a job to which he objected because 

it supported the Vietnam War but which deferred him from military service. As the 

opposition to the Vietnam War and the draft increased in frenzy in the late-1960s, a 

subculture of war protesters, identified as Selective Conscientious Objectors (SCOs), 

came to be recognized. As Senator J. William Fulbright wrote: 

Protestors against the Vietnamese war have been held up to scorn on the 
ground that they wish to "select their wars," by which it is apparently 
meant that it is hypocritical to object to this particular war while not 
objecting to war in general. I fail to understand what is reprehensible 
about trying to make moral distinctions between one war and another, 
between, for example, resistance to Hitler and intervention in Vietnam. 
From the time of Grotius to the drafting of the United Nations Charter 
international lawyers have tried to distinguish between "just wars" and 
"unjust wars." It is a difficult distinction of law and an even more 
difficult one of morality, but it is certainly a valid problem and, far from 
warranting contempt, those who try to make that most pertinent distinction 
deserve our sympathy and respect. 47 

In May 1966, one of the potential military manpower policy alternatives, national 
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service, suddenly broke into the news and briefly captured public attention. On May 7, 

the first National Service Conference was held at the Princeton Club in New York City, 

largely through the personal efforts of Donald J. Eberly and with minor financial backing 

from the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation. Mr. Eberly chaired the conference which was 

attended by some 30 representatives of universities, student organizations, government 

agencies, and private foundations. The conference participants included: Dr. John 

Monro, Dean of Harvard College; Glenn Olds, Executive Dean of International Studies 

and World Affairs, State University of New York; the Reverend William S. Coffm, Jr., 

Chaplain at Yale University (and later to figure prominently in the anti-Vietnam War and 

anti-draft movement); Harris Wofford, Associate Director-at-Large of the Peace Corps 

(and currently a U.S. Senator from Pennsylvania); Robert Edwards, Program Assistant 

of the Ford Foundation; Dr. Leon Bramson, Chairman of the Department of Sociology 

and Anthropology at Swarthmore College; and Philip Sherburne, President of the 

National Student Association. The group endorsed the principle that students and other 

youths should be given the option of service to the nation in fields other than the 

military, such as the anti-poverty program or the Peace Corps, rather than be drafted into 

the armed forces. One of the first orders of business of the conference was to defme 

"national service." The minutes of the conference, A Profile of National Service, 

contained the following deftnition: "National service as a concept embraces the belief that 

an opportunity should be given each young person to serve his country in a manner 

consistent with the needs of the nation--recognizing national defense as the first priority--
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and consistent with the education and interests of those participating, without infringing 

on the personal or economic welfare of others but contributing to the liberty and well-

being of all." That the purpose of the conference was completely intertwined with the 

issue of the military draft, and that national service was seen as an alternative policy, can 

be seen in the stated principal purpose of the conference. 

The business of the day is to explore the major issues of national service 
with a view to suggesting a frame of reference for a follow-up study. We 
seem to be gathered at a significant moment, since there has been an 
upsurge of interest, as reflected in television programs, magazine articles 
and newspaper commentaries, in a revision of the draft. While most of 
the recent discussion has focused on the inequities of the draft, there has 
also been considerable interest in the development of a universal national 
service program as an alternative to the present Selective Service System. 
Thus it is important to examine a national service program now, not only 
as a means of eliminating these inequitities, but also in the larger frame 
of reference in which it rightfully belongs. 

The conferees agreed to initiate a comprehensive review of the military draft, including 

an examination of the possibility of establishing a compulsory national service. The 

study was expected, Don Eberly said after the meeting to a New York Times reporter, 

to recommend a radical revision of the draft law, stressing that youths should be allowed 

to serve in non-military programs as an alternative to military service. 48 

Don Eberly, who was elected Executive Director of the National Service 

Secretariat at the conference, was and remains today the person who has been most 

responsible for championing the interests of national service as a policy issue. For nearly 

his entire career, Eberly has steadfastly pursued the national service ideal, single-

handedly and without any particular influence in Washington except among personal 
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friends and fellow believers in the national service cause. The son of a Methodist 

minister from a small town in Northern New York, Eberly attended the Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology and majored in physics. He was drafted into the Army in 1951, 

but was assigned as a physicist at Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, rather than sent to 

Korea. In 1953, he accepted a position in Nigeria with the International Development 

Placement Association (IDPA), a small, private organization which was placing 

Americans in teaching and other positions in less developed countries. After teaching 

assignments in Nigeria and Turkey, Eberly returned to the United States to enroll as a 

graduate student at Harvard University. After receiving his master's degree in education, 

he became the Assistant Director of the International Students Office at Harvard. Over 

the years, beginning with his teaching assignment in Nigeria, Eberly had been pressing 

every person of influence he could with the concept of youth participating in a program 

of national service as an instrument of international peace. In 1960, Senator Hubert 

Humphrey was taken with Eberly's concept and initiated legislation for a "Peace Corps." 

With President Kennedy's election in November 1960, the Peace Corps rapidly became 

a reality. Eberly returned to Nigeria and served for three ye.ars as Undersecretary in the 

Nigerian Federal Ministery of Education. When he returned to the United States in 

1964, Eberly accepted a position with the Overseas Educational Service branch of 

Education and World Affairs (EWA), but after organizing the National Service 

Conference in New York in 1966, he obeyed the pull of his true calling and dedicated 

the rest of his life to the cause of national service. 49 
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Also in May 1966, the advocates of national service found an unexpected but 

temporary ally--Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara. In an address on foreign policy 

in Montreal to the American Society of Newspaper Editors on May 18, Secretary 

McNamara proposed near the end of his speech that all young Americans give their 

country two years of service, either as a civilian or a member of the armed forces. He 

suggested that the "inequity" of the Selective Service System, which "draws on only a 

minority of eligible young men," would be removed by his plan. He spoke of the 

generation of youth of America as "committed and dedicated." "It has proved that in its 

impressive performance in the Peace Corps overseas, and in its willingness to volunteer 

for a final assault on such poverty and lack of opportunity that still remain in our 

country." The press ran banner headlines of McNamara's offband proposal, and the 

Johnson Administration moved quickly to disavow McNamara's comments on the draft 

in a flurry of press briefings. The speech touched off a minor storm of activity on 

Capitol Hill. Senator Gaylord Nelson, Democrat of Wisconsin, proposed a resolution 

to create a bipartisan commission to study the Selective Service System, and in the House 

a similar study effort was proposed by three House Democrats. Several days later, 

Senator Jacob Javits, Republican of New York, strongly endorsed the McNamara 

proposal. "I am delighted that Bob McNamara took this position. I am convinced that 

it responds to a wide national concern with the deficiencies of the present system, a 

concern that seems to me to exceed even our preoccupation with Vietnam." McNamara's 

proposal for national service was warmly endorsed in an editorial in the New York 
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Times, and James Reston, the Times' Military :Editor, called McNamara "the computer 

that turned philosopher." Reston said McNamara " ... was supporting what Harris 

Wofford, the Associate Director of the Peace Coips, calls 'the politics of seivice,' and 

thinking about a new concept of national seivice in which all young people in America 

can acquire a sense of purpose and an opportunity for service at home and abroad ... He 

has opened up by his speech in Montreal some fundamental questions, and these will, or 

should, be debated seriously on Capitol Hill and in the newspapers and on the university 

campuses .... " General Hershey, persona of the established military manpower policy, 

in testimony before a Senate Appropriations subcommittee on May 25, said that the draft 

system was better for national defense than the national service program proposed by 

Secretary McNamara. He said that the military should not be burdened with the 

educational, physical and moral rehabilitation that would be needed under a national 

service system, and that the cost would be tremendously greater.50 

As the May 14 date of the first nation-wide student draft deferment exam 

approached, the 1.7 million students across the country with II-S deferments became 

increasingly restive. On May 12, about 350 University of Chicago students seized 

control of the university's administration building to protest the school's cooperation with 

the Selective Seivice System. A similar take-over of an administration building by 

students occurred the next day at the City College of New York. On the first day of the 

exam some 350,000 college students, of the 800,000 who signed up for the exam, filed 

into the 1,200 test centers and completed the tests. Anticipating an even greater number 
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of students who might wish to take the exam, as much as an additional 200,000 students, 

Selective Service System officials tentatively scheduled a fourth exam for June 24. 

Members of the many chapters of the Students for a Democratic Society (SOS) passed 

out a "National Vietnam Examination" at the doors of test centers, protesting the 

"discriminatory" nature of the exams. The New York Times, in an editorial published 

on the day of the first test, remarked that, " .. .it is plain that the test only alleviates a 

generally unsatisfactory procedure. Deferment of college students places most of the 

burden of military setvice on the shoulders of the very poor or the academically 

untalented. This smacks of a caste system, in which prolonged education can readily 

tum defennent into exemption .... Nationally sound reform lies in the direction of 

universal national setvice, with limited options to seive either in the armed forces, the 

Peace Corps, the National Teacher Corps, or a variety of domestic urban and rural 

missions." Senator Robert Kennedy stated during a television interview program that he 

had "serious reseivations" about the tests as a measurement for deferring students from 

military setvice. "I think," Kennedy said, "that one of the gravest problems about the 

draft .. .is that those who are of the lower economic groups are the ones being called on 

because they cannot afford to attend universities." The second student deferment 

examination, on May 21, was attended by an estimated 250,000 students, but was met 

by little opposition. Protest demonstrations by students and faculty members were 

reported at only three universities across the country. However, on the following 

Tuesday, about 600 students at the University of Wisconsin seized the school's 
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administration building to protest the university's cooperation with the Selective Service 

System.51 

Meanwhile, political leaders and others with political influence spoke out favoring 

alternative military manpower policy positions. Senator Richard Russell told an Armed 

Forces Day gathering in Atlanta that he would again seek enactment of legislation for 

universal military training (UMT), in which all young Americans would receive six 

months of military training. Twice before Senator Russell had introduced UMT 

legislation in Congress; on both occasions the bills had passed the Senate but failed to 

be approved by the House. The Reverend Martin Luther King, at the dedication of a 

new Baptist church center in Brooklyn, New York, spoke out in favor of a system of 

national service. Also in late May 1966, two respected organi7.ations announced they 

would contribute to the national discussion over military manpower policy by sponsoring 

conferences in which the issues would be debated. On May 16, the National Board of 

the American Veterans Committee called for a conference in Washington on June 6 "to 

work out a blueprint of national debate and action." This smaller conference led to the 

organi7.ation of an expanded conference which took place in Washington in November. 

On May 28, the University of Chicago announced it would sponsor an international 

conference, to take place in Chicago in late November or early December, on 

conscription and its relation to education. Indicative of the increasing pressure building 

in Congress for action, on May 27, a group of 23 Republican members of the House, the 

so-called "Wednesday Group" because of their weekly meetings on Wednesdays, initiated 
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a series of six published statements about the draft and called for a thorough 

Congressional review. Hitting at the lack of nation-wide standards, and therefore the 

inequity, in Selective Seivice procedures, the group stated in their fourth report, 

"National standards are so imprecise that neighboring local boards will apply different 

criteria to identical cases, and the drafting practices of a local board in one state may be 

almost entirely different from those of a local board in another." The most vocal of 

Republican dissenters and those to figure more prominently in the future in the military 

manpower debate were: Robert Ellsworth of Kansas, Tom Curtis of Missouri, Frank 

Horton of New York, Donald Rumsfeld of Illinois, and Richard Schweiker of 

Pennsylvania. In a CBS radio program recorded in the Senate Radio Gallery, "Capitol 

Cloakroom," on June 1, Senator Gruening, Democrat of Alaska, and Senator Javits, 

Republican of New York, discussed the problems of the draft. Senator Gruening and 

five other Democratic Senators had introduced a resolution calling for a Congressional 

investigation of Selective Service procedures, and Senator Javits was preparing to 

introduce his own resolution calling for a change in the concept of one of purely military 

seivice to encompass national seivice. Fighting back through the press against an 

"unidentified individual at the Pentagon" who reportedly was touting a lottery draft 

system, General Hershey called in a reporter and attempted to discredit such a plan. In 

mid-June, General Hershey was pitted against Senator Edward Kennedy, Democrat of 

Massachusetts, on the ABC network's "Issues and Answers." In Senator Kennedy's 

comments, he urged Congress to initiate a full study of the draft and to consider a lottery 
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system to detennine who would be drafted. With his usual combination of bluntness and 

scrambled syntax, General Hershey responded, "The first thing you have to have in any 

draft service is that it turns out men. Unfortunately, fairness or anything else has to go 

because we have to have survival and therefore you have to have men." Senator 

Kennedy, on June 29, fonnally introduced his proposed legislation which would disolve 

the draft's selection procedures and replace them with a nation-wide lottery. Thomas S. 

Gates, a former Secretary of Defense in the Eisenhower Administration and Chairman 

of the Board of the Morgan Guaranty Trust Company in New York, made a speech in 

San Francisco in which he urged serious consideration of a national service system. 

Gates was to later play a major role in the final settlement of the military manpower 

policy debate beginning three years later, in 1969. In New England, dressed in the Yale-

blue academic gown with the traditional jeweled collar of his office, the 46-year old 

President of Yale University, Kingman Brewster, Jr., sharply criticized the Johnson 

Administration for "its persistent refusal to take the lead" in designing a fairer military 

manpower system. "Service to the nation," he said, "has been mocked by a policy under 

which the nation tends to draft only those who cannot hide in the endless catacombs of 

formal education. "52 

With great reluctance, Representative L. Mendel Rivers announced on June 15 

that he would begin hearings by his Committee on Armed Services to provide a forum 

for his colleagues in Congress to express their views on the draft. The hearings started 

on June 22, 1966, and continued for six days, ending June 30. In a letter to General 
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Hershey, Chairman Rivers outlined the scope of the testimony he expected his committee 

to receive. 

It is my intention to make the hearings public, and ... I will request you to 
answer the questions of the members of the Committee. It is also my 
intention to ask other members of Congress to present their views to the 
Committee ... I am receiving complaints from various members of the 
Congress concerning the inconsistent application of regulations in different 
parts of the country .... There seems to be no national regulation with 
respect to part-time students. As you know, many persons have expressed 
the belief that a lottery would be preferable to the present system ... ! 
mention these items just to give you an idea of the range of complaints ... I 
hope that you will be prepared to make the proper recommendations. 53 

Rivers' ground rules for the hearings ensured his total control of the proceedings. The 

hearings would be public, but only government officials of the legislative and executive 

branches would testify. After a lengthy introductory statement, Chairman Rivers 

welcomed General Hershey and asked for his statement. After reviewing various aspects 

of the Universal Military Training and Service Act and orga.niz.ational procedures of the 

System, General Hershey noted that, "These hearings are occasioned by the recent 

increases in the operation of Selective Service. Of course, such activity prompts an 

upsurge of public interest, and it is beneficial to undertake a review such as this. This 

committee is performing a valuable service in reviewing the operations of the Selective 

Service System. Seventeen months ago, in February 1965, the [draft induction] call was 

for 3, 000 men. In recent years, induction calls had been for for about 100, 000 a 

year. "54 Hershey was stating what most politicians and military decision makers already 

knew--that the sudden escalation of fighting by Americans in Vietnam had translated to 
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a major increase in military manpower and triggered public interest in the heretofore 

accepted military manpower policy. Hershey went on to indicate the success of the 

System in tenns of personnel inductions. 

From July 1, 1965, through June 30, 1966, we will have inducted about 
340,000 men. In the same period, there will have been about 353,000 
enlistments into the Regular and Reserves by men who have had their 
preinduction examinations and have been told they were qualified. 

The total number entering military service for the first time--excluding 
officers-from July 1, 1965, through June 30, 1966, will be about 
1,090,000. Of that total, the 700,000 provided directly or indirectly by 
local boards represents a fair measure of the System's contribution to our 
current Armed Forces buildup.ss 

General Hershey's rambling, down-home country, and often outright dodging 

responses to the Committee members' questions was typical, but his obvious preparation 

for the hearings by memorizing superficial facts about the members' home states was 

amusing. For example, this exchange took place between Representative Robert T. 

Stafford of Vermont and General Hershey . 

Stafford: 

Hershey: 

. . . should the Selective Service make an effort to assure that its 
regulations are interpreted identically throughout the country?" 

Well, in the first place, I would like to see your maples this fall 
and the maple syrup next spring, so I want to be as generous as I 
can. But in the first place, I think you are de.a.ling with human 
beings, and I think you are asking for somebody to create a 
machine that will defeat human beings, and I don't believe you 
have liberty and uniformity at the same time. 

Now, that is not a very good answer, but on the other hand, I have 
more confidence in those people who live up in Vermont, for them 
to decide who ought to go from up there than I have--and they have 
more compassion, even when they are a little granity--they have 
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more compassion than any of these machines have. 

So I just don't think that you can go beyond certain things. We do 
try to furnish information to the board on what is critical, what is 
an essential activity, where there is always a difference of opinion. 
I have trouble, myself, and I have read a lot of them, I have never 
seen two cases exactly the same. 

Well, General, I guess your answer could be summed up in the 
word "No"? 

Yes. [Laughter]56 

In another example, the following exchange took place between Chairman Rivers and 

General Hershey. 

Rivers: 

Hershey: 

Rivers: 

Hershey: 

Rivers: 

Now, do you think we should have some kind of regulation 
making it a uniform policy that all boards follow the same 
policy in this student deferment?" 

I think the board is entitled to the best information available. I 
think they are in a place where they have to meet the calls and we 
do have some laws which permit the induction of all kinds of health 
specialists by direct call. Therefore, they are not--they not only 
have the jeopardy that comes with the ordinary citizen, but we use 
that jeopardy to take them at a time when we need specialists. But 
on the other hand, I am not one of those who believe that you can 
guide a thing successfully in too much detail from a central 
headquarters. 

In other words, you are for states rights, are you? 

I have more confidence in the people down in Charleston--of 
course, they have proved that several times, I guess, by the fact 
that we have seniority from some of the people who come from 
there--but, anyway----

You sure know how to get along before this committee all 
right. 57 
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When General Hershey was asked by Chainnan Rivers about the reclassification of the 

students who were arrested for trespassing at the local draft board at Ann Arbor, 

Michigan, General Hershey stated that he indeed did approve the reclassification action. 

Chainnan Rivers responded, "God bless you, you should have done it, you should have 

done it. Now, I think if this country needs anything today it is a strong voice in behalf 

of obedience to the law, obedience to the law. "58 

General Hershey testified before the Committee for three days. His interogators 

on the Committee treated him with deferrence and respect, and did not ask him any 

questions which were difficult or would cause him embarrassment. Hershey made it 

clear that he favored some form of Universal Military Training as an alternative should 

the draft be replaced with another manpower policy system. "I think a fellow should be 

compelled to become better and not let him use his discretion whether he wants to get 

smarter, more healthy, or more honest." Hershey also stated his belief that a lottery for 

the draft was unfair and he spoke against the concept of using volunteers entirely to fill 

the services' ranks with the statement, "I don't want to be defended by individuals who 

are there for no other reason than the money." He had no recommendations for the 

Committee for improving the current law or the System. 59 

During the two days following General Hershey's testimony and questioning, a 

total of 23 witnesses paraded before the Committee to present their views on the draft, 

insofar as possible within the fifteen minutes each was allowed. This group of witnesses 

included twenty Congressmen, two Senators, and the sole non-government witness, the 
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National Commander of the American Legion. Of the Congressmen, eleven favored a 

variety of reform measures but keeping the draft law intact, two spoke out for reform of 

the draft to include a lottery system, one favored some form of national seivice 

{Representative Adam Clayton Powell), and five favored abolishing the draft and 

instituting an all-volunteer system. Those who wanted an all-volunteer system included 

Representatives Robert Ellsworth of Kansas, Thomas B. Curtis of Missouri, James J. 

Delaney of New York, Robert W. Kastenmeier of Wisconsin, and Bradford Morse of 

Massachusetts. Morse, in his testimony, was speaking on behalf of 25 other 

Congressmen as well as himself. The two Senators were Edward Kennedy of 

Massachusetts, who spoke out for a reform of the draft through adoption of a lottery 

system, and Jacob Javits of New York, who supported a national seivice program. 

Clearly by mid-1966, the lines were being drawn between the various camps favoring 

one alternative over another. Not one witness, other than General Hershey, supported 

the Selective Seivice System as it was then being executed and led. 60 

The last day of the hearings before the House Armed Seivices Committee, June 

30, 1966, was devoted entirely to the testimony of Thomas D. Morris, Assistant 

Secretary of Defense (Manpower). Morris' testimony was somewhat of a coup for 

Chairman Rivers, who had persuaded the Department of Defense that they should 

provide the public with at least a summary of ·the Defense Department's 1964 study of 

the draft and relieve some of the pressure on the issue. Secretary Morris, who had been 

in his position for a very short month, was faced immediately with the problem of 
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absorbing a vast amount of details from a handful of separate studies on particular issues 

related to the draft, and consolidating the details into a meaningful whole for a 

presentation. This task Secretary Morris for the most part accomplished himself with 

support from Dr. Harold Wool, the Director of Procurement Policy. In his testimony, 

Secretary Morris stated that the Department had, " ... brought the analyses upon which the 

study was based up to date, and find that experience in recent months confirms in all 

respects our earlier findings and conclusions." Secretary Morris' testimony, as had been 

requested by the Committee's staff, was organized into the following principal areas: (1) 

What had been the Department's experience with the Selective Service System?; (2) What 

were the problems in the Service's processes?; (3) Could the foreseeable military 

manpower requirements be met without a draft?; (4) If not, would improvements in pay 

and other practices enable the Department to sustain an all-volunteer force?; and (5) If 

the draft must be continued, were there ways to improve the process of choosing men 

who must seive? Morris testified that the draft had been a very flexible tool during the 

previous 15 years, adjusting rapidly to major shifts in military manpower requirements. 

Clearly, Morris said, there was no question of the success of the System in fulfilling its 

role. The principal problems with the Service's processes, in Morris' view, included: 

(1) The calling of the oldest men first, the men who were most settled in their careers; 

(2) Deferment rules which favored college students, who may be more fortunate 

economically; (3) Past deferment rules which favored married men without children, 

putting a premium on early marriages; and (4) Department of Defense standards which 
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disqualified men with lesser mental abilities and educational attainment, but who could 

benefit by military service training. Morris stated that these problems should be 

corrected if the Department were to maximize the number of volunteers and minimize 

the effects of the draft. In answer to his third area of attention, could foreseeable 

manpower requirements be met without the draft, Secretary Morris stated that the 

Department believed it would be impossible to achieve manpower goals without the 

influence of the draft, motivating young men to enlist in order to avoid undesirable 

assignments when drafted. The Department's data indicated that it would be extremely 

difficult to sustain force levels above the two million men level, the maximum all-

volunteer force level given the current set of other variables (e.g., pay, benefits, etc.). 

At the pre-Vietnam force level of 2. 7 million, Morris said Defense expected to 

experience a deficit of between 475,000 and 650,000 personnel under an all-volunteer 

manpower policy. In response to the fourth question, Secretary Morris stated that the 

pay increases required to recruit and sustain an all-volunteer force would range between 

$6 and $17 billion, with the most likely cost being $8 to $9 billion, given the postulation 

of an unemployment rate of four percent. If the unemployment rate were to increase to 

5.5 percent, Morris said the cost of an all-volunteer system probably would decrease to 

the range of $4 to $10 billion, with the most likely cost being $5 to $6 billion. The 

Pentagon's data also led them to conclude that improvements in fringe benefits would 

have a limited effect as an enlistment inducement. Concerning Secretary Morris' fifth 

question, are there potential improvements which could be made in the way men are 
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selected, he made the following draft refonn recommendations: (1) Inductions of men 

from the 19-20 year age group should occur first; (2) For college students, defennents 

should be granted until college has been completed, and then the student should have 

equal selection exposure with 19 and 20-year-old men; and (3) Men who were not 

selected for induction during their 19th or 20th year should be placed at the bottom of 

the next year's draft list behind the new class of 19 and 20-year-olds and newly available 

ex-students. In concluding his presentation, Secretary Morris stated, "We cannot look 

forward to discontinuing the draft in the next decade unless changing world conditions 

reduce the force levels substantially below those needed since Korea. "61 

The questioning by Committee members at the close of Secretary Morris' 

prepared testimony was largely pro fonna and without substance. Chairman Rivers at 

one point asked Secretary Morris if the Department was investigating the potential 

induction of those found guilty of a crime punishable by a jail sentence of a year or 

more, one threshold for refusing to take a draftee based on moral grounds. Chairman 

Rivers suggested, 

Some of these boys, they wouldn't have any place to go, they might have 
to fight. They should be deserving of this opportunity. They carry on a 
pretty good fist fight in the alleys of these big cities, maybe they could put 
up a pretty good scrap in Vietnam, if you catch the point. 

H they wield a pretty good left in some of the alleys of Washington, they 
are the people we need in Vietnam. There are some pretty rough ones 
over there. The Marines tell me those Vietnamese are pretty good with 
knives. We have people in Washington that are pretty good with knives. 
Why shouldn't they be given their opportunity to show their competence, 
and they wouldn't need much training in this area, if you catch the 
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point.62 

It was clear that Secretary Morris was attempting to skirt any friction with General 

Hershey and the Selective Service System. This exchange between Representative 

E.clward Hebert and Secretary Morris is an example. 

Hebert: 

Morris: 

Hebert: 

Do you believe there should be more definitive instructions to the 
draft boards as related to educational deferment than the broad 
aspect of it now, where 4, 000 draft boards can come up with 4, 000 
different decisions? 

Sir, I don't have a judgement on that question. 

You answered the question. After the hearing I would like to talk 
to you and find out what you think. 63 

After three hours of testimony by Secretary Morris, during which he reportedly 

summarized the findings of the 1964-1965 Defense Department's study of the draft, the 

hearings by the House Committee on Armed Services were concluded. Subsequent to 

the hearings, General Hershey submitted to the Committee a summary of the comments 

by witnesses before the committee and comments by the Selective Service. These were 

attached to the formal report of the hearings, as was a document prepared by the Defense 

Department, "Reference Materials from the Department of Defense Study of the Draft," 

dated July 21, which contained a compilation of key reference materials from which the 

study was drawn. Thus, after over two years following the President putting the 

Pentagon's study in motion, the results of the study was summarized for the public. The 

reaction by the public who followed the manpower policy debate generally appeared to 

be one of cynicism. Hanson Baldwin, normally a staunch ally of the military and the 
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politicians who controlled military policies, made this comment in a New York Times 

editorial as the hearings were taking place. 

The House hearings, coupled with continued Pentagon study--now of more 
than two years duration--of means of procuring military manpower are 
unlikely to lead to any immediate revision of the draft law. A war is in 
progress in Vietnam, and changes in the law in the midst of war would 
put Congress in the role of playing God; a man who might be called up 
for possible death on June 30 would be immune on July 1. Moreover, 
there is an election in the fall, and the draft law in any case expires next 
June, so that Congress will have to take some action--positive or negative-
-at the next session. It seems certain, therefore, that though the 
groundwork for future modifications may be laid now, no action will be 
completed at this session of Congress. 64 

Senator Edward Kennedy was reported to have said he found it, " ... hard to believe that 

we cannot perform a manpower study which would indicate with more precision whether 

the cost of eliminating the draft would more likely be $4 billion or $20 billion, or some 

figure in between." Representative Tom Curtis charged that the Pentagon's figures were 

vague and meaningless, designed to create " ... an artificial monetary barrier to an all-

volunteer anny at the outset. "65 

President Johnson acted quickly to deflect a potentially embarrassing situation. 

On July 2, 1966, only two days after the Committee's hearings were completed, 

President Johnson issued an executive order directing the establishment of a National 

Advisory Commission on Selective Service to be chaired by Mr. Burke Marshall, Vice 

President and General Counsel of International Business Machines and formerly an 

Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Justice Department's Civil Rights Division 

under both President Kennedy and President Johnson. The order directed the 
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Commission to submit a final report on or about January 1, 1967, and to "consider the 

past, present and prospective functioning of selective service and other systems of 

national service" in the light of such factors as : (1) fairness to all citizens; (2) military 

manpower requirements; (3) the objective of minimizing uncertainty and interference 

with individual careers and education; (4) social, economic, and employment conditions 

and goals; and (5) budgetary and administrative considerations. The Commission was 

also to make recommendations on such matters as : (1) methods of classification and 

selection of registrants; (2) qualifications for military service; (3) grounds for deferment 

and for exemption; (4) procedures for appeal and protection of individual rights; and (5) 

organization and administration of the Selective Service System at the national, state, and 

local levels. The Marshall Commission, as it came to be called, was made up of twenty 

distinguished persons who represented a wide spectrum of American society and years 

of public and private service. In addition to Burke Marshall, other Commission members 

included: Kingman Brewster, Jr., President of Yale University; Thomas S. Gates, Jr., 

Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer of Morgan Guaranty Trust Co. (and 

who would later chair the Gates Commission in a similar task during the early Nixon 

Administration); Mrs. Oveta Culp Hobby, President and Editor of the Huston Post and 

former Secretary of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare; John A. McCone, 

investment banker and former Director of Central Intelligence; and David Monroe 

Shoup, Director of United States Life Insurance Company and former Commandant of 

the Marine Corps. Blacks were represented on the Commission by Jeanne L. Noble, 
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Associate Professor of the Center for Human Relations Studies, New York University 

(and also to be a member of the future Gates Commission); and John H. Johnson, 

President of Johnson Publishing Company (Ebony, Jet, Hue), and Trustee of Tuskegee 

Institute. At the President's press conference the following Tuesday, July 5, a reporter 

referred to the formation of the Marshall Commission and asked for President Johnson's 

appraisal of the defects and shortcomings of the military draft as it was being 

administered. Johnson ducked the question, stating his expectation that the Commission 

would have " ... conclusions and recommendations to present to the next session of 

Congress in ample time for them to carefully consider before the present draft law 

expires." One month later, on August 5, Chairman Rivers released the "Interim Report" 

of his Committee's hearings. His announcement accompanying the report's release, 

almost as in chorus with the White House announcement, stated further hearings by his 

Committee would be deferred until the next session of Congress and his Committee 

would consider at that time the recommendations made by the President's commission. 66 

Representative Thomas Curtis' anger could be seen clearly in his statement to the 

press the day following the President's announcement of the formation of the Marshall 

Commission. The press reported: 

Protesting the President's appointment yesterday of a 20-man citizen's 
committee to explore the Selective Seivice System, the Missouri 
Republican terme.d it another attempt to subvert Congress and "take the 
heat off the issue" in this fall's Congressional elections. Mr. Curtis said 
he and 14 other Republicans had demanded a broad Congressional inquiry 
into the draft two years ago but that the President had headed this off by 
announcing a Defense Department study.... "During the last two years I 
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have tried many times to see this study, but it has been unavailable," Mr. 
Curtis said. "Now we have another study." -

A New York Times editorial the next day echoed Curtis' sense of President Johnson's 

design. "In setting up the commission and asking for its report by next January the 

President is obviously hoping to keep criticism of the present system from becoming an 

election issue. But it is doubtful whether Congressional Republicans, who have joined 

nonpartisan critics in charging that the draft is discriminatory, inconsistent and expensive, 

will be mollified by the initiation of a new and conveniently timed study. "67 

In mid-August, in an address to 14,000 summer intern students at the Washington 

Monument, President Johnson caused a momentary stir among the press and American 

college students when he said the military draft " ... has become a crazyquilt, applying to 

some but not to others." "We have inherited that system," Johnson said, "but we need 

not be wedded to it." Johnson went on to point out that the Marshall Commission was 

tasked specifically to search out flaws in the Selective Service System, to find ways to 

make the draft fairer and more effective, and to explore practical non-military 

alternatives to the draft. 68 

In a suiprising tum of events, former President Dwight D. Eisenhower stepped 

into the military manpower policy debate in late-August when the press learned of an 

article he wrote which was to be published in the September 1966 issue of Reader's 

Digest. In the article President Eisenhower recommended to the country that Universal 

Military Training {UMT) be adopted to replace the draft. "During the past year," he 
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wrote, "I have watched with dismay the rising tide of rancor engendered by our draft 

system." Under Eisenhower's plan every young male American, when he became 18, 

would spend 49 weeks--one year minus three weeks for vacation--in military training. 

Only the barest minimum of the young men would be exempted: those who were obvious 

mental incompetents, those with drastic physical defects, and perhaps a few hardship 

cases. At the beginning of his training, each man would be offered the option of 

enlisting in the military services immediately for a two-year term of duty, and for this 

he would receive all the normal pay and benefits, including later education under the G .I. 

Bill of Rights. If these inducements proved to be insufficient and the services did not 

receive enough volunteers to fill their ranks, it would be necessary to draft the additional 

men through a lottery system. A variant of this plan suggested by Eisenhower, but one 

which he did not favor, was a system of universal national service in which each young 

man would be given the choice of military training or serving in some civilian 

organization, such as the Peace Cmps. The two principal difficulties which Eisenhower 

saw in his proposal were the disruption the plan would cause with colleges and vocational 

schools, and the cost--an estimated three to six billion dollars. Eisenhower said that the 

major benefits for the nation to be derived from his proposal included the following: (1) 

A huge reserve of trained manpower; (2) Better officers in the Reserve Officers Training 

Corps; (3) An effective method of reducing juvenile delinquency, irresponsible behavior 

and crime through exposure to a disciplined, orderly life in the armed forces; and (4) A 

stimulation of pride in the country and and a desire to fulfill one's obligations as a 
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citizen. General Eisenhower closed his article by stating, "I am convinced that most 

Americans believe in the value of such a system, and that many others would be 

persuaded by an enlightened educational campaign. Most of all, I urge that we act now. " 

Following the news of General Eisenhower's article and the article's publication, Burke 

Marshall and Bradley H. Patterson, Jr., the Executive Director of the Marshall 

Commission, drove to Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, to interview General Eisenhower. The 

Commission members were received graciously by General Eisenhower and they were 

able to explore more fully his views. They also attempted to obtain an intexview with 

former President Truman, a champion of Universal Military Training after World War 

II, but Mr. Truman told them that for personal reasons he would not be able to meet 

with them. 69 

Military manpower policy was debated at a number of conventions and meetings 

dming the remainder of 1966. On August 23, at the annual convention of the Veterans 

of Foreign Wars (V.F.W.) in New York, Secretary of Defense McNamara disclosed the 

Defense Department's newly inaugerated "Project 100,000," the program to "salvage" 

draft rejects and substandard volunteers from "poverty encrusted" backgrounds. He told 

the assembled veterans that the armed sexvices' vast educational system could be the 

medium for preparing "tens of thousands" of substandard draftees and volunteers for 

"productive military careers and later for productive roles in society." Representative 

F. Edward Hebert, chairman of the subcommittee of the House Committee on Armed 

Service which was responsible for manpower issues, stated, "I applaud his objective. 
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Maybe now they'll get Cassius Clay." Hebert added, however, that McNamara's 

proposed rehabilitation and training program must be secondary to performing normal 

military duties. A Pentagon spokesman, attempting to explain McNamara's program, 

stated that it was a possibility that men classified as 1-Y--qualified for military service 

only in time of war or a national emergency--would be drafted as a result of the 

program. It was admitted that possibly 30 percent of the initial 40,000 draft rejects 

considered for the program would be blacks; however, it was quickly denied that the 

program would make the Vietnam War even more of a "poor man's war" than civil 

rights activists and critics of the war contended it to be. The reaction from black leaders 

was swift. Representative Adam Clayton Powell called the McNamara proposal 

"genocide" and "brutal." "It's nothing more," Powell said, "than killing off human 

beings that are not members of the elite." Floyd B. McKissick, National Director of the 

Congress of Racial Equality (C.O.R.E.), said the program would increase the imbalance 

of black Americans in the Vietnam War. The National Urban League issued a statement 

saying they were concerned about any procedure which placed hardships on the Negro 

who was already carrying a disproportionate percentage of the burdens in Vietnam. 

Secretary McNamara was followed on the podium at the V.F.W. convention two days 

later by Representative Mendel Rivers, Chairman of the House Armed Services 

Committee. Rivers told a cheering crowd that his Committee would undertake a 

"thorough overhaul" oftbe religious defemnent section of the draft law if Cassius Clay's 

draft board approved Clay's appeal for a relious defemnent. "Listen to this," Rivers 
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shouted. "If that great theologian of Black Muslim power, Cassius Clay, is deferred, 

you watch what happens in Washington. We are going to do something if that board 

takes your boy and leaves him [Clay] home to double talk." Rivers then assailed Stokely 

Carmichael, Chairman of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, who had been 

deferred recently as a conscientious objector. 

We must have the internal fortitude to remove the motes from our own 
eyes. I'm referring to the antics of such people as Carmichael and others 
who would destroy our nation from within. What has happened to the 
leadership of our nation when a man--any man, regardless of color--can, 
with impunity, advise his listeners to tell the President, when he is called 
to serve in the armed forces, "Hell, no. I'm not going." 

On the last day of August, the National Student Association convention, meeting in 

Urbana, Illinois, called for the abolition of the Selective Service System and voiced the 

students' opposition to "any system of forced servitude to the government." The 

Association's resolution stated that military conscription should be imposed by Congress 

only in times of national emergency and lifted immediately after the emergency had 

passed.70 

The military manpower policy debate was also being fought out in the 

professional journals and magazines, and academic leaders began to take an increasing 

role and choosing sides in the debate. Professor Eli Ginzberg of Columbia University 

wrote: 

It is relatively easy to identify what is wrong with the draft as it presently 
operates. It favors those who have the financial and intellectual resources 
required for college attendance; until recently, it encouraged young men 
to marry in order to be deferred; until the recent expansion of the Armed 
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Services from 2. 7 million to 3 million, older men were more likely to be 
drafted than young men--a double disadvantage since men's lives are more 
likely to be disrupted at an older age and the military prefer younger men. 
A less obvious but still clear debit has been the influence of the draft in 
encouraging many students to enroll in college or graduate school for no 
reason other than to avoid the draft. Above all, it violates the concept of 
universality and has helped to make a mockery out of the democratic 
principle that the responsibility to bear arms rests equitably upon all 
males. 

Professor Ginzberg reviewed the alternatives to the draft and found them all lacking with 

the exception of a lottery system, which he believed to be reasonably equitable and 

inexpensive to implement. In the same journal, Professor Morris Janowitz, a leading 

sociologist from the University of Chicago, reviewed the alternatives to the draft and 

argued for a mandatory national service system which would be combined with a lottery 

to choose soldiers from within the national service pool. Daniel P.Moynihan, Director 

of the Joint Center for Urban Studies of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and 

Harvard University, and later a leading intellectual in President Nixon's Administration, 

wrote in The New Rc;mublic, "If the Selective Service System did not exist, it would be 

impossible to invent it." Moynihan chided his fellow academics and liberals for their 

distaste of and indifference to the issue of the military draft. He saw civil rights as an 

issue which was fading, the poverty programs heading for dismemberment, and the 

expectations of the Great Society receding. "Very possibly our best hope is seriously to 

use the armed forces as a socializing experience for the poor--particularly the Southern 

poor--until somehow their environment begins turning out equal citizens. "71 

Three conferences which were designed specifically to debate the military draft 
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and its alternative policy options took place in November and December, 1966. The first 

conference, billed as the "National Conference on the Draft" and sponsored by the 

American Veterans Committee, took place in Washington, D.C., on November 11 and 

12. The Chairman of the American Veterans Committee, John S. Stillman, had attended 

the first conference on national seivice which had taken place in May in New York City. 

Based on the discussions in that conference and the need which he saw, Stillman set as 

a goal for his organization the stimulation of a national debate on military manpower 

policy, and which had to take place before Congress deliberated on a renewal of the draft 

authority before the expiration of the current authority in June 1967. Over 200 

representatives from a dozen or more government agencies and some 100 national private 

organizations attended the conference. Both the Department of Defense and the Selective 

Service System sent senior representatives to explain their respective positions--Dr. 

Harold Wool, Defense's Director of Procurement Policy, and Colonel Daniel 0. Omer, 

the Deputy Director of Selective Seivice. In addition, the conference brought together 

other speakers who made serious critiques of the current draft system and those who 

addressed remedies and alternative proposals for military manpower procurement. 

Colonel Omer, in his address defending the current System, stressed that the System was 

based on the judgement of local officials who were familiar with local conditions, rather 

than a centralized., national process. Dismissing "fairness" in the selection process as 

impossible to attain, Omer criticized a lottery system as an alternative because the lottery 

would be employed only after many persons have been culled out of the pool for various 
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reasons. Dr. Wool's presentation outlined the findings of the Department's 1964 study 

of the draft, as ''updated" for Secretary Morris' testimony on the Hill in June; current 

manpower experiments, such as Project 100,000 and improvements in training; and the 

Department's conclusion that the draft would be required for some time. The Defense 

Department, Wool said, was making two recommendations to the Marshall Commission: 

(1) The draft of 19 or 20 year old men under a "youngest first" policy, and (2) The 

establishment of some procedure for objective random selection of the men needed from 

the available pool--in effect some form of lottery. 72 

The conference included several speakers who addressed the deficiencies in the 

Selective Service System, as well as legal and constitutional issues. During the second 

day of the conference there was a block of presentations on recommended alternatives 

for the conferees to consider. Harry Mannion, Staff Associate with the American 

Council on Education and later to write a respected book on the draft debate, Selective 

Service: Conflict and Compromise, outlined the current alternative policy options--a 

lottery, universal military training, an all-volunteer armed force, and national service. 

He was followed by Joseph McMurray, President of Queens College, Flushing, New 

York, who spelled out his reasons for advocating a voluntary army and ending the draft. 

McMurray concluded his argument by stating, 

I should like the idea of a volunteer army to have the seriuos attention and 
consideration it deserves. Will it cost billions? Yes, freedom is 
expensive and our own freedom is as expensive and as precious and as 
worth investing in as any freedom we have paid for in the past. 
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I propose an alternative to a system that has made military service a 
shameful act and a place for the unlucky or the unwanted. I propose that 
we honor the men who serve their society by protecting it by treating 
them with the compassion of an abundant and a grateful society. Men 
will risk death for us and they will risk it voluntarily as the long histories 
of the anned forces, the police, and the fire departments of this country 
have proven. We must provide all of these men with the benefits due 
their hard and difficult work. 73 

Don Eberly, Executive Secretary of the National Service Secretariat, proposed a national 

service program which would be managed by a "National Foundation for Volunteer 

Service," but which would only be responsible for civilian service endeavors, such as the 

Peace Corps, VISTA, etc. Eberly stated his belief that the concept of national service 

had been too closely linked with military seivice, and he wished to gain support for an 

entirely voluntary and civilian form of national service. Eberly was followed by Bayard 

Rustin, Executive Director of the A. Philip Randolph Institute, who proposed a "human 

resources act" to help poor blacks receive the training and education required to obtain 

meaningful work. The conference concluded with a thorough discussion of the various 

alternatives to the existing draft, but did not attempt to reach consensus on any one 

solution. 74 

At Antioch College, in Yellow Springs, Ohio, a "National Collegiate Conference 

on Selective Service" was held during the period November 17-20. The purpose of the 

conference, which was attended by student and faculty representatives of thirty-six 

colleges and universities, was to formulate a statement and resolutions regarding the issue 

of the military draft. The conference called for the end of conscription and endorced the 
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use of a volunteer armed force during peacetime. Conscription, the conferees agreed, 

could only be used during wartime if it were followed by a formal declaration of war by 

Congress. They suggested the use of a lottery system as a temporary expedient to refonn 

the current draft, and favored the abolition of the current student defennent system as 

it was inherently unfair to disadvantaged classes. 75 

The most significant of the conferences which debated the military draft policy 

occurred at the University of Chicago during the period December 4-7. The University 

faculty had decided in the spring, because of the outburst of student protests over 

Selective Service testing, to convene a conference to debate the draft, and had asked Dr. 

Sol Tax, Professor of Anthropology on the faculty, to organize and moderate the 

conference. The conference caught the attention of major spokespersons for the major 

military manpower policy alternatives; scholars in the fields of economics, political 

science, and sociology; politicians and senior government officials from Washington; 

students and faculty from a number of universities; and the television and press media. 

The conference was supported by the Ford Foundation, which provided the funds 

necessary for a major conference and the publication of the conference procedings. The 

unique feature of this particular conference was the breath and depth of the military 

manpower policy debate which took place, the balance of viewpoints which the 

conference leaders permitted, the open discussion of all viewpoints, and the extremely 

high quality of the papers which were provided for discussion. The conference, 

according to Dr. Tax, was an exciting event, with "We Won't Go!" student gatherings 
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going on outside the conference hall, and an emotionally and politically charged 

atmosphere inside the conference hall. 76 

At the opening session, Dr. Tax introduced Mr. Bradley H. Patterson, Jr., the 

Executive Director of the Marshall Commission, who attended the conference as an 

obseiver. Patterson told the conference about the activities of the Marshall Commission 

and the progress they were making in their examination of the draft. He assured the 

attendees, 

... our report is not yet written. I say this in order to assure this 
Conference that the results of your discussions and, almost more 
important, the arguments I expect to listen to, are really going to have a 
high probability of making a deep impact on our discussions, 
deliberations, and recommendations. The Commission, not having written 
its report yet, considers that all options are open. We have pursued some 
of these matters for a long period of time in deep discussion and at great 
length. We have, however, only pursued them seven-eighths of the way; 
the last eighth is open and our minds are still very receptive to 
suggestions. The report has not been written; nothing is final. 77 

The principal supporters of Selective Service at the Conference were Colonel Dee 

Ingold, Special Assistant to General Hershey, and Colonel Samuel H. Hays, Director of 

the Office of Military Psychology and Leadership at the United States Military Academy. 

Both General Hershey and Colonel Hays had submitted papers for consideration. 78 As 

might have been expected, General Hershey's paper made no suggestions for 

improvement of the System; however, Colonel Hays' paper, after examining each 

alternative to the draft, recommended the System " ... be retained as presently constituted 

with such improvements in administrative efficiency, uniformity of [selection] criteria and 
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equity as may be devised." Dr. Harold Wool, Director of Procurement Policy in the 

Department of Defense, represented the position of Defense and at times seemed to be 

a reluctant ally of Ingold and Hays. 79 

Proponents for national seivice made a strong showing in terms of their thoughtful 

papers and their points in the four days of discussion. The major advocates for national 

seivice were: Dr. Morris Janowitz, Professor of Sociology at the University of Chicago; 

Dr. Margaret Mead, Curator of Ethnology at the American Musuem of Natural History, 

New York City; Donald J. Eberly, Executive Director, National Seivice Secretariat; and 

Harris Wofford, Associate Director of the Peace Corps. The national service program, 

which was outlined in an 80-page report distributed to the conferees, was envisioned to 

be completely voluntary and designed to seive the needs of the civilian sector of society. 

The program was to be only loosely coupled to the military and the draft in that when 

18-year olds registered for the draft, they would have an option to serve in the civilian 

sector rather than in the military. As conceived, the program of the national service 

proponents was not a viable alternative to the draft; however, the ideal of national service 

stimulated much positive discussion. 80 

The universal military training (UMT) alternative to the draft was represented by 

Dr. Roger W. Little, Associate Professor of Sociology at the University of Illinois at 

Chicago. He was asked to present and defend General Eisenhower's UMT proposal, 

which he did with some of his own modifications. Generally, it appears the conferees 

listened politely, but no enthusiasm was strirred for such a program as it was to be 
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completely compulsory. Another alternative, a lottery system, was of lively interest at 

the conference, perhaps in no small measure because its principal supporter in Congress, 

Senator Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts, made an appearance during the last two 

days of the Conference. In his statement on the lottery policy option, Senator Kennedy 

explained one method by which a lottery could be used to select draftees, but did not 

provide any strong rationale as to why he favored the lottery over other choices. 81 

Unquestionably the strongest and most convincing presentation at the conference 

was put forward by the advocates of an all-volunteer force. This position was 

represented by Dr. Milton Friedman, Professor in the Department of Economics at the 

University of Chicago; Dr. Walter Y. Oi, Professor of Economics at the University of 

Washington; and Bruce K. Chapman, a former correspondent for the New York Herald 

T1ibune and one of the founders of the liberal Young Republican Ripon Society. All 

three submitted strong, well-written papers advocating the phase-out of conscription and 

its replacement by a completely voluntary system. In the panel discussions, Dr. Oi 

presented the economic foundation for their proposal, taking Dr. Wool and the Pentagon 

to task for having estimated the cost of a voluntary force salary increase between $4 and 

$17 billion. In contrast, Dr. Oi's estimate was between $4 and $5 billion. Dr. Friedman 

addressed the normative and political aspects of the all-volunteer force proposal, 

explaining that the draft was a tax in kind. 

We have taxes that you and I pay in money, and we have taxes that the 
young men who are forced to serve pay in compulsory seivices. When 
a young man is forced to serve at $45 a week, including the cost of his 
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keep, of his uniforms, and his dependency allowances, and there are many 
civilian opportunities available to him at something like $100 a week, he 
is paying a $55 a week in an implicit tax. And it doesn't make it any less 
of a tax because you exact it in the form of service than if you exact it in 
the form of money. If you are going to get a real accounting of what the 
Armed Forces are costing us, in my opinion you must include and should 
include, not only the taxes in money, but the taxes in kind. 82 

As an indication of the effectiveness of the panelists' presentations supporting the all-

volunteer force policy option, two Congressmen immediately voiced their opinions. 

Representative Robert W. Kastenmeier, Democrat of Wisconsin, stated, "I just wanted 

to express a general agreement with the three panel members supporting a voluntary 

army. " Representative Donald Rumsfeld, Republican of Illinois, agreed: "I also find 

myself in general agreement with the three panelists, which is interesting, since Mr. 

Kastenmeier is a Democrat and I'm a Republican .... " Even more significant were the 

statements by Kastenmeier and Rumsfeld on the last day of the conference when they 

were members of the panel summarizing the results of the four-day debate. 

Representative Kastenmeier said, "The one alternative that seems to have a reasonably 

broad amount of support, including my own, is the voluntary army. It seems to meet 

better than any other proposal the question of what we can do about compulsion. How 

can we get rid of coersion? The volunteer army meets this completely." Representative 

Rumsfeld followed with his conclusion. 

To conclude ... I was impressed that very few valid arguments, supported 
by documentation, were put forth against the voluntary system. I also felt 
that there were numerous and significant advantages to the voluntary 
system which were not specifically rebutted. Further, I was struck by the 
apparent degree of support for a voluntary system and also the diverse 
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political and personal viewpoints of the individuals who seemed to be 
uniting in agreement on this question. My view is that a reasonable 
course of action would be for the Congress to give prompt attention to 
establishing as a goal the institution of an all-voluntary system and phasing 
out the use of of the compulsory draft system as a device for maintaining 
any size army other than that which would be required for a major conflict 
or a massive land war. 

One additional interesting feature of the University of Chicago conference was the 

expedient someone developed of passing around resolutions among the attendees which 

people were free to sign so the more politically oriented attendees, as well as the press, 

could count the scores for the various alternative policy choices. A resolution supporting 

the abolition of the draft and the institution of a voluntary service system was signed by 

60 of the 120 attendees. Fifty signers of another resolution urged that if the draft were 

to be retained, all education deferments should be ended as inequitable. Another 

resolution, signed by 63 attendees, recommended that the use of college class rankings 

be abandoned as draft selection criteria. At a news conference immediately following 

the close of the conference, Bradley Patterson said that he had taken more than 60 pages 

of notes and expected the conference debate sessions to be of vital help to the Marshall 

Commission. 83 

In an surprise press release on December 7, the same day as the University of 

Chicago conference was coming to a close, the House Armed Se.rvices Committee 

announced it had organized its own panel to study the military draft. Representative L. 

Mendel Rivers stated that the "Civilian Advisory Panel" of the Committee, which was 

chaired by General Mark Clark, former president of The Citadel and retired Army 
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officer, had been functioning since November 1. The panel consisted of General Clark 

and seven other members. The other members were: Mr. W. Sterling Cole, Vice-

Chairman, former two-term member of the House of Representatives, and the first 

Director General of the International Atomic Energy Commission, and a member of the 

Cole and Norris law firm in Washington; Dr. Frederick L. Hovde, President of Purdue 

University; Dr. Jerome Holland, President of Hampton Institute; Rt. Rev. Maurice S. 

Sheehy, former Chief of Navy Chaplains and Vice Admiral (Ret.) in the U.S. Navy 

Reseives; Mr. Robert D. Muiphy, former Undersecretary of State and Chairman of the 

Board of Coming Glass International; Mr. Earl H. Blaik, former U.S. Military Academy 

football coach and Chairman, Executive Committee, Avco Corporation; and Charles E. 

Saltzman, former Secretary and Vice President of the New York Stock Exchange, Major 

General (Ret.) in the U.S. Anny Reseives, and partner in the Washington law firm of 

Goldman, Sachs & Company. Another House Armed Seivices Committee member, who 

declined to be quoted by name, told the press that the House Committee's panel was 

obviously intended to permit Congressional independence of the study being completed 

by the Marshall Commission. The Clark Panel, as it came to be known, was requested 

to complete its study by March 1. 84 

Members of Congress, the Administration, and the public waited for the results 

of the investigations of the two study groups, anticipating an even larger debate over 

military manpower policy as the draft authority of the Universal Military Training and 

Seivice Act had to be extended by the end of June, 1967. The President's State of the 
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Union address, usually full of his policy-making agenda items for the forthcoming year, 

mentioned the draft briefly. 

We should modernize our Selective Service System. The National 
Commission on Selective Service will shortly submit its report. I will 
send you new recommendations to meet our military manpower needs. 
But let us resolve that this is the Congress that made our draft laws as fair 
and as effective as possible. 

Adding to the tension and the anticipation of the battle to come, on January 30, 1967, 

the United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit in New York held that local 

draft boards could not reclassify registrants to I-A as a penalty for protesting the Vietnam 

War. Reversing a lower court, the appeals court reinstituted an action by two University 

of Michigan students who were seeking to block their induction into the Armed Forces 

as a result of a sit-in at the Ann Arbor draft board on October 15, 1965. The appeals 

court unanimously ruled that the draft boards had acted without jurisdiction and in 

violation of the First Amendment right of free speech. The New York Times commented 

in an editorial, "The [Selective Service] system is thus restored to its proper place in a 

democratic society. The draft is intended to select qualified men to serve in an honorable 

calling. To use the armed services as a penitentiary is an insult to all those in uniform. 

The court's ruling is a reminder of the urgency of the current re-examination of military 

manpower policies." The sense of anticipation probably was increased when, in early 

February, the press reported a summary of the conclusions of the Marshall Commission, 

a deliberate leak of deliberations within a commision which beforehand had been 

impenetrable for the press. 85 
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The reports of the Clark Panel and the Marshall Commission were finally made 

public in early March. The Clark Panel report86 was forwarded formally to the House 

Anned Seivices Committee on February 28 and was made available to the public on 

Friday, March 3. The Clark Panel report was not a very impressive document; the 

substantive portion of the report consisted of only about 18 pages, and the "expert" 

sources cited in the report consisted entirely of personnel of the House Armed Services 

Committee, the Selective Seivice, and the Department of Defense. Reportedly, the Panel 

members only met about six times to consider substantive issues. 87 The Panel's 

recommendations were divided into two groupings, those for the President and those for 

the Congress. To the President, the Panel recommended: (1) The order of call should 

be reversed to draft the youngest first; (2) Reseive enlisted personnel who were not 

performing satisfactorily in their unit should be ordered to active duty for a 24-month 

period; (3) The Director of Selective Service should schedule and conduct periodic 

regional meetings with local draft boards; (4) The Department of Defense "Project 

100,000," which would provide military seivice opportunities for those who normally 

would not qualify mentally or physically for seivice, should be supported; (5) The 

Department of Defense should continue its review of moral standards applicable to 

inductions to preclude the unnecessary rejection of volunteers and draftees who might 

otherwise be qualified for seivice; (6) Those who destroy draft cards should be severely 

and expeditiously punished; (7) A vigorous program should be undertaken to identify, 

apprehend, and punish draft evaders; and (8) The Director of Selective Seivice and State 
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Directors should endeavor to provide the public a better understanding of the draft. For 

the Congress, the Panel had ten recommendations. These were: (1) Extend the induction 

authority in the law; (2) Change the title of the law to "The Selective Service Act"; (3) 

The Committees on Anned Services of Congress should maintain close surveillance over 

the administration of the Act to achieve optimum uniformity; (4) Student deferments 

should be continued for undergraduates, but post-graduate studies should be defered only 

for medical, dental, and specialty professions; (5) Legislation should be enacted creating 

a national manpower resources board, reporting to the National Security Council, which 

would determine the essential and critical occupations for the nation; ( 6) The wording 

in the current law regarding conscientious objectors' belief in a "Supreme Being" should 

be deleted and the wording of the Draft Act of 1940 be reinstated; (7) The President 

should be given pennanent statutory authority to order Reserve forces to active duty; (8) 

The position of Deputy Director of Selective Service for Public Affairs should be 

created; (9) Consideration should be given to the use of bonuses to achieve a completely 

voluntary Reserve program; and (10) The tenure of local board members should be set 

at ten years. In other recommendations, the Clark Panel recommended the rejection by 

Congress and the Administration of other military manpower policy options--universal 

military training, national service, a voluntary armed force, and the use of a lottery draft 

system. 

The Marshall Commission's report, which was aptly titled In Pursuit of :Equity: 

Who Serves When Not All Serve?, was a thoroughly researched and documented report--
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and it was well written, unusual for a Government document. 88 The Commission made 

the following major recommendations: (1) The Selective Service System should be 

continued, but it should be subject to the rule of law and not policy discretion to ensure 

equal treatment of those in like circumstances; (2) The Selective Service System should 

be reorganized to consist of eight regional offices to ensure the uniform application of 

policy; (3) The System should ensure the draft registrant and public are fully informed 

of the System and the individuals' rights; (4) A "youngest first" order of call should be 

adopted to reduce uncertainty and ensure fairness; (5) A random and impartial selection 

process (i.e., a lottery) should be instituted; (6) Student and occupational deferments 

should be eliminated89; (7) A study should be made of the feasibility of a plan which 

would pennit all men selected for induction to decide themselves when they would serve 

between the ages of 19 and 23; (8) More opportunities should be created for women to 

serve in the armed forces; and (9) The Department of Defense should propose programs 

which would accept volunteers who did not meet induction standards, but could be 

brought to an acceptable level if accepted and trained (i.e., "Project 100,000"). 

Universal military training, an all-volunteer force, and national service were dismissed 

as serious policy alternatives to a refonned Selective Service System. 90 

The Marshall Commission report was released to the public from the Texas White 

House on Saturday, March 4, and with none of the fanfare which nonnally accompanies 

the release of a major White House study. The press was simply told that President 

Johnson would make his recommendations on the draft to Congress on Monday, March 
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6. The President's message to Congress and the Administration's proposed legislation, 

as might have been expected, supported a renewal of the authority to draft for four more 

years. Citing the three recent studies on the military draft, the 1964 study of the Defense 

Department, the Clark Panel study, and the report of the Marshall Commission, the 

President's message stated: 

These reports have confinned that continuation of the draft is still essential 
to our national security. They have also established that inequities do 
result from present selection policies, that policies designed for an earlier 
period operate unevenly under today's conditions, creating unfairness in 
the lives of some, promoting uncertainty in the minds of more. 

The message went on to address nine proposals. These were: (1) The induction authority 

under the current law should be extended for four years, until June 30, 1971; (2) The 

order of induction should be reversed, inducting the youngest first, thus reducing 

uncertainty in the lives of young men; (3) Policies governing undergraduate college 

defennents should be tightened so those defennents can never become exemptions, and 

all post-graduate deferments should be eliminated; (4) Finn rules should be formulated 

and applied unifonnly throughout the country in determining eligibility for other 

deferments; (5) A fair and impartial random (FAIR) system of selection should be 

established to determine the order of call for all men eligible and available for the draft 

(i.e., a lottery system) (6) Improvements in the Selective Service System should be 

effected to ensure better service, counselling, and appeal support to the registrants, better 

information for the public, and broader representation on local draft boards; (7) A study 

should be conducted of the proposal of the Marshall Commission that the Selective 
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Service System be restructured; (8) The National Commission on Selective Service (i.e., 

the Marshall Commission) should be continued for another year to provide a continuing 

review of the System; and (9) Enlistment procedures for the National Guard and 

Reserves should be strengthened to remove inequities and ensure a high state of 

readiness. 91 

The President requested the legislative support of Congress for the renewal of 

draft authority for four more years, and asked that Congress debate the issue of removing 

the deferments for all undergraduate students as recommended by the Marshall 

Commission. All other proposals President Johnson treated as if they were his to decide 

and decree, which irritated Congressional leaders. The President stated that he intended 

to issue an Executive Order in the future which would reverse the order of call to the 

"youngest first" and would foreclose student deferments for post-graduate students. 

Leaders in Congress did not grumble with the President seizing leadership on these 

issues; both measures were recommended by the Clark Panel, and the President was well 

within the latitude of power granted him in the law. However, the President provoked 

bitter disagreement when he stated his intent to institute a lottery system, which he called 

"Fair and Impartial Random (FAIR)," and have it be operational not later than January 

1, 1969. 

Although President Johnson's message praised the Marshall Commission's report 

as the "most penetrating analysis of Selective Service in our history," it was clear that 

he was handling the Commission's recommendations gingerly, particularly those 
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recommending a reorganization and centralization of the Selective Service System and 

abolishing all student defennents. Realizing full well the strong allies the Selective 

Service System had on the Hill, Johnson turned to his accustomed method of handling 

a difficult issue--he appointed another study group to investigate the recommendation to 

reorganize the System. 92 An editorial in the New York Times commented, "President 

Johnson has set forth with great clarity all the reasons why the military draft must be 

made more equitable, but his message to Congress shows a puzzling absense of insistence 

on swift action to get rid of the unfairness." The editorial went on to chide Congress, 

possibly irritating Congressional leaders further. " ... Congress ought to debate and adopt 

the changes in draft procedure it considers desirable, instead of leaving a basic overhaul 

of the system up to the President through such Executive Orders as he may later decide 

to issue." The President's legislation proposal to Congress, in reality, represented a 

masterful compromise between the Clark Panel and the Marshall Commission, and a 

transfer of responsibility for deciding the undergraduate student deferment policy issue 

to Congress. With the President's message the debate over military manpower policy 

shifted to a new phase--the military manpower policy issues were now in the hands of 

Congress to debate and sett!e. 93 

The Co~ional Debate of 1967 

On Capitol Hill, the forces were mustering in their various policy option camps 

and plotting their tactics. The two reports which were presented on the issue of the 

draft, the Marshall Commission report and the Clark Panel report, and the proposed. 
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legislation from the Administration differed in details which were to be debated. A 

comparison of these three documents is shown in Exhibit 4-6 on the following four 

pages. Even before the proposed legislation reached Congress, Representative Hebert, 

a senior member of Mendel Rivers' Committee on Armed Services, told the press he was 

totally opposed to any suggestion of a reorganization of General Hershey's Selective 

Service System and the elimination of student deferments. He added that he would do 

everything possible to prevent the unilateral institution by the President of a lottery 

system. Representative Rivers echoed the blunt sentiments of Representative Hebert, 

stating that he would work for legislation to prevent the creation of a lottery system by 

changing the law if necessary. Representative Carl D. Perkins, Democrat of Kentucky 

and Chairman of the House Education Committee, announced he would consider the 

proposed changes to the draft in his committee. Senator Mark 0. Hatfield, Republican 

of Oregon, said that he would introduce a bill aimed at eliminating the draft and the 

creation of an all-volunteer armed force. Senator Edward Kennedy, after having spoken 

to and obtained the approval of Senator Russell, Chairman of the Senate Committee on 

Armed Services, announced that the Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and 

Poverty of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare would hold hearings on 

the draft in late March. 94 

The hearings before the Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty 

ran for seven days, between March 20 and April 6.95 The Subcommittee's Chairman, 

Senator Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania, turned the gavel over to Senator Kennedy for 
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the seven days, enabling Kennedy to raise issues related to the draft that had never been 

surfaced and to bring forward witnesses who probably would not be asked to testify 

before Senator Russell's Committee. Among the witnesses invited to provide testimony 

were Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz; Commissioner of Education Harold Howe; 

Sargent Shriver, Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity; Don Eberly, Executive 

Director of the National Service Secretariat; Ario Tatum, Executive Secretary of the 

Committee for Conscientious Objectors; and Dr. Milton Friedman, Professor of 

Economics at the University of Chicago and whom the Senator had met at the University 

of Chicago Conference on the Draft the previous December. The first witness before the 

Subcommittee was General Hershey, who obviously did not have the rapport with the 

Subcommittee members that he had established over the years with members of the 

Armed Services Committees. General Hershey appears to have been unnerved somewhat 

by the direct and probing nature of the questions he received, and the usual wandering 

syntax of bis responses did not bold up well with bis questioners. When asked for his 

reaction to the Marshall Commission's report, General Hershey's rambling answer made 

it clear that he saw little merit in the Commission's recommendations, particularly the 

recommendation for a reorganization of the Selective Service System. Concerning the 

Commission's recommendation to use data automation to help in the operation of the 

System, Hershey responded, "I have not yet arrived at the place where I think the 

machine which operates on cards with punch holes in them will necessarily have any 

more wisdom, and certainly not as much compassion, than a human being. "96 When 
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Senator Kennedy turned to the subject of deferments, and bore down in a series of rapid-

fire questions, he was finally able to get from General Hershey the approximate number 

of men every year who could not be placed. General Hershey agreed that out of the 

approximate 1.9 million men who turned 19 every year, very few would actually be 

needed. 

Senator Kennedy: I believe the Marshall Commission estimate is that we will 
need to draft about 1 out of 6 of the boys that turn 19 to 
meet our military commitments. 

General Hershey: I think at the present time we are probably running 700,000 
or 750,000. About three-quarters of a million are going into 
all things in all ways. But the inductions probably are 
somewhat less than half. In fact, we used to think that if 
you didn't get at least two--

Senator Kennedy: I believe the figure is that 27 percent are inductions. 

General Hershey: I wouldn't quarrel with that. 

Senator Kennedy: Even accepting the point you suggested that the Selective 
Service System works now as an incentive for enlistment, 
and that this incentive might be decreased if you drafted the 
youngest first, you are nevertheless, still forced to select 
from among large pools of 19-year olds, and you are only 
going to need a relative few. 

General Hershey: I am willing to admit that after we take out everybody who 
can't pass and take everybody you want, you are going to 
have somewhere between 250,000 and 350,000 every year 
that you can't take. There is no place for them. 

When Senator Kennedy got to the subject of a lottery system, which is the subject to 

which he was leading him, General Hershey admitted that it would not take very long 

to implement a lottery system for the selection of draftees and admitted that he had 
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recently become a convert to a change in policy regarding a lottery. Using football as 

a metaphor to explain his reluctant capitulation, Hershey said, " ... when the quarterback 

calls the signals, that is the way I play them. I wouldn't be an operator very long if I 

only did what I liked. "97 

The next witness was Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower) Thomas D. 

Morris, who was accompanied by Dr. Harold Wool. Since Secretary Morris' testimony 

the previous June before the House Armed Seivices Committee, Secretary of Defense 

McNamara had endorsed the lottery system and it had become Pentagon policy. 

Kennedy's questioning of Morris revealed that Morris did not see any major technical 

difficulty in moving to a lottery system. In addition, Morris admitted readily that it 

would be extremely difficult to shift to a draft of the "youngest first" without the use of 

some random selection process. In questions regarding the Pentagon's study of the 

feasibility of an all-volunter force, Kennedy mentioned Dr. Walter Oi's estimate of the 

cost of a peacetime-level force of between $4 and $5 billion. Morris responded that 

under periods of high unemployment the cost of attracting an all-volunteer force would 

be on the order of $4 to $6 billion, but their best estimate was $8 billion. Secretary 

Morris also revealed that, as of January 1967, there were 114,000 draftees in the Armed 

Seivices in Vietnam, all in the Army. This equated to 45 percent of the enlisted 

personnel in Vietnam. 98 

Don Eberly, the Executive Director of the National Seivice Secretariat and the 

next witness before Kennedy's Subcommittee, advocated a national seivice program in 
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which a major portion of the military-age manpower pool which was in excess of the 

needs of the military draft would be directed into national service tasks. Under Mr. 

Eberly' s plan, a compulsory draft would be maintained to keep the ranks of the anned 

services full. His national service program would pick-up manpower resources not 

needed by the military or persons who, under pressure of draft induction, would elect to 

serve in the national service program. When pressed by Senator Kennedy, Eberly stated 

that his plan for national service could include as many as three million of America's 

youth over a ten-year period, both women and men. Eventually, Eberly admitted, such 

a program could cost approximately $12 billion a year. Senator Jacob Javits, Republican 

of New York and an outspoken supporter of national service, interrupted the questioning 

by Senator Kennedy frequently, attempting to put the best spin possible on Mr. Eberly's 

proposed program. Finally, very exasperated, Javits interrupted again to put his 

disclaimer on the program suggested by Mr. Eberly. 

Mr. Chairman, could you yield at this point? I don't think it is fair to 
allow Mr. Eberly's testimony to stand as the classic exposition of the 
concept of national service. It isn't mine. It may be yours, sir, and I 
respect it, but I think it would be most unfair for the subcommittee to 
conclude that this is the national service that McNamara has talked about, 
that I have talked about, that others have talked about. It is not. When it 
comes to my tum to question you, I will make clear why it is not. And 
I think it would be most unfair, Mr. Chairman, therefore, to assume that 
this is the classic model and that, therefore, it is valid or invalid upon the 
witnesses' testimony. I am sorry, Mr. Eberly. I say that with all respect 
to you, but this is not my idea of national service.99 

When Senator Javits' tum came to question, and still just barely controlling his irritation, 

he outlined his concept of national service--one in which the military draft would remain 
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in place, but those individuals who did not meet physical or mental standards could 

volunteer for national service efforts, thus avoiding any question of unconstitutionality 

under the 13th Amendment. 

Mr. Burke Marshall's testimony was received respectfully and the questions 

directed to him were thoughtful and germain. Senator Robert Kennedy, Democrat of 

New York and brother of the Acting Chairman, was particularily interested in the 

reasoning behind the Marshall Commission's majority recommendation that all college 

deferments be eliminated. This exchange took place regarding blacks being drafted and 

in Vietnam. 

Senator Kennedy: There have been various reports there has been a higher 
percentage of Negroes and those in lower economic groups 
[drafted] than in the higher groups. Could you speak to 
that? 

Mr. Marshall: Senator, the statistics are that in proportion to their 
population, there are more Negroes that are drafted from 
the eligible group than whites. The statistics also are when 
you look at the services and the units that bear the brunt of 
the combat in Vietnam that the proportion of Negroes in 
those units and those services are far above the population 
proportion. That is also true of the statistics on the 
casualties. I think that the figures are that in the last year 
22 or so mew hat over 22 percent of the men killed in 
Vietnam are Negroes. Now, there are other reasons for that 
but I think that it starts ... with the fact that this whole system 
of deferments hits Negroes worse and harder than it does 
other people. 100 

The last two witnesses who appeared before the Subcommittee, on April 6, 1967, 

were Dr. Milton Friedman and Mr. Arlo Tatum, Executive Secretary of the Committee 
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for Conscientious Objectors. Senator Kennedy's introduction of Dr. Friedman was 

glowing: " .. .it is not only a pleasure to welcome Professor Friedman to this 

Subcommittee as an articulate spokesman for one of the important considerations which 

are being given to the volunteer army, but also I have had a chance of attending a 

conference at the University of Chicago to hear for myself his eloquence and to notice 

his persuasive powers." Persuasive, Dr. Friedman was. Senator Kennedy's questions 

focused on the issue of equity, attempting to maneuever Dr. Friedman into a position in 

which he admitted that a random selection of draftees would be more equitable than 

depending on the "invisible hand" of volunteerism. A completely voluntary system, 

Senator Kennedy was attempting to have Dr. Friedman admit, would be unfair to the 

disadvantaged because they would be lured into the military service for the monetary 

rewards. When Senator Kennedy asked if a voluntary army would not be a black Anny, 

Dr. Friedman stated that would be impossible; the population of blacks in the United 

States simply was not large enough that it would be possible to have a black Army .101 

The Kennedy hearings provided an important opportunity for members of 

Congress to be exposed to viewpoints on the draft which they might not otherwise 

witness or read about, given the controlled nature of hearings before the Armed Services 

Committees. Two other points must be made. The hearings tend:ed to sharpen 

Kennedy's background and thinking on alternatives to the draft, and they also seemed to 

enhance Kennedy's credibility with colleagues in Congress on this subject as he attempted 

to press for his policy choice, the draft lottery, later in the summer. 
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The Senate Committee on Armed Services began its hearings on April 12, 1967, 

one week after Senator Kennedy's Subcommittee hearings were completed. For the 

remaining two-and-a-half months before the draft authority of the existing law expired, 

Congress was locked in the serious process of making policy and law for military 

manpower. The Senate Armed Setvices Committee was not prone to publicity as was 

its House counterpart, making it difficult to assess in advance how a particular member 

may stand on an issue. The Armed Service Committee of the Senate was believed, in 

general, to be very conservative and hawkish. The Committee was chaired by the 

venerable and highly respected Senator Richard B. Russell, Democrat of Georgia, who 

was also the Chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee, giving him great power over 

military legislation. He led the corps of southern senators who often conducted 

successful filibusters against civil rights legislation. Reflecting the Committee's 

consetvative bent, its membership consisted of Senators John Stennis, Democrat of 

Mississippi; Strom Thurmond, Republican of South Carolina; John Tower, Republican 

of Texas; Peter Dominick, Republican of Colorado; Sam Ervin, Democrat of North 

Carolina; and Thomas Mcintyre, Democrat of New Hampshire. 102 

The Senate Armed Services Committee's hearings on the draft bill (S. 1432, the 

Administration's proposed bill to Congress) lasted for six days, between April 12 and 

April 19, 1967. 103 The most significant witnesses were General Mark Clark; Assistant 

Secretary of Defense Tom Morris; Burke Marshall; Senators Gruening, :Edward 

Kennedy, and Hatfield; Representatives Schweiker and Rumsfeld; and General Hershey. 
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All of these witnesses agreed that an extension of the draft law was required, but their 

views on refonns of the current system or its eventual replacement varied widely. The 

sense of the members of the Committee probably was captured by Senator Russell in his 

opening statement. 

Of course, we approach these present hearings with an open mind. If 
there is a better and a fairer way to provide the manpower to defend our 
country, we want to find it. But the Chair thinks it would be exceedingly 
unwise to make changes just for the sake of change or to supplant a 
working system with an untried one merely because there may be dissent 
over our military activities in southeast Asia, more dissent than there was 
over some of our other military engagements. 104 

General Mark Clark was the Committee's first witness. This position on the 

agenda as well as his escort into the hearing chamber by Representative Mendel Rivers 

were clear signals as to the leaning of the Committee on the draft issue. After General 

Clark presented the findings and recommendations of his Panel, Chairman Russell 

focused immediately on the major issue of disagreement between the Clark Panel and the 

Marshall Commission--student deferments. General Clark explained that under his 

Panel's recommendation, the college student would remain in a deferred status until he 

graduates, he becomes 24-years old, or until he is thrown out of college. Under any of 

those conditions, the student reverts to the same status as a 19-year old and is placed in 

the manpower pool for exposure to draft induction. The General had little sympathy for 

postgraduate "professional students," particularily those who pursue courses of study he 

did not regard as particularity valuable to the country. 

I have been a college president the past 12 years, and I am somewhat 
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familiar with this--so many more now are desiring to go on to 
postgraduate work, to major in such things- as music appreciation and 
animal husbandry and a lot of things not essential to the military posture 
of our country; and so we placed that, or recommended that there be 
placed in the highest hands, the National Security Council, the 
identification of truly critically required areas of graduate study so that 
there would be relatively few who would go on to postgraduate work.105 

When General Clark was asked by Senator Margaret Chase Smith, Republican of Maine, 

to elaborate on his Panel's recommendation that the Administration more vigorously 

pursue draft evaders, General Clark remarked that generally nothing was being done 

about draft evaders who fled to Canada and other foreign countries. Concerning 

conscientious objectors, General Clark believed that conscientious objectors of the 1960s 

were "a different breed of cat" from those of earlier years and other conflicts. They 

were " ... not the regular religious groups that we have recognized for so many years as 

being sincere, but a lot of poople who just don't want to fight, who don't want to go to 

war. They are the kind who are anti-Vietnam all the time, and using this [the Seeger 

ruling of the Supreme Court in 1965] and being taught to use the escape route as 

conscientious objectors." 106 Senator Howard W. Cannon, Democrat of Nevada, asked 

General Clark to comment on whether the Committee should write penalty provisions 

into the law to prosecute those who advocate draft card burning. General Clark 

responded, "I do agree with you that there is a question of treason involved, and I 

certainly would recommend that legislation be enacted, if it isn't already on the books, 

which would provide for people like that being brought to trial. "107 At the conclusion 

of General Clark's testimony, Chairman Russell was effusive in his compliments, stating 
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that the General, through his seivice as panel chainnan and his testimony, had added 

another star to those he had already earned. 

Burke Marshall's testimony before the Committee was received respectfully, but 

not warmly. Chairman Russell and other Committee members bore down hard on a 

number of the Commission's recommendations. Chainnan Russell spent considerable 

time questioning Marshall on hypothetical details of how "some form of random 

selection," as the Marshall Commission's report phrased a lottery system, might work. 

The Commission deliberately had left details of how such a system might work out of 

their report, believing such mechanical details to be unimportant. However, Chairman 

Russell pursued this issue with persistence. Senator Russell also sought to uncover weak 

spots in Marshall's testimony by directing pointed questions at the Commission's 

recommendations which were not endorsed by the White House. Marshall, in response, 

detailed the Commission's findings of their thorough investigation of the Selective 

Service System, leading to the recommendation that the System be completely 

reorganized. 108 

Next to testify before the Committee were Senator Ernest Gruening, Democrat 

of Alaska, Senator Edward Kennedy, Democrat of Massachusetts, and Representative 

Richard Schweiker, Republican of Pennsylvania. Senator Gruening spoke in support of 

his bill, S. 1414, to amend the draft law to provide that no one who had been drafted 

would be sent to seive in Southeast Asia without his consent. The Committee listened 

politely to Gruening's diatribe against the war, and had no questions. 109 Senator 
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Kennedy's testimony outlined the findings of the hearings, held two weeks earlier, of the 

Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty. The Subcommittee, Kennedy 

stated, found several faults in the existing draft system which should be corrected in the 

interest of equity. First, deferments were being given to students in colleges and 

universities, but deferments being granted to students in occupational training and part-

time students were extremely limited. Second, the Subcommittee noted with concern the 

number of volunteers for military service among those who were being rejected--

approximately 230,000 to 350,000 men a year--many of whom could provide useful 

military service if given the proper skill training and education. Senator Kennedy went 

on to explain the sense of the Subcommittee regarding two potential alternative military 

manpower policy choices--a volunteer army and national service. The case for the all-

volunteer army, presented before the Subcommittee very ably by Dr. Milton Friedman, 

Kennedy said, still had several troublesome, unresolved weaknesses. These were its high 

but largely unknown cost and the potential erosion of a "bridge of participation and 

identification" between an army of professionals and the civilian sector of society, which 

" ... would have serious and unforeseeable consequences." Concerning national service 

and the testimony of Don Eberly before the Subcommittee, Kennedy only commented 

that " ... much thinking remains to be done before we can consider equating non-military 

service with military service, either directly or by some other means of determining 

equivalency." Kennedy went on to comment on Senate Concurrent Resolution 12, which 

he had introduced on February 23, which would provide to the President the sense of 
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Congress regarding a number of administrative reforms of the draft which were within 

the power of the President to execute. The reforms contained in Kennedy's resolution 

were: ( 1) To establish national criteria for the classification of persons registered under 

the act, and to administer the classification criteria uniformly throughout the United 

States; (2) To require the order of induction of persons be determined based on random 

selection; (3) To eliminate all deferments except those for extreme hardship and those 

for students pursuing undergraduate study, with the proviso that the student deferment 

would last no longer than four academic years; (4) To require the youngest registrants 

to be inducted first; and (5) To continue to revise the services' physical and mental 

standards so that, with remedial training and treatment, a greater number may be 

inducted and perform noncombat services, or combat duty if that is appropriate. Based 

on these reforms, Senator Kenne.dy recommende.d the draft authority be extende.d. 110 

Representative Schweiker testified in support of his bill, H.R. 5017, the Draft 

Reform Act of 1967, which he had introduced in the House of Representatives on 

February 7, which Schweiker called the first comprehensive draft refonn legislation to 

be presente.d to the 90th Congress. Schweiker's bill contained nine major reform 

measures. These were: (1) The order of induction would be reversed, taking the 

youngest first; (2) The window of draft vulnerability would be narrowed to between ages 

18112 to 22112; (3) College students would still be deferred, but would immediately go to 

the top of the eligibility list upon completion of their college education; (4) College 

students would not be permitted a fatherhood deferment if they had been granted a 
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college deferment; (5) Separate draft calls by the 4,084 local boards would be replaced 

by a single national manpower pool in order to wipe out differences in standards in draft 

calls between local draft boards; (6) Men would be selected for the draft at random from 

a national computerized selection system; (7) Local boards would be bound by uniform, 

national standards in their selection of deferred persons; (8) Local boards would be 

compelled to reopen cases of men appealing their classification as I-A; (9) The period 

of time allowed to file an appeal of a local draft board's classification would be 

lengthened from 10 days to 15 days. m 

The testimony of Representative Donald Rumsfeld and Senator Mark Hatfield 

brought f01ward other alternatives for the draft. Representative Rumsfeld proposed the 

existing draft act be extended for a two-year period due to the approaching deadline of 

· June 30 for renewal of the act, and that the two-year period be used to initiate concrete 

measures to move toward an all-volunteer armed force (e.g., raise pay scales, enhance 

recruiting measures, etc.). He submitted to the Committee the paper prepared by Dr. 

Walter Oi for the University of Chicago Conference on the Draft and an outline of 

legislation, "Proposal for a Military Manpower Procurement Bill," which had been 

drafted by Dr. Oi at Rumsfeld's request. Senator Hatfield's testimony was an attempt 

to gain support for the bill he had introduced the previous month, S. 1275, which would 

require the transition to an all-volunteer armed force over a one-year period. Senator 

Hatfield cited Dr. Oi' s studies as well as those of Dr. Milton Friedman to buttress his 

argument that an all-volunteer force was feasible. 112 
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The hearings of the Senate Committee on Anned Services concluded on April 19, 

with the testimony of General Hershey. As expected, General Hershey defended the 

decentralized decision-making of local draft boards. He was supportive of the proposed 

change in policy of calling the youngest registrants first, and admitted to being a recent 

convert to the proposed policy of instituting a lottery. In the six days of testimony before 

the Committee, 37 witnesses provided personal testimony and 17 furnished statements 

for the record. Altogether some 40 organizations were heard. Under Senator Russell's 

watchful stewardship, the hearings were almost entirely devoid of fireworks or even a 

sharp word, as befitting the gentlemanly decorum of the upper chamber of Congress. 113 

Meanwhile, the environment outside the immediate confines of Washington 

policy-making continued to resonate with the voices of those favoring differing military 

manpower policy options. Those supporting various forms of national service met in 

their second National Service Conference, held at the Mayflower Hotel in Washington, 

April 2-4, 1967. In a formal letter to Don Eberly, Executive Director of the National 

Service Secretariat, Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey assured the conferees of his 

support in their deliberations and the potential of national service in meeting a wide range 

of social problems. 114 On April 4, Dr. Martin Luther King delivered an address at the 

Riverside Church in New York City which came to be known as his "Declaration of 

Independence from the War in Vietnam." On April 15, at Sheep's Meadow in New 

York City, more than 150 persons burned their draft cards. In Boston, on April 16, Ayn 

Rand gave a lecture at the Ford Hall Forum in which she castigated America's political 
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leaders. 

Of all the statist violations of individual rights in a mixed economy, the 
military draft is the worst. It is an abrogation of rights. It negates man's 
fundamental right--the right to life--and establishes the fundamental 
principle of statism: that a man's life belongs to the state, and the state 
may claim it by compelling him to sacrifice it in battle. Once that 
principle is accepted, the rest is only a matter of time. 

Mimeographed newsletters began to appear in support of one manpower policy option 

or another. On May 17, an extremely unusual event occured, the formation of an 

organiz.ation made up of both liberals and conservatives to jointly support the concept of 

a volunteer military. At a news conference at the Longworth Building on Capitol Hill 

in Washington, Dr. Milton Friedman and Sanford Gottlieb, pacifist and liberal director 

of the National Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy, announced the formation of the 

Council for a Volunteer Military (CVM). The sponsors of the organiz.ation, in addition 

to Friedman and Gottlieb, included Nonnan Thomas, the socialist; Karl Hess, Barry 

Goldwater's speechwriter; James Farmer, former Director of the Congress of Racial 

Equality; and Bruce Chapman, a founder of the liberal Republican Ripon Society. The 

CVM was to be based at the University of Chicago and had as its Director, James 

Powell, a graduate student. In a separate development, an oganiz.ation identified as the 

Young Republicans of New York began publishing a monthly newsletter which 

concentrated its writing on anti-draft analyses. In early May, Barry Goldwater again 

swung out against the draft and endorsed the concept of an all-volunteer armed force, but 

could not resist reflecting his strong partisan views. 
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There should no longer be any confusion about the liberal, radical, and 
conservative positions on the draft. The liberals favor it, but either want 
to make it random in its selection or extend it to social as well as military 
service. Radicals want to end it or tum it to social service. They are not 
against compulsion. They are just against the fact, it seems to me, that 
the compulsion in this· case is being used as part of an effort against their 
current heroes, the Viet Cong. Conservatives want to end the draft--
period.11s 

Also beginning to appear in greater numbers at this time in bookstores were small 

paperback studies of the military draft and its alternatives. Typical of the titles and 

general content of the many to come later was How to Stay Out of the Anny: A Guide 

to Your Rights Under the Draft Law.116 A more serious effort was published by the 

American Friends Service Committee called simply The Draft?, a brief but scholarly 

study of the military draft and possible alternatives for military manpower policy. 117 

The House Committee on Armed Services, possibly even more conservative than 

its Senate counterpart but far more blunt in its treatment of testimony, began its hearings 

on the extension of the draft on May 2. 118 The first witness, Assistant Secretary of 

Defense (Manpower) Thomas D. Morris, represented the Administration's position as 

outlined in President Johnson's March 6 message to Congress. Secretary Morris, on 

behalf of the Administration, requested the support of the Committee in legislation for 

a four-year extension of the draft authority, explaining the Department's belief that a 

military force much greater than two million active duty personnel could not be sustained 

without the draft. Secretary Morris stated that a voluntary armed force would require 

salary increases on the order of $8 billion per year, but even with such an increase the 
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voluntary anny would be insufficiently flexible to respond rapidly to changing military 

needs. The Secretary was subjected to some very acrid questioning regarding the 

Administration's plans for implementation of a lottery system through an executive order, 

and it was obvious the Committee members had a vested interest in the position of the 

Clark Panel which recommended against a lottery. Secretary Morris attempted to explain 

to the Committee that only one of seven of the men remaining in the pool after screening 

needed to be inducted, and the Administration believed a random selection process to be 

more equitable under those circumstances. Such a system, though still lacking in details, 

the Administration called "FAIR," for a Fair And Impartial Random selection process. 

Representative Hebert, Democrat from Louisiana, announced, "This FAIR ought to be 

called Futile and Irresponsible Roulette." At another point in the questioning, Hebert 

said, "I'm sure that many hours were spent by the public relations people in the Pentagon 

to come up with the word F-A-I-R," spelling the words out in a drawl for theatrical 

effect. "But it's a lottery, or bingo, or whatever you want to call it. "119 

On the second day of testimony, the Committee listened politely to 

Representatives Curtis and Rumsfeld as they argued for an all-volunteer force, but their 

testimony provoked little questioning. The receipt of testimony by Mr. Fred M. Vinson, 

Jr., Assistant Attorney General of the Criminal Divion in the Department of Justice, 

could be regarded as verging on discourtesy. Mr. Vinson was subjected to grueling 

questioning by the Committee members regarding the Department's inaction in pursuing 

prosecution of draft card burners and draft evaders. Representative Hebert was 
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particularly aggressive in his questioning of Vinson. 

Hebert: In the very opening, may I say I want to make a very distinct 
distinction between the right to speak and the acts of disloyalty or 
treason or sedition. I will stand in the forefront to defend any man 
a right to dissent, but in this right to dissent I am afraid to going 
into an area of what is certainly treason and sedition as being 
exhibited on public platforms throughout the country today and on 
the university campuses of our Nation. 

(Vinson was asked, if the clauses of the U.S. Code regarding insubordination, 
mutiny, or refusal to accept military duty when the United States was at war were 
to be inserted into the new draft law, would there be any problems in prosecuting 
offenders. Vinson's response was vague, drawing Hebert's heated response.) 

Vinson: 

Hebert: 

I would not like to answer that off the top of my head.... You 
definitely and distinctly have first amendment problems . 

... I am sick and tired of technicalities when we have treason in this 
country and sedition .... Let's forget the first amendment. I know 
that will be the refuge of the Supreme Court, I recognize that. But 
at least the effort can be made and the demonstration given to the 
American people certainly that the Department of Justice, and most 
assuredly the Congress, is determined to eliminate this rat-infested 
area in the country. But if we are going to stand idly by and 
merely say we can't do it and all of a sudden go back to the first 
amendment, as Justice Holmes so well said you can't cry fire in a 
theater. Free speech ends there. This begging the question of the 
first amendment continuously rather upsets me a little bit, and 
upsets not only me but millions of American people. They want 
to know a very simple answer to the question, why can the 
Carmichaels and why can the Kings, and other individuals of that 
ilk stand before the American people and institute riot, incite 
defiance of the law, while the Justice Department stands idly by and 
the Congress takes no action to strengthen the law?120 

The last three days of the Committee's hearings, May 9, 10, and 11, were 

reseived respectively for General Clark, General Hershey, and Mr. Burke Marshall. 

General Clark was welcomed warmly by the Committee, as might be expected 
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considering the investment Chairman Rivers had made toward the Clark Panel's effort 

and the fact that General Clark's panel had come up with the recommendations Chainnan 

Rivers was seeking. In General Hershey's testimony the next day, the General's 

prepared statement recommended that Congress enact the legislative proposal submitted 

by the President. During questioning, however, Hershey made it clear that he did not 

favor the lottery, even though he said facetiously, "There is no question about the fact 

that I am here to defend the Lottery." Free to comment on the Marshall Commission's 

recommendation for a complete reorganization of Selective Service because the President 

made no recommendation on that issue, General Hershey had no hesitation in saying, "I 

completely disapprove." Mr. Burke Marshall appeared before the Committee 

accompanied by Mr. George Reedy, the President's good friend and leader of the 

minority on the Marshall Commission on the issue of student deferments. The lack of 

complete consensus on this issue within the Marshall Commission served to weaken the 

argument for eliminating student deferments and, as well, for the other recommendations 

of the Commission. It is clear from the record of the testimony that the Committee did 

not want to consider seriously any of the Marshall Commission's recommendations, 

despite the solid research which went into the Commission's work.121 

The Senate's marked-up bill was introduced by Senator Russell on May 10. The 

Committee on Armed Services recommended to the full Senate, in mild and conciliatory 

language, that the draft authority be extended for four years, and stated they did not 

oppose the President reversing the current order of induction to draft the youngest first. 
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Additionally, the Committee formally stated they would not stand in the way of a 

Presidential executive order which specified there would be no student deferments for 

post-graduate school, except for medical doctors and dentists. Concerning a lottery, the 

Committee reported it was not convinced that a random selection process would result 

in greater equity, but it was not opposed to a trial of such a process. Though the 

Administration did not request legislation on the issue, the Committee voiced its opinion 

that a reorganization of the Selective Service System was not necessary as the local draft 

boards continued to function very well. Debate on the bill extended over two days, was 

marked by its decorum, and resulted in the bill's passage by a 70-2 vote on May 11. 

The two negative votes were registered by Senators Gruening of Alaska and Wayne 

Morse of Oregon, both Democrats. The seven proposed amendments, five of which 

were offered by the Senatorial duo from Oregon, Morse and Hatfield. Senator Morse's 

negative vote against the proposed bill was his third such vote against renewal of the 

draft authority. 122 

The House began its consideration of the House Committee on Armed Service's 

marked-up bill at 5:30 in the afternoon on May 25. The House had just concluded three 

days of furious debate, including a marathon night session, over an education bill, and 

the next day was the beginning of a Memorial Day weekend and Congressional break. 

Facing down the grumbling among his colleagues, Chairman Mendel Rivers introduced 

his bill with a flourish: "I come here to work. Those boys in Vietnam do not work by 

the clock." A three-hour time limit was placed on the debate, with additional time 
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allowed for amendments. Each speaker was only permitted one minute for discussion 

of the bill, resulting in sharp outbursts of temper as the evening wore on. At one point, 

Representative Otis Pike, Democrat of New York, complained, "This is the most 

disgraceful way to legislate a bill of this magnitude that I have ever seen." At another 

moment, Representative Charles Joelson, Democrat of New Jersey, assailed the 

legislative procedure as a "mockery," a "travesty," and a "burlesque." "We ask the 

young men of the country to give two years of their lives to military service and we 

won't give two days of our time to this important subject," he complained.123 

The bill presented to the full House by Representative Rivers was identical to the 

proposal put forward by the Clark Panel, with several added features which 

Representative Rivers had been promising to the press. The new bill contained eleven 

proposals which represented significant changes from the existing legislation. 

1. It would institute a uniform system of blanket deferments for 

undergraduate students until they either finished college, reached age 24, or no longer 

were students. 

2. The bill would induct the youngest first, a reversal of the existing order 

of induction. 

3. It required the President to inform Congress if a program of random 

selection was deemed necessary. The new system would go into effect in 60 days unless 

Congress adopted a resolution rejecting the random selection proposal (i.e., a 

Congressional veto). 
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4. The bill established a National Manpower Resources Board, under the 

aegis of the National Security Council, to recommend future deferment of individuals in 

occupations or professions deemed necessary for the national interest. 

5. It required more stringent enforcement of the draft act by giving automatic 

top priority to cases in the judicial system which were concerned with the act. 

6. It provided for the President to establish national criteria for the 

classification of persons under the act. 

7. It recommended that tenure of the draft board members be limited to 25 

years or age 75, whichever occured first, and that women be allowed to serve as 

members. 

8. The position of Deputy Director of Selective Service for Public Affairs 

would be established. 

9. Selective SeIVice would be required to submit quarterly reports on the 

administration and operation of the System. 

10. Alien physicians and dentists would be liable for service until age 35, if 

they had been admitted to permanent residence. 

11. All conscientious objectors selected for induction would be required to 

serve in some capacity. A person claiming conscientius objector status would actually 

be inducted into the armed seIVices and would seIVe as a military person in some 

capacity, but may be authorized to perform civilian service while still remaining under 

military authority. In addition, the bill attempted to reverse the Seeger decision of the 
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Supreme Court by deleting the following sentence from the conscientious objector section 

of the law: "Religious training and belief in this connection means an individual's belief 

in a Supreme Being involving duties superior to those arising from any human relation, 

but does not include essentially political, sociological, or philosophical views or a merely 

personal moral code." In place of this sentence the following phrase was inserted: 

" ... but no person so exempted shall be exempted from service in the Armed Forces in 

any capacity that the President shall declare to be a noncombatant." 124 

The Committee's report accompanying the proposed bill touched briefly on the 

subject of a reorganization of the Selective Service System, even though the President 

had not included any such proposal in the Administration's bill submitted to Congress. 

The report stated, "To modify this proven system to simply accomodate the application 

of modem management tools, such as automatic data processing, would in the opinion 

of the committee completely disregard the most important attribute of the present 

systems, that is, the confidence of the people in a system they themselves operate." The 

Committee's report also discussed the issue of an all-volunteer force at some length, 

admitting in the report's introductory sentence on this subject that the all-volunteer force 

policy option was sufficiently strong to be reckoned with: "Perhaps no other single issue 

presented to the committee received greater and more thorough consideration than the 

question of substituting an all-volunteer force in lieu of the present draft law." The 

Committee's report discussed at some length the perceived drawbacks to an all-volunteer 

force: (1) An estimated cost of $4 to $17 billion per year to maintain such an armed 
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force; (2) The all-volunteer force policy was viewed as inflexible compared to the draft, 

and unable to accomodate surges in manpower requirements;(3) In tenn of quality of 

personnel, the move to an all-volunteer force would result, it was believed, in the loss 

of better educated entrants; (4) The lack of the draft motivation would result in a 

wholesale turning away from the Reserves and National Guard and serious thinning of 

the ranks of these organizations. The Committee report concluded the argument against 

an all-volunteer anned force by pointing out the moral issues at stake in moving away 

from the draft . 

. . . the committee believes that there are moral implications also involved 
in this issue. The committee believes that our Government would be in 
a morally untenable position if the defense of freedom, and its policies in 
furtherance of that defense, were equated with the ability to fjbuy" 
sufficient forces. H the national purposes for which we commit men to 
the deprivations of military life and the hazards of actual combat are just, 
then it is only just that the young men of the country should share a 
liability for the burdens of such service. The tradition of the citizen 
sharing the burden of the country's defense is as old as the country itself. 
The committee believes, with Thomas Paine, that those who expect to 
reap the blessings of freedom must, like men, undergo the fatigue of 
supporting it. 

In a time of a testing of order, teaching the young men of the country that 
they can escape all burdens of service is both dangerous and an illusion. 
H young men are led to believe that they can forgo the defense of freedom 
because others are prepared for a price to defend them, the very future of 
their freedom would indeed be called into question. 125 

Debate on the proposed bill was stiffled and rushed by impatient House members 

crying "Vote! Vote!" who realized that it was futile to oppose the bill. When debate 

ended and the proposing of amendments began, Representative Pike proposed to strike 
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from the bill the language that allowed for some graduate student deferments in the 

national interest. Chairman Rivers countered with the remark, "This is a dangerous 

amendment arrived at after a great deal of confusion. I ask that it be rejected." It was. 

Representative Rumsfeld offered an apparently innocent amendment--which was accepted-

-that added wording to the bill that it was the policy of Congress that the obligation to 

serve in the military be enforced through the legislation only when necessary to ensure 

the security of the nation. Other amendments, all of which were rejected, proposed that 

draftees serve in a foreign country only after authorization by Congress, that the 

legislation be limited to two years, that reserves be called up after 300,000 men were 

inducted by the draft, that discharged servicemen receive a bonus in the amount of 

earnings lost while serving, that the ceiling of military manpower be reduced, and that 

Negroes and other minority groups be provided adequate representation on local draft 

boards. Similarily, all measures to recommit the bill to committee were voted down. 

Finally, after all maneuvers had failed and as House members continued to register their 

impatience with cries of "Vote! Vote!," the vote was taken. The bill was passed by a 

vote of 382 to 9, with 61 members not voting.126 

The Conference Committee's version of the bill favored the House. The Senate 

and House versions of S. 1432 differed in 14 particulars; of these, the Senate adopted 

nine of the House provisions completely, and the House accepted five of the Senate 

provisions with modifications. The Conference Report substantially supported the more 

detailed and restrictive House version. The Administration let it be known that it would 
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not accept the House version of the bill calling for a Congressional veto on a draft 

lottery, so this provision was modified to make it mandatory that the Administration 

come to Congress with a specific lottery system proposal. The debate and vote in the 

Senate over the compromise bill took place on June 12 and 14, in the midst of the debate 

over a censure motion against Senator Thomas Dodd, Democrat of Connecticut, which 

forced opponents of the bill to move quickly to muster their support. Senator Edward 

Kennedy, the principal spokesman opposing the new bill, had sent a letter to each 

Senator in which he expressed his strong reservations about the Conference Report and 

listed eight specific objections to the compromise bill. His major objections were four. 

First, he objected to the National Security Council being given responsibility for setting 

policy on occupational deferments and critical occupations. Second, the language of the 

Conference Report which precluded the initiation of any form of random selection 

without Congressional approval essentially made that reform measure virtually 

impossible. Third, by striking from the law the language on which the Supreme Court 

based its finding in the Seeger case, Congress was over-ruling that decision. The 

language in the compromise bill, Kennedy argued, would make it impossible for anyone 

who was not a member of an established religious group to qualify as a conscientious 

objector, violating the equal protection clause of the Constitution. Fourth, the 

compromise bill prohibited judicial review of local draft board classification procedures, 

except as a defense in a criminal prosecution. Thus, no matter how a person was 

classified by his draft board the only way he could obtain a court ruling would be to 
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refuse induction and to appeal the ruling as a criminal in custody. The debate in the 

Senate was rushed and severely restricted by the Majority Leader, Senator Mike 

Mansfield, and the complexities of the issues obviously were too much for Senators not 

knowledgeable of the issues to comprehend fully. When the final vote was called for, 

the bill passed 72 to 23, with five members absent and not voting.127 

On June 20, the House considered the Conference Report. Debate was again 

severly limited and centered around the decision of the Conference Committee to to 

delete a provision for mandatory national standards, an amendment proposed by 

Representative Schweiker and accepted by the House Committee on Anned Services. 

Additionally, there was discussion on Representative Rumsfeld's amendment, which was 

deleted by the Conference Committee, which advocated the use of the draft law only 

when necessary to ensure the security of the nation. The final vote was 397 yeas, 29 

nays, and 27 not voting. The bill was transmitted to the White House and signed into 

law by President Johnson on June 30. 128 

The Public Debate Resumes 

After one year of intensive public debate and the work of two national-level 

commissions, the only refonn of the existing draft law effected was the authorization for 

the President to end defennents for men in graduate school, except for medical and 

dental students. In a number of respects the new draft law represented a step backward 

in terms of equity. Burke Marshall commented that in his judgement the new bill made 

the Selective Service System worse than it was before. In a series of editorials, the New 
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York Times scored Congress for the new law. 

The cavalier manner in which both houses of Congress junked the major 
reforms proposed by the Presidential study commission is bound to stir 
growing resentment among parents and youths as the consequences of the 
new measure become clear. Perhaps then the legislators will recognize 
that equity must be the foundation of any democratic draft system. 

Nothing can undo the pettiness of Congress in yielding to the ugly spirit 
of some of its least enlightened members. 

Congress certainly cannot congratulate itself on having done anything to 
remove the sense of young men too poor to go to college that family 
income thus becomes an important determinant of who goes to war and 
who stays home. 

Dissenters in Congress immediately turned to the press to gain support for their position 

from the public and to reflect their distance from those politicians supporting the new 

law. Senator Mark Hatfield, for example, wasted no time in making his position on the 

issue clear to the widest possible readership. In a two-page article in the July 1 issue of 

the Saturday Evening Post, Senator Hatfield cried for the abolishment of the draft and 

the creation of a voluntary armed force. In extending the draft authority, Hatfield stated, 

" ... we are consenting to a system that is inherently unfair, monstrously inefficient, and 

pernicious in its invasion of the individual liberty that eight generations of Americans 

have fought to preserve. I believe the draft is basically wrong; we should get rid of it." 

Meanwhile, as if oblivious to any rumbling of dissent, on July 13, President Johnson 

announced an increase in troop commitment to Vietnam at a press conference. 

Accompanied by Secretary McNamara, General Earle Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, and General Westmoreland, the U.S. Commander in Vietnam, President 
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Johnson stated that an additional 20 to 30,000 troops would be added shortly to the 

480,000 troops already in Vietnam. 129 

Throughout the summer months of 1967, the outcry by a wide spectrum of 

Vietnam War and military draft opponents began to build toward a crescendo which was 

to occur in the fall. Many groups began to sidestep their differences and coalesce into 

groups with a single purpose. For example, in San Francisco, a new 70-member 

"Committee for Draft Resistance" was formally formed. The group was made up of 

lawyers, university professors, Quakers, Joan Baez, the popular folk singer, and 

prominent clergymen, including the Rev. William Sloan Coffin, the Yale University 

Chaplain. In Newark, New Jersey, the First National Conference on Black Power was 

held. In its statement concluding four days of deliberations on a black-power manifesto, 

the delegates called for boycotts of international Olympic competition and professional 

boxing, and supported the anti-draft "Hell, no, we won't go!" resolution. The Congress 

of the National Student Association, meeting in College Park, Maryland, in August, 

passed a resolution calling for an end to the Selective · Service System and the 

implementation of a voluntary army which was supported by adequate salary increases 

for armed forces personnel. A Harvard University faculty group, led by Professor 

Thomas Schelling, met in a series of seminars over weekends to study military manpower 

policy. The study group developed recommendations to improve the equity of the draft 

in the short term, and the movement toward a voluntary army through salary increases 

over the longer term. In late September, a group of 320 professors, writers, ministers, 
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and other professionals signed a statement entitled "A Call to Resist illegitimate 

Authority," and published the sharply worded manifesto supporting resistance as an 

advertisement in The New Re,mublic and The New York Review of Books. The statement 

said that the war in Vietnam outraged the "deepest moral and religious sense" of a 

growing number of young men and called for assistance to youths who resisted the draft 

and the war. The signers of the statement included: Dr. Linus Pauling, Nobel Prize 

winner; Robert Lowell, the poet; the Right Reverend James A. Pike, Resigned Bishop 

of the Episcopal Diocese of California; Dr. Benjamin Spock, pediatrician and well-known 

author of baby care books; the Reverend William Sloane Coffin, Chaplain of Yale 

University; Noam Chomsky, Professor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology and 

world renown scholar of linguistics; and Edgar Snow, well-known author. By October 

1967, a group of five liberal Republicans in the House of Representatives published a 

book entitled How to End the Draft: The Case For An All-Volunteer Army. The book, 

which was formally endorsed by 17 colleagues in the House, was co-authored by: Robert 

T. Stafford, Vermont; Frank J. Horton, New York; Richard S. Schweiker, Pennsylvania; 

Charles W. Whalen, Jr., Ohio; and Garner E. Shriver, Kansas. The book was a 

thorough treatment of the draft and the myths surrounding arguments against an all-

volunteer armed force. It proposed a 31-point plan as preliminary steps toward the 

creation of an all-volunteer force, and set the cost of their proposal at 

$4,380,000,000. 130 

On October 2, 1967, representatives of the 320 signers of the statement "A Call 
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To Resist lliegitimate Authority" convened a press conference at the New York City 

Hilton Hotel to announce plans for anti-war and anti-draft demonstrations to be conducted 

in eight cities beginning Monday, October 18. The planned demonstrations were to 

include an attempt by 500 to 1, 000 men to return their draft cards to Federal authorities 

and a demonstration outside the Department of Justice in Washington on Friday, October 

20. The week of demonstrations, soon called the "Stop the Draft Week of the 

Resistance," was extremely effective in conveying to the American people the depth of 

anger and resentment felt by a sector of society with the Vietnam War and the military 

draft policy. As a major media event and vividly alive in most American homes through 

intense television coverage, the week of resistance demonstrations may have served to 

hasten the crumbling of American support for the war and the Administration's policies 

to support the war effort. Between July and September 1967, the Louis Harris polls 

reported a rapid decline in American public support for the Vietnam W ar--from 72 

percent in July and 61 percent in August, to 58 percent in September. On Monday, 

October 16, significant anti-war and anti-draft demonstrations occurred in San Francisco, 

Oakland, Los Angeles, Chicago, Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Washington, and 

Cincinnati. Among the 119 persons arrested at Oakland's military induction center was 

the popular folk singer, Joan Baez. The next day in Oakland was bloody when 

policemen charged the 3 ,000 demonstrators and used clubs and mace spray liberally, a 

scene which was to be repeated in several other American cities during the week. At 

week's end the demonstrators traveled from all comers of the country and from college 
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campuses to Washington for the final two days of demonstrations, including a turning-in 

of draft cards at the Department of Justice and a mass march from the Lincoln Memorial 

to the Pentagon. On October 20, with several hundred draft cards in a battered brief 

case, Dr. Benjamin Spock, Reverend Coffin, and a handful of others marched into the 

Justice Department in an attempt to deliver the draft cards to Attorney General Ramsey 

Clark. Greeted hospitably by a deputy assistant attorney general but who refused to 

accept the brief case, the demonstrators left the brief case behind. The following 

afternoon, Saturday, October 21, an estimated 50,000 to 55,000 persons assembled at the 

Lincoln Memorial and listened to speeches by leaders of the sponsoring "National 

Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam," the crowd marched to the 

Pentagon where Defense officials had organized a guard and crowd control force of 

approximately 3,000 men, including troops flown in from varous military posts. When 

several thousand demonstrators attempted to stonn the line of troops and enter the 

building, a club-swinging and rifle-butt punching melee resulted in the arrest of some 250 

demonstrators and a watchful all-night vigil between both sides. On Sunday, October 22, 

the demonstration was over and participants melted away, out of the capitol city and back 

to their homes and campuses. 131 

Although outwardly unphased by the Washington demonstrations, privately 

President Johnson was extremely agitated. When he read the wire-seIVice report that 

several individuals had left 992 draft cards at the Justice Department, he shouted to 

Joseph Califano, "I want a memo to the Attorney General tonight. I want the FBI 
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investigating." That evening the President called General Hershey and delivered a 

monologue about the need to punish draft protesters, instructing him to do something 

about the draft card burners and people disrupting the Selective Service System. These 

responses by an agitated President Johnson may have contributed directly to the 

indictment of Dr. Spock and his companions. It is certain, however, that his angry call 

to General Hershey led to the Selective Service System's formalized policy of punishing 

draft law offenders. On October 24 and 26, General Hershey issued policy letter to all 

members of the Selective Seivice System regarding draft cards and demonstrations. 

When local draft boards received a draft card from a demonstrator, they were instructed 

to declare the registrant to be delinquent for failure to have the card in his possession and 

to reclassify the registrant into a class immediately available for military seivice. In the 

second policy letter, General Hershey instructed draft boards to reclassify demonstrators 

who impede the operations of the System. The outcry which ensued when these letters 

became known to the public served to further inflame anger against the draft and erode 

public confidence in the equity of the Selective Seivice System as well as support for the 

Johnson Administration. 132 

The year 1968 was a year of one seismic shock after another on the political 

landscape of the United States. A sub-set of those shocks, no small tremors themselves, 

were those caused by or those which had an effect on the country's military manpower 

policy. While Americans were still absorbed with the struggle between a headstrong 

General Hershey and Attorney General Ramsey Clark over the use of the authority to 
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draft as a fonn of punishment, suddenly the public was shaken again. On January 5, Dr. 

Benjamin Spock, Reverend William Sloane Coffin, and three other individuals were 

indicted on charges of conspiring to counsel young men to violate the draft law. The 

activities for which the five were charged occurred during the Stop the Draft Week in 

October, which cuhninated for them in the tum-in of draft cards at the Justice 

Department. Spock, Coffin, and their associates readily admitted to openly violating the 

statute, but upheld what they claimed was a "higher" moral law, and were willing to pay 

the legal penalty for their acts. The Government did not challenge the rights of Spock 

and the others to speak out against the war and the draft, but was challenging their right 

to incite and organize others to break the law. The accused easily captured the higher, 

moral ground, and the Government could not help but appear to be prosecuting the weak 

for standing up for high principles. For example, James Reston was to editorialize in 

the New York Times: 

Maybe it [the charge against Spock, et. al.] is a good thing. The country 
has been arguing for months now about a great many other things: Is 
bombing effective or not? Should we negotiate with the Vietcong and the 
National Liberation Front or not? But this case of Coffin and Spock has 
raised even more fundamental questions: Is the policy of the United States 
in Vietnam morally right or wrong? Who is "committing offenses against 
the United States" --the people who oppose the war or the people who want 
to continue it or expand it? 

The trial of Dr. Spock and his associates took place during May and June in Boston, and 

captured the attention of Americans for many months. On June 14, four of the five were 

found guilty of conspiring to "aid and abet draft registrants to refuse service in the anned 



285 

forces" and to "interfere with the administration of the draft. "133 

On January 23, North Korea seized the USS Pueblo, an intelligence gathering ship 

stationed off the east coast of the Korean peninsula. This was followed in short order, 

on January 31, by the launching by an estimated 67, 000 Vietnamese Communist troops 

in the Tet offensive, a nation-wide attack in South Vietnam against more than 100 South 

Vietnamese towns and villages. The price of the attack in terms of Vietnamese 

Communist deaths was very high, but the damage to any remaining American illusion 

that the war could be won militarily was forever lost. The loss of credibility by 

President Johnson and American military leaders could not be recovered, though the war 

was to continue for five more years. Secretary of Defense McNamara resigned and was 

replaced by Clark Clifford on March 1, 1968. On March 31, President Johnson shocked 

Americans by solemnly announcing that he would not be a candidate for re-election in 

November, creating an open field for potential Democratic Party successors who wished 

to take up the challenge of overcoming a tarnished party image. Americans lurched 

through the remainder of the year until the Presidential elections, almost from one tragic 

event to another. In April, Dr. Martin Luther King was assassinated in Memphis, 

Tennessee. In June, Senator Robert Kennedy was assassinated in Los Angeles after 

winning the California Democratic Party Primary Election. In Europe, on August 21, 

Soviet forces invaded and occupied Czechoslovakia, smothering a nascent movement 

toward democratic reforms in that country and making the Cold War even more chilly. 

In Chicago just a week later, during the Democratic Party's National Convention, Mayor 
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Daly's police employed violent measures to suppress mass demonstrations against the 

Vietnam War and the military draft. 

The debate over the military draft and alternative military manpower policies to 

the draft continued through the remainder of 1968 and for several years thereafter. The 

tide of books and journal article on the subject continued to be published, speeches were 

made in support of one alternative or another, and draft resisters continued to resist--but 

it appears to have been generally recognized that the debate was moving into another 

phase , a policy issue which would have to wait for resolution until a new Administration 

was installed formally in Washington. 134 

Summary 

The events and literature of the period during the years 1963 through 1968 

concerning military manpower policy tend to support the conclusion that an existing 

public policy, well established and supported by significant and powerful politicians and 

policy makers, is difficult to change. The existing policy can become vulnerable to 

forces seeking a change in policy after a major triggering event--in the case of the well 

entrenched military draft policy, the Vietnam War and its significantly higher draft calls--

which can cause the existing policy to be re-examined closely and to suddenly be 

challenged by opponents of the existing policy. The existing policy, once a triggering 

event takes place, tends to be challenged by forces favoring several different policy 

alternatives. In the case of the well-established Selective Service System, it came to be 

challenged by those who supported a variety of policy alternatives: reforms to the draft, 
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various forms of national service, universal military training, an all-volunteer armed 

force, and those who simply opposed the draft and had no alternative policy to be its 

replacement. 

From the evidence in this case it appears that the combined efforts of the various 

factions supporting their favored policy alternative may be described accurately as a 

"Military Manpower Policy Subsystem." The subsystem consisted of all those 

individuals and organizations who were associated with the policy issues associated with 

military manpower in the 1960s. Available evidence indicates that individuals interested 

in the acceptance by the public and decision-makers of their particular policy choice were 

well aware of other individuals and groups which were their opposition, as well as those 

who were supporters of their policy choice. They communicated with each other and 

shared ideas and values in many forms--conferences, journal articles, books, letters, and 

simply in conversations. They tended to gain strength from each others' ideas and 

research which supported their own policy goals, and they tended to proselytize and seek 

converts to their policy position. For example, it is clear that the supporters of the all-

volunteer force policy option during the 1960s gathered strength by increased association 

and influence as the debate over military manpower policy continued through the 1960s. 

Dr. Milton Friedman, in his book Capitalism and Freedom published in 1962, may have 

been the first academic figure of note to denounce the military draft and propose an all-

volunteer armed force as an alternative policy option, and certainly Representative 

Thomas Curtis was the first national politician to call for an all-volunteer army. When 
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Dr. Walter Oi joined the Defense Department's team to study the draft in 1964, he 

became a major spokesman for the all-volunteer force. The influence of both Dr. 

Friedman and Dr. Oi in support of an all-volunteer force contributed directly to the 

recruitment of many converts through their journal articles and participation in 

conferences, and within a few short years the support for this policy position was 

recognized with respect in the Committees of Congress. Similarily, the individuals 

making up the other military manpower policy subsytem factions are clearly identifiable 

in the literature. Similar to Exhibit 2-2 in Chapter 2, Exhibit 4-7 on the next page 

illustrates the various factions which composed the military manpower policy subsystem 

in the 1960s. 

The public debate over military manpower policy between 1963 and 1968 also 

tends to support the conclusions of agenda-building theorists. The debate was often bitter 

and acromonious, and often spilled out into public demonstrations which became violent. 

The individuals who represented the pro-draft faction were representatives of the status 

quo and were able to wield great power. Policy-makers such as Representative Mendel 

Rivers, Representative F.dward Hebert, and General Lewis Hershey were able to pursue 

their pro-draft interests with near impunity for many years. However, as the strength 

and influence of other policy alternatives increased they, more and more, were forced 

toward greater accountability for their support of Selective Service. As the on-going 

debate approached the 1968 Presidential elections it became clear to many observers that 

this particular policy, as well as the whole issue of American involvement in Vietnam, 
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would have to be settled by the new occupant of the White House. 
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CHAPTERS 

SETTING THE POLICY AGENDA 

Where is it written in the Constitution, 
in what article or section is it contained, 
that you may take children from their parents, 
and parents from their children, and compel them 
to fight the battles of any war, in which the 
folly or the wickedness of Government may 
engage it? Who will show me any constitutional 
injunction, which makes it the duty of the 
American people to surrender everything valuable 
in life, and even life itself, not when the safety 
of their country and its liberties may demand the 
sacrifice, but whenever the purposes of an 
ambitious and mischievous Government may require 
it? An attempt to maintain this doctrine upon the 
provisions of the Constitution is an exercise of 
perverse ingenuity to extract slavery from the 
substance of a free Government. 

Daniel Webster1 

Introduction 

The military manpower policy debate, which began gradually in 1964 as a 

rumbling storm and became a raging maelstrom after the decision was made to escalate 

American involvement in the South Vietnam conflict, continued into the late-1960s. It 

is clear from the record--the newspapers, books, and journal articles, and to a lesser 

extent the primary government records--that the debate between advocates of the differing 

alternatives for military manpower policy resembled very closely the model described by 

the Agenda-Building Theorists. The policy which was "in power" and generally 

accepted by policy makers--the military draft-- gradually began to loose its supporters, 
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who cast about for an acceptable alternative to the existing policy. The supporters of the 

"in" policy employed various devices to buttress their policy, such as launching yet 

another study of the issue and the smothering of debate on the issue in Congress. 

Supporters of the military draft appeared to be, at times during the long debate, callous 

and unsympathetic to the impact of conscription on individuals and the depth of the 

divisiveness they were creating. Often the advocates of the military draft were blind to 

the injustice and inequity of the Selective Service System, as well as to the merits of 

other policy choices, and were deaf to the growing rage of a very vocal segment of the 

American population. They refused to give ground to alternative policy choices and 

fought as hard and as long as possible for their military manpower policy choice, even 

in the face of a massive challenge to the legitimacy of the draft by wide segments of the 

American people, from nearly all social levels, and from members of both political 

parties. 

A public policy debate of this magnitude cannot go on indefinitely; it must be 

resolved. As outlined in Chapter 2, the Agenda-Building Theorists believe policy 

resolution, in most cases, comes about by the issue becoming sufficiently critical that it 

is placed on the agenda of a political or administrative figure who has the power to 

achieve its resolution. They identify the person who manages to put the problem on the 

decision-maker's agenda as a "gatekeeper." This chapter will examine further the case 

of the United States' military manpower policy in the late-1960s, to see how this 

particular policy issue was resolved and whether or not the case conforms generally to 



319 

the model of the Agenda-Building Theorists. 

The 1968 Presidential Election 

Long before the shattering events of 1968, the Presidential hopefuls began to take 

the measure of Lyndon Johnson's hold on the White House and their chances of 

unseating a president whose grip on power was exceptionally strong. The most probable 

Republican candidates were George Romney, Governor of Michigan, and Nelson 

Rockefeller, Governor of New York. In the secondary ranks but still regarded as 

possible contenders were Ronald Reagan, Governor of California, and William Scranton, 

Governor of Pennsylvania. Another potential candidate was Richard M. Nixon, who ran 

and lost a very close race for the Presidency against John F. Kennedy in 1960 and who 

suffered a humiliating defeat by Pat Brown in the 1962 election for Governor of 

California. Thereafter dismissed seriously as a candidate who could win elections by 

politicians and the press alike, Nixon watched and waited on the political sidelines for 

another opportunity. In 1963, he joined a prestigious New York City law firm and 

gained a level of financial and personal security he had never known, which contributed 

immensely to his revitalized personality in the 1968 elections. The disastrous campaign 

for the Presidency by Senator Barry Goldwater in 1964, in which the Republican Party 

virtually was dismissed by the American voters, provided a faint possibility of an opening 

foothold for Nixon. He gave unstintingly of himself to the cause of rebuilding the party 

during the off-year elections in 1966, and in the process gained an oveipowering level 

of grass-roots support among local and state Republican Party stalwarts throughout the 
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country. In the latter part of 1966, Richard Nixon began to build a small team of 

supporters in New York City who were to help in the preparations by the potential 

candidate for another run for the Presidency. 2 

In December 1966, a young professor at Columbia University, Dr. Martin 

Anderson, had dinner with a colleague from the Graduate School of Business. Other 

guests at the dinner party included a young lawyer who had recently joined Richard 

Nixon's law firm. The intensity of the political discussion increased as the evening wore 

on, and the young lawyer, in exasperation, looked at Anderson and said, "With views 

like that you should be working for Nixon." A few days later Martin Anderson received 

a telephone call from Leonard Garment, one of Nixon's senior law partners, who invited 

Anderson to join him and several others for dinner later that week. Anderson went to 

the dinner and gradually became a member of a small group--made up of Leonard 

Garment, Patrick Buchanan, John Sears, and Raymond Price--who were deeply involved 

in the policy development of Richard Nixon's still very unofficial presidential 

campaign.3 

In March 1967, during one of the weekly meetings to discuss campaign issues, 

Anderson relates, someone raised the issue of the military draft and a discussion ensued 

over Nixon's position on the draft. 

For as long as anyone remembered, Nixon had consistently supported the 
draft, and since 1952 when he became Eisenhower's running mate, he had 
loyally supported Eisenhower's idea of establishing a universal military 
service that would try to ensure that all young males, not just a select few, 
served some time in the military. What should Nixon's position be in the 
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upcoming presidential campaign? Stay with universal military service? 
Propose modifications to the current draft system that was under 
increasing attack for being unfair? Or perhaps propose a radical new plan 
of universal national service for everyone? 

I was familiar with the debate on the military draft and had just read an 
article by Milton Friedman that summed up the arguments in favor of 
ending the draft completely and changing to an all-volunteer system .... 
As I looked around the table it was clear that no one thought that having 
Nixon call for universal military training was going to be much of a 
political plus in 1968. But it was also clear that unless there was a solid, 
substantial alternative he would be forced to stay with his old views. 

'I have an idea,' I said, thinking about the powerful arguments in 
Friedman's article. 'What if I could show you how we could end the 
draft and increase our military strength at the same time'! Let me put 
together a paper on this. ' 4 

Anderson spent the next several weeks combing his personal files and doing research at 

the Columbia University library. The result was a policy memorandum for Nixon, a copy 

of which is contained in this dissertation at Appendix B, which spelled out the arguments 

in the ongoing military manpower debate and advocated the cessation of the draft and the 

adoption of an all-volunteer anned force. Nixon read the memorandum and indicated to 

Anderson that he found it "very interesting" and that he wanted to think about it further. 

Nixon found the idea intriguing and sent Anderson's memorandum to a number of his 

old political and military friends for their comments. For the next several months the 

comments came back to Nixon; about half were supportive of ending the draft and the 

all-volunteer anned force proposal, and the other half, mostly from military officers, 

were opposed. Anderson states that Nixon said nothing about the proposal and nothing 

further transpired on the subject until later in the fall of the year. 
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As the campaigns of the potential presidential candidates began to increase in 

intensity in the Jatter half of 1967 and gain more attention from the public, a young 

reporter with the New York Times, Robert Semple, was assigned to cover the Nixon 

campaign.5 During an airp1ane trip returning to New York in mid-November, Martin 

Anderson got up out of his seat next to Nixon so that Semple could interview the possible 

candidate. The interview ranged over a number of domestic and foreign issues and was 

reaching its end when Anderson, who was leaning over the seat, heard Semple suddenly 

ask Nixon, "What would you do about the military draft?" Semple expected to hear 

Nixon state his support for the draft or for some fonn of universal military training. 

Both Semple and Anderson were shocked when Nixon smiled and replied, "I think we 

should eliminate the draft and move to an all-volunteer force." As Anderson wrote later, 

As Nixon continued to elaborate in great detail about his new idea, 
Semple sat stunned, hurriedly scribbling notes. Nixon had just totally 
reversed his long-standing position on what could be a critical issue in the 
next year's campaign, and was confidently explaining just why he now 
favored such a move. It had taken six months, but Nixon apparently had 
been persuaded by the logic of the argument that it was possible to end the 
draft, enhance our freedoms, and do so without impairing our national 
security. From that day on, his policy was to end the draft. And as his 
campaign gathered speed and his primary victories piled up, he elaborated 
on the idea more and more. 6 

In the first public elaboration of his newly adopted position, Nixon was addressing the 

University of Wisconsin Student Bar Association, on November 17, 1967, when he was 

asked for his views on the merits of the Selective Service System. In response, Nixon 

stated: "A change in the Selective Service System at this time is not likely and would 
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probably not be wise. It would be a stop-gap--and the wrong kind of change--in a system 

that needs a complete reappraisal." Nixon acknowledged that the military draft had 

seived useful purposes in earlier wars, but that the present system was not fully relevant 

to the Vietnam War or the kinds of wars the United States was likely to fight in the 

future. These wars, Nixon said, would probably be of two types--a nuclear exchange, 

in which case the Selective Seivice System would not matter, or guerrilla wars. "What 

is needed," Nixon said, "is not a broad-based draft, but a professional military corps." 

"The nation," he continued, "must move toward a volunteer army by compensating those 

who go into the military on a basis comparable to those in civilian careers. "7 

The 1968 Presidential campaign, as in any race for the White House, was a series 

of debates over political issues of the day. In the case of the issue of military manpower 

policy, the on-going public debate and the contest in Congress over the issue was simply 

transferred to the programs of the various candidates. Governor George Romney, almost 

a year before the New Hampshire Primary, stated his belief that a draft lottery system 

was the solution to the issue. Governor Nelson Rockefeller, the other leading Republican 

contender, did not state his position on the issue--also supporting a draft lottery--until the 

Iowa Primary in May 1968 and after Governor Romney had dropped out of the race. 

Within the Democratic Party, Vice President Hubert Humphrey, in May 1968, stated that 

he favored "a new system of national seivice," but shifted his position in July to support 

a draft lottery. Senator Eugene McCarthy called for a more "fair and equitable" draft 

law, but principally pleaded for a broader definition of conscientious objection and for 
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greater opportunities for alternative service. Senator Robert Kennedy of New York, the 

last major Democratic candidate, appears to have supported the draft reforms proposed 

by the Marshall Commission, including a ban on all student defennents. Senator George 

McGovern of South Dakota, on the fringe of the presidential campaign in 1968, came 

out for an all-volunteer armed force in his book, A Time of War/A Time of Peace, 

which was hurried into publication prior to the opening of the Democratic National 

Convention in Chicago in late-August. In an editorial which reviewed the positions of 

the potential candidates on the military manpower issue, the New York Times concluded 

by stating mildly, "This is clearly a national issue that merits more attention than it has 

received not only from the candidates but, more urgently, from the Administration and 

the Congress." Theodore White, in his review of the issues in his quadrennial book on 

the presidential election, was more outspoken than the Times on this particular issue. 

The draft policies of the United States have been obsolete for so long as 
to make World War II's Flying Fortress look like advanced design. 
Selective Service, unchanged since World War II, was designed for 
survival of civilization. What is required now, for American defense, is 
something entirely different--a policy to provide technical manpower for 
its strategic nuclear arm, as well as a truly selective service to provide the 
limited manpower needed for garrisoning and policing the limes of the 
orderly world. America's youth now lives ... under a system of random, 
incoherent, confusing conscription in which service, possibly death, is a 
matter of almost pure chance. The system unsettles all with its sporadic 
call-ups; it hangs over every college talk, every plan for the future; and 
service and death, since they come by accident, deprive duty and life of 
meaning. An almost obscene condition of thought is stimulated in which 
the best and highest-motivated of the young accept fraud, hypocrisy, 
evasion, influence and dishonesty as part of the game. (The only more 
obscene political condition that I know of in this country is its method of 
financing elections. )8 
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Richard Nixon's superior campaign organization, as well as the generous financial 

support from his backers, put him well ahead of the rivals in his own party as well as 

the Democratic contenders. When he announced his candidacy on the eve of the New 

Hampshire primary on February 1, President Johnson's withdrawal from contention was 

still two months away and the only other Democratic hopeful, Senator Eugene McCarthy, 

was only beginning to launch his erratic and very idiosyncratic campaign. How much 

Nixon's position on the all-volunteer force contributed to his success can only be 

guessed; however, it appears that Nixon's position was at least a contributing factor to 

his success with (or perhaps more correctly, the lack of overt hostility from) college-aged 

youth. In contrast, Vice President Humphrey was greeted consistently with jeers and the 

drowning-out chants of "Dump the Hump" from the youth in his audiences. By the time 

of the Republican and Democratic National Conventions in August there was a clear 

distinction between the positions of the candidates on the issue of military manpower. 

The plank developed by the Republican Party at their convention in Miami stated: 

For greater equity we will further revise the Selective Service policies and 
reduce the number of years during which a young man can be considered 
for the draft, thereby providing some certainty to those liable for military 
service. When military manpower needs can be appreciably reduced, we 
will place the Selective Service System on standby and substitute a 
voluntary force obtained through adequate pay and career incentives. 

The Democrats' plank in their platform, though couched cautiously, was is stark contrast 

to that of the Republicans in that it would maintain the draft. 

The lives of millions of young men are deeply affected by the requirement 
for military service. The present system leaves them in uncertainty 
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through much of their early manhood. Until our manpower needs can be 
fully met by voluntary enlistment, the Democratic Party will insist upon 
the most equitable and just selection system that can be devised. We 
support a random system of selection which will reduce the time period 
of eligibility for the draft and ensure equality in selection procedures. 

We urge review of draft board memberships to make them more 
representative of the communities they seive. 9 

Vice President Humphrey attempted, unsuccessfully it appears, to use the military 

manpower issue to his advantage during the campaign. In mid-August, after the 

Republican convention and before the Democratic convention in Chicago, he denounced 

Nixon's proposal for an all-volunteer armed force as "highly irresponsible." Humphrey 

stated that Nixon was not making clear to the voters the high cost of an all-volunteer 

force, and that the cost of such a policy could add $8.3 billion to $16. 7 billion a year to 

the Defense budget. "No responsible candidate for high public office can, in my 

opinion," he said, "legitimately hold out the promise of ending the need for draft calls 

in the foreseeable future." It appears that this was the last time that Humphrey raised 

this issue during the campaign. 10 

At a meeting with his key staff members, in October, in Key Biscayne, Florida, 

Richard Nixon decided that he wanted to give a series of fifteen-minute radio speeches 

every night for the next several weeks. In the discussion on possible topics for the radio 

addresses, Martin Anderson suggested a speech be presented on the all-volunteer force 

policy. Nixon seized on the idea and, after checking with Bryce Harlow, the candidate 

approved and it was added to the list of issues to be addressed in the speeches. "On the 
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voluntary army, Bryce, if you're for it, we'll go.'• 11 Nixon's radio address on his 

position on military manpower, .. The All-Volunteer Armed Force,.. was delivered on 

October 17, 1968, just two-and-a-half weeks before the election. In his speech, Nixon 

made his central policy position very clear. "In the short run," he said, "we need to 

recognize the limits imposed by the war in Vietnam ... "However we might wish to, we 

can't stop the draft while we are in a major war. What we can do, and what we should 

do now, is to commit ourselves as a nation to the goal of building an all-volunteer armed 

force ... In addressing the supporting arguments for his position, Nixon first outlined his 

sense of the normative aspects of the issue. 

I feel this way: A system of compulsory seivice that arbitrarily selects 
some and not others simply cannot be squared with our whole concept of 
liberty, justice and equality under the law. Its only justification is 
compelling necessity. 

The longer it goes on, the more troublesome are the questions it raises. 
Why should your son be forced to sacrifice two of the most important 
years of his life, so that a neighbor's son can go right along pursuing his 
interests in freedom and safety? Why should one young American be 
forced to take up military seivice while another is left free to make his 
own choice? 

We all have seen, time and again, how hit-or-miss the workings of the 
draft are. You know young people, as I do, whose lives have been 
disrupted first by uncertainty, next by conscription. We all have seen the 
unfairness of the present system. 

Some say we should tinker with the present system, patching up an 
inequity here and there. I favor this too, but only for the short term. But 
in the long run, the only way to stop the inequities is to stop using the 
system. 

Turning to the practical aspects of providing for an all-volunteer armed force, Nixon 
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asked rhetorically, "How, then, do we recruit these servicemen? What incentives do we 

offer to attract an adequate number of volunteers?" Nixon stated that military life had 

to be more competitive with the attractions of the civilian sector of society. The 

principal incentives were obvious: higher pay and increased benefits in order to be able 

to compete in the job market. Nixon stated that a private in the American Anny was 

paid less than $100 a month, about a third of the minimum wage in the civilian economy, 

and many married servicemen were forced to depend on relief payments to support their 

families. The total cost of the pay increases needed to recruit an all-volunteer armed 

force, Nixon said, was $5 to $7 billion more a year in the Defense budget. This 

increased cost would be offset by reductions in the costs associated with the heavy 

turnover of enlisted personnel caused by the lack of incentives for enlisted personnel to 

stay in the military. Nixon countered the three arguments most often used by those 

opposed to an all-volunteer armed force--that the volunteer army would become a black 

army, that it would be a "mercenary" army, and that the anned forces would become 

more "militaristic" and pose a threat to civilian control of the military--and concluded his 

talk with the following words. 

Today all across the country we face a crisis of confidence. Nowhere is 
it more acute than among our young people. They recognize the draft as 
an infringement on their liberty, which it is. To them, it represents a 
government insensitive to their rights, a government callous to their status 
as free men. They ask for justice, and they deserve it. So I say, it's time 
we looked to our consciences. Let's show our commitment to freedom by 
preparing to assure our young people theirs. 12 

Richard Nixon's radio address was to become the major policy statement of the 
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new administration on the issue of military manpower and serve as a guide for those 

tasked to implement the new policy. As a policy statement it tended to crop up 

frequently in my research of files of the White House and the Defense Department from 

the period. Because of its significant impact on military manpower policy, the radio 

address is included as Appendix C of this dissertation. 

The 1968 presidential election, held on November 5, 1968, resulted in a close win 

by Richard Nixon. The Democratic Party's nominee, Hubert Humphrey, managed to 

tum his disastrous campaign around after a relatively strong speech in Salt Lake City on 

September 30, in which the candidate indicated his independence of Lyndon Johnson. 

This speech, coupled with the American voters' growing concern with the increasing 

strength of the third-party candidate, George Wallace of Alabama, and a bombing halt 

of North Vietnam declared by President Johnson, was nearly enough to completely melt 

away the strong lead Richard Nixon enjoyed throughout the campaign. On election day 

the American voters elected Nixon by 31,770,237 votes (43.4 percent of the total 

national vote) over Humphrey's 31,270,533 votes (42.7 percent of the votes cast). 

George Wallace captured nearly 10 million votes (13.5 percent of the total votes cast), 

indicating that the voters were rejecting Lyndon Johnson and the Democratic Party they 

had swept into office in a landslide in 1964. However, the voters who rejected the 

Democratic Party were splitting their votes between Nixon and Wallace, making the win 

by Nixon a very close thing. In the Electoral College votes, Nixon had 302 votes against 

Humphrey's 191 and Wallace's 45. 13 
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Establishing Military Manpower Policy on the President's Agenda 

It is one thing to establish a position on an issue and make a promise in the midst 

of a hectic presidential campaign. It an entirely different matter to establish that position 

as the Government's policy and to have it be fully accepted by lawmakers and members 

of the Executive Branch who must implement the new policy. The senior members of 

the Nixon Administration were not novices to the rites and rituals associated with 

establishing policy in Washington, and they knew they faced a number of obstacles 

before candidate Nixon's positions could be established as President Nixon's policies. 

As Martin Anderson stated the case for the new president's position on military 

manpower, 

Nixon knew that turning that campaign commitment into legislation was 
going to be extremely difficult. Key members of Congress, virtually the 
entire hierarchy of military leaders, and many of his own appointees--
including the new Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, and his National 
Security Advisor Henry Kissinger--had long supported the draft. The 
public's support for the all-volunteer force was growing, but it was still 
nowhere strong enough to propel the Washington power structure to a 
change of heart on this issue. 14 

As an indicator of the uphill fight ahead for the new administration on this issue with 

Congress, the Conwssional Quarterly Weekly Re.port wrote, 

One of the more noteworthy proposals made by Mr. Nixon during the 
Presidential campaign was his promise to eliminate the military draft when 
Vietnam requirements were ended. The concept of an all-volunteer 
military has been widely discussed and attention probably will be 
intensified by Mr. Nixon's support. His proposal has been called a long-
range one by Nixon associates and is not expected to be seriously 
considered until the massive commitment of troops in Vietnam is halted. 
Even then, influential members of the Congressional Armed Services 
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Committee, who opposed previous draft changes, and the military setvices 
are expected to block such proposals. Others also oppose the concept as 
too costly, too inflexible and too likely to produce a powerful military 
class. 15 

A month after the election President-Elect Nixon began to announce his selections 

for his cabinet and senior advisors on the White House staff. Martin Anderson, by that 

time 32 years old, was named Special Assistant to the President. Anderson soon became 

the deputy to Dr. Arthur Bums, a former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors 

in the Eisenhower Administration and, at the time, the chairman of the National Bureau 

of Economic Research and John Bates Clark Professor of Economics at Columbia 

University. Bums, after Nixon's inauguration, was appointed Counselor to the President, 

a cabinet-level position and the most senior of Nixon's advisors, and was given broad 

powers in overseeing domestic affairs. During the transition period before the 

inauguration, however, Bums and Anderson were tasked by Nixon to head an interim 

"Program Coordination Group" which was to coordinate the development of the new 

administration's legislative programs and to map the campaign promises with the 

legislative program. To complete this task Bums and Anderson isolated themselves in 

a New York hotel room for about a week and prepared a thick notebook which contained 

the President's campaign promises and the recommended actions required to pursue those 

promises. From this notebook, which was titled "Suggestions for Early Action, 

Consideration, or Pronouncement," Nixon selected those subjects which he wanted to 

receive immediate attention. As can be seen from Appendix D, which is an excerpt from 
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the notebook, Bums and Anderson listed the all-volunteer armed force policy as Number 

6 within the category of Federal Expenditures, and which was accompanied by a two-

page summary of their recommendation. The all-volunteer force policy was one which 

Nixon selected in his first pass through the book. Also among his various duties and 

actions, Anderson sent newly named cabinet members the policy statements and 

commitments of President-Elect Nixon from the campaign. Secretary-Designate Laird 

received copies of Nixon's policy statements on the all-volunteer armed force in a 

December 24 memorandum from Anderson. 16 

Meanwhile, senior appointees at the Defense Department from the Johnson 

Administration had already begun planning for the new administration and its stated goal 

of establishing an all-volunteer armed force. Mr. Alfred B. Fitt, the Assistant Secretary 

of Defense (Manpower), at the height of the political campaign in the fall, had ordered 

a re-examination of previous studies of the draft and the alternative of moving toward an 

all-volunteer force. He soon concluded that it would be insufficient to merely update the 

previous efforts, and that a fresh study would be required. He prepared, and submitted 

to Secretary of Defense Laird soon after the Nixon inauguration, a detailed outline for 

a 12-to-18 month study of ways to reduce dependence on, and possibly eliminate the need 

for, the Selective Service System. The study proposed by Fitt was to cost $1 million and 

involve the services of a 25-man full-time study group, as well as support from the 

Services. On January 29, Secretary Laird received President Nixon's memorandum, 

which had been prepared by Anderson, directing the Defense Department to establish a 
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special commission which would devise a detailed plan to replace the draft with an all-

volunteer force when the manpower commitment to Vietnam had been reduced 

substantially. Secretary Laird's response to President Nixon, which was prepared by 

Assistant Secretary Fitt and dated January 31, balked at establishing a special 

commission. Instead, Laird's memorandum recommended a one-year study by the 

Defense Department to assess and plan for the adequate compensation levels which an 

all-volunteer anned force would require to be successful. The special commission, as 

conceived by Bums and Anderson, Laird said, would have to be delayed for a year until 

Defense had finished its study effort. Attached to Laird's memorandum was Assistant 

Secretary Fitt's long outline of a study, now dubbed "Project Volunteer." The response 

from President Nixon, prepared by Anderson and Bums and dated February 6, essentially 

removed the Defense Department from any position of control over the special 

commission. "I am glad to learn," Nixon said, "that your department has already taken 

the initial steps for moving toward an all-volunteer armed force .... However, the very fact 

that some initial steps are already underway makes me feel all the more strongly that the 

time has come to develop a detailed plan of action for ending the draft once expenditures 

on Vietnam are reduced substantially. Such a plan should be developed by an outside 

commission which should, of course, draw heavily on the experts in your 

department. ... When the special commission reports to me [italics added], I will want you 

to review their work and give me your recommendations." The only response requested 

of Secretary Laird was his recommendations for members of the special commission. 
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Thus in the initial weeks after President Nixon assumed the powers of his office, he 

effectively sidestepped resistance from the Department of Defense in the ·implementation 

of his program to establish the all-volunteer force as his military manpower policy. 

Additionally, the Defense Department was maneuvered out of the way so they would 

have almost no control of the special commission, and there would not be just another 

Department of Defense study of the military manpower problem. 17 

The special commission, which was being organized by Martin Anderson and 

Arthur Bums at the White House, did not come into being until March 1969. In the 

meantime there was a stir of political activity on Capitol Hill on the issue of Military 

Manpower. On January 22, Senator Mark Hatfield, with eight other Senators, introduced 

S. 503, identified as the "Voluntary Military Manpower Procurement Act of 1969," a bill 

which would abolish the military draft six months after the bill's enactment and depend 

entirely on volunteers for the nation's military personnel. The other Senators supporting 

the bill were: Cook (R.,Kentucky), Dole (R.,Kansas), Goldwater (R.,Arizona), 

McGovern (D.,South Dakota), Nelson (D.,Wisconsin), Packwood (R.,Oregon), Prouty 

(R.,Vennont), and Schweiker, the newly elected Republican Senator from Pennsylvania 

who beat out Senator Joseph Clark in a state which went for Hubert Humphrey in the 

Presidential election. On February 25, Senator E.dward Kennedy introduced legislation 

(S. 1145) which would reform the draft by requiring the Selective Service System to call 

up the youngest registrants first through the mechanism of a lottery. There was at least 

one indication of a growing sentiment in Congress that the existing military manpower 
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procurement policy must be changed. A Christian Science Monitor poll of 50 percent 

of the House members and 40 percent of the Senate members, in February 1969, 

indicated that those in favor of an all-volunteer anned force were running about two to 

one ahead of those in opposition. The poll also indicated most members of Congress saw 

little hope of moving to an all-volunteer system in the near-term because of the Vietnam 

War, and that there was wide-spread support for "changes to the present draft law," 

including a lottery system. 18 

The Defense Department, also, was actively involved in planning for the future 

shift in military manpower policy which could be foreseen because of the new President's 

stated policy goal of eventually ridding the country of the draft. The leadership in the 

Pentagon was faced with two delicate tasks; first, they must climb aboard the President's 

policy program and support it, and second, they must ensure that the President's new 

policy, if carried to its full implementation, would not threaten or undercut the stability 

of the anned forces and the ability of the Armed Forces to perform their missions. At 

President Nixon's first meeting of the National Security Council, on January 25, the 

President had asked Secretary of Defense Laird for two papers related to Selective 

Service. The first paper was on the subject of the special commission which Defense 

was to organize, and which resulted in the miscalculation by Defense and the special 

commission effectively being removed from its control. The second paper was to 

provide the President with the Secretary's views on reforms of the Selective Service 

System which could be implemented in the short-term before the all-volunteer force was 
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implemented. In Secretary Laird's response to the second issue, dated February 3, he 

recommended a change in the law to require Selective Service to take the youngest 

registrants first, and stated that Congress might approve a draft lottery if the President 

were to get behind the proposed legislation. Secretary Laird, through Vice Admiral 

William Mack, the Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower), initiated "Project 

Volunteer" to begin planning for the eventual implementation of an all-volunteer force. 

Within several weeks Admiral Mack produced a plan for "Project Volunteer," which laid 

out the key assumptions of the effort, its organization, and the areas which required 

investigation (e.g., pay, benefits and living conditions, improvement in overall armed 

service image, etc.). The "Project Volunteer" plan also considered measures which 

could be taken to cope with the short-tenn problem of draft inequity due to the need to 

select only a few from the burgeoning numbers of young men in each age group. 

Admiral Mack's study concluded that the Selective Service law should be amended to 

require a "youngest first" induction procedure, creating a pool from which inductees 

would be selected based on a lottery system. On February 18, Secretary Laird held a 

press conference in which he stated that Defense, on behalf of the Nixon Administration, 

was preparing to submit proposed legislation to Congress to refonn the draft law. 

Admiral Mack was called upon to brief the press on the "Project Volunteer" study and 

the details of the draft reform measure. 19 

Laying the Foundation Stones for a New Policy 

On March 27, 1969, after several months of intensive maneuvering and planning 
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by Martin Anderson and Arthur Bums, President Nixon formally announced the 

appointment of the President's Commission on an All-Volunteer Armed Force. The 

Commission's chairman was Thomas Gates, a former Secretary of Defense in the 

Eisenhower Administration, a member of the Marshall Commission which studied the 

draft in 1966-1967, and Chairman of the Executive Committee of Morgan Guaranty Trust 

Company in New York. The "Gates Commission," as it came to be known, was made 

up of fourteen additional distinguished members, as shown in Exhibit 5-1, and was 

supported by a very competent commission staff. There was no equivocation as to the 

Commission's charter in the statement by the President which announced the creation of 

the Commission. 

I have directed the Commission to develop a comprehensive plan for 
eliminating conscription and moving toward an all-volunteer armed force. 
The Commission will study the broad range of possibilities for increasing 
the supply of volunteers for service, including increased pay, benefits, 
recruitment incentives, and other practicable measures to make military 
careers more attractive to young men. It will consider possible changes 
in selection standards and in utilization policies which may assist in 
eliminating the need for inductions. It will study the estimated costs and 
savings resulting from an all-volunteer force, as well as the broader social 
and economic implications of this program. 

The transition to an all-volunteer armed force must, of course, be handled 
cautiously and responsibly so that our national security is fully maintained. 
The Commission will determine what standby machinery for the draft will 
be required in the event of a national emergency and .will give serious 
consideration to our requirements for an adequate reserve forces program. 

The Gates Commission was to complete its task and submit its report to the President in 

early November.20 
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PRESIDENT'S COM'.MISSION 

ON AN ALL-VOLUNTEER ARMED FORCE 

Thomas Gates, Chairman 

Thomas Curtis 

Frederick Dent 

Milton Friedman 

Crawford Greenewalt 

Alan Greenspan 

Alfred Gruer1ther 

Stephen Herbits 

Theodore Hesburgh 

Jerome Holland 

John Kemper 

Jeanne Noble 

Lauris Norstad 

W. Allen Wallis 

Roy Wilkins 

Chairman of the Executive Committee of Morgan Guaranty 
Trust Company. Fonner Secretary of Defense. 

Vice President and General Counsel, Encyclopedia 
Britannica. Fonner Congressman from Missouri and 
ranking Republican on the Joint Economic Committee, 
United States Congress. 

President, Mayfair Mills. 

Paul Snowdon Russell Distinguished Service Professor of 
Economics, University of Chicago. 

Chairman, Finance Committee, E. I. duPont de Nemours 
and Company. 

Chairman of the Board, Townsend-Greenspan & Company, 
Economic Consultants. 

Fonner Supreme Allied Commander, Europe. 

Student, Georgetown University Law Center. 

President, University of Notre Dame. Chainnan, U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights. 

President, Hampton Institute. 

Headmaster, Phillips Academy. 

Professor, New York University. Vice President, National 
Council of Negro Women. Fonner member, National 
Advisory Commission on Selective SeIVice . 
. 

Chairman of the Board, Owens-Coming Fiberglas 
Corporation. Former Supreme Allied Commander, Europe. 

President, University of Rochester. 

Executive Director, National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). 

Exhibit 5-1, Gates Commission Membership 
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Martin Anderson and Arthur Bums took particular care in the selection of the 

Commission's members to ensure that the Commission was strong and credible, and its 

findings, because of its respected membership make-up, would be an asset on the road 

to a viable all-volunteer force. They decided to appoint Commission members who held 

independent views, and had strong reputations for integrity and honesty. They agreed 

that the final number of members would be fifteen--five of whom who were strongly 

committed to the all-volunteer force, five members who were opposed to the concept, 

and five who were thought to not have any strong view on the idea one way or another. 

One of the striking features of the membership of the Gates Commission was the balance 

which was struck through the selection process. The academic community was 

represented by: Theodore Hesburgh, President of the University of Notre Dame; Jerome 

Holland, President of Hampton Institute; John Kemper, Headmaster of Phillips Academy; 

W. Allen Wallis, President of the University of Rochester; Milton Friedman, Professor 

of .Economics at the University of Chicago; and Jeanne Noble, Professor at New York 

University. Two members, General Alfred Gruenther and General l.auris Norstad, had 

completed distinguished careers in the armed services, and both were formerly the 

Supreme Allied Commander in Europe. The business and financial community, in 

addition to Mr. Gates, was represented by: Crawford Greenewalt, Chairman of the 

Finance Committee of E. I. duPont de Nemours and Company; Thomas Curtis, a former 

Congressman from Missouri and a Vice President with the Encyclopedia Britannica; Alan 

Greenspan, Chairman of the Board of Towsend-Greenspan Company, an economic 
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consulting firm; and Frederick Dent, President of Mayfair Mills. Blacks were 

represented by Roy Wilkins, the Executive Director of the National Association for the 

Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), as well as Jeanne Noble and Jerome 

Holland. The Commission also bad a member who representoo the youth of the nation, 

Stephen Herbits. Herbits, who was a 26-year old student at Georgetown University Law 

School, had been a researcher and editor of the 1967 book, How To End The Draft: The 

Case for An All-Volunteer Anny, which ostensibly had been written by five 

Representatives in Congress. As an indication that the selection of the Gates 

Commission was a success, there was almost no criticism indicated in the press of the 

Commission's membership, nor by Congress or the Department of Defense.21 

While it can be fairly said that the White House achieved a balance of views 

regarding military manpower policy in the Commission's membership, the same cannot 

be said for the Commission's staff. The Executive Director of the Gates Commission 

Staff, Dr. William H. Meckling, was Dean of the University of Rochester's Graduate 

School of Management. Of the four Di.rectors of Research on the Commission Staff, the 

most well known was Dr. Walter Oi, formerly on the faculty of Washington University 

and a recent addition to the faculty at the University of Rochester. It should be recalled 

that Dr. Oi was a prominent supporter, both in conferences and in academic journal 

articles, of the all-volunteer force concept, and was asked by Senator Edward Kennedy, 

after the December 1966 University of Chicago Conference on the Draft, to testify on 

his views before Kennedy's subcommittee. The other three Directors of Research, Dr. 
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Harry J. Gilman, Dr. Stuart Altman, and Mr. David Kassing, had all worked together 

with Dr. Oi on the 1964 Defense Department study of the draft, and Dr. Gilman had 

been assigned to support the Marshall Commission study when he was employed at the 

Center for Naval Analyses. Like Dr. Oi, Dr. Gilman had recently taken a faculty 

position at the University of Rochester. All five of the senior Commission staff members 

were proponents of the all-volunteer force concept, and all were well connected to Dr. 

Milton Friedman and W. Allen Wallis, proponents of an all-volunteer force and members 

of the Gates Commission. 22 

President Nixon personally selected Thomas Gates to chair the Commission, 

having known Gates when Nixon was Eisenhower's Vice President and Gates headed the 

Defense Department. In a meeting in the Oval Office prior to the announcement of the 

Commission, President Nixon explained to Gates what he wanted him to do. Gates 

stated, "But Mr. President, I'm opposed to the whole idea of a volunteer force. You 

don't want me as Chairman." "Yes, I do, Tom," Nixon said. "That is exactly why I 

do want you as the Chainnan. You have experience and integrity. If you change your 

mind and think we should end the draft, then I'll know it's a good idea." Gates was 

dubious, but reluctantly agreed. 23 

Also occurring while the Gates Commission was becoming organized, the 

White House staff and the Defense Department were considering interim measures which 

could be taken in the near term to make the draft more equitable and before the all-

volunteer force policy could be implemented. The Defense Department recommended 
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enactment of legislation which would reverse the order of induction, taking the youngest 

first, but using a random selection process for choosing those needed from the available 

pool of those in the "youngest first" pool. At Martin Anderson's urging , a meeting was 

held of White House staff members in Martin Anderson's office in the Old Executive 

Office Building to review four problems associated with the draft. These were: (1) 

Whether the "youngest first" random selection system of induction should be substituted 

for the then current "oldest first" system; (2) The membership and structure of the 

National Selective Service Appeals Board; (3) Whether a review of the existing policy 

against graduate student deferments should be undertaken; and ( 4) Whether serious 

attention should be given to the issue of amnesty for draft evaders and military deserters. 

The meeting resulted in basic agreement to support proposed legislation for an 

amendment to the draft law which would authorize the "youngest first" and lottery 

procedures. This proposed legislation may have been spurred somewhat by Secretary 

Laird's proposal, on April 29, that he brief the May meeting of the Cabinet on Defense's 

proposed draft reforms. Subsequent to Laird's comments to the Cabinet, a position paper 

was prepared for the President on the draft issues, and on May 13, President Nixon sent 

a special message to Congress containing proposed reform measures for the military 

draft. The suggested reforms were: (1) Change from an oldest-first to a youngest-first 

order of call; (2) Reduce the period of prime draft vulnerability from seven years to one 

year; (3) Select those who are actually drafted through a random system; (4) Continue 

undergraduate student deferments, with the understanding that the year of maximum 
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vulnerability would come whenever the student's defennent expired; and (5) Allow 

graduate students to complete the full academic year in which they were ordered for 

induction. The President's message drew mixed reactions from members of Congress. 

Senator Edward Kennedy praised the President's proposals, stating, " ... there is no reason 

whatever to delay approval ... and perhaps to work other needed changes at the same 

time." Senator John Stennis, Chairman of the Senate Anned Services Committee, said 

he would back a lottery on the limited trial basis approved by the Senate in 1967. "I 

don't think we can go any further than that," he added. Representative Mendel Rivers, 

Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, said he would have no objection to 

the proposed lottery if the Administration could show it would be fairer and if the 

measure had no offsetting disadvantages. On June 2, Representative Leslie C. Arends 

(R., Illinois) introduced H.R. 11780, the bill to grant the President's request, and on 

August 13, Senator John Stennis (D., Mississippi) and Senator Margaret Chase Smith 

(R., Maine) introduced S. 2843 in the Senate to legislate the same measure. Later in 

August, a House Armed Services Committee member stated that the bill had little chance 

of being considered, and Senator Stennis, according to a staff member, " ... doubts we 

will get to it this year. "24 

The Gates Commission Gets Started 

The first meeting of the Gates Commission and its senior staff, and which Martin 

Anderson attended, took place on May 15, 1969, in the Roosevelt Room of the White 

House. 25 To lead off the meeting, the minutes of the meeting stated, Mr. Gates 
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described his meeting with President Nixon . 

.. . the President expressed his hope that an all-volunteer anned force 
would prove to be the ultimate solution to the draft problem, although 
intermediate reforms would also be necessary. The President had 
observed that he had both the desire and a commitment to do something 
about this problem, as indicated by his proposal of an alternative to the 
draft during the campaign. The President believes that no alternative to 
the draft could be considered if it weakened national security. 

Mr. Gates went on to state that President Nixon realized the draft could not be eliminated 

immediately and that a complete transition to an all-volunteer force might involve a 

phased program which would take some time. The basic pmpose of the Commission, 

Mr. Gates reiterated, was to develop a plan for an all-volunteer anned force, to 

determine the budgetary and manpower implications of such a plan, and to weigh its 

feasibility and desirability. At this point, Mr. Gates was asked a key question by Mr. 

Greenewalt--Was the Commission obligated to recommend an all-volunteer force? Mr. 

Gates answered that there was no such commitment and that the final report submitted 

by the Commission could contain both a plan for a transition to an all-volunteer force as 

well as a critique of such a plan. It was not necessary, Mr. Gates stated, for members 

of the Commission to assume at the outset that an all-volunteer force solution was either 

feasible or desirable. Mr. Greenewalt stated that his only concern was that he be free 

to reject an all-volunteer solution, if necessary. 26 

At Mr. Gates' request, the Department of Defense conducted two days of 

briefings for the Commission, on Saturday and Sunday, June 28 and 29. The briefmg 

sessions, which in addition to Commission and staff members were attended by Arthur 
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Bums and Martin Anderson, were explanatory and infonnative rather than analytical and 

evaluative. Secretary Laird, in his introductory remarks, stressed the importance of the 

work of the Commission for the Department of Defense, the difficulty of achieving an 

all-volunteer force, and the need for the Commission and the Department to work closely 

in this effort. He was followed by Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower) Roger 

Kelley, who outlined the Project Volunteer studies which were undetway. Kelley's 

presentation was followed by a series of briefings on a wide range of Defense manpower 

topics by Defense Department and Service representatives. The briefings appear to have 

been treated routinely by the Defense Department staff; however, the Commission 

members at a later meeting were to be consistent in their belief that the Anny believed 

that it would be impossible to maintain a credible reserve force without the inducement 

of the draft. 21 

The third meeting of the Commission took place during the weekend of July 12 

and 13 in New York City at Mr. Gates' office on Park Avenue. As the Commission 

staff had yet to prepare substantive studies for the Commission to review, the meeting 

dealt largely with issues of interpretation of the Commission's task, whether or not the 

Commission should conduct open hearings, and the potential for conflict with the 

Pentagon's Project Volunteer study effort. The Commission was asked if the staff should 

move beyond a plan to develop an all-volunteer force and incorporate an estimate of the 

hidden tax imposed on conscripts by the draft. Although the Commission generally 

favored making the public more aware of the issues surrounding the switch in military 
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manpower policy, the majority of members were opposed to pre-selling the all-volunteer 

force concept and preferred to wait until the staff had completed its initial research before 

deciding whether or not an all-volunteer force solution was the most feasible or desirable. 

There was also consensus that the Commission's plan, if it did propose an all-volunteer 

force, should recommend a gradual or phased transition to the new policy. Concerning 

the issue of whether or not the Commission should conduct open hearings to permit more 

public exposure to their proceedings, Mr. Gates reported as the meeting opened on the 

second day that he had talked to Arthur Bums, and that Bums had said the Commission 

was under no obligation to conduct a referendum or to hold hearings. Based on that 

guidance, Mr. Gates recommended that there be no hearings. A number of Commission 

members indicated their concern that a parallel Defense Department study on the all-

volunteer force policy might conflict with or undermine the Commission's work. Mr. 

Gates agreed to contact Secretary Laird to ensure that there would not be any conflict 

between the two efforts. 28 

The Commission's meeting on September 6, in Washington, was contentious as 

the members and staff grappled with several fundamental and difficult issues. The 

morning meetings, supported by a team from the Defense Department led by Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower) Paul Wollstadt, were devoted to a thorough 

probing of the "Reserves problem." This discussion, aside from revealing that the 

Defense Department was in the process of attempting to deal with the problem, was 

inconclusive. At the afternoon session, attended only by Commission and Commission 
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staff members, a split in the member's basic views became apparent. Mr. Gates, 

apparently having heard dissenting views in private, asked Mr. Greenewalt and General 

Norstad to express their views for the benefit of the rest of the Commission. Mr. 

Greenewalt state.cl his belief that there was something immoral in "sooucing," through an 

all-volunteer force, young people to die for their country. It was his opinion that under 

an all-volunteer force policy the burden of combat would fall upon the poor and the 

black, and that risking one's life for your country should not be regarded as "just another 

job." He believed that if ever such an attitude arose within the military, morale and 

esprit de corps would be vitiated. General Norstad expressed the view that the 

effectiveness of a small unit in combat depended upon the natural leadership abilities of 

the two or three key individuals in the unit who possessed "superior intelligence and/or 

background." To eliminate the draft, General Norstad believed, would deprive the 

services of "people with better educations and backgrounds," making the services less 

effective. Both Mr. Greenewalt and General Norstad stated their view that an all-

volunteer armed force would result in the armed forces not being representative of the 

total population, and thus there would be an inequitable allocation of the burden of 

military service. Dr. Milton Friedman, on the other hand, argued that he could not see 

how morale and effectiveness of a unit could possibly be enhanced by paying soldiers 

substandard wages. The logic of this argument, he pointe.d out, dictate.cl that these 

soldiers should be paid nothing in order to improve their morale and effectiveness still 

more. Dr. Friedman and others on the Commission argued that the draft was a source 
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of inequity and widespread dissatisfaction, and that volunteers, regardless of their 

background, would be superior to draftees because they would be embarking on a 

military career willingly. Mr. Gates and Dr. Meckling, for the remainder of this prickly 

meeting, carefully steered the Commission through a proposed draft outline of the 

Commission's report, skillfully avoiding impassable obstacles to agreement and seeking 

out delicately balanced compromises in the wording to be used in the report. 29 

Draft Reform Legislation 

While the Gates Commission was intent on its analyses and future report to the 

President, the White House began to step up the pressure on a Congress which had 

ignored the President's request for legislation to enact reforms of the existing draft law. 

On September 19, 1969, President Nixon announced that the programmed draft calls for 

November and December--32,000 for November and 18,000 for December--would be 

cancelled, and the draft call for the month of October of 29, 000 would be spread over 

the entire last three-month quarter. He took the opportunity that announcement provided 

to complain of the inaction of Congress on the draft reform legislation which he had 

proposed in May, and threw down a challenge to Congress . 

. . . we have decided that if the Congress does not act on this legislation 
during this session of the Congress that then I shall take, by unilateral 
action, by Executive Order, the recommendation of the Secretary of 
Defense ... which will move toward that objective and which will remove 
uncertainties from the age group of 20 to 26, although it will not 
accomplish the objective as clearly and as fairly as would the legislation 
if it were passed. 

The Administration's proposed legislation was to repeal the sentence in the law which 
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specifically prohibited a lottery system, which was inserted into the 1967 renewal of the 

draft law by Representative Mendel Rivers. Secretary Laird, who spoke at the White 

House press conference following the President's remarks, said that the size of future 

draft calls would depend on progress in the "Vietnamization" of the U.S. combat effort 

in South Vietnam. 30 

In an attempt to dodge the bullet he knew was coming his way, Representative 

Rivers, on the day before the President's press conference, addressed the House of 

Representatives and pointed out that the President had abundant statutory authority to 

implement all the changes he had proposed in May with the single exception of the 

institution of a random selection system. Because of this White House pressure, hearings 

before the Special Subcommittee on the Draft of the House Committee on Anned 

Services, chaired by Representative Edward Hebert, were begun on September 30, and 

lasted for three days before they became stalled. Again, a special message to Congress 

from President Nixon, dated October 13, relative to the Administration's current 

legislation program, served to tum up the temperature. The message identified the 

Administration's "reform of the draft" as deserving the highest priority among all of his 

pending legislative proposals. The language of the President's message clearly was 

intended to apply political heat. 

I have asked Congress to make the most extensive changes in the way we 
select young men for military service since the draft became an accepted 
feature of American life. We have the administrative power--and we will 
exercise it if Congress fails to act--to make far-reaching reforms in the 
Selective Service System, reducing the period of prime vulnerability for 
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young Americans from seven years to twelve months. However, we need 
Congressional approval to shift from the -inequitable requirement of 
choosing the "oldest first" to the more just method of random selection. 
I asked Congress five months ago for this power; I ask again today. Basic 
fairness to our young people is the prime reason for this recommendation. 
I see no reason why this vital piece of legislation cannot be enacted now. 

Hearings by Representative Hebert's Subcommittee on the proposed legislation were 

concluded the next day, and two days later the Subcommittee reported out the legislation 

to the full Committee. In his report, Representative Hebert stated that his Subcommittee 

"was not persuaded" that President Nixon's proposal was more equitable than the existing 

"oldest first" system, but that "in view of the strong recommendation of the President in 

this regard, urging the Congress to permit him to modify the existing system of selection, 

the Subcommittee believes that this request of the Commander-in-Chief of our Armed 

Forces should be honored." The full Committee on Armed Services of the House 

unanimously approved the legislation without amendment and recommended it to the 

House of Representatives on the same day. On October 30, after two days of debate, 

largely over a Rules Committee resolution passed by a voice vote which prevented any 

amendments to the bill, and after a promise from the House floor by Representative 

Rivers that his Committee would undertake a comprehensive revision of the draft law in 

1970, the House passed H.R. 14001 by a roll call vote of 382-13.31 

Also on October 30, Senator Mike Mansfield, the Senate Majority Leader, 

announced that the Senate did not intend to take any action on the President's requested 

legislation, but that action would be taken in the next session of Congress to carry out 
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a comprehensive review of the entire Selective Setvice System. A public statement from 

President Nixon quickly followed on the same day. 

I deeply regret the announced decision of the Democratic leadership to 
deny the United States Senate an opportunity to consider draft refonn until 
next year. It is clear that the vast majority of Americans share the sense 
of urgency which I feel concerning refonn of the Selective Seivice 
System. The House of Representatives by an oveiwhelming vote has 
today indicated that it holds the same opinion. Yet the action of the 
Senate Democratic leaders means that the members of that body--even 
including, apparently, the members of the duly constituted committees--
will not even have a chance to vote on my recommendation. 

The American people, and particularly our young people, have questioned 
from time to time whether our political institutions can still be responsive 
to clearly felt needs. The proposed Selective Setvice reforms present the 
Senate of the United States with an opportunity to confirm those doubts--
or dissipate them. I am still hopeful that the Senate will approve--during 
this session--this high priority legislation. 

Pointing to the further refonns which might be made is no excuse to make 
no refonns at all. Clearly, this is not a matter which should be casually 
dismissed or made a political football. I respectfully, but urgently, 
suggest that the decision of the Democratic Senate leadership to block 
action be reconsidered. 

Not even the most secure of politicians can withstand this intense political heat very long. 

Senator Edward Kennedy, the Senate Democratic Whip and Chairman of the Sub-

committee on Administrative Practice and Procedure, had been conducting hearings 

before his subcommittee on the operation of the Selective Setvice System. Senator 

Kennedy had stated earlier that the entire draft law needed revision and that he intended 

to offer amendments to the President's lottery amendment bill when it reached the floor 

of the Senate. With the Administration's bill hanging in limbo after Senator Mansfield's 
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announcement, and his chance to make significant changes to the bill disappearing, 

Senator Kennedy unexpectedly agreed, on November 5, to a suggestion made by 

President Kingman Brewster of Yale University. Brewster, testifying before Kennedy's 

Subcommittee, appealed for immediate action on the lottery, to be followed by a general 

overhaul of the draft law in 1970. Suddenly and unexpectedly, on November 10, Senator 

Stennis' Armed Seivices Committee unanimously agreed to report H.R. 14001 out to the 

floor of the Senate, agreed to oppose any amendments to the bill, and pledged to hold 

hearings on broader reforms by February 15, 1970. Senator Stennis met with Senators 

Mansfield and Kennedy on November 11, at which time it was agreed that the bill would 

proceed quickly to a vote before the full Senate. During the brief Senate debate on 

November 19, Senator Stennis again pledged to hold hearings by his Committee early in 

the next session of Congress. Draft refonn proponents, although not entirely satisfied 

with the President's measure, did not attempt to amend the bill, and the legislation was 

passed by a voice vote. The Draft Reform Bill was formally signed into law by 

President Nixon at a ceremony at the White House on November 26, 1969. On the same 

day, Proclamation 3945, "Random Selection for Military Seivice," as well as Executive 

Orders 11497 and 11498, implemented the draft reform legislation. 32 

General Hershey Departs 

The rumors of General Hershey resigning or being forced to step down as 

Director of Selective Setvice began almost immediately upon President Nixon assuming 

his office. President Nixon tasked Peter Flanigan, a senior White House staff member, 
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to monitor the Selective Service System closely. Jonathan Rose, a Flanigan aide, David 

Klineberger of the Bureau of the Budget, and Herbert Klein in the White House press 

office were assigned the extra duty of keeping tabs on Hershey and his operation. More 

and more, General Hershey had become a symbol of an unfair draft system, and his 

candid expressions of doubts about the feasibility of an all-volunteer force and the 

Administration's draft reform measures grated on the nerves of White House staff 

members. Constantly embroiled in one controversy or another, Hershey became a very 

real political liability in the minds of senior White House staff members. Peter 

Flanigan's memorandum to President Nixon in late-April, which outlined interim draft 

reforms, had the following concluding paragraph . 

... it is the unanimous judgement of all who considered the above issues 
that General Hershey must ultimately be replaced as Director of the 
Selective Service System. In spite of what many have said, he remains 
as engaging, intelligent and wiley as ever. His image among persons 
subject to the draft, however, is a distinct liability to the Administration. 
The timing of his replacement is obviously of the utmost political 
importance. We do not believe it should be attempted while we are 
seeking the passage of the lottery legislation; however, it should be done 
as soon as feasible after the conclusion of this current legislative effort. 

While the draft reform legislation remained stalled in Congress through the summer 

months, General Hershey continued to become involved in various controversies. In 

August 1969, the outgoing Chairman of the National Selective Service Appeal Board and 

another Board member charged that Hershey had meddled constantly in the affairs of the 

Board in attempts to make it a rubber stamp for his policies. In September, when some 

500 student leaders were invited to the White House for a conference on the draft, he 
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proved an embarrassment to the Administration by his cracker-barrel, folksy manner and 

answers to questions which were at odds with the Nixon Administration's policies.33 

When the "National Movement Against the War" organization called for a 

Vietnam Moratorium Day for October 15, 1969, to include major demonstrations in 

Washington, the senior White House staff suddenly saw an urgent need for Hershey's 

prompt removal. It was hoped that the General's dismissal prior to the demonstrations 

would defuse the demonstrators' resentment somewhat and serve as a symbol of President 

Nixon's sincerity about draft reform. In the midst of the period when political pressure 

on Congress was being maximized to pass the Administration's draft reform measures, 

and just days before the Vietnam Moratorium day demonstrations were to take place in 

Washington, Peter Flanigan and Bryce Harlow visited General Hershey and explained 

that the President wished him to assume a new assignment. Hershey agreed to abide by 

the President's wishes. On October 10, General Hershey was called to the White House 

for a meeting with President Nixon. He was slipped through a side door of the White 

House and met with the President for a fifty-minute chat in the Oval Office, and then 

was slipped back out of the White House without being noticed by the press. It was only 

later in the day that Hershey learned from a press release the details of his removal. 34 

General Hershey remained in his position as Director of Selective Service until 

February 16, 1970, the fifty-ninth anniversary of his enlistment in the Indiana National 

Guard. On that date, it was agreed, he was to be promoted to the rank of full general 

and assume his new role as Presidential Advisor on Manpower and Mobilization Policies. 
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As his last official act as Director of Selective Service, General Hershey presided over 

the Nixon draft lottery on December 1, 1969. In keeping with his insistence that the 

lottery should be simple and understandable to small-town America, Hershey disregarded 

all plans to use computers and had the World War Il fishbowls brought out from storage. 

Even this last act culminating a long, dedicated career was to embroil Hershey in 

controversy. It was discovered after the lottery drawing that not all precautions had been 

taken to ensure the drawing was completely random, and his successor was forced to 

make particularly special precautions for the next drawing.35 

The Gates Commission's Final Push 

At the fifth meeting of the Gates Commission, in Washington on October 4, Mr. 

Gates led off the meeting by describing a briefing which had been given by Secretary 

Kelley and his deputy, Paul Wollstadt, of the Department of Defense, to Mr. Gates and 

Dr. Meckling. The briefing was a description of a draft pay proposal prepared by 

Defense which was weighted in favor of first term and lower ranking enlisted personnel. 

In the proposal, first term enlisted personnel would receive an average pay increase of 

33 percent, which would result in pay in excess of $5,000 per year for E2s and E3s. 

Assuming the then current force level of 3.4 million,the pay proposal would cost an 

estimated $4.8 billion gross, but would be offset by $2.6 billion in taxes, a result of the 

proposed conversion of all military compensation to a taxable basis. While the Gates 

Commission staff favored amending the pay proposal slightly, both Mr. Gates and Dr. 

Meckling believed the pay proposal was commendable. Mr. Gates pointed out that the 
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pay proposal had not been approved by the President and the Bureau of the Budget, 

although Defense was infonnally sounding out members of the Armed Seivices 

Committees. Dr. Meckling pointed out that the Bureau of the Budget had seen the 

proposal and their response had been negative. The Commission, after a lengthy 

discussion, agreed that it was crucial that they come out in favor of a major raise in 

enlisted personnel salaries before their final report could be prepared, otherwise there 

would be no prospect, because of the timing of the budget cycle, for eliminating the draft 

during Fiscal Year 1971. Although the budget did not take final fonn until December, 

Dr. Greenspan explained, funds for important items, such as a large military pay 

increase, would already have been spoken for by November. Dr. Friedman suggested 

that a letter to President Nixon supporting the Defense Department's proposed pay 

increases be prepared overnight and reviewed by Commission members the next day. 

Support for Dr. Friedman's motion was unanimous.36 

The letter from the Commission to President Nixon, their first attempt to 

influence public policy directly, read in part: 

Our work demonstrates that a change in military pay is required to correct 
the severe financial disadvantage imposed on draftees and on volunteers 
in their first two years of seivice. This correction will promote fairness 
and will also facilitate moving toward an all-volunteer force. 

Enlisted men in the first two years of seivice now receive little more than 
one-half as much in pay and benefits as their fellows in civilian life. 
After two years of seivice, they come far closer to receiving a sum 
e.quivalent to civilian pay. Since the draft was established in 1948, the 
pay of men with more than two years of seivice has risen by twice as 
large a percentage as the pay of new recruits. 
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Correction of this unfairness will increase significantly the number of men 
who volunteer for the armed forces. It will thereby permit a reduction 
and perhaps even a complete suspension of draft calls. 

A pay increase concentrated in the initial years of service will not only 
attract more volunteers but also will reduce turnover since a far larger 
fraction of volunteers than draftees re-enlist. The reduction in turnover 
will lower the number of recruits needed each year to maintain an armed 
force of any specific size and will bring substantial savings in the cost of 
training and veterans' benefits. 

The Commission telephoned Assistant Secretary of Defense Kelley, who listened to a 

reading of the letter and expressed his complete approval of its content. Kelley said that 

the letter was especially welcome because it supported the same objectives that Defense 

was trying to accomplish through its pay reform. The letter was prepared in final form 

and delivered to Martin Anderson for delivery to the President the next day. 37 

The Commission's letter was forwarded to President Nixon with a covering 

memorandum from Arthur Bums which recommended the Commission's suggestions be 

forwarded to Secretary Laird. The memorandum from President Nixon, dated October 

16, requested the Secretary to " ... evaluate the major military pay alternatives that are 

practically available to us for Fiscal Year 1971, giving special consideration to their 

effect on moving toward an all-volunteer armed force." For the next month, Dr. 

Meckling and the Commission staff were busy working with officials at the White House 

(Arthur Bums and Martin Anderson) and the Defense Department in developing alternate 

pay proposals which would solve, or at least alleviate, the equity problems in military 

pay. At a November 13 meeting with Assistant Secretary Kelley and General Leo 
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Benade, his Deputy, Dr. Meckling presented the Commission staff's three suggested 

approaches to the pay equity problem. These were: 

(1) Straighten out the military's own pay relationships between grades. 

(2) Give first tenn seivicemen a sufficient pay increase to make up for the fact 

that their pay had lagged relative to career compensation since 1948. 

(3) Make military pay comparable to civilian pay for each grade by length of 

seivice. 

By the time the sixth weekend meeting of the Gates Commission took place, on 

November 23, Dr. Meckling and Dr. Gilman had been asked to meet with Bureau of the 

Budget Director Mayo, and they were expecting to hear that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

would also want a meeting to discuss pay issues. Mr. Gates and other Commission 

members were somewhat anxious that the Commission staff had overstepped the bounds 

of the Commission's charter and there was a lengthy discussion of the Commission staff's 

brief excursion into military pay policy making. Mr. Gates said that it was his 

understanding that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would oppose the kind of pay increases for 

first term enlisted personnel advocated by the Commission. He thought there would be 

resistance within the Seivices to the allocation of a large pay increase to the lower ranks 

because of the problems of retention of career personnel in the middle-grade enlisted 

ranks.38 

Mr. Gates arranged for a personal meeting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 

December 16, and described that meeting to other Commission members at their next 
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meeting, on December 20. Mr. Gates said the Joint Chiefs had told him that they had 

had infonnal meetings with unidentified senators about the subject of the all-volunteer 

force, in part to prepare themselves for their testimony in hearings before the Senate 

Armed Seivices Committee which Senator Stennis reportedly was planning to hold in 

mid-February. The Joint Chiefs' major objection to the Commission's recommendations, 

Mr. Gates said, would be that the Commission's proposed pay raise would favor first-

tenners at the expense of the more senior career force. In addition, Mr. Gates said, the 

Joint Chiefs feared that any pay raise for first-tenners, in a very tight budget year as 

Fiscal Year 1971 was expected to be, would have to ''come out of their own hides," that 

is, they would receive no additional funds for a larger manpower budget. General 

Wheeler, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Mr. Gates said, had asked about the 

likelihood of an all-black armed force, commenting that some members of Congress 

believed an all-volunteer force would be dominated by minority groups, regardless of 

what the Gates Commission might say in its report. General Westmoreland, according 

to Mr. Gates, said he believed there was little likelihood of there being an all-black all-

volunteer force. Coming back to the budget situation, both Mr. Gates and Mr. 

Greenspan stated that budget cuts were putting tremendous pressure on the military, and 

the Seivice Chiefs understandably would try to spend the funds they were allocated as 

efficiently as possible. Later in the morning session of the Commission's meeting, they 

were visited by Secretary of the Navy Chafee, who had arranged a meeting with the 

Commission through Secretary Laird. Secretary Chafee told the Commission that he 
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favored an all-volunteer force, but sufficient inducements would be essential in order to 

attract the required level of enlisted personnel. Secretary Chafee believed that obtaining 

of the necessary inducements was problematic. The Commission members also met with 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff the next day, December 21, to exchange views on all-volunteer 

force issues. In preparing for the Joint Chiefs' visit, the Commission reviewed what they 

believed to be the Joint Chiefs' principal concerns with an all-volunteer armed force. 

These were: 

(1) Would an all-volunteer force attract an adequate number of quality 
personnel? 

(2) In a completely volunteer environment, could the Reseives and National 
Guard components be maintained in a viable state? 

(3) Would an all-volunteer Army be all-black? 

(4) Would an all-volunteer force prove to be a great deal more costly than the 
present force? 

The Commission met with the Joint Chiefs in executive session and the details of that 

meeting were not recorded. However, it is unlikely that the discussion varied 

appreciably from the above areas of major concern. 39 

While the Gates Commission spent some time and resources attempting to pave 

the way for the all-volunteer force, the military manpower policy which was to be 

recommended in their report, most of their energies were consumed by the review of the 

Commission staff's papers, the building blocks of the final report. As the date set for 

the final report approached, now having slipped into mid-January 1970, differences of 
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opinion became sharper and tempers shorter. Three issues were resolved by being put 

to a vote. First, the majority of Commission members voted in favor of Congressional 

rather than Presidential authority to restore the draft and bring it back into full operation 

in case of dire nee.d. Second, the Commission accepted the basic proposition that 

military forces " ... can and should be raised by voluntary means," although some 

members had resetvations and wanted to add a controlling phrase such as "if an adequate 

number of men can be obtained." Third, after much discussion the Commission agreed 

that the minimum military pay and compensations should be comparable to those of the 

civilian sector. 

The strong personalities and views of Commission members, particularly those 

of Mr. Crawford Greenewalt, General La.uris Norstad, and Dr. Milton Friedman, made 

the achievement of consensus difficult for Mr. Gates and other Commission members. 

Mr. Greenewalt made obvious his deep distrust of the econometric projections offered 

by the Commission staff, and expressed his doubts that a given increase in military pay 

would result in a given increase in enlistment. He was also concerned that there would 

be a decline in the quality of the troops which would be recruited under an all-volunteer 

system, fearing that the better quality of America's youth simply would not enlist, no 

matter how rewarding a military career could be made to appear. General Norstad took 

issue with nearly all Commission members concerning the standby draft. He believed 

the President, if faced with a severe crisis or if the all-volunteer force manpower levels 

were to fall dangerously low, ought to be empowered to act to restore the draft quickly. 
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Congress, he believed, was incapable of reconstituting the draft rapidly unless there were 

a major, national emergency. The arguments of both Mr. Greenewalt and General 

Norstad irritated Dr. Friedman, particularly when they seemed hardened to issues of 

equity and the power of the state to compel young men into the armed forces and not 

even pay them decent wages.40 

The problem of how to achieve unanimity among strong personalities and with 

conflicting views was one which the Commission grappled with from the first meetings. 

At the meetings late in the year, Mr. Greenewalt voiced his opinion that he may be 

forced to write a number of minority statements, and General Norstad indicated that a 

dissenting note from him was possible. Dr. Friedman believed it was essential that the 

Commission reflect the maximum degree of unanimity in the report to the President, 

thereby maintaining a strong and credible front to those critics who would attempt to find 

flaws in the Commission's effort and thus endanger the acceptance and passage of needed 

legislation. For this reason Dr. Friedman proposed the entire document be reviewed by 

each Commission member and portion which was unacceptable be deleted. Stephen 

Herbits, too, wanted the entire Commission to stand behind the whole report, otherwise 

some important issues might not be entirely credible. Mr. Greenewalt, at the December 

20 meeting, made the first suggestion for a solution to the impasse. He suggested that 

the Commission members sign a short positive section which each member would review, 

word for word. Dr. Friedman and Mr. Gates seized on this suggestion, and turned it 

into a proposal that Commission members agree to a detailed 15-to-20 page summary. 
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By endorsing this section, which would summarize the Commission's findings, basic 

philosophy and recommendations, unanimity would be preserved and members could still 

dissent with specific details in the report's other sections if they so desired. 

At the meeting on January 9, 1970, the Gates Commission slowly hammered out 

their final agreement on the wording to be used in the cover letter to the President and 

in Part I of the final report. Arguments over wording and the feasibility of an all-

volunteer force at various force levels threatened to destroy unanimity again. It appeared 

that dissents from Mr. Greenewalt, General Norstad, and General Gruenther were 

inevitable until Mr. Greenewalt, again, suggested a solution. The cover letter to 

President Nixon which had been prepared by the staff stated, "The members of the 

Commission unanimously believe that Armed Forces within the ranges estimated to exist 

in the future can and should be raised by voluntary means." Mr. Greenewalt proposed 

avoiding the issue of size altogether by simply stating, "We unanimously believe that the 

nation's interests would be better served by an All Volunteer Force than by a mixed 

force of volunteers and conscripts." Greenewalt also suggested that another sentence be 

added to the letter stating the Commission's position on the importance of additional pay 

for first term enlisted personnel. From this compromise, which was accepted readily by 

other Commission members, came a powerful statement from a highly respected group 

of individuals. In essence, the Commission unanimously endorsed the President's 

commitment to a new military manpower policy. The Gates Commission's letter to the 

President read, in part: 



364 

We unanimously believe that the nation's interests will be better seived by 
an all-volunteer force, supported by an effective standby draft, than by a 
mixed force of volunteers and conscripts; that steps should be taken 
promptly to move in this direction; and that the first indispensable step is 
to remove the present inequity in the pay of men serving their first tenn 
in the anned forces. 

We have satisfied ourselves that a volunteer force will not jeopardize 
national security, and we believe it will have a beneficial effect on the 
military as well as the rest of our society. 

The members of the Commission began their work with different views, 
based on their own diverse experiences. They represent a wide cross 
section of age, race, sex, religion, political affiliation, and occupation. 
It is somewhat remarkable that, starting from different backgrounds and 
opinions, they concluded the report in agre,ement. 

Although the Commission members, within their internal debate, had been far from 

united regarding an all-volunteer force policy, this strong endorsement from all of its 

members had the effect of appearing to close ranks, representing a daunting front to 

possible opponents of the policy. 41 

As the work of the Gates Commission was nearing completion and the report was 

being prepared for formal delivery to President Nixon, the work of maximizing the effect 

of the report was also being carried out. In addition to the usual paperback publication 

produced by the Government Printing Office, Martin Anderson went to considerable 

effort to ensure maximum public exposure of the Gates Commission report through the 

report's publication by a commercial publishing firm, the Macmillan Company. The 

100,000 paperback copies were available to the public in early-March, and the 5,000 

hardbound copies were available about March 18. Arrangements were made to have the 
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President mention the Gates Commission effort in his annual State of the Union message 

to Congress, and in late-January, Mr. Gates made courtesy calls with Senator Stennis and 

Senator Margaret Chase Smith of the Senate Armed Services Committee. The meeting 

of the full Commission with President Nixon, which took place on February 21, was 

carefully staged and was followed by a press conference with the Commission members. 

After ten months of intensive effort, the Gates Commission had successfully constructed 

a foundation for a new military manpower policy. 42 

The Project Volunteer Committee 

At the Department of Defense, in parallel with the study activities being carried 

out by the Gates Commission, Secretary of Defense Laird had his staff proceed with its 

own study of the all-volunteer force, preparing the Department for a possible future shift 

in military manpower policy. On April 10, in a memorandum to the Service Secretaries 

and the Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary Laird formally constituted the 

"Project Volunteer Committee." The Committee, to be chaired by Assistant Secretary 

Roger Kelley, was tasked to " ... direct the multiple activities concerned with the 

development of a comprehensive action program for moving toward a volunteer force." 

The Committee, in addition to Secretary Kelley, was made up of the Assistant Secretary 

of Defense (Systems Analysis); the Assistant Secretaries for Manpower of the Military 

Departments; the Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Personnel of the Army, Marine Corps, and 

Air Force; the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Manpower and Reserve Affairs; 

and the Director, J-1 (Personnel) of the Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). The 
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Secretary of the Committee was Dr. Harold Wool, Director of Procurement Policy and 

General Research in Kelley's office, and who would also act as Staff Director of Project 

Volunteer. Dr. Wool was the key man behind the scenes in organizing the Project 

Volunteer Committee and steering its activities through its initial activities. Gus Lee, a 

contemporary of Wool's in the Manpower office, was to write several years later: 

The initial Defense planning effort was largely the work of Harold Wool, 
Director of Procurement Policy--long one of the Department's top experts 
in military manpower policy. Wool had special, personal interests in the 
subject of the All-Volunteer Force because he had participated in the 1964 
draft study. He was the only member of the permanent ASD (M&RA) 
staff who had taken part, most of the group in the 1964 study having 
come from universities or from the seivices on a temporary basis. Wool 
had a high regard for the professional abilities of the key members of the 
of the 1964 study group who had now become the Directors of Research 
of the Gates Commission. He did not, however, share their general 
conclusion that a volunteer force of 2.5 million men could be achieved by 
making military pay competitive. In his view the prudent course was for 
Defense to conduct its own studies as a "check and balance" on what he 
considered to be the missionary zeal of the Gates Commission staff. He 
designed a far-ranging study plan to position Defense to arrive at its views 
independently of the Gates Commission.43 

As Roger Kelley and Harold Wool were preparing for the first meeting of the 

Project Volunteer Committee on April 21, they also met with their counterparts on the 

Gates Commission, Thomas Gates and William Meckling, respectively, to assure the 

Commission of the Pentagon's full support and to arrange for the coordination of 

infonnation and data requests. Meckling explained to Wool over lunch that his two key 

assistants would be Dr. Walter Oi, who would be responsible for "Requirements Studies" 

and Dr. Harry Gilman for "Supply Studies." As stated in the quote by Gus Lee above, 
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both Oi and Gilman were well known to Wool as they had both worked for him on the 

previous Pentagon study of the draft. Wool also learned that Meckling interpreted the 

Gates Commission charter to include moving to an all-volunteer force even while the 

Vietnam War was going on, and that Meckling did appreciate that one of the major 

troublesome areas would be the "problem of the Reserves." This "problem" was the 

concern by many manpower experts that, in a completely voluntary system, the Reserve 

forces could not be kept in a reasonably ready and fully manned state because they would 

lack the impetus of the draft to pressure personnel to join the Reserves. 44 

The first meeting of the Project Volunteer Committee, which took place on April 

21, resulted in agreement with the "Study Plan for Project Volunteer" which Dr. Wool 

had prepared. The plan stated that the central objective of the planned study was, "To 

develop a program to meet future quantitative and qualitative manpower requirements, 

to the greatest extent practicable, without reliance upon the draft," indicating that there 

was qualified support for the all-volunteer force within the Defense Department. The 

plan made it clear, too, that Dr. Wool believed that achieving an all-volunteer force was 

more than an economic issue which could be solved by increased salaries. The scope of 

the Project Volunteer effort, as indicated by the words in the study plan prepared by Dr. 

Wool, was considerably wide-ranging. 

Virtually every aspect of military manpower management in the 
Department of Defense has some relevance to this central objective, 
including policies affecting recruitment, selection, training, utilization, 
compensation and retention--as well as those affecting the categories of 
personnel to be employed in particular functions (i.e., male military, 
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female military, direct-hire civilians, civilian contractor). It will, 
therefore, be necessary to review a wide -range of relevant military 
personnel policies and programs and to identify those feasible 
improvements and innovations which--in combination--will substantially 
expand the supply of volunteers and/or reduce requirements for manpower 
accessions. 

The Project Volunteer Committee agreed on a number of separate planning studies and 

research tasks which would have to be conducted concurrently. The planning studies 

included assessments in manpower management and policy action, such as improvement 

of the overall military image, recruiting service operations, military compensation, etc. 

The research tasks included such subjects as projections of manpower requirements, 

recruitment marketing research, and the socioeconomic implications of an all-volunteer 

force. In view of the fact that ultimately each Service would be responsible for the 

success of accomplishing the Project Volunteer objectives, Secretary Kelley requested 

that each Service develop its own program and recommendations which would support 

the overall Defense objectives. Based on this direction from Secretary Kelley and the 

guidelines mapped out in the study plan, each Service organized their own study effort 

and was to complete their initial study and make recommendations to the Project 

Volunteer Committee by July 1969. 45 

By early July 1969, the Services had completed their initial studies and submitted 

over 300 recommendations for consideration, many of which were very minor. In 

general, the Services agreed on the following major recommendations: 

• Adoption of major pay reform proposals. 
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• Increased pay for entcy-level enlisted personnel. 

• Use of enlistment bonuses for first-tenn enlisted personnel with critically 
needed skills and higher entcy grades for civilian-trained specialists. 

• Increased educational benefits, including pre-service scholarships and 
Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) officer programs, as well as in-
service and post-service educational benefits. 

• Increased amounts and quality of both bachelor and family housing. 

• Expanded entitlements, such as payment of dependent travel and 
transportation of household goods to first-tenn personnel. 

• Increased funds for recruitment advertising and for public opinion 
research. 

Dr. Wool expressed to Secretary Kelley his disappointment that the Services did not 

make many specific recommendations in the areas of improved personnel utilization, 

qualitative standards, or civilian substitutions. In addition, Dr. Wool felt the special 

problem of being able to maintain the Reserves with an active duty all-volunteer force 

was not addressed fully. Based on an earlier discussion he had with Secretary Kelley, 

Dr. Wool recommended from that point that two processes be conducted in parallel. The 

first would consist of a staff review and evaluation of the Services' recommendations, 

and the second would be the fonnation of a "Program Evaluation Group," which would 

consolidate the staff recommendations and prepare a detailed master plan. The Program 

Evaluation Group, which would be chaired by Mr. Paul Wollstadt, Secretary Kelley's 

Deputy Assistant Secretary, was to have the master plan completed by August 29, six 

weeks away. The month of September, according to Dr. Wool's suggested schedule, 
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would be available for policy review of the plan, necessary revision, and interaction with 

the Gates Commission. The suggested fmal target date for the Project Volunteer report 

was October 15, a date which would position the Department of Defense well with 

respect to the original date for completion of the Gates Commission's report, early-

November. 46 

Of the reports received from the Services, clearly the most thoughtful and 

thorough was the input from the Anny. In a memorandum from Assistant Secretary of 

the Army (Manpower) William K. Brehm to Socretary Kelley, the Anny briefly outlined 

programs which would enhance the Army's image, provide enhanced professional 

development, and increase the compensation for young Army personnel. The first 

recommendation made by Secretary Brehm was a tenfold increase in the Army's 

recruiting and advertising budget. The next several key recommendations were in the 

areas of image enhancement and professional development. Secretary Brehm stated that 

to change from the "Beetle Bailey" image to the "Steve Canyon" image the Anny would 

require more than advertising. It would require the elimination of the traditionalized and 

institutionalized rounds of KP, trash collocting, and latrine scrubbing which intrude on 

the young soldier's training and development. "Young men are not going to be 

persuaded that we consider their time and talents valuable if we squander them on 

janitorial or custodial duties. A college student who was told that he would have to mop 

the hallways, scrub washrooms, police grounds, and work in the cafeteria for no 

additional compensation because alumni donations were falling off would soon 
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matriculate at another school." Professional development would be enhanced through a 

varied program of career pattern changes and increased educational opportunities. These 

improvements, as well as increased pay for the lower ranking enlisted personnel, 

provided a body of sound recommendations for the Project Volunteer Committee to 

consider. The conclusions contained in the memorandum from Secretary Brehm were 

based on a study prepared by the Army Staff under Project Volunteer in Defense of the 

Nation (PROVIDE), usually identified simply as "Project Provide. "47 

Secretary Kelley agreed with Dr. Wool's proposal for a two-part study program, 

with the two parts running in parallel--a staff analysis of the many proposals from the 

Seivices, and the creation of a Program Evaluation Group which would develop a master 

plan for implementation of the all-volunteer force policy. Within several days of Dr. 

Wool's recommendations, Secretary Kelley approved a series of memoranda which 

tasked offices within the Office of the Secretary of Defense to provide analytical support, 

and the creation of the Program Evaluation Group chaired by Mr. Paul Wollstadt. It was 

at this time, in mid-July 1969, the Gates Commission became aware of the creation of 

the Program Evaluation Group and its tasking to develop an implementation master plan. 

As stated e.arlier, Mr. Gates interceded through Secretary Laird to ensure that the 

President's Commission remained preeminent and that there would be no conflict 

between the efforts of the Gates Commission and the Defense Department. 48 

The report from the Program Evaluation Group was provided formally to 

Secretary Kelley in mid-January 1970, as the Group probably adjusted their schedule to 
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the slips in the schedule of the Gates Commission for its report. Assistant Secretary 

Wollstadt's f01warding memorandum summarized the recommendations of the Group and 

on what points they differed, they believed, from the expected findings of the Gates 

Commission. The Group believe.cl that achievement of an all-volunteer force was 

possible, but their endorsement was qualified . 

... members of the Program Evaluation Committee [sic] believe an All-
Volunteer Force is feasible at the low total force levels that have been 
discussed as possibilities for the future [2.25 million] if we provide 
sufficient incentives including, but not limited to, better pay. They also 
believe that we must guard against underestimating what it will take in 
money and effort to sustain an all-volunteer force beyond the rapid draw-
down period [in Vietnam]. 

The Program Evaluation Group differed from what they perceived the principal finding 

of the Gates Commission would be--that given a sufficient level of funding support for 

salaries, the all-volunteer force was achievable. The Program Evaluation Group 

concluded that " ... pay adjustments alone cannot ensure attainment of foreseeable 

volunteer force recruitment goals." The Group borrowed from the findings in 1967 of 

the Australian Department of Defence, which was compelled to reinstate the draft in the 

mid-1960s despite generous pay raises. The Australian report stated: 

... pay is not the only, or the determining factor in influencing a man's 
decision to join the Services .... Emotional factors, motivation towards or 
against life in the Services or what the man of recruiting age imagines life 
to be, the influence of parents, school teachers, the early retiring ages, the 
likelihood of constant movement, and personal attitudes towards our 
military involvement in Southeast Asia, all play their parts. The level of 
pay is certainly a factor, but it was found that the substantial raises 
granted to both officers and other ranks in 1964 improved recruiting only 
slightly. 
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The Group recommended a comprehensive approach to the goal of achieving an all-

volunteer force. In addition to significant pay raises, particularly for the first-tenn 

enlisted personnel, the Group pushed for educational and training benefits, improved 

housing, improved working conditions, and strengthened recruitment programs. In 

addition, the Group recommended the requirements for uniformed males be reduced 

wherever possible and that civilians and uniformed females be used in their stead. Above 

all, however, there must be a vast improvement in the image of the Services in the view 

of the public. The Group stated: 

We recognize, however, that these measures ... may still not accomplish the 
fundamental improvement in Service image which will be essential to 
move us to a volunteer force. The human goals of DOD management 
must be translated into tangible actions at all echelons within the Anned 
Services. Execution must be bold, imaginative, well-coordinated and 
widely publicized. 49 

Soon after receiving the report of the Program Evaluation Group, Secretary 

Kelley reconvened the Project Volunteer Committee to begin a series of Saturday 

meetings to develop the specific recommendations of the Department of Defense and the 

timetable for the actions to implement an all-volunteer force. The Committee made a 

word-for-word review of the report of the Program Evaluation Group and structured the 

41 recommendations of the Group into a prioritized list, with the highest priority going 

to a strengthening of the Recruiting Services. Meanwhile the Department of Defense was 

also waiting for the Gates Commission to complete its task and to provide its report to 

the President. For this reason the Project Volunteer Committee decided to not release 
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its report to Secretary Laird until after the President had received the Gates Commission 

report. Secretary Laird, however, had been hinting in his public addresses that an 

implementation on an All-Volunteer Force policy, because of the policy's high cost in 

a forecasted tight-spending fiscal year, may prove difficult. In a September, 1969, 

speech to the National Press Club, Secretary Laird warned that demands for higher 

spending for domestic needs and President Nixon's goal of an all-volunteer force after 

the Vietnam War may be on a collision course. Secretary Laird's skepticism about the 

all-volunteer force policy seems to have increased as the months went by and Defense 

waited for the release of the Gates Commission's report. In late-January, 1970, 

Secretary laird remarked that the military would have to be reduced to about two million 

personnel and, given the global commitments of the United States, the regular forces had 

to be backed-up by strong Reserve and National Guard forces. "The volunteer Army is 

tied with dollars more than anything else. Certainly if we are going to move in the 

direction of a volunteer force, we have to have the assurances that we can receive the 

additional financing that will be needed and necessary from the Congress. I'm not sure 

whether we have that kind of support presently in the Congress .... 1150 

After the Gates Commission report was finally released, it was found that there 

was much common ground between the findings of the Gates Commission and the results 

of the Defense Department's Project Volunteer study. Both agreed that the draft could 

be ended, and there was much similarity in the programs recommended by the two to 

achieve an all-volunteer force. The principal difference between the two reports centered 
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on the timing of the full implementation of the new military manpower policy. The 

Defense Department viewed the Gates Commission's recommendation to end the draft 

on July 1, 1971--when the then current draft induction authorization was to expire and 

only sixteen months away--as unrealistic and irresponsible. Instead, the Project 

Volunteer Committee recommended the draft be extended for at least two years beyond 

July 1, 1971, to pennit sufficient time for the Administration to obtain the necessary 

legislative approval and funding from Congress. The Project Volunteer Committee's 

close review of the Gates Commission report uncovered the following areas of 

disagreement. 

(1) As stated above, the Project Volunteer Committee did not agree that pay 
increases alone would be enough to change to a manpower policy based 
entirely on volunteerism. The Gates Commission, the Project Volunteer 
Committee believed, paid too little attention to the retention of a career 
force through other motivational factors, such as a restoration of a sense 
of "duty, honor, country" and a respect for the military in American 
society. 

(2) The Gates Commission failed to recommend a military housing program, 
a serious omission in view of the importance of family housing as a 
retention incentive. 

(3) The econometric analysis of the Gates Commission staff was based on pre-
Vietnam data and upon after-the-fact surveys of what induced "voluntary" 
enlistments. The major unknown variables, the Department believed, were 
the effect of anti-Vietnam War demonstrations and propaganda on 
youngsters of high school age, as well as how young soldiers already in 
the Services would respond to reenlistment. 

(4) The Project Volunteer Committee believed the Gates Commission greatly 
underestimated the costs of an all-volunteer force. 

(5) The Gates Commission's recommendation to end the draft on July 1, 1971, 
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was completely impractical. 

The Anny, in particular, had serious reservations about the findings of the Gates 

Commission. Depending on the data used in the calculations, the Anny believed the 

costs to achieve an All-Volunteer Force would range from the estimate of $2.7 billion 

used by the Gates Commission up to $8 billion. In general, the initial reaction to the 

Gates Commission report throughout the Department of Defense was one of 

apprehension, and among those who had been working on the problem for many months 

there was the sense that the Gates Commission had gravely underestimated the difficulties 

of achieving an all-volunteer force. A memorandum from Secretary Kelley which 

summarized the Department's reservations was sent to Martin Anderson within a week 

of the Gates Commission's meeting with President Nixon, and a memorandum stating the 

Department's reservations with the Gates Commission report was being prepared for 

Secretary Laird's approval and release to the President. 51 

The views of the Department of Defense and major political figures regarding the 

Gates Commission report were made known to the public almost immediately. The day 

after the Gates Commission formally delivered their report to President Nixon, Secretary 

of Defense Melvin Laird appeared on NBC's "Meet the Press" television program. In 

response to a question about the timing of the intplementation and the funding required 

to support an all-volunteer force, Secretary Laird stated, " ... if the Congress is willing 

to give support that is needed and necessary for this kind of program and not take it out 

of the hide of some other major portion of our budget, we can move in this direction. 
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I don't want to establish any date .... It depends on the progress we can make towards 

Vietnamizing the war and it depends on how soon we can get down to a force structure 

between two and two and a half million people." On the same day, Senator John 

Stennis, Chairman of the Senate Anned Seivices Committee, appeared on the CBS 

program "Face the Nation." When the moderator asked Senator Stennis if he thought 

it was possible or desirable to move to an all-volunteer force by mid-1971, Stennis stated 

that the all-volunteer force was desirable in the long tenn, but that he had doubts that it 

could be fully implemented for several years. He believed the transition should be made 

gradually to ensure a continuing supply of qualified leadership at the noncommissioned 

officer and junior officer levels. Additionally, Senator Stennis stated he believed a 

standby Selective Seivice System would be required for 10 to 15 years. In a sutprise 

move and within several days of the Gates Commission report release, Senator Margaret 

Chase Smith, the ranking Republican on the Senate Armed Services Committee and long 

a supporter of the military draft, announced that she now would support an all-volunteer 

force. "If the military manpower required by our national security," she said, "can be 

obtained both in quality and quantity by an all-volunteer force and at an increased cost 

that the American taxpayers are willing to pay, then I can see no reason for opposition 

to such an all-volunteer force." From the House of Representatives, House Armed 

Seivices Committee Chairman L. Mendel Rivers released a statement to the press which 

read, "While I have certain reservations about the philosophy of an all-volunteer force, 

nevertheless, I have an open mind." Rivers praised the Nixon Administration for its 
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support for pay raises of lower ranking enliste.d personnel, but made it clear that his 

biggest issue with the Gates Commission's recommendations was the July 1971 cut-over 

date for the all-volunteer force. "Letting the induction authority of the draft lapse," he 

said, "before we have demonstrate.cl our capability to maintain, qualitatively and 

quantitatively, the military manpower force to meet our commitments in Vietnam and 

elsewhere in the world is ... overly optimistic and possibly premature." It was clear to 

observers at the time that the all-volunteer force concept still face.cl some very close 

scrutiny and stiff opposition before it would be fully approved, funde.d, and 

implemente.d. 52 

The Presidential Decision 

The White House staff agreed that there nee.de.cl to be an internal review of the 

Gates Commission findings and recommendations prepared before President Nix.on could 

make his decision on the all-volunteer force. As well, the review nee.ded to include 

comments from the Defense Department and consider the Project Volunteer Committee's 

findings. Coming to a head at the same time was the nee.cl for a Presidential decision on 

potential reforms of the deferments and exemptions system within Selective Service. 53 

Martin Anderson was assigne.d the responsibility for guiding a review of the all-volunteer 

force, and Peter Flanigan chaired a working group to review the proposals for draft 

reforms. Both working groups were to consolidate their recommendations to the 

President through the mechanism of a National Security Council meeting. The working 

group which Anderson chaired was made up the following Administration officials: Ken 
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Belieu, John Ehrlichman, Peter Flanigan, and General Alexander Haig of the White 

House staff; Robert Mayo, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and James Schlesinger, 

the Bureau of the Budget's Deputy Director; and Secretary Laird and Assistant Secretary 

Roger Kelley, Department of Defense. 

The conclusions of Martin Anderson's working group on the all-volunteer force, 

for the most part, were shaped by the arguments and rhetoric of the Department of 

Defense. Secretary Laird, on March 11, signed a memorandum to the President which 

contained the Department of Defense position--that the Department supported an all-

volunteer force and endorsed the basic conclusion of the Gates Commission that the draft 

should be phased out. However, the Department wanted this phase-out of the draft to 

be gradual rather than to end abruptly on July 1, 1971, as the Commission had 

recommended. "It is our view," Laird's memorandum read, "that as we proceed toward 

this goal, the main emphasis should be on reducing draft calls to zero rather than 

achieving the All-Volunteer Force, even though the objective of each is identical." 

Secretary Laird went on to recommend that the President request from Congress a two-

year extension of the draft induction authority beyond June 30, 1971. During that two-

year period, Laird argued, it would become clear whether or not it would be possible to 

shift the military draft to a standby status without jeopardizing national security. The 

memorandum made three observations concerning the Gates Commission's report. First, 

the Department of Defense had considerably less confidence than the Gates Commission 

that draft calls could be reduced to zero by July 1, 1971. Second, the Department 
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believed the Gates Commission made a serious error in suggesting that little or no 

problem existed with the compensation of career military personnel. And third, 

concerning the Reserves and National Guard, the Gates Commission was mistaken when 

they suggested that manpower strengths could be maintained principally through increases 

in pay for lower ranking personnel. Secretary Laird went on to outline, in broad terms, 

the initiatives the Defense Department intended to pursue in implementing a goal of zero 

draft calls. These initiatives were: 

(1) Expand the Services' recruiting efforts for both Active and 
Reseive/National Guard forces. 

(2) Restore the sense of "duty-honor-country" by enabling the military 
serviceman to feel pride in himself, his uniform, and the military 
profession. 

(3) Improve on-base housing and increase housing allowances. 

( 4) Improve the conditions of seivice and increase career satisfaction through 
such actions as increased education opportunities, expansion of ROTC 
scholarships, etc. 

As a final reminder to the Commander-in-Chief of United States' Armed Forces, the 

memorandum stated, "The Administration cannot be placed in the position of having to 

reduce forces below National Security Council recommendations because it has acted too 

soon in taking irreversible steps to eliminate the draft. "54 

At the National Security Council meeting, which took place on March 24, 1970, 

President Nixon stated that the Administration should and must move in the direction of 

achieving an all-volunteer force. President Nixon made the following observations: (1) 
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The draft must be extended beyond the July 1, 1971 expiration date; (2) The 

Administration could not spend funds at the level suggested by the Gates Commission for 

Fiscal Year 1971 ($3.4 billion); and (3) The Administration must not be committed to 

a timetable for ending the draft that could not be achieved (i.e., a sufficient level of 

volunteers would not have been attained). Based on the comments at the meeting, Martin 

Anderson and others on the White House staff prepared a Decision Memorandum for the 

President which laid out the various options for both the transition to an All-Volunteer 

Force and draft reform measures. The all-volunteer force Decision Memorandum asked 

the President to decide whether the current draft induction authority should be extended 

for two years or for three years and whether or not a standby draft should be established 

when the draft was ended. When the Decision Memorandum came out of the Oval 

Office, the White House staff had the answers it needed to prepare the legislative 

package for Congress. President Nixon decided in favor of the two-year extension of the 

draft and the maintenance in standby of the draft after the all-volunteer force was 

achieved. 55 

The Legislative Decision Process 

An interesting phenomenon in the policy-making process regarding military 

manpower occurred in 1970 which was to leave close observers of military manpower 

issues somewhat confused. While the Nixon Administration was in the process of 

slowing down its rush toward an all-volunteer force, lawmakers on Capitol Hill 

themselves were building up a head of steam for a dash toward the goal of an all-
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volunteer force by mustering political support that did not exist previously. In prior 

years members of Congress had steamrolled military draft legislation through the two 

chambers in quick order and with very little debate. The alternative to the draft, an all-

volunteer force, was always there, but was largely ignored and swept aside by the most 

powerful of Congressmen. The Nixon advocacy of an all-volunteer force to replace the 

draft as United States' military manpower policy received polite attention by Congress, 

but still was largely ignored by the great majority of lawmakers. As the Nixon 

Administration began to take hold of this issue, however, the American people began to 

listen and to change their views. In March 1969, just as the Gates Commission was 

being organized, a Harris poll reported that the public preferred continuing the existing 

draft system over an all-volunteer force system by 51 percent to 38 percent. A Gallup 

poll completed two months earlier made the same conclusion--62 percent to 31 percent 

favored a continuation of the draft. Less than one year later, in January 1970, another 

Harris survey reported that the tide had shifted. In this survey 52 percent of those polled 

favored the volunteer plan, while 38 percent opposed it. Members of Congress, 

equipped with the sensors to detect how the wind is blowing, respond to such shifts of 

public opinion and adjust their legislative programs accordingly. As of mid-March 1970, 

there were at least five bills and two resolutions favoring an all-volunteer force which 

had been introduced in the House of Representatives, and as stated above, Senators 

Stennis and Smith, supporters of the military draft for many years, were beginning to 

waver in their positions. A new, reversed role for the Administration, now that it had 
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been decided to seek a gradual decline in the draft accessions through the "Zero Draft" 

policy, was to attempt to rein-in the all-volunteer force advocates in Congress.56 

On March 13, 1970, in the midst of the White House staff's preparations for the 

National Security Council meeting to resolve the all-volunteer force policy issue, Senator 

Mark Hatfield sent a letter to President Nixon stating the Senator's intent to introduce 

legislation which would implement the recommendations of the Gates Commission's 

report, including the mandatory adoption of an all-volunteer force and the abolishment 

of the draft on July 1, 1971. Senator Hatfield wanted to know if this step met with the 

President's approval. When the Senator's letter was processed through the National 

Security Council staff, the note appended to the letter read, "Answer after the President's 

message appears--set forth his position on AV AF. "51 

The President's special message to Congress on draft reform was issued on April 

23, 1970. In the message, President Nixon stated the policy of his Administration: 

"From now on, the objective of this Administration is to reduce draft calls to zero, 

subject to the overriding considerations of national security." As the Defense 

Department had so convincingly argued, the message went on to state that the draft could 

not be ended all at once, but must be phased out. The message also advised Congress 

to expect the White House to introduce legislation in the next Congress to extend the 

draft authority beyond July 1, 1971, and that it was the Administration's intent to 

establish a standby draft system that could be used in case of an emergency. The 

President proposed legislation for an additional 20 percent pay increase for enlisted men 
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with less than two years of service, and stated his intent to ask for an additional $2.0 

billion for added pay and other benefits when the next Congress began its session in 

January 1971. In the second portion of the message, the President stated that, " ... future 

occupational, agricultural and student deferments are no longer dictated by the national 

interest ... ", and that he was issuing that day an Executive Order which directed that no 

future defennents would be granted on the basis of employment. He asked Congress to 

make several changes in the Military Selective Service Act of 1967--discretionary 

authority for the President on the deferment of undergraduate students, and the 

establishment of a direct national call, by lottery sequence numbers each month, to 

improve the random selection process. Underscoring the Administration's cautious stand 

on eliminating the draft and establishing an all-volunteer force, the message stated: 

No one can predict with precision whether or not, or precisely when, we 
can end conscription. It depends, in part, on the necessity of maintaining 
required military force levels to meet our commitments in Vietnam and 
elsewhere. It also depends on the degree to which the combination of 
military pay increases and enhanced benefits will attract and hold enough 
volunteers to maintain the forces we need, the attitude of young people 
toward military service, and the availability of jobs in the labor market. 58 

President Nixon's message had a mixed reception in Congress, and generally the 

key leaders of both Houses expressed reservations about some of the measures. 

Congressional reaction hardened considerably when, on April 30, President Nixon 

announced that he was sending U.S. combat troops into Cambodia to uproot Vietnamese 

Communist sanctuaries across the border from South Vietnam. This was followed 

shortly thereafter by the tragic death of four students at Kent State University, on May 
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4, when an Ohio National Guard unit opened fire on demonstrating students. At some 

point in mid-1970 it was decided that a revamping of the draft system through legislation 

could wait until the next session of Congress in January. The White House and the 

Department of Defense, however, had a major fight on their hands with Republicans in 

the Senate who were now out in front of their policy position on the draft.59 

In the Senate, on July 22, Senator Mark Hatfield, with 12 co-sponsoring 

colleagues, introduced an amendment to H.R. 17123, the Military Appropriations Bill, 

which would implement the recommendations of the Gates Commission, including the 

end of the draft on July 1, 1971. Similarly, in the House the next day, Representatives 

Steiger and Lowenstein joined together with 59 other House members to introduce a bill 

which would implement the Gates Commission recommendations. The Administration 

was suddenly cast into the role of being brakeman for a policy which had been touted by 

the Administration since the Nixon Presidential campaign three years earlier. After the 

expenditure of much time, energy and political capital, the proposed Hatfield amendment 

was voted down by a roll-call vote of 35-52 after a lengthy debate on August 25. The 

voting and the debate on the measure pointed out clearly, more and more, that military 

manpower policy had become a non-partisan issue, cutting across party and ideological 

lines with Senators of both liberal and conservative persuasions supporting and opposing 

Senator Hatfield's proposal. 60 

At the Department of Defense during this lull when Administration-sponsored 

legislation was not being pressed, on October 12, Secretary Laird held a news conference 
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for the principal reason of announcing that he was fonnally committing the Department 

to the goal of achieving a zero draft by the end of Fiscal Year 1973 (June 30, 1973). 

The directive which he signed and addressed to all of the Service Secretaries required 

they personally review the recommendations of the Project Volunteer Committee and take 

the necessary action to cany out those recommendations. Of interest because of the 

coupling Secretary Laird made to his announcement, Secretary Laird also stated that 

General Westmoreland, the Chief of Staff of the Army, would be delivering an important 

message the next day, October 13, to the Association of the United States Anny in which 

the General would discuss the Anny's plan to move to a zero draft. In General 

Westmoreland's address to the Association he stated: "I am announcing today that the 

Anny is committed to an all-out effort in working toward a zero draft--a volunteer 

force." "I am well aware," he said, "of arguments for and against selective service. 

Furthermore, I recognize that the Administration has committed itself to reducing the 

draft to zero. But I am also aware of the problems that confront the Anny as we move 

toward a zero draft. "61 

The Nixon Administration's legislative proposals sent to Congress in January 

1971, essential to the establishment of an all-volunteer force as the United States' 

military manpower policy, touched off one of the most intense policy debates to have 

taken place in the chambers of Congress. The President's legislative package for the all-

volunteer force, which consisted of four proposed bills, was sent to Congress on January 

28, 1971. It was not until September 28, 1971, that President Nixon signed into law the 
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bill which Congress had approved and which was to bring the draft to an end in the not 

too distant future. In that eight-month period, the all-volunteer force legislation provided 

the pulpit for a debate in Congress which considered 83 amendments to the bills which 

came out of committees, 60 in the Senate and 23 in the House. The Senate succeeded 

in reversing itself twice in the debate-first, by adopting greater pay increases than the 

President had requested after rejecting a similar pay hike six days before; and in the 

second instance, adopting for the first time a proposal calling for the withdrawal of U.S. 

troops from Indochina after rejecting a somewhat stronger measure two weeks before. 

While the legislation provided a battleground for the issue of changing military 

manpower policy to that of volunteerism, the debate also ranged over foreign policy 

considerations such as a reduction of the number of troops stationed in Europe and the 

withdrawal of American forces from Indochina. In most instances, Congress supported 

the views of the Administration, which insisted on a two-year extension of the authority 

to draft despite a commitment to end the draft. In the end, after much labor and behind 

the scenes pulling and tugging of political strings, and after the authority to draft had 

expired, the Nixon Administration could finally claim victory. Also, the President could 

now claim that he was well on the way toward fulfilling a promise he made to the 

American people in his 1968 presidential campaign. 

In his message to Congress, President Nixon reiterated his belief, outlined in his 

message to Congress the previous April, that the authority to draft had to be extended 

in order to provide enough time to bring the draft calls to zero. " While I am confident," 
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he said, "that our plan will achieve its objective of reducing draft calls to zero, even the 

most optimistic obseivers agree that we would not be able to end the draft in the next 

year or so without seriously weakening our military forces and impairing our ability to 

forestall threats to the peace." As he did in the message to Congress the previous April, 

the President made proposals which extendoo the draft, provide.cl substantial salary 

increases for the military, and refonnoo the draft system in several key respects. The 

Administration's legislative package was made up of the following four bills. 

• HR 2476 (S. 427) --A bill which would extend the draft authority for two 

years and would drop undergraduate defennents. 

• HR 3496 (S. 496) -- This bill, which was estimate.cl to cost an estimated 

$1.5 billion, would increase the base pay for recruits by 50 percent and 

extend other financial benefits to all ranks. 

• HR 3497 (S. 494) -- This bill would provide additional funds for the 

reimbursement of "actual and necessary" expenses for recruiting personnel. 

• HR 3498 (S. 495) -- This bill would allow a bonus of $3,000 for 

persons enlisting in Anny combat units. 

There were three additional bills which were originated by members of Congress and 

which were also considered by the legislators. In the House, Representative William 

Steiger (R., Wisconsin) submitted H.R. 4450, the "Voluntary Military Manpower 

Procurement Act of 1971," which was an attempt to enact the program recommended by 

the Gates Commission. Indicative of the bill's support, the bill had over 80 co-sponsors. 
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In the Senate, the same bill was submitted as S. 392 by Senator Mark Hatfield and had 

a dozen co-sponsors. Another bill which contributed to the complexity of the ensuing 

debate was Senator Edward Kenne.dy's bill, S. 483, which would extend induction 

authority of the draft for two years and would also attempt to make the draft more 

equitable by abolishing occupational and student deferments and implementing a national 

draft call system base.cl on a lottery. The third bill submitted from within Congress was 

Senate Joint Resolution 20, proposed also by Senator Hatfield, which sought to repeal 

the Military Selective Service Act, thereby abolishing the Selective Service System 

altogether. These bills were all cast into the legislative caldron and the mixture was 

permitted to simmer, and then boil, over the heat of Congressional debate during most 

of the summer. 62 

Senator Stennis, Chairman of the Committee on Armed Services, as a courtesy 

to the House, normally would have held hearing by his Committee after the House 

Armed Seivices Committee had completed its hearings. In this session of Congress he 

broke with tradition and began his Committee's hearings almost immediately, on 

February 2. 63 Chairman Stennis made his views clear in his opening statement. 

If I thought there was any chance of successfully manning the armed 
forces without the draft and on a fully voluntary basis, I would be among 
those to urge this course of action. The volunteer force objective to me, 
however, is a flight from reality unless the siz.e of the armed forces can 
be greatly reduced in the years ahead to a figure far below any I consider 
would meet our minimum requirements. 64 

The Administration's spokemen for their proposed legislation were Secretary Laird, 
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Assistant Secretary Kelley, and Director of Selective Service Curtis W. Tarr. They 

skillfully and succinctly walked the Committee through the legislation and the reasoning 

for a planned gradual decline in draft calls until a point could be reached when the draft 

could be ended. Secretary Laird stated that the Administration's plan had already been 

begun. 

Over the course of the last two years, draft calls have been markedly 
reduced. The draft call in the calendar year just ended, 163,500, is the 
smallest annual draft call since 1964. This was before the major 
commitment of the United States ground forces in Vietnam. It is 
approximately one-half the number inducted in the calendar year of 1968. 

We are on the way toward achieving the goal of zero draft calls. We 
have set June 30 of 1973 as the target date for reaching a zero draft call. 

Failure to extend the induction authority at the end of the current fiscal 
year would foreclose any realistic prospect of maintaining the Anned 
Forces of the size and quality required for our Nation's security. 65 

On the second day of hearings, Senator Edward Kennedy and Senator Mark Hatfield 

testified in support of their respective legislative proposals. Senator Kennedy first 

pointed out several statistics which were cited as evidence of the inequity of the draft: 

(1) 68 percent of combat infantry, armor, and artillery enlisted men were draftees; (2) 

Anny draftees were killed in Vietnam in 1969 at more than double the rate of non-draftee 

enlisted men; (3) 65 percent of Army enlisted men killed in action for the first five 

months of 1970 were draftees. Paradoxically, Senator Kennedy stated, "The compulsion 

of a system is a violation of the most basic values of a democratic society; the right of 

the individual to be free from Government coercion. It can be accepted only when there 
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is an overwhelming national need." He then explained that his bill, S. 483, contained 

sixteen provisions which would reform the conscription system of the United States to 

make it more equitable. He indicated his disgust with the concept of an all-volunteer 

force by stating it would be, 

... grossly inequitable to pennit the risks of battle to fall only on those less 
affluent Americans who are induced to join the Army by the attraction of 
higher military pay. And it would be particularly repugnant to use a 
$3,000 bonus as an added inducement for men to enlist in combat units, 
as the recent proposal of this Administration has suggested. 66 

Senator Hatfield testified in defense of his proposed bills-S. 392, which would enact the 

recommendations of the Gates Commission, and S.J. Res 20, his joint resolution which 

would repeal the Military Selective Seivice Act of 1967 effective December 31, 1971. 

Senator Hatfield explained to the Committee that, in his view, 

... Congress should have three goals as a part of its agenda this 
year .... First, implementation of the recommendations of the President's 
Commission on an All-Volunteer Armed Force; second, non-extension of 
the President's authority to induct men into the Armed Forces; third, the 
total abolition of the Selective Service System. 67 

The Senate Armed Setvices Committee concluded its hearing on February 19 and 

thereafter slipped back into its traditional role of waiting until the House had concluded 

its deliberations. 

The tone of the proceedings of the House Committee on Armed Seivices, which 

was now chaired by Representative Edward Hebert of Louisiana since the death of 

Representative Mendel Rivers the previous December, was markedly different than it had 

been in the past. The questioning by House members was more free and open, and the 
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Chair was much more tolerant than had previously been the case. Chairman Hebert 

began the hearings of his Committee on February 23, and the hearings lasted through 

March 11. In his opening comments, Chairman Hebert made clear his doubts about the 

efficacy of an all-volunteer force. "Members of the Committee are aware that I have 

publicly stated I have grave reservations about the feasibility of an all-volunteer Anny. 

In our present situation I think the only way to get an all-volunteer Anny is to draft it." 

Chainnan Hebert went on to remark that the Administration had come around to his view 

that the draft had to be continued, and that the Administration's proposals were not to 

set up an all-volunteer force but to move toward it by bringing the draft inductions down. 

Commenting on his view of the agenda before the Committee, Hebert said: 

Those who support the all-volunteer force in principle must ask 
themselves if the recommendations of the Administration are sufficient to 
move us any appreciable way toward that concept. And those who do not 
support an all-volunteer force in principle must nevertheless ask 
themselves if substantial pay raises for men who are inducted--in the 
amount recommended by the Administration or in greater amounts--are not 
nevertheless justified because of the exceptional commitments to their 
country that we ask of these young men. 

The Administration is proposing a 50-percent increase in basic pay for 
draftees. It is my present view that we should consider pay raises for our 
draftees in excess of those suggested by the Administration. 

We must also consider once again in these hearings the question of student 
defennents. I have always maintained ... that the President has the 
authority to suspend undergraduate student defennents under present 
law .... I am ... going to ask the Committee to settle the matter once and for 
all and make crystal clear the President's discretionary authority in this 
matter. 

One of the most difficult issues we face is the question of what constitutes 
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conscientious objection to military service. Many young registrants today 
express great reservations concerning our participation in the war in 
Vietnam. These reservations in some cases have been of such magnitude 
as to prompt the young registrant to claim a conscientious objector status . 
. . . recent court decisions make it extremely difficult for local draft boards 
to evaluate claims for conscientious objector classification .... In view of 
these circumstances, it might be well for the Committee on Armed 
Services to consider a possible amendment to the draft law involving the 
conscientious objector classification. Perhaps the Committee may wish to 
amend this provision in the draft law in a manner which will embrace the 
philosophy of these court decisions.... Thus, though the registrant may 
have views which are essentially of a personal nature and not based upon 
any "religious training or belief," the depth of his conviction would be 
sufficient to justify consideration as a conscientious objector. 68 

As with the Senate Armed Forces Committee testimony, the advocates for the 

Administration's bills were Secretary Laird, Assistant Secretary Kelley, and Director of 

Selective Service Curtis Tarr. Secretary Laird's testimony was concluded with the 

following comment. 

What you are considering today, Mr. Chairman, is a legislative proposal 
of the highest importance. People--not arms or equipment, not buildings 
or computers, not any of the hardware requirements of defense--are the 
priceless vital asset of our national defenses. People are the most 
important asset in our national security planning. A wise, just and fair 
manpower policy is the keystone of our national security, and the keystone 
to guaranteeing the safety of our people. 69 

To bolster the Administration's argument for a two-year extension of the draft, 

Assistant Secretary Kelley believed it was necessary to refute the Gates Commission's 

view that the draft could be ended on July 1, 1971. He pointed out two flaws in the 

Commission's analysis of the problems of the transition to an all-volunteer force. 

• The Commission estimated the FY1972 accession requirements to be only 
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280, 000, while the Defense estimate was 528, 000--a difference of 24 7, 800. 

• The Commission estimated that there would be a shortfall in the Anny of 

116,000 in FY1973, but this estimate was not discussed in the 

Commission's report to the President. 

Representative William Steiger (R., Wisconsin) appeared before the Committee to explain 

and defend his proposed legislation, H.R. 4450, which would establish an all-volunteer 

force in accordance with the recommendations of the Gates Commission after a one-year 

extension of the draft law. Dr. Walter Oi, one of the research directors on the Gates 

Commission staff, appeared before the Committee on its final day of hearings to support 

Representative Steiger' s proposal for a one-year extension of the draft and to counter 

Assistant Secretary Kelley's statement that the estimates of the Gates Commission were 

flawed. Dr. Oi argued that the draft law had to be extended for one year. He pointed 

out that one year had transpired since the publication of the Gates Commission report, 

and that it was not possible in the 117 days remaining before the draft induction authority 

expired to create an all-volunteer force without any accompanying changes in pay or 

other recruitment incentives. Concerning errors in his calculations which went into the 

Gates Commission's report, Dr. Oi stated that his estimate in December 1969 was built 

on very different strength assumptions and that he underestimated net losses because of 

the failure to include early releases and to take into account the expansion of two-year 

enlistments, errors which were easily made. Dr. Oi, in tum, pointed out difficulties with 

the Defense Department's projections, but nothing he stated altered the need for an 
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extension of the draft authority. 70 

The testimony received by both House and Senate Committees from lobbying 

individuals and organizations was in contrast to that provided four years earlier when the 

renewal of the draft law was being debated. Representatives of more than 50 

organizations appeared before the Senate and House Armed Services Committees or 

presented written testimony for the record. The preponderance of the interest groups 

supported the all-volunteer force concept. However, the veterans organizations presented 

solid support for a draft extension and were skeptical of converting to an all-volunteer 

manpower system, although they did support pay increases. The most active groups 

campaigning for a draft extension and against the all-volunteer force policy were the 

National Guard Association, the Reserve Officers Association, the American Legion, and 

the American Veterans Committee. The most active lobby organization during this 

period was the National Council to Repeal the Draft (NCRD), which was a coalition of 

student peace groups, draft counseling committees, draft resistance leagues, student 

government organizations, and the conservative Young Americans for Freedom. The 

NCRD mounted a massive letter-writing campaign to members of Congress throughut the 

summer, in addition to personal visits for discussions with members of Congress who the 

NCRD regarded as swing voters. Testimony provided by religious organizations before 

the Committees dealt largely with efforts to broaden the definition of the conscientious 

objector. None of the organizations favored a draft extension, but not all were totally 

opposed. The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) launched a major attack on 
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Senator Kennedy's draft reform and extension bill. The ACLU's Executive Director, 

Arveh Neier, said Kennedy's attempts to change the draft system were " ... like manure 

in the Augean stables. To clean out one inequity is to invite its replacement by two 

more."71 

Following the hearings by Chairman Hebert's Armed Services Committee, the 

Committee held two weeks of closed door meetings and voted to extend the draft for two 

years, to June 30, 1973; to empower the President to drop student deferments; and to 

reject Representative Steiger's proposed legislation (H.R. 4450) to implement the Gates 

Commission recommendations. On March 23, the Committee reported a "clean" bill, 

which consolidated various proposals into one, to the full House. The new bill, H.R. 

6531, called for a two-year draft extension, an end to student deferments, an extension 

of alternative service for conscientious objectors, a national lottery call to replace state 

quotas, and special compensation for recruiting personnel in the field. In addition, the 

bill raised the Administration's recommended pay and compensation package of $1.5 

billion to $2. 7 billion. The Committee's bill did not include the $3,000 enlistment bonus 

for men enlisting in combat units, and Assistant Secretary Kelley was quick to announce 

to the press that attainment of an all-volunteer force was "very, very doubtful" without 

the bonus package. The bill was debated for three days on the House floor, and 

reportedly became the most extensive review of U.S. policy in Indochina ever permitted 

by the House leadership. Not since the passage of the 1951 Universal Military Training 

and Service Act, which reinstated the draft as U.S. military manpower policy and which 



397 

made the draft a part of the fabric of American life, had the House spent more than one 

day debating the draft. On April I, 1971, the House approved the bill by a 293-99 roll-

call vote--the largest protest vote against the draft since before World War II. 72 

Amidst an atmosphere of huge anti-Vietnam War rallies in Washington and mass 

arrests on the Capitol steps, the Senate Armed Services Committee unanimously reported 

H.R. 6531, with amendments in the fonn of a substitute bill, to the full Senate on May 

5. The only major provision of the bill which was identical to the House-passed bill was 

the two-year extension of the draft. The Senate version of the bill denied the President 

discretion to remove student defennents, it restored the conscientious objector service 

requirement to two years where the House established a three-year requirement, the 

House increase in military pay and compensation of $2. 7 billion was cut to $1.0 billion, 

and it included a 150,000 annual ceiling on the draft and a 2.55 million manpower 

ceiling on total military personnel. 73 

Debate in the Senate on the bill, which began the next day, May 6, and lasted 

through June 24, appears to have touched-off a number of buried frustrations with 

American foreign policy. Many Senators indicated that they would use the draft bill as 

a vehicle for proposing amendments to end the Vietnam War and to cut military 

spending. Senators Mark Hatfield and George McGovern said they would offer an 

amendment to delete all funds for military activity in Vietnam effective December 31, 

1971. Majority Leader Senator Mike Mansfield, on May 11, offered an amendment to 

cut by half the 525,000 U.S. troops and dependents in Europe, which immediately caused 
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the White House to pull out all stops in an effort to disuade Mansfield from this course. 

Three members of the Armed Services Committee--Senators Schweiker (R., 

Pennsylvania), Symington (D., Missouri), and Hughes (D., Iowa)--said they would offer 

an amendment to extend the draft for only one year and add back the $1. 7 billion the 

Committee removed from the House bill. Senator Gravel (D., Alaska) announced during 

the first day of debate that he intended to talk the military draft to death if none of the 

amendments offered to ban the draft were accepted. In a sutprise move, on May 11, 

Senator Stennis offered a resolution which would restrict the power of the President to 

involve the United States in foreign wars. In response to the news of the Stennis 

resolution, Senator Javits (R., New York) exclaimed, "I say we are witnessing a miracle. 

It is both a miracle of the human personality and a miracle of this chamber. "74 

In a 36-61 roll-call vote, on May 19, the Senate rejected Senator Mansfield's 

amendment to reduce the number of troops stationed in Europe. On June 4, the Senate 

also rejected, by a vote of 23-67, an amendment proposed by Senator Mark Hatfield 

which would have eliminated the draft on June 30, 1971. An amendment offered by 

Senators Hatfield and McGovern, which sought to force the Administration to withdraw 

all troops from Indochina by December 31, 1971, went down to defeat on June 16 by a 

42-55 roll-call vote. Finally, on June 24, only one week before the draft authorization 

was to expire, the Senate passed H.R. 6531 by a vote of 72-16 and sent the bill to a 

conference of the House and Senate for resolution. The bill as passed contained a 

controversial amendment, introduced by Senator Mansfield in the last days of debate, 
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which would set as national policy the withdrawal of American troops from Indochina 

nine months after enactment of the bill. 75 

Before the House and Senate conferees met to resolve conflicting provisions of 

the bill, on June 28, the House refused, by a roll-call vote of 219-175, to instruct 

conferees from the House to accept the Senate-passed Mansfield amendment. Although 

the motion to so instruct House conferees was defeated, this vote represented the largest 

anti-Vietnam War vote ever made in the House. The Conference Committee was able 

to resolve all but one of the 28 differences in the two bills within two clays. This single 

obstacle was the controversial Mansfield troop withdrawal amendment. The conferees 

met again after the July 4 recess--and after the draft law authorization had expired--but 

were no closer to resolution. Finally, on July 30, the Conference Committee was able 

to reach a compromise which would satisfy both chambers of Congress and not tie the 

Administration's hands in negotiations with the North Vietnamese in the peace talks in 

Paris. In early June, the White House made it clear that President Nixon would not 

accept any military draft bill which included any dates for a withdrawal from Vietnam. 

Instead of declaring it to be the policy of the United States that a withdrawal of U.S. 

troops from Vietnam would be completed in nine months, the conference version made 

it the sense of Congress that a withdrawal should be completed as soon as possible (with 

no specific deadline) and that the President should begin negotiations immediately for a 

cease-fire, a definite withdrawal deadline, and the release of American prisoners. With 

the adoption of the conference report, the House went on record for the first time in 
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support of the withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Indochina "at the earliest practicable 

date. "'6 

The House, on August 4, 1971, by a 297-108 roll-call vote, adopted the House-

Senate compromise on the military draft extension bill, H.R. 6531, thus clearing it for 

final Senate approval. By that time the adjournment for the summer recess of Congress, 

scheduled to begin on August 6, was upon Senate members. Senator Stennis had warned 

the Senate that, "Unless we can get this bill passed, we will face a dire and distressing 

emergency for the necessary manpower to protect our own security here at home." 

Nevertheless, a number of Senate members objected to the severe time limit which would 

have been imposed on debate and balked at any attempt to pass the measure before 

adjournment. The Senators agreed to consider the bill on September 13 when they had 

reconvened. When debate in the Senate resumed after recess, Senators who opposed the 

Vietnam War or any extension of the military draft attempted to either send the bill back 

to the House-Senate Conference Committee for revision or initiate a filibuster against 

Senate approval. On September 17, by a 36-47 roll call vote, the Senate rejected an 

attempt to send the bill back to the Conference Committee for a second round of 

negotiations which, in effect, would have killed the bill. It appeared that the forces 

attempting to table the bill would win until Senator Gordon Allott (R., Colorado), who 

had led the Republican effort to table the bill because he believed that an insufficient 

amount of the bill's pay increase was to go to first term enlisted personnel, received a 

call from President Nixon. The President promised Senator Allott that he would support 



401 

future supplemental legislation to increase the amount of pay for first term enliste.d 

personnel if Allott would drop his push to have the bill recommitted to the Conference 

Committee. Senator Allott agreed. Having split the opposition and with Senator Allott 

and his supporters now in the Administration's camp, the vote on the motion to recommit 

the bill was made and lost. After the vote against those wishing to table the bill, Senator 

Stennis imme.diately filed a cloture petition to stop the threatene.d filibuster. On 

September 21, the filibuster attempt was thwarted by a 61-30 roll-call vote, the exact 

two-thirds required to invoke cloture. The Senate approval of the military draft 

legislation came only minutes later, by a vote of 55-30. In the final vote, Democrats 

were split evenly (23-23). Southern Democrats overwhelmingly supported the measure 

(15-1), but northern Democrats opposed the bill 8-22. As might be expected, 

Republicans supporte.d the President's position by a 32-7 margin. 77 

An unusually intense level of pressure was applie.d to Senate members by the 

White House and the Defense Department to ensure passage of the new draft law. In 

addition to the President's telephone call to Senator Allott, Secretary Laird announced 

on September 14 that he was cancelling all of his appointments and would head the 

Pentagon's lobbying effort. Laird met with the SeIVice Secretaries to enlist their help, 

and arranged a strategy conference between Senators Stennis and Margaret Chase Smith, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the SeIVice Secretaries to plan a lobbying strategy. The 

next day, Secretary Laird appeared on a nationally televise.d morning talk show to urge 

the defeat of the propose.d motion to table the draft bill. In addition, every Senator 
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received a hand-delivered letter, signed by all three Seivice Secretaries, urging their 

support in defeating the motion to table the bill, and every Senator received a personal 

letter from the White House with the same message. In an unusual strategem, White 

House speechwriter William Safi.re made calls to selected newsmen and spread the rumor 

that Senator Mansfield had threatened to cut off party campaign funds to any Senator 

who did not support the motion to table the legislation. The single-most critical move 

which pennitted the winning cloture vote, and which broke the back of the opposition, 

was the last minute filling of a Senate vacancy. Senator Winston L. Prouty (R., 

Vermont) had died on September 10. The Governor of Vermont quickly named 

Representative Robert T. Stafford, long an advocate of the all-volunteer force policy, to 

replace Senator Prouty, and a White House-dispatched aircraft flew Stafford to 

Washington in time for the critical vote.78 

In its final form, the draft extension bill (H.R. 6531) contained the following 

provisions; 

• A two-year extension of the draft authority, to June 30, 1973. 

• A sense of Congress resolution urging the President to negotiate for a 
Vietnam cease-fire and for the President to withdraw American troops 
from Indochina at the earliest practicable date pending the release of all 
American prisoners of war. 

• An increase in pay and other types of compensation for servicemen 
estimated to cost a total of $2.4 billion for the first year. 

• A nationalized lottery call eliminating the local board quota system. 

• The return to the President of authority to draft college students who 
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entered school after the spring of 1971. 

• An expansion of the procedural rights of the draft registrant. 

• Interim steps for setting up programs to identify, treat, and rehabilitate 
drug addicts and alcoholics in the military. 

• A 2.5-million person ceiling on the Armed Forces' active duty strength, 
and a 130,000-man ceiling on the number of men who could be drafted 
during Fiscal Year 1972. 

• An expansion of the statute of limitations making a person who failed to 
register for the draft eligible for prosecution until age 31. 

The new draft law was a compromise among the many parties who were responsible for 

framing new public policy. The law obviously was not one for which members of the 

Gates Commission would have hoped. Nor was it completely ideal from the vantage 

point of leaders in the Defense Department. It did represent, however, Congress' 

support to an accelerated program to achieve an all-volunteer force by June 1973. The 

Administration had planned for the necessary pay and compensation measures to be 

spread over two years; instead, Congress shifted the needed financial compensations for 

military personnel so they would take effect immediately, representing a more substantial 

"down payment" and commitment by Congress. The new draft law was the culmination 

to that point of years of effort to shed the United States of conscription, and signified the 

achievement of a major plateau on the path to an all-volunteer force from which it would 

be very difficult, if not impossible, to tum back. For all intents and purposes the 

military manpower policy debate had been settled with the passage of H.R. 6531. The 

achievement of an all-volunteer force was not to occur until July 1973, after the last draft 
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call had been issued six months earlier and the authority to draft was allowed to lapse. 

But in September 1971, it was almost certain that the Congress, after the struggle of the 

preceeding eight months, would never permit a return to peacetime conscription--and it 

was seen as very likely that the American people would never pennit a return to military 

conscription unless there were an extremely grave emergency. As President Nixon stated 

when he signed H.R. 6531 into law on September 28, 1971: 

I am most hopeful that this is the last time a President must sign an 
extension of draft induction authority. Although it will remain necessary 
to retain a standby draft system in the interest of national security, this 
Administration is committed to achieving the reforms in military life as 
well as the public support for our Armed Forces which will make possible 
an end to peacetime conscription. 79 

Summary 

This chapter was introduced by a portion of a speech given on the floor of the 

House of Representatives in 1814 by a young Congressman from New Hampshire, Daniel 

Webster. He was pleading against Congress supporting what he believed to be a 

tyrannous proposal by President Madison's Administration--a military draft. It is ironic 

that over one-hundred-and-fifty years later the roles between the White House and the 

Congress became reversed on this issue. In the early- l 970s, the White House was trying 

to convince lawmakers in Congress to abolish the military draft, instead of Congress 

expressing outrage at the thought of an oppressive draft system. In our Government it 

is generally Congress which is the final decision-maker on policy matters. The 

Administration and its multitude of departments and agencies can select policy options 
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and prepare for a policy change to a certain extent, but it is Congress that approves the 

policy and supports the policy with the necessary funds. As was illustrated in this 

chapter, the switch in military manpower policy did not become policy until Congress 

agreed to the change and breathed life into the policy. 

This chapter has described how a particular public policy issue achieved agenda 

status and was eventually resolved. As we saw in Chapter Four, the debate which took 

place within the military manpower policy subsystem, and spread to the larger mass 

public, in the period from 1965 through 1968, had reached a level of conflict that it 

begged for some form of resolution. With the major escalation of American involvement 

in the conflict in Vietnam, in which the United States assumed a direct combat role in 

order, so it was believed, to stave off a collapse of the South Vietnamese Government, 

a triggering device had been set off. It appears that those supporting the various 

alternative military manpower policy choices--such as a reform of the draft, national 

seivice, universal military training, or an all-volunteer armed force--were unable alone 

to overcome and unseat the military manpower policy which had been accepted by policy 

makers and the electorate since World War Il. 

The resolution of this policy issue came through a Presidential election in which 

the major candidates took a position favoring one of the policy alternatives. The winning 

Presidential candidate, Richard M. Nixon, took the position early in the campaign that 

the United States should change its military manpower policy from one of conscription 

to one of volunteerism. The story of how Richard Nixon came to that conclusion and 



406 

then made his choice into a campaign issue is fascinating. Dr. Martin Anderson, a 

young professor at Columbia University and one of the small group of insiders in the 

Nixon campaign, wrote a paper advocating that Nixon adopt the all-volunteer force 

policy option for his position during the campaign. Nixon, in a suiprise move, supported 

the idea and his position became a campaign issue. Campaign promises, in some cases, 

become policy actions when the White House has been won. This was the case with 

Richard Nixon's agenda when he became President in January, 1969. Martin Anderson's 

move from presidential campaign worker to senior White House advisor ensured that the 

President's campaign promise for an eventual all-volunteer force would become an item 

on the President's agenda. 

However, as the details of the events of this case study point out clearly, it is one 

thing to get a policy choice on a policy-maker's agenda. It may be an entirely different 

matter to achieve that policy goal or to see the policy implemented. Martin Anderson 

set out on the path toward a change in United States military manpowerpolicy--to abolish 

the draft and develop in its stead an all-volunteer force. The way was difficult and there 

many obstacles. There were few supporters on the White House staff, other than the 

President, and the support from the Defense Department was grudgingly provided until 

it was made clear that the all-volunteer force was the President's policy and that he 

intended to see it carried out. 

There were several clearly distinguishable stages through which the fledgling 

manpower policy passed. First, the stage of study by an independent and distinguished 
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commission was necessary to build credibility for the policy and to measure its 

feasibility. This stage of policy development had to be carefully staged so the new policy 

could be nurtured in a protected environment. If the commission had been tied in any 

way to the Defense Department or to the Selective Service System, the policy probably 

would have died in its infancy. Once the new policy was endorsed by the Gates 

Commission it gained respectibility and legitimacy, and began to pick up more and more 

endorsements from a growing community of supporters. 

The second phase of implementation of the All-Volunteer Force policy was 

official acceptance by the Administration. For this stage a National Security Council 

meeting was held to obtain ceremonial acceptance by the President and his senior 

advisors. The Gates Commission's recommendations for an all-volunteer force, as well 

as the recommendations of a National Security Council study of Selective Service 

defennent policy, were staffed within the Administration prior to the National Security 

Council meeting to ensure all disagreements were resolved. The Defense Department 

balked at the Gates Commission's recommendation that an all-volunteer force be phased 

in and the draft be phased out by 30 June 1971, when the draft induction authorization 

was to expire. Secretary Laird and Project Volunteer Committee officials insisted that 

the draft had to be phased down gradually, until a "Zero Draft" had been achieved and 

there had been a corresponding increase in volunteers. Secretary Laird wanted a two-

year extension of the draft induction authority--until 30 June 1973--to ensure that a 

transition to the all-volunteer force policy would not fail. The Defense position was 
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agreed to readily by the White House, the meeting of theNational Security Council was 

staged, and the Nixon Administration's all-volunteer force and Zero Draft policy position 

was solidified. 

In the third stage of policy development, legislative and funding support had to 

be obtained from Congress. In deference to the long-standing tradition of Congress that 

legislation on military manpower would not be addressed during an election year, the 

Administration waited until January 1971 to submit its military draft extension and 

refonn legislation. The perception of members of Congress toward the military draft, 

like their views of the Vietnam War, had changed considerably since 1967 when 

legislation on the draft was handled somewhat heavy-handedly. The attitude of the 

American people concerning the draft had changed from general apathy to one of 

increasing support for the concept of an all-volunteer force. The chambers of Congress 

were now filled with outspoken advocates of an all-volunteer force, whereas such 

advocates were generally in biding four years earlier. In addition, there was a rage 

among powetful legislators to get the United States out of Vietnam, whereas four years 

earlier the mood of Congress was to support the long, costly, and futile war. These 

factors combined to make the Administration's cautious approach to abolishing the draft 

unpalatable with many members of Congress--who now were out in front of the President 

on this issue. After eight months of bitter debate, and a major drive by senior legislators 

to force the President's hand at the Paris peace negotiations, the Administration finally 

succeeded in gaining Congressional approval of the Administration's military manpower 
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policy position. In essence, the Congress had underwritten the additional burden of 

building and maintaining an all-volunteer force. 

It appears from the data supporting this case study that the Agenda-Building 

Theorists and the Agenda-Building model of policy making (See Exhibit 2-3, page 57) 

are generally accurate. From this case study we have seen that there was an individual 

who could be identified as a "gatekeeper," the person who was almost singly responsibly 

for placing this policy issue in front of a policy-maker and seeing that the policy decision 

was irnplemented--Dr. Martin Anderson. This particular policy issue was not easy to 

cany out; it was extremely complicated and difficult. The evidence in this case study 

would support an elaboration of the Agenda-Building model to indicate that policy-

making goes well beyond the success of getting a policy issue on a policy-maker's 

agenda, and must include the very difficult phase of gaining policy acceptance and final 

implementation. 
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CHAPTER6 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

... each man has a moral obligation to seive 
his country, but he must be granted the freedom 
to accept his responsibility and the right to determine 
what form his seivice will take. Anytime a man is forced, 
against his wishes, into military seivice his individual 
liberty and freedom of choice have been denied. The 
surrender of this right to liberty can only be justified 
when there is no other alternative to conscription and when 
it is absolutely necessary for national suivival. 

Senator Mark O.Hatfield1 

Introduction 

Senator Mark Hatfield, as indicated by the brief excetpt above from one of his 

many speeches from the floor of the Senate in opposition to the military draft, believed 

deeply that conscription was a terrible injustice visited on the American people. Such 

an oppressive measure, he stated consistently, had absolutely no justification unless the 

survival of American society was at risk. When he was an active campaigner against the 

draft in the late-1960s and early-1970s, he certainly was not alone. But as has been 

pointed out in this study, righteous indignation and wrath alone will not change a policy 

which has become entrenched and is favored by those policy-makers with the power and 

influence to maintain and protect the policy. 

This research has been an investigation of public policy-making and how a 

particular public policy came to be changed. This chapter provides brief summaries of 
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the findings in previous chapters, but also points out conclusions which may be derived 

based on those findings. First, the central problem and the purposes of the study are 

pointed out once more. Next, observations and conclusions based on the study are 

outlined and are grouped into two categories to match the two pmposes of the study. 

Finally, the chapter and the dissertation are concluded with a final observation. 

Purposes of the Study 

The central problem that this dissertation addresses is the lack of a full 

knowledge, and thus understanding and documentation, of the processes by which the 

United States decided to switch its military manpower procurement policy from 

conscription to one of complete volunteerism. This decision had a profound impact in 

three areas. First, it had a significant impact on the military of the United States and 

how the military viewed itself and its role in American society. Secondly, and more 

importantly, it had a lasting impact on the way the American people came to view the 

military, both as individual persons and as a profession. And third, one mechanism of 

the state to control and interfere with the American peoples' lives was removed. Even 

with such effects as these, the story of the switch in military manpower public policy 

from conscription to volunteerism has never been fully told. This was the· central 

problem which was addressed in the study, and was its central focus throughout. It is 

because of this central purpose that the research was shaped as a case study. 

This research study has two basic purposes. The first, and dominant, purpose is 

to determine if research of the central problem, the lack of a full understanding of the 
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decision to shift from conscription to volunteerism, could contribute to the existing body 

of theory on public policy-making. This required that the literature of public policy-

making be explored thoroughly to determine what characteristics to look for during the 

case study research. From the exploration of the literature of policy-making a model was 

developed based on the research findings of a small group of theorists identified as 

Agenda-Building Theorists. This review of the literature of policy-making theory and 

the model used in this research are described in Chapter 2. As the research into the 

details of this particular public policy decision progressed, interim conclusions were 

made and points of similarity with the model were pointed out. The events surrounding 

the decision to shift from the military draft to an all-volunteer force policy were 

described in some detail in Chapters 4 and 5. 

The second purpose of the research was to explore, in so far as possible, the 

normative undetpinning of the decision to change the policy. As pointed out at the 

beginning of this study, Samuel Huntington observed that the military in any society is 

shaped by two forces--the society's perception of the external threat to the country which 

creates a functional imperative, and the internal cultural values, social forces, and 

ideologies of the society which create a societal imperative. The societal imperatives of 

the United States, as Alexis de Tocqueville observed, consists of two cross-currents or 

strains of dominant thought. One is Anglo-Saxon liberalism and the second is democratic 

egalitarianism. The liberalism strain, as it affects the American military and its 

manpower procurement practices, requires the individual to be free of compulsion from 
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the state and proclaims volunteerism to be the only policy government should pursue in 

seeking its military personnel, if the government is to remain true to its principles of 

freedom. Democratic egalitarianism, on the other hand, insists that military service is 

a duty and a responsibility of citizenship and, as such, should be born by all equally. 

The second purpose of the research has been to detect signs of those two strains of 

thought as the research progressed and to see if these and other underlying values 

contributed to this change in public policy. 

Observations and Conclusions 

A. Contribution to Theory 

Regarding the contribution which this case study has made to the literature of 

public policy-making theory, it is clear that there are many aspects of the Agenda-

Building Theorists' hypotheses, as well as other theorists, which are born out by the 

details of this case study. These conclusions and observations are outlined below. 

(1) Policy Subsystems: 

A policy subsystem, such as that described by policy-making observers such as 

David Truman, J. Leiper Freeman, Douglass Cater, Emmette Redford, and Gary 

Wamsley, is an accurate description of the community of policy interest encountered in 

this research. The policy subsystem observed in this case study, and labeled the 

"Military Manpower Policy Subsystem," consisted of various factions, each supporting 

and advocating a particular policy option for an ultimate decision by Government policy-

makers. As illustrated in Exhibit 4-7, the Military Manpower Policy Subsystem at the 
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time consisted of factions which supported a variety of policy options. These factions 

were: (1) the pro-draft faction, (2) the anti-draft faction (with no particular alternative 

option advocated), (3) the national seivice faction, (4) the universal military training 

faction, (5) the draft reform faction, and (6) the all-volunteer force faction. The military 

manpower policy choice of one of these factions, the Selective Seivice System which was 

supported by the pro-draft faction, had been an entrenched policy of the United States 

Government since before World War Il. Supporters of other policy options were forced 

to wait until there was an opportune moment to gain acceptance for a change in policy. 

It is important to note that a policy subsystem may achieve some level of 

equilibrium through one policy faction achieving acceptance and, therefore, dominance 

over other factions within a subsystem. However, there will continue to be a state of 

tension and competition within the subsystem as the factions out of power continue to 

seek to displace the dominant faction. For example, though beyond the scope of this 

case study, the advocates of a military draft continued to fight to regain their former 

position within the subsystem long after the All-Volunteer Force had been firmly 

implemented. Within three years of its initiation, the All-Volunteer Force began to 

experience lagging enlistments and an apparent sagging of quality among recruits, which 

required all-volunteer force advocates to resist being displaced themselves. It appears, 

therefore, that the activity within a policy subsystem should be seen as a continuum of 

competition among the factions making up the policy subsystem. 

(2) Initiators and Triggering Devices: 
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The Agenda-Building Theorists hypothesize a model, similar to the model shown 

in Exhibit 2-3, which portrays a large, swirling debate or political struggle in which 

factions contest for the ascendancy of their policy choice and the control of policy-

making as it relates to their policy choice. This struggle, or debate, they theorize, can 

either be precipitated by an "initiator" or by a "triggering device." An "initiator" is a 

person of influence who took the initiative to attempt to create a ground swell of support 

for a change in policy and was sufficiently powerful or influential to stimulate debate on 

an issue. There were persons who could be identified as initiators in this case of the 

shift in policy from the draft to an all-volunteer force--Representative Tom Curtis, 

Senator Mark Hatfield, and Dr. Milton Friedman are just several such individuals. 

Individual initiators, however, were not effective in this particular change of policy. 

Instead, this case study tends to support the "triggering device" metaphor, an event of 

such magnitude and impact on individuals that it stimulates almost immediate recognition 

among many that a problem exists and action to change a certain policy must be initiated. 

Clearly the sudden American escalation of the war in South Vietnam and the sudden 

upsurge of draft calls of young men needed to support the war was such a triggering 

device in this case. This brought the war home to many American families, just as the 

miracle of television brought combat and death into the American living room each 

evening. What was seen initially as an American attempt to save an allied country from 

being overtaken by Communist guerrillas, and therefore a patriotic duty, slowly became 

seen as totally futile, wasteful, and repugnant to most Americans. The military draft, 
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so thoroughly intertwined with the war, very quickly became the target of American 

youth, many of whom saw the draft as an oppressive measure by the Government against 

the people. In all respects the sudden escalation of the Vietnam War in mid-1965 fits the 

description of a "triggering device" as described by the Agenda-Building Theorists in 

their model. 

(3) The Great Debate: 

The Agenda-Building Theorists, as well as other public policy theorists, would 

support the obseivation that components of policy subsystems often will debate among 

themselves and within the confines of their policy subsystem due to a perceived problem 

or issue. In such cases, the Agenda-Building Theorists would state, the issue being 

debated is part of a larger "systemic agenda" of the body politic, the larger agenda of the 

hundreds of problems and issues which are being debated by the public and which are 

jostling for position to gain the attention, and policy solution, of a policy-maker in 

Government. Within the typical policy subsystem the external triggering device may set 

off a raging debate among the factions which make up the subsystem. The goal of the 

several factions is to gain control of the policy issue and impose stability within the 

subsystem. 

As was pointed out in some detail in Chapter 4, just such a debate occurred 

within the military manpower subsystem, the community of Government workers and 

academics who were attentive to military manpower issues, after the 1965 escalation of 

the Vietnam War. The advocates and supporters of the incumbent faction, the pro-draft 
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faction, suddenly were faced with a major effort by other factions to supplant the draft 

with another alternative military manpower policy. The debate spilled out into the larger 

arena of the public at large, who suddenly began to see a major problem. Persons who 

were never part of the military manpower subsystem prior to that time suddenly joined 

in the debate in favor of the policy choice of one of faction over another, and the ranks 

of the policy subsystem suddenly swelled. Individuals who were never concerned with 

the draft or military manpower issues suddenly joined in the fray, deliberating and 

debating the advantages of one policy option over another. Conferences were held to 

discuss the issues, and protest demonstrations were staged to symbolize for the people 

and the Government policy-maker that the issue was not frivolous and solution was 

required. In short, this study of the shift in policy from the draft to an all-volunteer 

force tends to support the supposition that a debate occurs within a policy subsystem after 

a triggering device has served to draw attention to a major problem or issue. 

(4) Gatekeepers: 

Access to the "formal agenda," the relatively short list of problems and issues 

which a government policy-maker wishes to resolve, observe the Agenda-Building 

Theorists, is controlled by "gatekeepers." For an issue to attain formal agenda status, 

it must command the attention of at least some key decision-makers who are the ultimate 

guardians of the formal agenda. The Gatekeeper serves to keep the numbers of policy 

issues on the agenda of the decision-maker reasonably small, and within the realm of 

policy issues which are solvable. From time to time, of course, there are sudden and 
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unforeseen events which suddenly propel a policy issue to the head of the line on the 

policy-maker's fonnal agenda, such the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait or a major civil disaster. 

By and large, however, the gatekeepers around government decision-makers tend to filter 

issues from the systemic agenda and select those which should be placed on the fonnal 

agenda, reason the theorists. 

This supposition by the Agenda-Building Theorists was born out in this case 

study. Through an unusual set of circumstances, Dr. Martin Anderson happened to 

become associated with the campaign effort to elect Richard Nixon to the Presidency. 

Although only grudgingly supported by fellow campaign workers, Anderson prepared a 

paper for Nixon on this particular policy issue, and Nixon accepted Anderson's 

recommendation that he actively support the eventual shift to an all-volunteer force and 

eliminate the draft. After Nixon was elected, Anderson worked with Arthur Bums to 

compile a book of potential issues for the new President's agenda, and from which Nixon 

selected those which he chose to pursue actively. Among those that Nixon selected was 

the shift in military manpower policy to an all-volunteer force, and Anderson became the 

overseer of this shift in policy from his vantage point at the White House until his 

departure in 1971. 

One qualifier to the agenda-building theory, however, is indicated by the findings 

of this case study. It is not enough to simply place an issue on a decision-maker's formal 

agenda, unless the issue is exceedingly simple to execute. In the case of the all-volunteer 

force decision, Martin Anderson and others on the White House staff had to develop a 
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course of action which would eventually achieve an all-volunteer force through the 

acceptance of the concept by other key Government decision-makers--particularly within 

the Department of Defense and Congress. This course of action--from the Gates 

Commission, through Presidential decision, through legislation--took nearly four years 

to accomplish. Even with the accomplishment of enabling and supportive legislation in 

September 1971, it was not June 1973 that the military draft was finally ended and 

became a chapter in United States history. This case study indicates that choosing a 

policy option and getting that choice on an agenda may be only the beginning of policy 

making, and that the difficult part may be in ensuring that the policy choice is 

implemented. 

In general, the model developed in Chapter 2 was supported by the data 

uncovered in the research for the case study, and it appears that the model may have 

value in the examination of other cases in the study of public policy-making. In this 

respect, it is my conclusion that this case study bas made a contribution to the theory of 

policy-making. 

B. Normative Considerations 

The second purpose of this research project has been to investigate the normative 

aspects of the policy decision to move away from conscription and adopt a policy of 

complete volunteerism for the manning of United States' Armed Forces. It must be 

emphasized that this purpose was not pursued in any methodical manner, nor was there 

any particular methodology adopted to capture and attempt to measure data in this area. 
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The nonnative aspects of the case study' s fmdings were apparent as the research was 

being perfonned. For example, a particular speech, document, or letter may have 

contained thoughts which indicated there were veins of ethical and philosophical 

considerations behind the person's thought processes. Such data, it was believed, could 

not be collected and catalogued in any meaningful and academically useful manner. 

Having stated that caveat, however, from this case study it is possible to draw several 

conclusions regarding this aspect of the case study. 

(1) Liberalism vs. Egalitarianism: 

The history of military manpower policy in the United States, which was outlined 

in Chapter 3, indicates clearly that the United States' policy for manning its military 

forces, over time, is within the liberalism tradition in political philosophy. As stated in 

the summary to Chapter 2, of the 366 years between 1607 and 1973, from the first 

colonial settlement on America's shores to the demise of conscription, a formal and 

statute-driven system of conscription was in existence for only a period of 35 yea.rs. In 

addition, most of those 35 years when some form of compulsion was exacted by the 

United States Government were concentrated in the period between World War Il and 

the end of the Vietnam War, 32 years. To be sure, the colonial period before the 

founding of the United States had its scattered laws and colonial charters which required 

military service in the militia and periodic training, but these instances are not regarded 

in the same manner as conscription imposed in the United States period. Those early 

colonial measures were designed for the military protection for small communities and 
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regional areas and cannot be considered to have the full weight of consc1iption laws 

which were imposed beginning with the Civil War. 

An additional thought must be stated about the strain in America of 

egalitarianism. The rhetoric of egalitarianism has always been part of the American 

political makeup. As was pointed out on the first page of this study, Alexis de 

Tocqueville noted the American taste for freedom, but believed Americans cherished and 

demanded equality more than they cherished and demanded freedom. There is some 

truth to this observation, as could be seen in this case study. When the threat to the 

nation's survival was believed to be particularly strong, beginning with World War II, 

the political leaders and the American people were inclined to sacrifice freedom for a 

conscription system--as long as it affected nearly all men equally. When conscription 

could no longer be sustained on a basis of equality, and could no longer be sugar-coated 

as a patriotic duty of citizenship and have that reasoning still be plausible, conscription 

came seen to be seen as a transgression of America's basic tenet of liberalism and had 

to go. It appears, based on the evidence of this case study, that generally the United 

States will only run against the grain of liberalism in the area of military manpower 

policy when the external military threat is grave and more men are needed than can 

possibly be expected to respond to the Nation's bugle call through volunteerism. 

It is for this reason that I also conclude that the period after the Korean War, and 

perhaps somewhat earlier, was an anomaly in the history of American military manpower 

policy. The general military strategy against the principal external threat, the Soviet 
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Union, was base.don deterrence through the threat of massive retaliation. With military 

doctrine such as this, and its variations to follow in the 1960s, there was little logic for 

a manpower procurement system based on national mobilization for either a nuclear war 

or a guerrilla war. One possible explanation for this anomaly is that the several 

administrations beginning with the Eisenhower Administration, as well as the Congress, 

simply did not want to have to pay for an arme.d force which was manne.d entirely 

through volunteerism. The draft certainly was a reliable and cheap method for the 

procurement of manpower, and the American people with few exceptions came to take 

the country's conscription system for grante.d. 

(2) Legitimacy 

David Easton commented on the need for public policy to have "bindingness," 

that is, the quality of being fully accepted as "legitimate" by the people affected by the 

policy because the persons making the policy decision have the necessary authority and 

the decision is "right. " Legitimacy rests on the acceptance and obedience of the political 

society at large. It would follow that when a Government policy is not accepted by a 

large number of the electorate, or is being generally and directly disobeyed, the policy's 

legitimacy has been challenged. If this were the case over a long period of time, it 

would appear that the policy's legitimacy may no longer be operative. This appears to 

have been the case with the military draft policy after 1965. Discontent with the 

Vietnam War, and coupled with it the draft, became widespread and many who would 

have been drafted into the military fled to avoid induction and participation in a war 
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which was increasingly seen as unjust. At what point a public policy runs out of 

"legitimacy" under such circumstances would make an interesting subject for further 

research. 

The change in American military manpower policy to one based on complete 

volunteerism can also be seen as having had an effect on another aspect of legitimacy. 

American political leaders became bound by the undefined but finite limits of the 

numbers of personnel which could make up an all-volunteer force, inhibiting any major 

military adventures which could quickly drain the lifeblood of the military. Gone were 

the days when military manpower for the enlisted ranks was plentiful and inexpensive to 

procure. Indirectly, the advent of the All-Volunteer Force meant, too, that more direct 

control of the American military forces had been regained by Congress, in the sense that 

an expanded cost for military manpower brought about closer scrutiny of other sectors 

of the Defense budget, such as weapons systems procurement. In the final analysis, the 

American people regained control of the military through choosing to volunteer, or not 

to volunteer, for the military, and allowing the will of a democratic, "free market" 

process to control the size of the military. Because the American military leaders were 

dependent on the good will of the public to maintain military personnel levels, they soon 

realized they had to remedy past practices in the treatment and training of new military 

recruits and seek higher levels of professional development for their young personnel. 

Thus, one aspect of legitimacy that has grown from the shift in military manpower policy 

is an enhanced control of the American armed forces by the American people, and an 
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American anned force which is dependent on the respect and good will of the people. 

(3) Philosophical and Ethical Values: 

The arguments raised against the military draft in the 1960s were largely based 

on nornative grounds and the arguments in defense of the draft were largely based on 

perceived national defense and military efficiency requirements. Men such as Dr. Milton 

Friedman, Senator Mark Hatfield, and Congressman Tom Curtis were early advocates 

for ridding the United States of conscription, and used arguments based on ethical and 

moral grounds. Dr. Friedman, in his 1962 book Capitalism and Freedom, was one of 

the first after World War II and the Korean War to point to the country's conscription 

system and label it as a major deterrent to personal freedom and a violation of the 

country's guiding principles. Senator Hatfield's position against the draft, like many 

others, was somewhat of a spin-off of his views on the Vietnam War. As the major 

American involvement in the Vietnam War was beginning in 1965 and President Johnson 

sought the unanimous endorsement of the nation's Governors for his Vietnam policies, 

Governor Hatfield was the sole dissenter, drawing the scorn of the other Governors as 

well as officials at the White House. As a freshman Senator, Hatfield never missed an 

opportunity to point out his belief in the illegality of the war, but also the injustice and 

draconian nature of the draft which fed the war machine its manpower. Representative 

Tom Curtis, in his testimony before the Armed Services Committees of Congress 

beginning in 1959 ,and every four years thereafter, denounced the draft as inefficient and 

wasteful of the nation's youth. When the escalation of the Vietnam war began in 1965, 
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Congressman Curtis added a strong moral argument to his anti-draft stance. These three 

early advocates of an all-volunteer force, like many other commentators in numerous 

journal articles, adopted an anti-conscription stance Jargely due to the growing realization 

that the system was inequitable and probably could never be reformed to make it into a 

just and equitable method of selecting manpower for military needs. 

Martin Anderson commented that there were basically three reasons in Richard 

Nixon's mind for wishing to resolve the military manpower policy issue when he did and 

why he agreed to the reasoning for an all-volunteer force. These reasons were: 

• National defense and security would become strengthened because the 

Armed Services, through an all-volunteer force, would become more 

professional, and thus more efficient and less wasteful. 

• The inequity and injustice of the draft system demanded that it be replaced 

with a system which was more morally sound. 

• The all-volunteer force policy position in the Nixon presidential campaign 

would, in effect, force his Democratic opponent, Hubert Humphrey, into 

a less defensible position (i.e., supporting the draft in some form). 

Nixon's position advocating an all-volunteer force, thus, was intended to 

captured the high ground on this issue and become more appealing to 

young voters. 

Dr. Anderson points out that President Nixon was the quintessential politician, constantly 

weighing the pluses and minuses of an issue or policy choice. In the case of this policy 
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decision, the shift to an all-volunteer force from the draft, Anderson believed Nixon was 

motivated by all three more or less equally. 2 

Final Obsenation 

The public policy decision by Richard Nixon to move the United States away 

from conscription to a military manpower system based completely on volunteerism was 

an act of some political courage. It also required a significant degree of political 

leadership to continue to push within his Administration and with Congress to see that 

the policy was fully accepted and implemented. This policy and its resultant all-volunteer 

force of professional soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines stand as remarkable 

achievements from the administration of a President which will ever be tainted by 

scandal. It is one of the ironies of modem American political and military history that 

President Nixon, despite the obvious success of the policy that he adopted and fostered, 

later changed his mind and renounced his previous policy position . 

... I believe that from the standpoint of the country at this time, clearly 
apart from what the economics would be, it would be better to have the 
draft than the volunteer army. The volunteer army is an idea that I 
supported. It was developed by Martin Anderson, one of the bright young 
men I had with me .... 

... At first, like others, I was inclined to support the argument that 
conscription was involuntary servitude. I backed the concept that military 
service should be voluntary. And I remember the day after we finished 
the Paris peace agreements on Vietnam, we got rid of the draft. But in 
retrospect I would say that today I believe that a draft across the board 
with no exceptions, except of course for health, would be good for the 
country, and I think it would be a very positive foreign policy as well. 3 
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1. Congressional Record, March 14, 1967, p. 6503. 

2. Inteiview with Martin Anderson, Stanford, California, February 19, 1993. 

3. C. L. Sulzberger, The World and Richard Nixon (New York: Prentice-Hall 
Press, 1987), p. 48. 
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CHRONOLOGY 

Hearings were conducted by the House Committee on Armed 
Services on H.R. 2438, the bill to extend the induction authority 
under the Universal Military Training and Service Act. The bill 
was approved by the House by a vote of 388 to 3 on 11 March. 

Hearings were conducted by the Special Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Anned Services on S. 846 (H.R. 2438). The 
hearings were concluded after four hours of testimony. The Senate 
approved the bill by a voice vote on 15 March. 

The bill was signed by President Kennedy. Induction authority 
under the Universal Military Training and Service Act was 
extended for four years, until July 1, 1967. 

10 September 1963: President Kennedy issued Executive Order 11119, which, in effect, 
exempted married men from the draft by placing them in a draft 
call of lower priority. 

30 September 1963: A statement was made by President Kennedy on the need for the 
rehabilitation of Selective Service rejectees. Kennedy established 
the Task Force on Manpower Conservation which was to be chaired 
by the Secretary of Labor. The report of the Task Force was due 
not later than January 1, 1964. 

22 November 1963: President Kennedy was assassinated in Dallas. 

5 January 1964: 

March 1964: 

11 March 1964: 

A statement was made by President Johnson on the report of the 
Task Force on Manpower Utilization ("One Third of a Nation," 
January 1, 1964). The President directed the Secretary of Defense 
and the Director of Selective Service to conduct an examination of 
all new Selective Service registrants who are out of school and 
available for military service. 

Representative John Lindsay, Republican of New York, introduced 
proposed legislation (H. R. 10227) to create a Presidential 
commission to study the administration of the draft law. 

Representative Tom Curtis, Republican of Missouri, introduced his 
bill (H.R. 10395) to establish a Joint Congressional Committee on 
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Manpower and National Security which would make a study of the 
peacetime draft. 

Secretary of Defense McNamara sent a memorandum to President 
Johnson stating that the situation in South Vietnam was worsening 
and recommended new pressures be applied on North Vietnam: (1) 
"Border Control and Retaliatory Actions," and (2) "Graduated 
Overt Pressure." President Johnson approved McNamara's 
recommendations at a National Security Council meeting on 17 
March. The planning for Operation Rolling Thunder, a full-scale 
30-day bombing of North Vietnam, was completed by 23 May. 

At a news conference, President Johnson announced he had directed 
Secretary McNamara to conduct a comprehensive study of the draft 
and related manpower policies. "The study will consider 
alternatives to the present draft selection system, including the 
possibility of meeting our requirements on an entirely voluntary 
basis in the next decade." The Pentagon's report was to be 
completed in one year. 

Sixteen Republican members of the House of Representatives, led 
by Representative Tom Curtis of Missouri, advocated a thorough 
study of the draft and alternative military manpower procurement 
methods. 

The May Second Movement published the first "We Won't Go 11 

statement. 

The Gulf of Tonkin Incident occurs, in which North Vietnamese 
torpedo boats attacked the USS Maddox and USS Turner Joy. The 
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, giving President Johnson support for 
a pursuit of the Vietnam War, was approved by Congress on 7 
August. 

In a campaign speech, President Johnson said, 111 have had advice 
to load our planes with bombs and drop them on certain areas that 
I think would certainly enlarge the war and escalate the war, and 
result in our committing a good many American boys to fighting 
a war that I think ought to be fought by the boys of Asia to help 
protect their own land. 11 
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3 September 1964: Senator Barry Goldwater, the Republican Party candidate for 
President, stated that if elected he would end the draft as soon as 
possible. 

7 September 1964: A White House strategy meeting reached "general consensus" that 
air attacks against North Vietnam would probably have to be 
launched, but "tactical considerations" (the Presidential election) 
required a delay. During the election campaign Johnson portrayed 
himself as the candidate of reason and restraint; Senator Goldwater, 
who advocated the bombing of North Vietnam, was cast as quixotic 
and rash. 

3 November 1964: Lyndon Johnson was elected President. He was inaugerated on 20 
January 1965. 

13 February 1965: PresidentJohnsonordered thesustainedbombingofNorth Vietnam. 

8 March 1965: The Supreme Court issued their decision in United States v. Seeger 
(380 U.S. 163), in which the Court interpreted the conscientious 
objector provisions of the Selective Service Act to include 
nontheistic religions and exempted from combat training anyone 
who by reason of religious training and belief was conscientiously 
opposed to war. 

1 April 1965: President Johnson decided to use American ground troops for 
ground offensive action, but wanted the decision to be kept secret. 
It was realized that the bombing campaign against North Vietnam 
was not going to cause Hanoi's collapse or force the North 
Vietnamese to sue for peace. There was to be an 18-20,000 man 
increase in American combat forces. By early-June 1965, the 
American combat forces committed to South Vietnam numbered 
70,000 in 13 battalions. 

17 April 1965: The Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) sponsored the first 
mass protest against the Vietnam War in Washington, D. C. An 
estimated 20,000 marchers gathered at the Washington Monument. 

12 May 1965: The conclusions of the Defense Manpower Study were briefed to 
Secretary McNamara by William Gorham. Although several drafts 
of the study were prepared, a fmal fonnal report was never 
published. 
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7 June 1965: General Westmoreland asked for a total of 44 battalions. (He 
already had 10 on hand.) 

17 July 1965: President Johnson approved the plan for an additional 34 battalions 
as Westmoreland requested for his search-and-destroy strategy. 

28 July 1965: At a press conference, President Johnson stated: "I have asked the 
commanding general, General Westmoreland, what more he needs 
to meet this mounting aggression. He has told me. We will meet 
his needs. I have today ordered to Vietnam the Ainnobile Division 
and certain other forces which will raise our fighting strength from 
75,000 to 125,000 men almost immediately. Additional forces will 
be needed later, and they will be sent as requested .... I have 
concluded that it is not essential to order Reserve units into service 
now." President Johnson also announced that draft calls would be 
doubled, from 17,000 to 35,000 per month. By the end of 1965, 
United States' forces in South Vietnam numbered 184,314. 

29 July 1965: Approximately 400 war protestors picketed the Whitehall Street 
Selective Service Induction Center in New York City. Chris 
Kearns burned a draft card (apparently borrowed for the occasion) 
and Life magazine ran a picture of the event, capturing the attention 
of Representative Mendel Rivers. 

11 August 1865: Rioting broke out in the Watts District of Los Angeles, California. 

26 August 1965: President Johnson signed the draft card burning law, which had 
been rushed through Congress by Mendel Rivers, Chairman of the 
House Armed Services Committee, and Senator Strom Thunnond. 

September 1965: David Mitchell was brought to trial for refusing induction. 

15 October 1965: The first "International Day of Protest" took place, in which about 
70, 000 protestors took part. David Miller burned his draft card in 
New York City. A sit-in took place at the Ann Arbor, Michigan, 
Draft Board and three dozen University of Michigan students were 
arrested. 

16-21 October 1965: "Stop the Draft Week" demonstrations took place in forty major 
cities. 
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2 November 1965: Norman Morrison burned himself to death at the Pentagon. On 9 
November, Roger LaPorte committed suicide by immolation at the 
United Nations Building in New York. 

6 November 1965: Tom Cornell and four others burned their draft cards. 

27 November 1965: A march on Washington for "Peace in Vietnam" took place, 
including a demonstration at the White House and a 
gathering at the Washington Monument. 

December 1965: The Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) Executive 
Committee agreed to support draft resistance. 

5 January 1966: General Hershey issued a policy letter to all local draft boards 
stating that the local boards, rather than universities, would 
determine whether young men were satisfactory students. 

14 February 1966: President Johnson sent a letter to the Speaker of the House 
requesting supplemental appropriation for the Selective Service 
System (as well as the National Teacher Cmps and the Rent 
Supplement Program). It was estimated that draft inductions during 
Fiscal Year 1966 would total approximately 360,000 instead of the 
previous estimate of 125,000. 

31 March 1966: David O'Brien and several companions burned their draft cards on 
the steps of the South Boston Courthouse. O'Brien was 
subsequently convicted of violating the provisions of the 1965 
amendment to the Universal Military Training and Service Act 
which prohibited the destruction of draft cards. (See entry for 27 
May 1968.) 

7 May 1966: The first National Service Conference took place in New York 
City. The National Service Secretariat, headed by Donald J. 
Eberly, was created. 

14 May 1966: The first of three Selective Service examinations for education 
deferments took place on college campuses across the country and 
was protested by the Students for a Democratic Society (SDS). df 
same examination was administered on 21 May and 3 June. 

18 May 1966: Secretary of Defense McNamara, ina speech in Montreal, indicated 
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he believed the government should move away from the draft and 
toward a form of national service. McNamara was to back away 
from this position later. 

Carl Oglesby and Stokely Carmichael, the leaders of the SDS and 
the SNCC, respectively, issued a joint statement condemning all 
forms of national service and calling for an abolition of the draft. 

Hearing were conducted before the House Committee on Armed 
Setvices to review the administration and operation of the Selective 
Setvice System. Selected findings of the Defense Manpower Study 
of 1965 were made public by Thomas D. Morris, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Manpower), on 30 June. 

President Johnson appointed a National Advisory Commission on 
Selective Service (the Marshall Commission). The results of the 
Commission's study were to be reported by January 1, 1967. 

In remarks to some 14,000 summer interns of the White House 
Seminar Program, President Johnson remarked that the Selective 
Service System " ... has become a crazyquilt, applying to some but 
not to others. We inherited the system--but we need not be wedded 
to it." 

Fonner President Eisenhower, in the September 1966 issue of 
Reader's Digest, recommended the adoption of universal military 
training (UMT) to replace the draft. 

Secretary McNamara announced a new program, "Project 
100,000," to draft and "salvage" borderline draft rejects through 
a special training program. 

25-26 August 1966: A draft resistance conference took place in Des Moines, Iowa. 

14 October 1966: In a press conference in the President's office following a trip to 
Vietnam, Secretary McNamara stated that draft calls were 
decreasing--the November call was to be cut from 47,000 to 
37,000. 

28-30 October 1966: The Eastern Conference on Noncooperation with Conscription took 
place. 
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5 November 1966: At a news conference at the LBJ Ranch, President Johnson stated 
that the draft calls for 1967 would be lower than in 1966. He said 
that during 1966, U.S. forces in Vietnam were increased by 
approximately 200,000 men. "The increase next year will be 
nothing on that order." Secretary McNamara, in response to a 
question, stated that there were 182,000 men in Vietnam at the 
beginning of the year, and that the total by the end of 1966 would 
be about 385 ,000. 

11-12 November 1966: A National Conference on the Draft was held in Washington, 
D.C., sponsored by the American Veterans Committee (AVC). 

17-20November1966: A National Collegiate Conference on Selective Seivice Reform 
was held at Antioch College, Yellow Springs, Ohio. 

4-5 December 1966: A "We Won't Go!" Conference was held at the University of 
Chicago. 

4-7 December 1966: The University of Chicago sponsored a Conference on the Draft, 
which was attended by major academic and political figures. 

7 December 1966: The House Armed Seivices Committee announced the formation 
of the Civilian Advisory Panel on Military Manpower Procurement 
(Clark Panel). The Panel was to report no later than 1 March 1967 
and reportedly had been functioning since November 1. 

14 December 1966: Bruce Daniels tore up his draft card, which led to the call for a 
mass draft card burning on 15 April 1967. 

10 January 1967: In his State of the Union address, President Johnson stated, "We 
should modernize our Selective Seivice System. The National 
Commission on Selective Seivice will shortly submit its report. I 
will send you new recommendations to meet our military manpower 
needs. But let us resolve that this is to be the Congress that made 
our draft laws as fair and as effective as possible." 

7 February 1967: Representative Richard Schweiker introduced his proposed 
legislation, the "Draft Reform Act of 1967." 

23 February 1967: Senator Edward Kennedy introduced his Concurrent Resolution 12, 
which conveyed "the sense of Congress" to the President that the 
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Selective Service System required major reforms. 

28 February 1967: The Clark Panel report was published and provided to the House 
Armed Services Committee. It was released to the general public 
on 4 March. 

4 March 1967: The Marshall Commission report was released to the public by the 
Texas White House. 

6 March 1967: President Johnson sent a message to Congress, with the 
Administration's proposed legislation, requesting authority to 
continue draft inductions for four more years, until July 1, 1971. 

6 March 1967: President Johnson issued Executive Order 11350, "Amending the 
Selective Service Regulations," which directed Secretary McNamara 
and General Hershey to develop a fair and impartial random (FAIR) 
system of selection. 

20 March 1967: Hearings on the draft were held by the Subcommittee on 
Employment,Manpower, and Poverty of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. The hearings were temporarily chaired 
by Senator Edward Kennedy. 

2-4 April 1967: The Second National Service Conference was held at the Mayflower 
Hotel, Washington, D.C. 

4 April 1967: Dr. Martin Luther King delivered an address at the Riverside 
Church in New York City, which came to be known as his 
"Declaration of Independence from the War in Vietnam." 

6 April 1967: A national conference on the draft, "The Draft: Its Impact on 
Society," sponsored by the American Friends Service Committee, 
was held in St. Louis, Missouri. 

12-19 April 1967: The Senate Committee on Armed Services conducted its hearings 
on the proposed extension of the draft law. 

15 April 1967: More than 150 persons burned their draft cards at Sheep's Meadow 
in New York City. In San Francisco, David Harris called for the 
mass return of draft cards on 16 October. 
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The House Committee on Armed Services conducted its hearings 
on the proposed extension of the draft law. 

In Ames, Iowa, a bus carrying men bound for induction was 
blocked by demonstrators who stood in the path of the bus and 
wrapped chains around its wheels. 

A sit-in by twenty demonstrators took place at the Oakland, 
California, Selective Service Induction Center. 

The Military Selective Service Act was signed into law, extending 
the authority to draft until 1 July 1971. 

Dr. Martin Anderson, professor at Columbia University, and who 
was assisting in policy development for the forthcoming Nixon 
Presidential campaign, submitted a policy analysis memorandum 
to Nixon recommending a shift in the candidate's position toward 
supporting an All-Volunteer Armed Force. 

At President Johnson's news conference, Secretary McNamara 
stated there were 450,000 to 460,000 troops in Vietnam, and there 
were an additional 20,000-30,000 troops to be added to that force 
level in Vietnam. 

"A Call to Resist lliegitimate Authority" was published by the New 
Rq>ublic. The tract was also published by the New York Review 
of Books on 12 October. 

The first national draft card tum-in took place. Three hundred 
draft cards were turned-in at the Federal Building in San Francisco, 
and 120 people were arrested for their sit-in at the Oakland, 
California, induction center. 

The Task Force on the Structure of the Selective Service, made up 
of Secretary McNamara, General Hershey, and the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, published their report. The report 
recommended against any reorganization of the Selective Service 
System as recommended by the Marshall Commission. 

Draft cards turned-in throughout the country on 16 October 
were presented to the Department of Justice by Dr. Spock, et. al. 
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In Oakland, California, The "Stop the Draft Week" reached a 
climax when 10,000 demonstrators sunounded the Selective Service 
Induction Center. Reportedly, approximately 1,200-1,500 young 
men turned-in their draft cards during this period. 

21-22 October 1967: Anti-draft and anti-war protestors conducted a mass march from the 
Lincoln Memorial to the Pentagon. After an all-night vigil at the 
Pentagon, a "teach-in" was conducted with the military troops on 
the steps of the Pentagon on the second day. 

26 October 1967: General Hershey sent a letter to all members of the Selective 
Service System ordering the immediate induction of anyone 
registered for the draft who interfered with the operation of the 
Selective Service System. 

27 October 1967: Father Berrigan and three others poured blood on draft files in 
Baltimore. 

17 November 1967: For the first time, Presidential candidate Richard Nixon publicly 
stated his position that he would, if elected, eliminate the military 
draft and move toward an all-volunteer force. 

4 December 1967: The second national draft card tum-in took place. 

13 December 1967: Senator F.dward Kennedy introduced S. 2773, which provided that 
the draft laws could not be used to punish persons because of their 
protest activities. 

21 December 1967: Yale President Kingman Brewster, on behalf of the presidents of 
all Ivy League schools, sent President Johnson a letter of concern 
that local draft boards would assume a judicial role in judging the 
legality of the conduct of individuals. 

5 January 1968: 

23 January 1968: 

Dr. Benjamin Spock, Rev. William S. Coffin, Michael Ferber, 
Mitchell Goodman, and Marcus Raskin are indicted for conspiring 
" ... to counsel, aid, and abet violations of the Selective Service law 
and to hinder administration of the draft. 11 

The USS Pueblo, a U.S. Navy intelligence collection ship, was 
seized by North Korea. President Johnson ordered the call-up of 
14,000 Air Force and Navy reservists to active duty. 
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31 January 1968: Vietnamese Communists initiated their Tet Offensive, in which an 
estimated 67,000 enemy troops invaded more than 100 villages and 
towns, sending shock waves through the American political and 
military scene. 

1 February 1968: Richard M. Nixon fonnally announced that he was a candidate for 
the Republican Party's Presidential nomination. 

16 February 1968: Upon direction from the National Security Council, General 
Hershey sent a memorandum to all state directors abolishing 
defennents for all graduate students and most "critical" 
occupations. 

28 February 1968: Senator Edward Kennedy introduced S. 3052, which called for a 
draft lottery, a reorganization of the Selective Service System, and 
a six-year tenn for the Director of Selective Service. 

1 March 1968: Secretary of Defense McNamara resigned and was replaced by 
Clark Clifford. 

10 March 1968: General Earl Wheeler, Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
blundered by revealing to the press that 206,000 troops would be 
committed to Vietnam. 

31 March 1968: President Johnson announced he would not be a candidate for re-
election. 

3 April 1968: The third national draft card tum-in took place. 

4 April 1968: Dr. Martin Luther King was assassinated in Memphis, Tennessee. 

10 April 1968: Senator Edward Long (D., Missouri) introduced S. 3303, a bill to 
pennit prospective draftees the right to be represented by counsel 
in appearances before draft boards. 

23 April 1968: A student rally at Columbia University protesting the disciplining 
of six SDS leaders led to the student occupation of five university 
buildings and severe police repression. 

29 April 1968: A 13-member Presidential Task Force, headed by General Hershey, 
rejected the major recommendations of the Marshall Commission 
and recommended retaining the current draft procedures. 



20 May 1968: 

27 May 1968: 

4 June 1968: 

3 July 1968: 

15 July 1968: 

8 August 1968: 

21 August 1968: 
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The trial of Dr. Spock, et. al., began in Boston. The Arlington 
Street Church, Boston, provided sanctuary to two young men, a 
draft refuser and an AWOL setviceman. 

The Supreme Court, in U.S. v. O'Brien, by a seven to one vote, 
upheld the draft card burning amendment to the draft law which 
was enacted by Congress in 1965. 

Senator Robert Kennedy was assassinated in Los Angeles after 
having won the California Democratic Party Primary Election. 

General Westmoreland was sworn in as the Anny Chief of Staff. 

Nine AWOL servicemen were given sanctuary in the Howard 
Presbyterian Church, San Francisco. 

Two draft refusers were given sanctuary in the Unitarian 
Universalist Church, Buffalo, New York. On 19 August, the police 
and FBI arrested nine of the demonstrators at the church, including 
the two draft refusers. 

The Soviet Union invaded and occupied Czechoslovakia. 

25-29 August 1968: The Democratic Party National Convention took place in Chicago. 

12 October 1968: 

14 October 1968: 

17 October 1968: 

Mass demonstrations against the Vietnam War and the draft were 
suppressed by Mayor Daly. 

Several hundred active duty servicemen took part in an anti-war 
march in San Francisco. 

Twenty-seven prisoners in the stockade at The Presidio, San 
Francisco, launched a sit-down strike in protest of the shooting of 
a fellow prisoner. 

Presidential candidate Richard Nixon promised in a radio address 
to move toward an all-volunteer armed force once the Vietnam War 
was over. 

5 November 1968: Richard M. Nixon was elected President. 

14 November 1968: The fourth and last national draft card tum-in took place. 



20 January 1969: 

29 January 1969: 

20 March 1969: 

27 March 1969: 

10 April 1969: 

13 May 1969: 

5 June 1969: 

6 June 1969: 

6 August 1969: 
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Richard M. Nixon was sworn in as the 37th president of the United 
States. 

President Nixon sent a memorandum to Secretary of Defense 
Melvin Laird which stated his intention to establish an all-volunteer 
armed force and instructed the Secretary to prepare a plan for a 
transition from the draft to an all-volunteer armed force. 

At Fort Jackson, Columbia, South Carolina, twenty-seven 
servicemen were arrested for attending an anti-war meeting. 

President Nixon announced the appointment of the Commission on 
an All-Volunteer Armed Force (the Gates Commission), which was 
to " ... develop a comprehensive plan for eliminating conscription 
and moving toward an all-volunteer armed force." The commission 
was to submit its report in early-November 1969. 

Secretary Laird appointed the Department of Defense's Project 
Volunteer Committee, which was chaired by Roger T. Kelley, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower & Reserve Affairs), to 
develop a program to move toward an All-Volunteer Force. 

President Nixon sent a special message to Congress to amend the 
draft law to: (1) Change the order of call from an oldest first to a 
youngest first, (2) Reduce the period of prime draft vulnerability 
from seven years to one year, (3) Select those actually drafted 
through a random (lottery) system, (4) Continue student deferments 
with the understanding that the year of maximum vulnerability 
would come whenever the deferment expired, and (5) Allow 
graduate students to complete the full academic year in which they 
were ordered for induction. 

A rebellion broke out in the stockade at Fort Dix, New Jersey, 
after prisoners had been made to stand in the hot sun for five 
hours. 

President Nixon announced a new program of youth advisory 
committees to provide information/feedback to State Selective 
Seivice System Directors. 

In Honolulu, about three dozen AWOL servicemen were given 
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sanctuary at four churches and at the University of Hawaii. 

27 August 1969: In the New York Times, James Reston reported the refusal of 
soldiers in Company A, 196th Light Infantry Brigade, to continue 
fighting in the Songchang Valley, South Vietnam. 

19 September 1969: President Nixon announced that the programmed draft calls for the 
months of November and December would be cancelled, and that 
the call for the month of October would be phased over the final 
quarter of the year. President Nixon also stated that if Congress 
did not act on his proposed reforms of the draft law (see 13 May 
entry above) he would take unilateral action through an Executive 
Order. 

20 September 1969: A White House Conference on the draft was conducted, involving 
some 500 student leaders. 

30 September 1969: Hearings were begun by the Special Subcommittee on the Draft, 
House Armed Services Committee, on H.R.14001, the 
Administration's bill to pennit a lottery selection of draftees. 

10 October 1969: General Hershey was called to the White House for a personal 
meeting with President Nixon. Hershey was relieved as Director 
of Selective Service and given a new role as Presidential Advisor 
on Manpower Mobilization Policies. 

15 October 1969: Vietnam Moratorium Day, which included a large protest 
demonstration in Washington, was declared by the National 
Movement Against the War organization. In a town near Camp 
Pendleton, South Carolina, 500-700 active duty Marines led a 
parade down main street. 

30 October 1969: H.R. 14001 was approved by the House of Representatives. 
President Nixon voiced his regret that the Democratic leadership 
in the Senate decided to not consider his draft reform legislation 
until the next year, and urged the Senate to reconsider their 
decision. 

3 November 1969: President Nixon outlined his Vietnamization program and the 
withdrawal of American combat forces from South Vietnam. 
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8 November 1969: Secretary Laird conducted a news briefing on the draft 
reform legislation which was being held up by the Senate. 

14 November 1969: Hearings were conducted by the Senate Armed Services Committee 
on H.R. 14001, the draft reform measure which permitted a draft 
lottery. 

26 November 1969: President Nixon signed the draft reform/lottery legislation into law. 
Nixon stated that the bill was merely one step toward his real 
objective, "a system of a completely volunteer armed force." 

1 December 1969: The first draft lottery drawing since 1942 was conducted at the 
Selective Service System Headquarters. 

14 January 1970: The Program Evaluation Group of the Defense Department's 
Project Volunteer Committee reported that an All-Volunteer Force 
was feasible if sufficient incentives were made available. 

16 February 1970: This was General Hershey's last day as Director of Selective 
Service. 

21 February 1970: President Nixon received the report of the Commission on the All-
Volunteer Armed Force (Gates Commission). 

24 March 1970: At a meeting of the National Security Council, President Nixon 
decided that the Administration would move toward an All-
Volunteer Force, but that the draft law's induction authority would 
have to be extended beyond its expiration date of 1 July 1971. 

6 April 1970: 

23 April 1970: 

30 April 1970: 

Dr. Curtis W. Tarr was sworn in as Director of Selective Service. 

In a special message to Congress, President Nixon announced the 
Administration's decision to seek military pay raises and an 
extension of the draft beyond 1 July 1971, and to move toward 
ending the draft. President Nixon also issued Executive Order 
11527, which eliminated deferments for occupation, agriculture, 
and paternity. 

President Nixon announced that the Cambodia Campaign, a cross-
border operation into Cambodia to eliminate Vietnamese 
Communist santuaries, had begun. 
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4 May 1970: At Kent State University, in Ohio, the tragedy of National 
Guardsmen opening fire on demonstrating students occurred. Four 
students were killed and nine were wounded. 

19-21 May 1970: The founding conference of the Union for National Draft 
Opposition took place at Princeton, New Jersey. 

15 June 1970: The Supreme Court, in a five to three vote in Welsh v. U.S. (398 
U.S. 333), held that persons objecting to war because of deeply 
held moral or ethical beliefs were entitled to conscientious objector 
exemption, even if any religious basis for the belief was expressly 
disavowed. 

1 July 1970: The second draft lottery was held. 

22 July 1970: Senator Hatfield, joined by Senator Goldwater and eleven other co-
sponsors, introduced an amendment to the Military Appropriations 
Bill which would implement the recommendations of the Gates 
Commission. The proposed amendment was defeated on 25 
August. 

14 August 1970: The Defense Department's Project Volunteer Committee submitted 
its report, Plans and Actions to Move Toward an All Volunteer 
Force, to the Secretary of Defense. 

12 October 1970: Secretary Laird informed the Secretaries of Military Departments 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the "goal is to 
reach zero draft calls by the end of Fiscal Year 1973." 

13 October 1970: General Westmoreland announced in a speech to the Association 
of the U.S. Army that the Army would leave "no stone unturned" 
to reach a volunteer force. 

25 October 1970: U. General George Forsythe, Jr., was appointed Special Assistant 
for the Modem Volunteer Army (SAMV A) and reported directly 
to General Westmoreland and Secretary of the Army Resor. 

30 November 1970: General Westmoreland, at the Army Commanders' Conference, 
emphasized the changes to be made in the Anny to move in the 
direction of the Modem Volunteer Army. 
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28 December 1970: Secretary Laird approved a $1.5 billion Project Volunteer program 
for Fiscal Year 1972. 

December 1970: The First Annual Joint DoD Recruiting Conference was held to 
plan for the expansion and strengthening of Recruiting Services. 

De.cember 1970: Representative L. Mendel Rivers died. He was succeeded as 
Chairman of the House Committee on Armed Seivices by 
Representative F. Edward Hebert. 

January 1971: The Anny reprogramed funds to initiate Project Volunteer Anny 
(VOLAR) to improve Anny service living conditions and to 
conduct a paid radio-TV advertising campaign. 

28 January 1971: President Nixon sent to Congress a legislation package of four bills 
to increase military pay, to reform the draft, to extend the draft 
induction authorization for two years, until 1 July 1973, and to 
permit the reimbursement of expenses incurred by military 
recruiters. 

2 February 1971: The Senate Armed Seivices Committee began hearings on the 
Administration's bills related to the All-Volunteer Force. 

23 February 1971: The House Armed Seivices Committee began its hearings on the 
Administration's bills. The hearings were concluded on 11 March. 

February 1971: The Anny began its offer of attractive new enlistment options: 
unit-of-choice, geographic area of choice, school, and career field 
of choice. 

March 1971: The Army began its paid radio-TV advertising campaign. 

1 March 1971: A bomb exploded in the U.S. Capitol building. 

25 March 1971: A bill which had been re-drafted by the House Armed Seivices 
Committee (H. R. 6531) was introduced on the floor of the House. 

1 April 1971: The House passed H.R. 6531, approving most of the 
Admiajstration' s program but doubled the Administration's 
recommendations for increased compensation. 
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18-24 April 1971: Led by the "Vietnam Veterans Against the War," approximately 
2,300 Vietnam veterans participated in "Dewey Canyon m, a 
military incursion into the country of Congress." The 
demonstrations and marches in Washington by the veterans was 
followed, on 24 April, by a massive rally in Washington of an 
estimated 175 ,000 persons organized by the National Peace Action 
Coalition. This demonstration, which was a mass march from the 
Ellipse down Pennsylvania Avenue to the Capitol, was believed to 
be the largest rally ever held at the Capitol. 

26 April-5 May 1971: The largest sustained mass protest against the Vietnam War took 
place in Washington. After several days of increasingly violent 
acts, some 10,000 persons were arrested in the last three days of 
protest rallies. Some 1,200 were arrested on the Capitol steps on 
the final day. 

24 June 1971: 

1 July 1971: 

1 July 1971: 

30 July 1971: 

4 August 1971: 

The Senate passed an amended version of the House bill and 
reduced the compensation provisions to the level of the 
Administration's proposal. Attached to the bill was an amendment 
of Majority Leader Senator Mike Mansfield which delared that it 
was U.S. policy to withdraw American troops from Indochina 
within nine months of the passage of the bill. 

Robert F. Froehlke succeeded Stanley R. Resor as Secretary of the 
Anny, who had held the appointment for a record-breaking six 
years, from 7 July 1965. 

Under the Fiscal Year 1972 budget, new funds became available 
for the All-Volunteer Force (i.e., an action which did not require 
legislative authority). 

The House and Senate conferees agreed on a compromise bill to 
extend and reform the draft and to increase compensation to $2. 4 
billion. The Mansfield amendment was modified to make it a sense 
of Congress that American troops should be withdrawn from 
Indochina as soon as practicable in the future. 

H.R. 6531, the draft extension bill, was approved by the House of 
Representatives, 297-108. 

21 September 1971: After intense lobbying by the Administration to prevent H.R. 6531 
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from being recommitted to the House-Senate Conference Committee 
and an attempt to filibuster the bill was prevented, the Senate 
approved the bill by a vote of 55-30. 

28 September 1971: President Nixon signed the Military Draft Extension bill (HR 6531-
- Public Law 92-129). The legislation extended the authority to 
draft until 30 June 1973, ended undergraduate deferments, 
implemented a direct national draft call, and provided substantial 
increases in entry level pay. The goals of a zero draft and an All-
Volunteer Force were now achievable. 

September 1971: The Air Force began offering a guaranteed school-of-choice in 
return for a six-year enlistment. 

5-6 October 1971: The Second Annual Joint Recruiting Conference was held at 
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas. The conference was attended by 
Mr. Roger T. Kelley, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower 
& Reserve Affairs), and Dr. Curtis Tarr, Director of Selective 
Service. 

December 1971: The Office of Management and Budget limited the Fiscal Year 1973 
Project Volunteer budget to a continuation of the existing program; 
an expansion of the program was disapproved. 

24 January 1972: In his annual budget message to Congress, President Nixon stated: 
(1) the authorized troop level in Vietnam would be reduced from 
549,500 in January 1969 to 69,000 as of May 1, 1972, and (2) 
draft calls were to be reduced from a Vietnam War high of 382,000 
to 94, 000 in Calendar Year 1971. 

11 January 1972: At the Defense Department, a Central All-Volunteer Force Task 
Force was appointed to furnish staff assistance in the A VF effort. 

March 1972: The Special Pay Act of 1972, which was designed to solve special 
manning problems of the A VF, was introduced in Congress; the 
bill never got out of committee. 

May 1972: The Ground Combat Enlistment Bonus was initiated in the Army 
and Marine Coips. 

June 1972: General Westmoreland, ending his tour of duty as Army Chief of 
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Staff and retiring, recommended in a letter to President Nixon 
that the Selective Service law be retained for use when needed. 
"Such standby authority would serve as an incentive for 
enlistments ... keep the draft mechanism alive, and enable the 
President to ensure that a cross-section of America is represented 
in its Armed Forces. The actual use of the draft authority under 
such conditions would, I believe, be so limited that it would not be 
onerous." 

June 1972: Rear Admiral (later Vice Admiral) Emmitt Tidd was appointed 
Commander, Naval Recruiting Command, to reverse a downward 
trend in Navy recruiting. 

August 1972: Congress approved $14 million in supplemental funds for Navy 
recruiting and advertising. 

28 August 1972: A public statement was made by President Nixon about the progress 
being made toward establishing an All-Volunteer Force. Nixon 
stated that it would not be necessary for his Administration to 
request an extension of the draft authority from Congress beyond 
July 1, 1973. The President stated that he was to meet with 
Secretary Laird and the Youth Advisory Board of the Selective 
Service System at San Clemente to discuss Secretary Laird's report 
on the progress being made toward an All-Volunteer Fore. 

September 1972: Congress passed the Uniformed Services Health Professions 
Revitalization Act of 1972, authorizing the creation of a medical 
university for the Services and an increase in medical school 
scholarships. 

December 1972: The last draft call was issued. 

January 1973: A Medical Task Force was appointed at the Defense Department 
to prepare a detailed plan for achieving an all-volunteer Health 
Force. 

27 January 1973: Secretary Laird was replaced as Secretary of Defense by Elliot 
Richardson. 

19 February 1973: The Army limited its level of non-graduates from high school to 
30 percent of accessions. 



March 1973: 

27 March 1973: 

31May1973: 

1 July 1973: 

May 1974: 

June 1974: 
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Secretary of Defense Elliot Richardson announced that the 
Department of Defense did not need to renew the draft authority. 

General Hershey retired. 

Roger T. Kelley resigned as Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Manpower & Reserve Affairs). He was replaced by William 
Brehm, but not until September 1973. 

The authority to draft under the current law expired. 

Congress passed the Unifonned Services Bonus Act of 1974. 

The All-Volunteer Force was considered to have achieved a 
sustaining basis. 
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"the ec.pulaoty draft ta f.ar .ore t:Jplcal of 
totalttarlan uttona than of d..ocratic utiona. 
-ih• theory Hh1nd it lud.9 d.inctl7 to 
totaU.tart.m.... tt t• abaolute.17 oppo11ed to the 
pd.nctplee of ln4lY1dua1 liberty which haw 
at.rays been couldered a part of AMn.can 
~·CJ'·" 

Senator llobert A. Taft. 1940 

Deepite the fact that the draft wae reca.t17 ezcended for another four 

years, lt continuu to t.e a highly ecmt:rOftnlal u1ue that l• of direct, 

bnediate importance co 1ltera117 tens of million.a of Americana. If the 

Vletnma war continua and draft calls ucalate, t.t proad.1ea to become a 

topic of tncreulng importance to 111Dre and .ore people. 

the drafting of th• ,.outh of our country conatl~tea two yura of lavoluntary 

aenitud.e to the State. It ta tubd.cable to the 'baaic principles of freedom 

that are the -.rat foundationa of our" l.epubllc. In the paa t it bu been 

tolerated reluctantly by many people only becau.1e u~ bu been thought to be 

ab•olutel7 necuaary to pr .. erve and protect the national aecurity of the 

1Jlllte4 Sta.tu. Hany r ... ona haw hen gl"f'Cl vhy we ... t -.tutaln the aaft, 

kt the two fund•ental we CODCC11 (1) the ecoDOlld.c wt of aban40Dbg it 

and. (2) the effec~ each a moTe llight haw on our ld.llt&Q' effeetlwaua. 
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In hb open.big nmarb on the draft hearlnga ln 1966, the lnfillcntlal 

chairman of the Al:med Sent.cee Co.d.ttee, L. HeDclel I.inn of. S.outh ca.roU.na, 

•tac:.d: " ••• cteaplt• the fact that the phlloeopti,. of eoucrtptlon la tld.mleable 

to our i. .. tc coacept of in41.S.4ual fnedam, we u a aatlon recognise dult the 

altnu.tiwa ca -.17 result In Jeopardising oar u.d.onal MCUd.ty. .. .Perhap1 

lt would t.e poulbla to .Untatn a complete17 wluntu)' prof•aional .tlltuy 

fore• of three ld.llion MD bJ' providing ... alw lDcreuea in their aoepen.1ationa. 

Bowner. theae eoet• woulc! be ut:ronoad.cal ... " 

To 909t .an the moral cue aplnat the draft ii clear and beyond queatlcm. 

the af.atence of a draft ralae1 cllffieult qUuttona. ilhy ahould aome 9leD be 

forced to aern, when others an eampt? Why ahould aome men be forced to 

•acrifice two of the moat blportaat yeara of their tiwa to ri•k poallble ad.tdng 

am death, ao that th• great -Jor:lt:J' of the people..,. puraue their ova. interuta, 

••f• and ••cure? 
In prhelple there la a clear .,.,. out of thl• 411..a; 110 one bu any duty 

to aern the State, no one abould be force4 'bJ' othen to make aacr1ficea or rl1k 

1*U.l7 ham for their kneflt. One of the pu.t pd.ociplea of the "Vatted State• 

govuwut ll the ldea that dMI gcnawut aenu the people (all the people)• 

eot that the people aene the goyerwt. 'J.'he bJ to effectuatillg thla principle 

tn the llilitaJ apbere lie• in the ultimate utablbbment of a modern, bighly-

tralned umd force of ccmpetent profeaaicmala, etaffed completely by wlunteera. 
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Virtually all wi would. agree that such a coana ii the. risht era.a, but 

M11J' haw atneere Muha that tt la a pr.ctlcat oae. 42.beae fe&n are oo longer 

jmtified. beet atu41• by nUahl• espata now lhov el~ly that tt u 
wlthl.1l our power t» alild.nate t:bla 1.ut -...tlge ef ilrfoluntuy •enitac!e without 

wakalng our u.tlonal .. fwu, without ~ "•tzooold.eal" ~ta. To 

the eont:rC'J'• lt la U.Jr.ety that our •tlonat ct.fens• wioutct be etrengthened., 

ancl that the additional coet would be retattwty 1111.tl. 

t'he Effect on National Sec:ur1 ty 

OUr current rellance on the draft bu rMu1te4 tu an &med force that 

inc1u4.. a alpificant DUllbu of waen. tard.eularly in the •1t.1te4 rmb, vho 

don't want to lie ehere, who grudgingly lean enough to "get by," and who leave 

aa eoon .. poeel'ble. 41'be clumgiDg nature of military atrategy and t:edmology 1• 

waJd.ng large ...... of 111m 1IDn obaolep; .ore and .are w need htgbty apecialt.zed 

MD, with utenal'ft u.tatmg and. a::ped.ence, to operate our aopblatlcate4 weapona 

ayat... By nlyt.ng on the draft, w haw deftloped a aae4 force wld.cb l• 

cbarac~ by a high IMl'ber of truuea a4 tnapertence4 mo mo aut canatautty 

1>e nplaeec!. 
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Pully 93 percent of clrafteu lane the mf.U.ta:y u llOOO·U poe1lble, 

-4 their apenatw tntm.ng la laqel7 wated. 111 the &nrr lippndllately 

70 percmt of the •U.atecl ma turn U.1 tbllll tw ,.ar• ~eace. Accord.1ng 

to Brig. Ceaua1 LJ'llD S.S.th. "Aa •oon u w an ola to .,_.ta a a mit, the 

tra1M4 Mn 1Mw mcl w baw to •tart all ewr qaln." 

ru1 altuatlon wu.14 not ed.at wUh a atl..,lanteer u.4 force. Aoeordtng 

~o the Depart::ment of Defenae1 people who •1t•t are flw ts.u aa lf.bly to 

ftenlf..lt u 4rafteu. An ..- force of wlunteen wu14 baw • higher puc•tage 

fwer of our wt aperlmce4 p•arnl wa1.4 tae tle4 down u trd.ld.ug tutruct:ora. 

ladf.'flclual fighting unlta would eot be nbject to eonatat t:unoftr wltbtn 

their rab. Hen who an malciag the ld.lltary •caner wou.lct be ...-king toge~er 

for 1.oog pertode of time, and wulcl dn'alop into a elose•btt, efficient tum. 

Highly trainee! sped.altata would 1te far wore U.bly to atay tn th• atU.tary and 

uttliae their ald.1111 la. the clefeue of the comtry. A 1dgb17 tralnecl, blghly 

110tlwte4 tw of pzofu•loul•, al:l11e4 tn the techt:dcal upecta of 9IOCluDher 
. \ 

•boald 1>e - .. 6'r .an - • far wore •~fectlw ftahtlna force• A goo4 ncct 

~le of ncb a force la ltlraata pf.ct:o4\aptaat wf.calt7 anacer forcas 

who ;rtt• berf'f.17 arM4 wt.th the lamst ~· tt.y· •---era.tea etearly the 
! ·. \ 
~ of tndtYlclual ability an4 .,~..,ti.on b their 41Uick TWt of the Arab•. 
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1he Male ftUOD 1lhJ the d.raft ta .... AJ:J today U •imply that W 

haft DOt M9D willing to pay wen ne1on11bl7 fair WI•• to our men ta the 

911.lttary. Dud.Dg Id.a tint tour of 4uty in th• .S.lttarr an enllated Mn earn• 

only the eqai•lent ef $2,400 a ,..er, tnctuc!tag alt IHmefl.ta. Hi• baae pay 

at:arts at about $'1 a month. Vhm .. ..,. •la.ft wa• we ehould not be aurprtaed 

that we must raort to the practice of brfoluntary ••nitac!e. 

Policemen prouct • fraat. d.ol.aHtic crf.mf.nala, en"Yf.ceaMm protect ua from 

ec..tgn cd.minala. If w sudd.enly lwered the atartlq pay of policemen, or 

for that -t;t:.u, CIA penomiel ancl PBI agents, to the equivalent· of. $46 a week, 

we would andouba.dly haft to draft th• alao. Perb&p1 a .re bale queatf.on 

than "Can w afford a wlunteer a:med force" la "Bow can.,. juatlfy t.he incnd.ibly 

low pay offered?" 

One deceptlw feature of the draft 1• that lt !pP!&ra to he leae costly 

than it really la. It bis hen .. tlmate4 that a tnlcal alllte4 ean eould. 

- aboat P.600 • ,._ f.n · • ct.~~ Job. 1lha tore.a to .rk for '-1,400 b1 

_ta, f..D effect, paJing a apectal ld.cWen t:ax of $1,200 -- t.vlce that paid by the 

awrage t:apqer. !be more hi• potent;tal euntnp ln ct.nu.an work, th• blgber 

'18 bidden ca. 
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the mount of wy th• federal gowuueut offers )'OUng ~n to Ub on 

a d.•kJ'. nepoaaf.bl• job l• far below tf'l• 110 called pnerty 18"1, far 1"alow 

the hourly wge Ht bT ldnf•• vage legt.atatlon. Ve pay elerk-tnl•ta tn 

Vuhington more than w pay ealbat eold.ien in Vleba-.. 'lh• •terlq lnel 

,.,. ef a eotd!.u &am the Unltlld ltatea. the rlcbeat --.try lu the wr14, ta 

Mlew tb&t of the c.Mian an4 Aailtn.Uan ncnit. 

If we iatenc:! tD etbd.ua th• draft, w -...t _,. in die tireetlcm of 

tncnutng the pay ad other bmeft.ta offered to th• military. lut bow auch 

will lt eoet? Ia the coat &ulble; or la tt ao high that • woulc! be unable 

to pay it1 nen tf w wre v11U.ng7 

In ·•tlmatlug the coats of 9IOT.l.ng to en all-wlunteer U'IDtd force, lt 

.S.11 be MCUSUJ t.o eonaf.d.er amy facmra. A 1l'Ullber of faet:ors, all of which 

U.. a 4lnct Maring on the total coat • .S.11 change -· ._.of th• "111 

tncreaae coau 1 othens VS.11 decreue coaca. 9.lbeae factors wl11 cha:age •Uml-

taueoualy; the •ninga wsat be eoaaidend. along with the .sde4 coats lu order 

eo arrbe at a eorrect •timate of the final nault. Of necla•ltJ tbeae •tiaaat•• 
wl.11 not 1»e preeltle, ht t:h.,. vtll be wurate ..,.agb for deci•t---.kf.ng 

parpoeu. 

ID US7 • Bnglan4 decided that abe could. afford. tD •' tadute tnolantary 

aervt.tude, aho1lehe4 the draft tm4 •tahliahtd an all-wlmr:.er UMCS. force. 
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'l'be eott utia&tu that follow are bued prim.rily oo the •tboda and 

uta incorporated in tm atenaiw atu41 of t:h11 tuue by the Depa't:Mat of 

Defenae. In .adittoa th.,. an euppl.._ted "1 •tni.•1 Uftlopcd by Valter 

Ol, a Profuaor ef lcora.S.ca •t 111.tlMter Uaiftrllty. ProfMaor Oi ta • 

•apovu expert who w.a a ..,. eooaultant to the Departwa.t ef Def.we for oae 

JU.r 4urlng their • tucly. 

· On the 1-uu ef th• tut:t.mony of Hr. Hord.•, the All•l•tant Secretary of 

J>afwe for~. Hfon the a.d.ttee OD A.med Senic:ea, and. the widely 

pubU.ctsecl lntarpntatlon. of Id.a teat:lmony lay the pna1, a .Uleadlng 1.mpr .. aton 

bu been gf.'ftrl that the addltioaal co.t of a all•wlunteer UM4 force wuld 

be Ubly t9 eoet tn th• nelgbbcn:boocl of $17 to $20 blllloa.. A O&r4'fu1 reading 

of the full atudy conducted by the Department of Defenae •how that thle 

impr .. aton ta false; the actual utt.a.ted coat la far lower. 

Let ua Hgin by .. tla&ting the coet of an all•wluo.teer force of 2.65 

milllon IMm• a figure "1d.cb approxf.aatu cloeel7 the neat enrage 1 ... 1 of 

•npowei" lD the u:me4 forces. Unuual altuatlona, like J:ona, the Berlin crlals, 

a4 Vlemaaa "111 cauae t1d.a ftpre to be higher for 1hort pui.odS of time. 

Later, w will amdoa hov mch higher the costa are libl7 to go ader cond.ltiona 

each aa theae. 
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the E1timatlng P1s11dure 

'lbe: IUlber of MD nqulnd for the 4efeue of the country will be 

affected by the c1egrH of the thnat potted. to the utional aecari.ty of the 

lJDitld States, ... the lenl of ..... that -t M paid. It will be Ul-.d 

that diie milt.tar aab• tta Judpet caneerabg the lnel of ....-.r solely 

en t.11• but• of lliltta:y at:n.te11 ad 4ou eot eonaWer the ltrnl of allltary 

pay. Bowftr1 tt l1 lf.1cel7 that ld.lltary pt.,,,,.. would be llOr8 prudent in 

cat.culeting their aHda IC the coet of •applying th .. t1Ue aub•tant1al11 hlgber; 

tld.1 woulc! r•ult tu a •re efficient uae of __,over. wltb e maaequent recluctlon 

in the mmber of .en requtn61. !bu•. the fo1lowl~ cost •timatea nll be 

blued upward co aome d.egree. 

the nmaber of 9lell that vlll wlunteer for the armed. fo1:'Cea at sny glven 

lnel of pay 1• affected "7 ..,- factors. 'J.'hue would. bclu4e (1) the awabeX' 

of qualified ..- in the comaa:,., (2) the 1eve1 of pa7 for cbi.U.an work, (3) the 

lnel of anmplo,aent. (4) the pruaure earted 'by the pruenee of a draft law. 

and. (S) the degree of the threat to the aatioll&l Mcurt1:7. 

To Mst.n vi.th, &11 the Dow .fact»n ·- WI.th tlMI aceptloll of the draft --

w111 h ua--4 coutea.t. Aa•w.laa t:bat .. Med a alM4 force of 2.65 .Ulton 

men w WS.11 proceed tn the followlag -aner: (1) AaNll.Dg that th• lnel of 

atlit.&rJ pq •taJa at the eurrent lewl. w wilt. utflUte bov uny w. w could 

get on a wlunteer bula tf the 4raft 1w ..-. repealed., and. thm (2) ve WS.11 
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e1tim&te bow -.acb !!!!!. lt would coat the gowu:aerat to rd.a• the 'llUlllbeT of 

.a nqutred an4er the aa1mpt1oa of an all-wluatNr force. - -

Affume the Draft l• l.fH!led 

If the draft wn awld.enly npule4 then la little tloubt that the 

amber of a.en ln t.1J.e araad forcea wu.14 '1:op abarpl7. stwn t:be af.ad.ng lnele 

of pay. 1he pi-•ent ane4 force ll compoee4 of ~ sroup1: (1) '!'rue wlunteera, 

(2) 1.eluetmt Volunteen md (3) Draft.Ha. True wlunteera are thole vho find . 

the mlltuy an attractlw occupatlon, 9ftU at t:ba pruant low par lnel. Reluctant 

wlunteer1 are tboee tlbo elect to wluntAaer becauae they an 110tlwt~ to aom.e 

degree by the t'hnat of nn.tua117 Ming drafted. Draftffll an thoe• who are 

forced into the td.lltary. 

It abould be noted that even '1D4er 6.t:rrent conditions -- with the draft --

• eonaldera1>1e number of ....a. -.olun._.r for the armec1 force&. Vi~tall7 all die 

ml.lated aen ill the Air Force, 6e N&Y,Y and tb• Marf.ne1 are wlunteera. All 

effleen ln all lmmcba an wlat:Mn. Baaentially the Amt b th• onl.7 

kanch that u nqalnd co nly • dr&ft.e• to ftll their kltate4 rab.· During 

the ped.o4 lfff-1965, 645,000 wen ....... 117 mtand the we! fncee; 539,000 

or 84 percent of th• •tencl tbrough • wnec,. of wlan.ta:J' programa. And 

wbile it ta true that ... wn "nlactant wlunteera," the ..&jorlty wlateered 

fnel,.. 
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In late 1964, th• Department of Defwe •llZ'ftl'7td eftr 6001 000 regular 

ealiat..S penoanel m4 4l"ti.4ed wlunteen tDto true mid nlaet:ant •lunt:Mn 

on the bull of their rtlfPODH.I. It wa --.elude& that about 6% percent wre 

true wlunteara. A etld.lar am.., fo-c officers lDd.i.catec! that about 59 percent 

ef ~ wre true wlanteera. 'Dtua. appro:d.matel7 balf of our canent amed 

force ta COlpOlled of true wlunteera. 

the Addid.onal Annual Cost of Staffing an All-Volunteer Force 

'1'he moat obri.oua effect of llOV'iug to an all-wlanteer force l• the "loe1" 

of draft ... ad reluctant wlunteera. If all other facton c.atn eonatant it 

will be nec .. aary to ni•• .tlttary "1 lnela high ..-ugh to ln4uce enough 

.. to join each ,...r to wt u:npower nee4a. Bowyer, the aaetre of the anted . 
forcu alao changee ln euch a wy aa to 1"!4uce C09ts_. 'lb•• eoet niductiona 

an prillarlly aaoctattd with the •lse of the ane4 force that la mcuaarr to 

~de a particular 1ne1 of natlonal HCUd.tJ, the~ of ew nc:'l'U6ta 

uede4 each year, act. the amber of aped.ece! ._ aH4e4 u tmtnctora. 

A pud.ally draftei! amy ta ebar•tftlse4 '1 • 1d.gh .. sne of tuaoftlr; 

the Id.Per the proportion of ctraftw, the 1dgher the n.te of ~. 'lhe-

ncorda of th• DeparbMnt of t>efeue ebow that ~tat7 13 puent of thoee 
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.en W.O ~ clra!ted lene after their blctal tour' of duty l• _up; on the 

·~mi,. about tw-thlfta ef the wlunuen leaw then. 

Conlleq.atly the _... to a a11-w1URCMr fene ...,.14 neult b .. ch 

puter 1tablllt.y. '1be blgber nenltl...,,t ratee ef wlunteera wu14 ruult 

b mch s:reater atabtltty. ft• ld.gb.w nmU.st.mt rat. of wlanteua would 

neutt ln 1evar penomiel tura.onr. r..r .-i wul.4 lun t:h• llllitarJ' 9llCh 

,..ar, and thua f11¥1r IMft w.atd l>e ll..a.4 to ad.ntd.n &f1.1 gtwn 1ne1 of .-npcM!r. 

tu ad.dltion lt 1hould be aotec! that t:ha same amount of td.llt:ay protection 

eould be prodded with fewer Mn f.n a a11-wlunteer force than f.n. a partially 

c!rafted. one. At any sf.._ dme the &med fore.. are campeaed of npedneed 

wad tratneu, and lt l• the apertea.ced Mn who prod.4a the prot,..d.on. 

1.1.:aua, lf w b&Ye a armed force of, aay, 2.7 td11ton 11111t, 111114 500,000 are in 

tral.aing, our effactlw force l• only 2.2 millioo. Mn. Aeccm!lng to lrlg. 

General LJ'ftD Smith, cmar 43 percent of our Aftff la compft.ed of 11et1. v.lth lea• 

than one ,...r'• experience. V.lth a '#Olunteer force, fewer tralneu 'WU14 be 

nqulnd., cat! conaequentl7 the - lnel of effectlw anpower cau14 be pro\.ided 

with fewr men. 

At the •- d.e that the llUllber of tralMU l• be1Dg n4ucll4. th• llUlllber . 

of aped.enced .- nqulre4 to eonhct th• tratnbg ll also nctue.a. '1bill will 

further nclue• tile total .-mt of •npw nqulre4. 
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A fairly conaenatiw •tlMC. of the edclltlonal ammal.~t lnol'ftd 

ln llCrdng to an all•wluntHr UMd forca an be obtained by .. ttaatf.ftg the 

aumbet' of men nqutnd anua.117 without c.aklng tato ucount the aaTl.np from 

lower t:raiDJ.ng eoata. Pnf•aor Ol baa •t1aate4, on the bula .of the ld.atotf.cal 

ncord of 9ml who wlunt:eenc! at md.atf.ng low pay i ... ta. an4 their nen.U.stment 

ntea, that the llmbn' of nw nc:ruita DMded -.eh ,...r to uintaln an all-

wlunteer force of 2.65 ld.llton .. would be apprcncblately 362..000. 1Ma l• 

about two thlrda the maber nqutred annually with a putlally drafted force. 

1.'bla .. ts.ate 4oe1 not take into ae.count: the llblthood. that. at eoaatd.erably 

higher lnela of pay, more -.i wf.11 nenllat tn the future than ln the put; 

th11 ada1loa "111 alao blu the coat •tiaate apard. 

At u:Uting pay lnele, the 362,000 wlunteer• ftfl'd.recl wl.11 not be forth-

coad.llg. '1111• la partleul.arly true for the IZ::rzrf. where the .. tlmated asmual 

requirements would be 145.000 men, and anly 90,000 would be expected to wlunteee. 

To .. ttmate what tnenaae tn pay would be nec••U"J to locluce the required 

llUllber of MD to wlunteer, the dlffennou b curnnt wluntar,: elbtment rates 

ln wd.oua pogri.phte ngt.ou of Che UDlte4 ltatM waa WlJ'Se4 aD4 correlated . . 

with el'Ylli• oppfttmd.tiea ta each nglon tm4 ..uure4 "1 d.Ylllan pq and 

_...1o,.ent ratu. It vu foan4 that: the 1CNU the lnel of cbi.Uan· 

pay an.cl the hlgher the an-.ploJMnt: rate, Che. higher wa the wlunt&l'J 

a.U.atment rate. On ct.. buf.a of what wu eonaldered to 1-e a aigrd.fieant 



483 

etatiltf.cal corre1atton Profeuor Oi bu •tblate4 that a pay~ of 68 

percent t.r e1tate4 Mn would M eafft.eteat to attn.ct 9DOQlb wlunteen. 

!be Departwnt ef Defeue, at.ng the - teehntf1Ue, cw up with elight:ly 

blaher fPna (10 pezcent WI.th • __,1.,._t rate of 5.5 percent). 'l1ae pay 

•cal• •e4 tncl.S• (1) .... pay. (2) .-.,, p&JMllta for eubliltene•. ~ten 

an4 ant.foma, (J) the bipltd.t: ...tue ef nblltat:ence a4 quarten tf di• 

Hnlc111111 ncetw ao W7 alto.nee for thee•• act (4) the appEopd.ate 

ad Ju.at.ant for taaa. 

A 68 percat pay rd.a• vou14 lDcnue an enU.al*f .a'• armual pay during 

hi• flnt tour of duty &am $2.400 t:o $4,200 - or to about $81 a wek. ln 

..SU to aol4 a:r tJDbalance ln the total p.,. atnetun. it wa alao •tj,mated 

that current career ... who alna4y are wluateera, wu14 haw their pay ni•ed 

a nwage of 17 percent. 

'lbe pay •cale wd.ea acccmUng to the eerwl.ceman'• job and. the length of 

u.e he bu Meu. in the ••nlee; tbeee f&cton are tncoa:porate4 in the oost 

ealculattona. Vlth,.,. rah• of ltd.a order of .apd.tucle, Che~ forees 

•bould. 1te able to ... tall U::a ftfldnMDta wtth wlunteer penoanal. 

Aecor4lng to the .. fenae INdget for 1965, tbe __., eoat of actlw •uty 

,.noanel wa apprcnd.Mtel7 tU MlUoD. Ha1dng the_ WMHrJ e4juamata for 

the bt&ber pq ecal•, ad the higher ntend.on ratee. tt la •ttate4 that• 
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a11-w1unt'Ac' force of 2.&S 111.lU- MD wulcl _coet about $16 W.1U.on a ,.ar. 

'!be .. fwe lluds•t wu1c1 baYe t:D M tnernred about $4 l»lllicm a ,...r to obtain 

an all wlunteer tore. ef 1.65 td.lU. .an. Today the fe&an.1 1••erLiill'1t spends 

-.t $175 ttlllion • ,.er; '4 M.lllon .,.14 i.DcrHN maual ••1.....Utun8 Irr i ... 

than 2. 1/2 JUCent. 

tu a441~lon then ere eoad.&eraltle erdnp t:bat could be r ... U.sed tn 

uafntng coeta. If, fe eample, ~· ecttw 4'atJ' fftce e.ou.14 l»e c6t "1 only 

ftw pucmt, tlppndatel7 $800 ld.11S.oa tn ammal anlnga wuld nault, nd.uclng 

Cha llddttf.onal am.ua.1 aoat t:o $3.2 W.llloa. It ahou.14 be •tad that Ou• are 

wt llbl7 •tf.matee, enc!, u with all economic forecuta, there la some 

~t7' i:awlwd. 

the hpartme:Dt of J>efenaea own coat .. ttaau. of elild:nactag the draft 

an higher than tboae of Profeseor 01, although they an baaed on. ••entl&lly 

the - data. But nen these utt.atea do not preclude the ecODold.e fwtbtllty 

of an al1-w1antur ame4 force. IAlprGduee4 hl• la a ~ of the coat 

•tlm&tes the Depa1aent of Defenae eu1-lcte4 in J'ane, 1966. 
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Eatbaated tnenue in P.,-ro11 Coata Neceaaary 
. to Obtd.a. an All Volunteer Pore• of 2. 7 million 

(ln blllloaa of ctollare) 

L • lo,ment It.ate s.s percent 4.0 percent 
i 

! f ! . 
fQ-ulity of btimate low I but I htsh 

i 
bat high 

! . 
; :n>tal Additional Co•t : $3.67 

: : i i 
$5.42 ! $10.28 

I 

I 
•! 
i 

$S.Si i $8.34 : $16.66 

With a 5.S percent unemplo,ment rate, the additional annual cost ranges 

from $3.67 t:o $10.28 bl11lon. wt: U: •houlc:I he not:ec:I t:bat. t:heee extn .. a.re 

unlikely. their moat lltcety .. ~te. "'11cb la moat relevant. la $5.42 

ltlllion. If the unemplOJMD.t rate •hould poaatbl7 fall u low u 4.0 percea.t 

and. •taJ there, their moat likely •tlmate rt... to $8.34 bllllon. 
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!ha aboTe aoet •tf=ana1 are far ad.ntdniag a all•wlmteer force, and 

they do not tab into aceount the feet that the nnual coat wou.ld pro'babl7 be 

a-...bat blgber .aurtng Che traultloa ,.ar1. Aecod1ng to Pnf ... or: 01, thia 

feet.or """114 pt!'OMhl7 iecnue amnsat eoeta 1rJ' about $600 ld.lUon a ,.ar 

•t11 the higher nenll•t:MDt rate• of the MW wlanteen nc!uced the t:Uaber 

of uw recruita nquf.nd each ,..r. 

'1bua 1 ... durtag th• .ore apeulw trcnaltlon phaae, th• addltloDal coat 

of .. tnednpg an all-wlunteer arMd fore• of 2.65 .tllton 9811 would be in 

the range of $3.8 1d.1lton (Prof•••or Of.. 'a .. ttmate) to $6 billion (Department 

of Defense'• ••t Ubly .. dmate). 1.bere will alvqa be a degree of uncertainty 

concemf.ng th••• figuru, ht it ta bigbl7 anltbly that the aetua.1 coat would 

dniate atgntftcantl7 fram thta range. 'J:be wlde17 publlclced. additional coat• 

of llD7Wbere from $17 to $20 billion are totall7 unrultatic. For the Departmnt 

ef Defwe to at.at., u Hr. Horria 1 the Aa1latant Secnt1tr7 for Kapowr cU.4, 

that th• a44ltiona1 coata coulc! range &om $4 billion to $17 11l1U.on u comparable 

to Hr. HcHmara, when he w.a with the Ford. Hot.or tkapallJ, •t!m.~ the coat 

•f a ...., Pozd at "•amellhen Mtwen $21000 and $8,500." Defenae coat projections 

an alad.ttealy ancwtaln., ht they an aot that mcata1n., 
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The prnioua cost •tt-tea are baaed on an al'\11119C! force of Z.6S a11U.on 

.en. our Ctlrret lnel of ld.1U:ary M!'llhW•r ta cloee to S.3 idllton .en. 

ad lt _,.be rd.•ecl f.n the future. he lf t:llMe eon4td.ona oon.ttnue. an 

all-wltmteer aned force ta •till eoon.ioa11:r fwlble. For a.mple, 

Profaeor ot '• •t:t.&te of the e44f.tina1 eot1t of ..tntlbd:ng an all-wlanteer 

force of J.O 111111on .- ta $6.7 1tl1U.oa.. It abould be noted that the eoet 

•tilla.t• for hlgher lewh of -.npover are aubject to• greater degree of 

uncertduty than for lower lnel•. Por a:lrl!Pl• 1 the •timated a4dlttona1 coet 

of aalntd.ning a a11-wlmMer force of 3.S million Mn nngea frcra $8 to 

$10 bS.lU.on a ,.ar. tbua. even in. time of hiatlUtlu, •ucb u Vietn1m, the 

addttlonal coat 1• t ... lble within the context of our federa11'ud.get. 

Other Facton Affecting Costt-

there ue many other factors *1ch affect a111tar)" ..,.,_r coeca, both 

for a putiall:r clrafte4 an an all•wlunteer force, although ther wu.14 have 

a n1atlw17 hl.ghu effect an an all-wluntur force. One factor wblch la 

Ubl,. to iacrwe mllltar, •1116'¥t wta ta the lewl of el...S.llan pay. I.a 

the ltr'Nl of elft.JJ.au pay in the econam, d.aea, mtlltu:r,.,. wt ai.o lacr-e 

pnportionatel:r or an t.ncnulng abortage of manpower "111 naalt. · 'lbe 

lllportant thlDg to wtch la the dlffuad.al bea.e. d.Yl.Uan ad 9d.Utary 

•&J• !ha -2.ler t:he ~ffennttal, the .ore attractiw the mtllt:a:y ta 

t'•lattw to el'f'lllan eccupattona eel 'rice wna. 
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th• gneral 1..,,.1 of -...plo,.._c tn the eountry alao will have a 

•lpd.ft.cat effect on Mr•l'a.er ncrultamt. If unemp10)'9ellt rt.a•, td.lf .. tuy 

~atlon8 will McOM ._. attractiw and nlatlwly •re IND Will aeek t:o 
I 

~ut. the nwu•• II tra.e lf .-..plOJWlt Mla. 

// OD the other hand thee are a maber of faeton anc! ~ of action 
I \. 

. i.h.t eeuld. lover algnlftcmtly the amaat eo.t of ldlltary ~· At thb 
/ J/ • 11' ;itage lt l• 4lfft.cu1t to form any pnclae .. tfmat .. of the effect they vi11 

/ 11.nte, ht we can be ceucmab17 aure 1:bat tbeJ" "111 operate ln. the direction ' .. 
/ of reducing co.ta. Hopefully. aome utauiw ruearch Will 'be endue~ ln 

thae area.a tn the near future. 

One of the llOSt blportant ways to reduce ld.~tary aanpow.r coet8 f.1 to 

bcnu• the IWllber of gualtfied people; t:he greater th• number of people 

qualtUWd for 911.U.tai:y aervtce, the lower lld.lttary pay bu to be to attract 

u:y gf..wn maber of di•. 'J:be cambtnatton of a natural tncreue lu pppulation 

coupled VS.th a more nuoul>le. nallad.c IUl'llpOWZ' pollcy on the part of the 

aned. forces could. tncnae the IUlber of qua.Uflecl peop1e.drm~ca11y. 

Aoeord1ng to the Bureau of the eeuua. than •n approd-.tely Uf.5 

ld.1ltou wen age4 18 to ts t.n th• u111tec1 Stat• in 1965. 'lhta ff.cur• t.a 
apecbld to tncnu• to 1S.l 1d.1lton ta 19701 a4 further to 17'.2 ld.lU.on in • 
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1975. ~increase ef about SO percnt in th• ember of M'll ~ thla age 

kacket vll1 ..U it nlatlwty lea• a.t.17 t.o obtd.11 a sl'ft!l llmlbu of 

Mn for lllllt&l'J acntca. 

And while the bcnue tn population srac!uall7 -.11.orat .. th• ncruitment 

probl•, there an atapa that can be t:abn today ebat could a:pan4 the qualified 

llUIDber of people atgnlfieantly. OD• of the .aet illportlnt thtnga that could 

be c1one la eo 4.nelop • llOre •opbi•t1eate4 mental am phyalcal claulflcation 

•)'It• for potential ld.lttary ncrutta. Since the r:orean c:onntct about half 

of the .en ln the epproprtate age bracket: haw been 4taqua1lfied for allttary 

aeni.ca for vad.0ua 11e11ta11 ph,..tcal and moral reuona. ln 1964 fully ·57. 9 

percent of them were dlaqaallfie4. although the ncent preaauru of. the Vietnam 

wr have .-.ged to drop thl• abarply h about 40 percent. But nen ao tt is 

har4 to heUne that four O!"t of ta young •en tn the United States are ''unfit" 

for all k1Dda of m111tary aern.ca. 

'lb• key to eU.ad.natiq thla Ut:uatlon li•• ln the cr•tlon of a ailtiple-

1.-nl phptcal and aeotal elu•lftcatloD .,.cc. !llen S.1 ao nuon why a 

football plqer vlth a trtek De. cmmot be utlllsect ill w of die tbouand• 

of .S.Ut.UJ Jobe wen S.t . wou14 ba of ao conaequmce. hr eumple. potentlal 

.U.teea eoa14 1'e cluatfle4 in me of, aq, en lewl• •f fhrateal COD4t.tion 

and .-u.1 ahtllty. 
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Then each ld.U.tary job could M an&1JS414 ·1n ngard to ~.&agree of 

pb19f.cal fttnu• an4 MDta1 ahlU.ty required for that particular job, and 

the appropriam ualpmat eoutcl M -.de. In eoe •f the bealdd.ut societies 

ta the wor14 ... _. the illiteracy rate ta -.17 0.6 pereent, tt la U.lcaly . 

that each a poltey would produce iDcrua• of _,,,tt.ere from 50 to 1S percent 

ta the maaher of C1Ullfied aen. 

Along thl• ... llne •erloua coulderat1on abould be gi'W'el'l to ncouragt:ng 

~ to eallat ln the aftM!d forcu, enc! ftftY effort •hould be dnoted to 

detemitd.ng "1dch Job• they could band.le e4mre~tly. · v--aver. aed wry 

•ucce11fully ta VOrld Var II by the Unlte4 Statea; Iarall pro'ftd even 110re 

umatlcally a fev web ago th• lmpcn:1:ant nl• ~ can play t.n the 4efeue 

of their country. 'lhe result of •ach a potter would be to tncr ... e •d.11 further 

the number of qualified people. 

M the n\llber of people qualified for allltuJ 1em.ce tneruae4, atepa 

could aho 'be taken to lncreue the percentage of thla amber that will enU.at 

wlantar111' in the aaaed forcea at _,. sf,wn lnel o' alltaar,. ..,. • Huch aore 

attention •hou14 be glwn to th• nentDMrnt tecbnlguu ue4 1'y the amec! 

forcea. Ha.11tw prmotloe ampd.pa. 4utpe4 to aequdnt fl'lllllflecl people 

wltb the oecupatlonal an4 ed.ueatf.ou.1 epportunltl.. natl.able tn the -4 

fore•, would haft the effect of lncnuteg the ma'bar of wlunteen.- If 

1*1Pl• an aneertaf.n a1'oat what they .ay be getting into th.,- wilt be reluctant 
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a Join. In .... loping W.. po1lC7 th• .Wed eoebl of ne1!'US.e.nt •boul4 be 

wlp.d agatut tbe totential uY1Dp in •npowr: e11t1 that would mult. One 

of the Nd eona~• ef the «d.atcice of t:be eta"r•t draft law la that lt 

tea4a to create a depen4ence • lta ue, for the atllta:7 nall.M• that any 

DMda that they do DOt fulfill '-7 cat:ret ncnitlq t«'bnlquu will be ewlftly 

rurtber the llUllber of MD actuall7 nqutnc! b:r th• ...ct forca to carry 

out tbd.r obU.gat:ioaa could probabt7 be redueec! bJ a waoa efflcleat utilisation 

of -apowr: v1thln the 11!.Utuy. 'lb• uglect of tb11 area 11 ebwful. During 

the Congreaaf.on.at heartnp in Ha1, 1967, Hr. Hord.a, AHlablnt Secretary of 

Defeue for H.enpowr. nefull7 admitted, "!be ~r field, DO •• can den,., 

l• u important, lf ut Mr• important than any other upeet of our allf.tary 

etnngth. But I ncct11 found 1D cbecld.ng npen4tture• llllde for research and 

...,..10JDRC that for !'!!rt dollar •"Pt on ma:npcN!r naearch, we are •pending 

!S00,000 on wapona or •apona-nl.ated ruurch." Vbea. the t!ric• pd.d for 

...... ta flxe4, tbne la little lne•d• for the .S.1U:a1:7 to. d.note auch 

effort to Mtter utlUutian of ita tMD. tncruaM of effld.9DC7 of •lr ft.w: 

er aSs penmt could result tn eatna• of .,..n •f $1 1allU.m a ,ear. 
In eo4&J''• wor:14 there la f.m:duiag utlllsatian of e4wmce4 tAlelmoloU' 

ana equtpalen.t In the --4 fore... &a tb1a tnn.4 contlnu• there "11~ 1Nt an 

~lng nhetitutlon of ..tnneecl w•poaa QStw for nut. aenpowu:. 'lbe 
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armed force of the fuieitre pra:daaa to be aore cd 910ft characterized by 

the a::perleoced., •killed c:echniclan, and. l•H and lu• by the·touah, courageous . 

foot •o14iar. Aa tbu• ..,,.lopmenta progr .. • there will be .a grdual reduction 

tn the tnmber of MD required for any glwn. 1"81 of td.1U:ary protactton. 

1.'bua, daere a• aany blportant coura• of .ction that can be taken 

to4ay u aubatantlal17 nduce the coet of td.lltary manpower. hr~ one of 

the llOlt lronic eonaaquencu of tb• ed.ltence of the draft IJI that lt tend.a 

to perpetuate and eampound t:he wry •ituatlon that foma 9llCb of the rationale 

for lta uae. 

The Remaining Object.ions to an All-Volunteer Armed. Poree 

(1) We Can't Be Absolutely Sure It Will Work 

Many people aeem to fear that our .S.U.t:uy defense• would be 

•ubjec:t to a great: d.aal of unearut.nty lf we euddenl7 repealed t:he draft an.4 

retied. on wlunteera. 'l'hey are afraid that the country td.ght 'be •ubject to 

great danger g enough me11 did not -woluateer to protect tt. 

'lhe wver here l• that ltlr,f 90'Y•ent towr4 an all-.olunteer force 

wutct h gradual. One poe•lble couna t• to repeal the 4i-eft tn prbclple and 

ilaad.t.at•ly Hgtn. to tutltut• pa7 rd.au ad other nfonla. "then. a the 

number of .- wlunteed.lag tncruaed. 4raft calla wula· be correaponcllngly 

reduced. At .... t1me ln the future - perhaps two or thn• ,...n -- the 
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ll'Umber of MD wlunl*trtng would be wore than aufficient to ... tour mtU.tary 

Dffda. At that po1nt the draft would fade tu.to the hl•tory book.I. 

At DO tt.. daring thia tranalt1on ph&H would the national 1.curlty of 

the Unltec! StatM 1»e in any greater Unger than wv.Ll exbt _..r a partially 

drafted force. Ia fact, 1Mac•111e the wluatan wuld m1t llbl7 .. b far 

110re effectf.Te fighting ... we would aped.enc• an actual lncreaae ln a!U.tary 

protection u the percentage of wlunteen gra4ual17 lncnued. 

Jloreoftl' t tf poll tlC811f MCUl&ry I I tam4bJ U&ft prori.a{OD.a t WlCh 

could onl7 be med ta. tf.mu of a:a-.e emergency, eould h dftoelope<l. Bawner, 

not onl1 would tbla be morally wrong, tt la alao U.bly to be (u ve aball 

••• •bortly) urmec .. aary am tneffectbe. 'Iba rational alternatl'ft.to -.erge'DCy 

atactb7 draft pl'O'llatona i• a powerful, tru.17 ready, acttw nanw force of 

apert.mctd, •killed aen, eupplemented by a juatlfiable eonfUmce ill the 

vllllngneaa of Americana to dJle to the defenae of their eoun~ ln t:lme of 

(2) A Volunteer Poree Lacb Flmdbllity 

A mmbar of laftuntlal people 1LaYe uaerted that an all-wlmteer 

fozce would pead.t DO na:tbtlttJ' tn t:t.. of crlau. 'J.be Pnaldent'• Battonal 

W.or.y Co-f ••lon • Selecti• serwtce, b-4e4 bf Barb Kanha1t1 •tated. 

in Pelm1n7, 1967, "'the •udden DMd for greater Dml1>fta ef MD wou14 fiDd the 
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nation without the .. ehinny to ••t 1 t. 'ro a Coad.Hlon deliberating grave 

unea of· llfe end •eath ln an atmo9pben crute4 bJ jut .nch a ndden need, 

thil la Of ONrridlg 9f.gnf.flc.ance •" !bb particular &Hertlon bu &d.ned 

fairly "14 .. pnad cn41btlU:7 • DC! la often •ed a the only rwon for 

ret•tntng the draft. For thla nuon lt la .uy illpore.mt to eumlne it 

closely.to detamlna lf than u any thru4 of juatlflc&tlon ln it. 

Vith all napeet to the !red.dent'• ConeSulon ,the oppo.lt:e of what they 

conclude ta true. nnibllity, ln the context of 111.U.tary defenae, refer• 

eo the ~Md with which a country can 1DObiltze 1.taemanpower and ruources to 

••t a aucSden, eeriOUI threat to lta national eecurlty. Iu nch a .•ltuatiou 

a draft u ueteea, and nlt.anee oa lt would place u ln danger. 

tbe pncua of conscripting a man for .S.U.tary aenlce takee, at the 

wry t ... t, weka, and,,at a tlae when btmdre41 of tbouaan4a are r~red, it 

t. lllcely to take montha. . Koreowr, a teenage draftee, •u44enly wrenched from 

hl• bme, t• going to requite •neral llOlltha of f.ntenabe t:rat.nlng to sake 

nen a pu•able ao14ler. Pait experiment• with aceelerated a•tnfng ln the 

ane4 forcM haw proven that ld.ll~ U••ntq cmmot h •acc•afully crmd 

Into a abort perlod of ttu. When tried, th• JOUtha eollapae4 undu the 

Mntal and pbyaieat •trd.11. 
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Ala4 · ~ if tt wr• •-..bow poe•1b1• to eonacrlpt and ~~n hun4reda 

of thouaada of J011D1 Mn ln u1, thrM eo four --.thl, the final neu1t 

wuld INa a a.W.. influx of tnexpul~. wk611ed aen wbO wau.14 be 41fficult 

to uai.S.1ate effectlwl1 into ear flghtiaa forces. 'lbetr contribution to 

our mlU.tu,- HCUritJ Wllld h 4ouhtM - and amr 90DtU t:oo late. 

aett.w nadt l!Hr!! force. c_,_ec! of apert--41 a1d.11ed --. W.o en be 

llHlU.sec! anc! uabd.latecl qutckly -4 effectiwl7 into the career ~ •rce. 

A brilliant ~t --.1. of the efU.caciouaula of thla procedure ws the 

llOb1U.atlon of ta ftercmt of ~ ~tin popu1atloo of tarul tu jut 48 

tao.a. If aG11ethlng cc.parable could be effectuated. in the United States• 

tt would--. the 90Ul'lting of a.n b.crec.U.ble force of !O td.11loa 9ml tn t'W 

clay•. 

Such a .,..1:em la t:h.e oal7 na.117 effec:t:l•• wa7 w tncreaae ad.lU:ary 

wpower qu.t.cUy. The •tabllalment of a all-YOlunteer nH1!"ft force, that 

wa nall7 wll•tralae4, that wa nall7 ne47, wulct accomplt.ah thf..a. 

&.ccor4t.q to the Dlpartaeat of Defmae, neh a ... aw force eou.14 M -.tntetned 

"1 the .Utttonal •~tun of $1 1tl1Uon a ,..ar. 11d.a• of com:ae, would 

Mcome a lategral tart of my .,,. toward • all•wlunteer caner --4 

fore• a4 wau14 incr••• the coet wording17. 



496 

If the ••rgency .... loped •re gradually -- gf.Ti.Dg u t1M to incriue 

Mir 9d.1111try etrangth •• •r• ateulw r.crulting efforta Ctne.1u4lng an 

aplwtS.on of the lap...Slng danger) and tncr---4 pa7 coul.ct 'be uaed. to 

gr.au&117 f..Dcr .... ~our earan- force an4 our rea47 nurw force. 

1.1ma1 a all-wla.teer aned force, nppt.....tad. by ansa11-w1unaaer 

ready nMrft1 ta mt en.17 ad.equate b Uni of fted.bllity, lt la MC.Maary. 

1h• eooclwaiaia •f the Prul.dent'a C-cnd.Hloa.1 tf widely accepted ill th• 

highut 1 ..... 11 of our gcrvunwnt, could lull u into the potentia117 danguoua 

attitude of nlJing on 4rafteee t:o ... t aad.dtm threats ~our D&tlonal 

•e.eurity. 1.be OD.ly nnus.blliy'' to be gained by bning cooacr1ptlon la the 

abilttr of the fe4cra1 goNrrnt to fore• MD into 1d.Utarr Hnice "'1.en 

theJ ccmot penuade them wlth w.lld '1'989008. 

(3) there ta Hore t>apger of a Hllttary "Take-over'' 

.l f.., poeple haft rd.sed. the •i-ct:er of a poiS•lb1e at.llt:a:y takeover 

of the .. tea States tf w •tabltab a prof•alOD&l umed force. Although the 

htatorical. ncor4 lm4 th• curren.t ettaation tn the 11Dite4 States gl."9 little, 

if_,, jatlfi.catloD for nch a !ur, lt ahou14 be a-dnec! cl0Ml7. To 

1MtgiD wt.th, ertt pota.tS.&1 llilitarJ cu.cn.r wov1d almost certaiD17 bd.ttate 

to. the top nDb of the officer corps of the --4 forces. A1a4 toaq•a 

efftcer corp1 t.a already composed ao1e1y of "'°lunteer, prof•alonat mllitn:Y 

MD. A _.. to a a11-w1unteer force 1'0Uld only affect the lowu ranb 
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of •1J.ate4 men, pard.cular1y in the Ar.my. It .... fl'd,te ~lbl,. that the 

nplacwrt of t.enq• cODHdpm with tecJ•p wlautMn 1 who ban DO 

eontrol ...r ld.Utary tolley1 wau14 aerf.eual7 9Dhace the~· of a 

llilitary t:UMNr in the Ulli.ted It.ates. If_,.. ia emcerne4 ehout tb.11, 

the proper coane wu.14 .. • wmtaati• ef tM n1at1oaa1d.p Mt.wen the 

lllllta,' -4 etTllia. autllod.t:y at the htg'beat le¥11.a. 

(4) Jt ta Not "light" t.o M Dafen4e4 by '\larcwria1" 

A lla!"Cenu:J la a am. ""° ftaht:a for anyone - ~1-• of D&tion-

a1U:y or U.01.ogy or mral CODYictlon -- for 90DeJ• To ll&ln.taf.D. that stYS.ng 

a man a f.tlr we• to perf.om a 4lfflcu1t. rf.aky Job •kM him a •...ea11ed 

.ercenuy la to ..S.rcb the 2.2 ld.lU.on Mil who carn:ntl7 C0lllp09e the wluntaer. 

pnf .. alonal nnb of oar arMc! fore.a. tt b •cate.el7 poe1lble that 

~~ld be tD41fferent .to...- th4tJ' fought for. the objection to 

to eb•cun the nal l1auea. 

(S) Ve Vould 1Mt Defen4ed bY !D &.11-Hgro Ap!4 Poree 

Alli nlactac• to be 4efade4 by Rqrou per •• la ...rt raet... 

Mor.._, • •11 Regn Ulll4 fone la ph)'stu.117 blpoa•tble. a.. ln the 

1d.ch17 anl.Uraly nent that &11 41Ul.Uie4 Regroe1 wlmcauect. the •Jorit:J of 

the aM4 foreM would attll M wblte. On the othet' lum4, lt h poHlble, 

.._ likel7 • that & nlatlwl7 ldgber peroentap of ltqroM wu1d. el.lat . . 
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Wluntarlly • Wt they would only c1o M f..f they found it to their adyatage. 

M h'Ofeaaor Kilton Priec1mml put lt, "Clearly, it I.I a pod thing, not a 

Md thins, to offer better altenLattw. eo the aurnntly 41.Ndwntaged •••• 

Our 1on1:wt 8bau1d dJ.acd.ld.aate a.either in the d.¥1.1 mr tu the ld.U.tary 

aem.eu." 

(6) It Mould ht 1'.PO!lf.ble to Get t:h• tight Mn For th• light Job• 

Obtalrd.ng the appropriate w for Jartlcular Jobi 11 a taclmJ.cal 

aanpower problm ehat bu already been aol'ftd admirably with wlunteen by 

, our Nny, our Alr Force, our Had.nu, and our officer corpa f.11 all branchea 

of the a:med fozcea. l'or job8 that are nlattwly 4tfficult: fo fill, 

appropriate edjustatnt in pq and. other lncentl"fU would be Dade u they 

an 'being Mda today. for eumpl11 with 4octora. 

(7) In Time of Gnat: Danser Hen Ba'Ye to be Forced to Fight 

If there nu waa a aarloua threat to the national •ecurl ty of 

the -ted Statea, .u would be atrongly motlw.ted to fight to defen4 their 

Uwa • their t.d.U.••, a4 their proper: t7. J'uc!gSng &ca our a:pulnce ln 

pd.or time• of great •tree•, lt t• llbly that then wu.ld be far .ore 

wlunteen than could be tncorporate4 uafully into a effactlw ft.ghttug 

force. 
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ONr a •t.nded period the Md.idonal cmual llOet. ef ~ ~11....olunt.eer 

cM4 force, tncladlng an all-wlunteier aetlw na4J nsaw.- would 90lt 

lt1r:a1y ..,.. ... llbout $5 ld.lU.on a ,.ar: ..-. the 11Ht Ubly -~~· of 

the Depan.eDt of DefenH plcea lt -11 aU.ghtly ld.gber at $7 MlU.on a 

,.ar. therefon, beewe tt u W'&l an4 fair, '-e&UM tt tnc:nuM our 

utloaat Mcurlt:J, aD4 hew• it t• ec--.t.ca117 fwlble, w aboa.14 utabllah 

a wlunteer aaed force that will offer the )'Olml people of our eoanay ehe 

apportmd.tr to pard.c:lpate in her def9D8e With Uplty, wltb honor, end a 

free eesi. 



500 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

(1) Bruce J:.. t1iapun. The Vrong Man tn thd.form; Our Ullfd.r 11114 Obtlolete 
! !!!!n •• And How Ve Can ll!place t t. Trident Preis•, Rev York, 196 7. 

(2) "Bnlev of t:ba .AArdnS.•tratlon me!. Operattoa of tbe Belectt:n sem.ce 
SJ9tma", 11A1a.rlraga \.efon the Cormd.nee •A.med Sen:l.ca, Bowle of 
llepruatatlwa, Elght,-Nlath Congr .. 1 1 8econ4 Seaat.oa., ~une 22-24, 
28-30, 1966. 

(3) "Extwloll of the Vlllwnal. Hllttary Trd.Ding an4 hrttce Aet'', Bearlngs 
before the Coaaitte• on ADle4 Sentcu, Boaae of bpreHDtatiwa, 
Nhled.eth Cortgnaa, Pint s ... 1.on, Hay 2-s, 9-11, 1967. 

(4) ''Millta:y Selectiw sentce Act of 196r' • Houa• of ltepr•entatiw.s. 
Report of the Coad.ttee on Amed Serricea, IAport No. 267, May 18, 1967. 

(Sj "In Purauit of Equity: Vho Serwa Vb.en Not AU SenreT" • bport of the 
National Advt.any COmmlaaloa. oa. Seltaetlw Se'J:'.'f'i.ce1 February, 1967. 

(6) "ctTl.U.an W•or.r Panel on Military Hanpover Procur• mt", Bowle of 
llepreeentati'ftl, l.eport to the cc..d.ttee an A:rmed Sent.cu, Ninetieth 
Congress, !'int S••lcm, Febiuary 2.8, 1967. 

(7) "the Economic Colt of the Draft" by Vatter 01, Amen.can Eeonoad.c lleri.ew. 
Papen and Proceedings, Hay, 1967, pp. 39-62. 

(8) "l'h• Supply of Hill ta.ry Peraotmel t.n the Abaence of a Draft" by Stuart 
Altman, Brown Ulllwnlty am Alan Fechter, lbatibste for Defense Analyaes; 
American Ecooomic I.win, Papn:a and Pr:ocwtnga, Hay. 1967. pp. 19-31. 

-(9) "the Du'bloua Need for a Draft''• by Vatter 01. P&'of•aor of ECO'llOID.lca. 
beheltwr Unlwnlt:J. eonaulblat for the Office of the '-•latftllt 
SecretuJ of t>efmae fEm June, 1964 to J'u17, lt6S, (9UIDUlcr1pt). 

(10) "'Jhe Case Por A Vo1unta!7 Anf1" • Hilton Pd.man, '1he Rev Guarcl, Hay, 1967. 
pp. U-16. 

(11) "Our Azclud.c Draft", ltwtHll Urk, The Bft Gua'r41 Hay, 1967, P• 11. 



APPENDIXC 

NIXON 
SPEAKS 

OUT 

Major Speeches and Statements 
by 

Richard M. Nixon 
in the 

Presidential Campaign of 1968 

501 
Nixon-Agnew Campaign Committee 
450 Park Avenue 
New York, N. Y. 



502 

THE ALL-VOLUNTEER 
AR.l\IBD FORCE 

I speak tonight about a matter important to us all, hut especially to 
young Americans and their parents. 

I refer to compulsory military service--or, as most of us know it, "the 
draft." 

We have lived wiih the draft now for almost thirty years. It was started 
during the dark uncertainty before the Second World War, as a temporary, 
emergency measure. But since then we have kept it--throug_h our ordeals 
in Korea and Vietnam, and even in the years of uneasy peace between. 

·We have lived with the draft so long, in fact, that too many of us now 
accept it as normal and necessary. 

I say it's time we took a new look at the draft-at the question of per· 
manent conscription in a free society. 

If we find we can reasonably meet our peacetime manpowe~ needs by 
other means-then we should prepare for the day when the draft can be 
phased out of American life. 

I have looked into this question very carefully .. And this is my belief: 
once our involvement in the Vietnam war is behind us, we mov~ toward an 
all-volunteer armed force. 

This .means, that just as soon as our reduced manpower requirements 
in Vietnam will permit us to do so, we should stop the draft and put our 
Selective Service structure on stand-by. 

For the many years since World War II, I believed that, even in peace-
time, only through the draft could we get enough servicemen to defend our 
nation and meet our heavy commitments abroad. o,~er these years it seemed 
we faced a Hobson's choice: either constrict the freedom of some, or endan· 
ger the freed~m of all. 

But conditions have changed, and our needs have changed. So, too, I 
believe, our defense manpower policies should change. 
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Tonight, I would like to share with you some of the reasons why I think 
this is so. 

First, let me talk about what we cannot do. 

First of all, we must recognize that conditions in the world today 
require us to keep a powerful military force. Being prepared for war is 
our smest guarantor of peace. While our adversaries continue to build up 
their strength, we cannot reduce ours; while they continue to brandish the 
sword, we cannot lay aside our shield. 

So any major change in the way we ~btain military manpower must 
not keep us from maintaining a clearly superior military strength. 

In the short run we need also to recognize the limits imposed by the 
war in Vietnam. However we might wish to, we can't stop the draft while 
we are in a major war. 

What we can do-and what we should do now-· is to commit ourselves 
as a nation to the goal of building an all-volunteer armed force. 

The arguments about the draft center first on whether it's right, and 
second, on whether it's necessary. 

Three decades ago, Senator Robert Taft declared that the draft "is 
absolutely opposed to the principles of individual liberty which have always 
been considered a part of American democracy." 

I feel this way: a system of compulsory service that arbitrarily selects 
some and not others simply cannot be squared with our whole concept of 
liberty, justice and equality under the law. Its only justification is com· 
pelling necessity. 

The longer it goes on, the more troublesome are the questio~ it raises. 
Why should your son be forced to sacrifice two of the most important years 
of his life, so that a neighbor's son can go right along pursuing his interests 
in freedom and safety? Why should ·one young American be forced to take 
up military service while another is left free to make his own choice? 

We all ha\•e seen, time and time again, how hit-or-miss the workings 
of the draft are. You know young people, as I do, whose lives have been 
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disrupted first by uncertainty, next by conscription. We all have seen the 
unf aimess of the present system. 

Some say we should tinker with the present system, patching up an 
inequity here and there. I favor this too, but only for the short term. 

But in the long run, the only way to stop the inequities is to stop using 
the system. 

It does not work fairly-and. given the facts of American life, it just 
can't. 

The ineqUity stems from one simple fact-that some of our young 
people are forced to spend two years of their lives in our nation's defense, 
while others are not. It's not so much the way they're selected that's wrong, 
as it is the fact of selection. 

Even now, only about 40 percent of our eligible young people ever 
serve. As our population grows, and the manpower pool expands, that 
percentage will shrink even further. Ten years ago about a million men 
became of draft age each year. Now there are almost two million. 

There has also been a change in the armed forces we .need. The kinds 
of war we have to be prepared for now include not only conventional war 
and nuclear war, but also guerrilla war of the kind we are now expe-
riencing in Vietnam. 

In nuclear war huge ground armies operating in massive formations 
would he terribly vulnerable. That way of fighting, where nuclear weapons 
are in use, is a thing of the past. 

An all-out non-nuclear war, on the other hand-that is, what we knew 
before as large-scale conventional war-is hard to see happening again. 
Of course, a sudden Soviet ground attack from Eastern Europe could mix 
Soviet forces with the p0pulations in the West and thereby prevent swift 
resort to nuclear weapons. But even in this situation a massing of huge 
ground units would be impossible because of their nuclear vulnerability. 
So again. even this kind of struggle would break up into smaller unit actions. 

In a guerrilla· war of the Vietnam type, we face something else entirely. 
Here we need a highly professional, highly motivated force of men trained 
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in the techniques of counterinsurgency. Vietnam has shown us that success 
in such wars may depend on whether our soldiers arc linguists and civil 
affairs specialists, as well as warriors. Also, the complex weapons of mod-
em war demand a higher level of technical and professional $kill. 

Of course, we will still need conventional forces large by standards of 
only a few decades ago to guard our vital interests around the world. But 
I don't believe we will need them in such quantity that we cannot meet our 
manpower needs through voluntary enlistments. 

Conscription was an efficient mechanism for raising the massive land 
armies of past wars. Also, it is easier-and cheaper--simply to order men 
into uniform rather than recruiting them. But I believe our likely military 
needs in the future will place a special premium on the services of career 
soldiers. 

How, then, do we recruit these servicemen? What incentives do we off er 
to attract an adequate number of volunteers? 

One kind of inducement is better housing, and better living conditions 
generally. Both to recruit and to retain the highly skilled specialists the 
services need. military life has to be more competitive with the attractions 
of the civilian world. ,__ - --

The principal incentives are the most obvious: higher pay and increased 
benefits. 

The military services are the only employers today who don't have to 
compete in the job market. Supplied by the draft with the manpower they 
want when they want it, they've been able to ignore the laws of supply and 
demand. But I say there's no reason. why our military should be exempt 
from peacetime competition for manpower, any more than our local police 
and fire departments are exempt. 

A private in the American army is paid less than a $100 a month. 
This Is a third of the minimum wage in the civilian economy. Now to this 
we should add food, uniforms and housing which are furnished free. 
Taken all together, a single young man can probably get by on this. But 
it's hardly competitive with what most people can earn in civilian life. 
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Even with allowances, many married servicemen in enlisted ranks have 
actually been forced to depend on relief payments to support their families. 

These pay scales point up another inequity of the draft system. Our 
servicemen are singled out for a huge hidden tax-the difference between 
their military pay and what they could otherwise earn. The draftee has 
been forced by his country not only to def end his neighbors but to sub-
sidize them as well. 

The total cost of the pay increases needed· to recruit an all-volunteer 
army cannot be figured out to the dollar, hut authoritative studies have 
suggested that it could be done for 5 to 7 billions of dollars more a year. 
While this cost would indeed be heavy, it would be increasingly offset by 
reductions in the many costs which the heavy rate of turnover now causes. 
Ninety-three percent of the Army's draftees now leave the service as soon 
as their time is up-taking with them skills that it costs some $6,000 per 
man to develop. The net additional annual cost of shifting to an all-volun-
teer armed force would he hound to be much less. 

It will cost a great deal to move to a voluntary system, hut unless that 
cost is proved to he prohibitive, it will be more than worth it. 

The alternative is never-ending compulsion in a society consecrated to 
freedom. I think we can pay a great deal to avoid that. 

In any case, in terms of morale, efficiency and effectiveness,. a volunteer 
armed force would assuredly be a better armed force. 

Today, seven out of every ten men in the Army have less than two 
years' military experience. As an Army Chief of Personnel put it: "As 
soon as we are able to operate as a unit, the trained men leave and we have 
to start all over again." A volunteer £orce would have a smaller turnover; it 
would he leavened by a higher percentage of skilled, motivated inen; fewer 
would he constantly in training; and fewer trained men would he tied down · 
training others. 

The result woUld he, on the average, more professional fighting men, 
and less invitation to unnecessary casualties in case of war. 
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The same higher pay scales ~ceded to get more volunteers would also 
strengthen incentives for career service. I am sure the spirit and self· 
con.6.dence of the men who wear the nation's uniform wouid be enhanced. 

In proposing that we start toward ending the draft when the war is over, 
I would enter two cautions: first, its structure needs to be kept on stand-by 
in case some all-out emergency requires its reactivation. But this can be 
done without leaving 20 million young Americans who will come of draft 
age during the next decade in constant uncertainty and apprehension. 

The.second caution I would enter is this: the draft can't be ended all 
at once. It will have to be phased out, so that at every step we can be certain 
of maintaining our defense strength. 

But the important thing is to decide to begin and at the very first oppor· 
tunity to begin. 

Now, some are against a volunteer armed force because of its cost, or 
because they're used to the draft and hesitant to change. But three other 
arguments are often raised. While they sound plausible, I say they don't 
stand up under examination. 

The first is that a volunteer army would be a black army, so it is a 
scheme to use Negroes to defend a white America. The second is that a 
volunteer army ·would actually be an army of hired mercenaries. The third 
is, a volunteer army would dangerously increase military influence in our 
society. 

Now, let's take these arguments in order: 

First, the "black army" one. I regard this as sheer fantasy. It supposes 
that raising military pay would in some way slow up or stop the flow of 
white volunteers, even as it stepped up the flow of black volunteers. Most 
of our volunteers now are ~bite. Better pay and better conditions would 
obviously make military service more attractive to black and white alike. 

Second, the "mercenary" argument. A mercenary is a soldier of fortune 
--one who fights for or against anyone for pay. What we're talking about 
now is American soldiers, serving under the American flag. We are talking 
about men who proudly wear our country's uniform in defense of its free-
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dom. We're talking about the same kind of. citizen armed :force America 
has had ever since it began, excepting only the period when we have relied 
on the draft. 

The third argument is the threat of universal military influence. This, 
if ever it did come, would come from the top officers ranks, not from the 
enlisted ranks that draftees now fill-and we already have a career officer 
corps. It is hard to see how replacing draftees with volunteers would make 
officers more influential. ' 

Today all across our country we face a crisis of confidence. Nowhere 
is it more acute than among our young people. They recognize the draft as 
an infringement on their liberty-which it is. To them, it represents a gov· 
ernment insensitive to their rights-a government callous to their status as 
free men. They ask for justice-and they deserve it. 

So I say, it's time we looked to our consciences. Let's show our com-
mitment to freedom by preparing to assure our young people theirs. 

CBS Radio Network 
Thursday, October 17, 1968 
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OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT-ELECT 

Richard M. Nixon 

The Honorable Richard M. Nixon 
President-Elect 
The Pierre Hotel 
Fifth Avenue at 6lst Street 
New York, New York 

Dear Mr. President: 

450.Park Avenue 
New York, N.Y.10022 
(212) 661-6400 . 

January 6, 1969 

I am enclosing a report ot suggestions 
tor early action, consideration, or pronounce-
ment on your part. 

The report is directed to the legislative 
and executive tasks that will need to be raced 
in the first few months or your Administration. 

I plan to present to you a revised and 
fuller report on or about January 20. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

o~r-:c:i 
Arthur F. Bums 
Ch&irma.n, Program 
Coordination Committee 
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SUGGESTIONS ~EARLY ACTION, CONSIDERATION, 

OR PRONOUNCEMENT 

(The two-starred topics merit special attention in 
preparing the Inaugural Address. The one-starred 
topics may also be or interest in that re~d.) 

I - ELECTORAL REFORM 

••1. Electoral College ••2. -Voting Age 
3. Clean Elections 
4. Congressional Redistricting 
5. District or Columbia Representation 

II - GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION 

•1. Reorganization Authority •2. Hoover-type Commission ••3. Economic Policy Board 
4. orr1ce or Executive Management ••5. Arma Control and Disarmament Agency 
6. Internal Revenue Service 
1. Post Ottice Department •a. A Labor Court 

III - FEDERAL EXPENDITURES 

1. Revision or Budget tor Fiscal 1969 
2. Contingency Reserve tor Piscal 1969 
3. Revision ot Budget tor Fiscal 1970 
4. Revenue Sharing ••s. Grant-in-aid Programs ••6. All-Volunteer Armed Force ••7. National Science Foundation 
8. Supersonic Transport (SST) 
9. Office ot Economic Opportunity 

Page 
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10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

16 
16 
17 
18 
18 
19 
21 
23 
24 
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•1. Commission on Federal Tax-Policy 
2. Income Tax Surcharge 
3. Business Income Taxation 

•4. Personal Income Taxation 
5. Excise Taxes 
6. Tax on Foreign Deposits 

V - FEDERAL DEBT 

27 
27 
28 
29 
31 
31 

1. Debt Ceiling 33 
2. Interest Rate Ceiling on Treasury Issues 33 

VI - FEDERAL CREDIT PROGRAMS 

1. Reappraisal ot Existing Credit Programs 35 
2. Priorities in Credit Programs 35 
3. Relation or Credit Programs to Over-all 

Economic Policy 36 
4. Coordination of Debt.Issues 37 

VII - MANPOWER POLICY 

••1. Modernized Employment Service 
2. Job Vacancy Data 
3. Encouragement or Worker Migration 
4. Mexican American Conterence 

•5. Remedial Manpower Programs 
6. Transition from School to Jobs 
7. Minimum Wage Amendments 
8. Morale of Federal Employees 
9. Disputes Involving Public Employees 

VIII - EDUCATION 
•1. Institute for Educational Future •2. Student-Teacher Corps 

IX - UBBAN AFFAIRS 

38 
38 
39 
39 
l&O 
40 
141 
42 
43 

••1. Voluntary Programs 46 
••2. Tax Incentives to Private Errorts 49 

3. Supply or Skilled Construction Workers 51 
4. Review of Davis-Bacon Act 52 
5. Economic Development Assistance Act 53 

•6. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 53 
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X - RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 
••1. Population and Family Planning 
••2. Oceanography 

3. Agricultural Reforms 
4. Farm Workers under Tart-Hartley 

XI - TRANSPORTATION 

•1. Airport Development 
2. Budget tor Air-trarr1c Control 
3. Highway Program 
4. Transportation Commission 

XII - SOCIAL SECURITY AND VETERANS PROGRAMS 

55 
56 
57 
58 

59 
60 
60 
61 

l. Cost ot Living and Other Adjustments 63 
2. Problems or the Aged 64 
3. Veterans Programs 65 

XIII - WELFARE PROGRAMS 

•1. Need ror Critical Review 
2. Medicaid 
3. Food tor the Poor 
4. Declaratory Applications 

XIV - BUSINESS REGULATION 

••1. U.S. Investing and Lending Abroad 
•2. One-bank Holding Companies 
3. Interest Rate Ceilings on Deposits 
4. Occupational Satety 
5. Pension and Welfare Disclosure Act 

• • • 
The above listing is tentative and incomplete. 
Several major topics will be added--among them, 
Science and Technology, Health Care, Crime and 
Law Enforcement, and Foreign 'l'rade. Other major 
subjects, notably, Education,.will be covered 
more intensively. 

66 
67 
68 
68 

69 
71 
72 
73 
73 
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within a limited period under the type ot 

procedure used for reorganization proposals. 

(b) states and localities· shou1d be permitted 

to make single applications for J91nt 

funding ot projects deriving funds from 

several Federal sources. 

(c) States and localities should be authorized 

to transfer up to a specified proportion or 
i\mds received .. under one grant program to 

another program or the same Federal agency, 

provided the total amount ot any.Federal 

program does not exceed its authorized size. 

You should ask the Secretary ot H.E.W. and the 

Director ot the Bureau of the Budget to give you, by 

an early date, their reaction to these proposals. 

6. All-Volunteer Armed Force 

One ot your strongest pledges during the campaign 

was the eventual abolition ot the dratt. It is the 

maJor issue th&t you can use to establish a rapport 

with the youth ot the country. 

There is, or course, substantial opposition to 
such a move, partly on the ground that it may endanger 

national security and partly tor budgetary reasons. 

Thus, it is important that you work toward 
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the objective or abolishing the draft, but that you 

do so in a manner that protects both the national 

secur1 ty and the budget. This can be done by moving 

toward an all-volunteer armed force in a series of 

steps, evaluating the results or each before moving 

to the next, as follows: 
(a) In.your Inaugural Address, reaffirm your 

pledge to end the draft as soon a~ possible. 

(b) Increase the planned July l, 1969 mil.itary 

pay raise of some $2 billion to $3 billion, 
concentrating the additional billion in the 

lowest enlisted ranks where the m1litary-

c1v1lian pay discrepancy is greatest. This 

should induce a rise 1n enlistments and 
allow draft ca1ls to be reduced. 

(c) Appoint a special Commission charged with the 

task of developing a detailed plan of action 

tor ending the draft. 

(d) Request the Budget Bureau to evaluate the . 

cost required to replace the draft with an 

a11-volunteer armed torce. The Bureau shoul.d 

also be prepared to report the impact on 

enlistments ot the higher military pay scale 

of fiscal 1970, and to recommend in the light 

ot 1ts findings any ch&nge.1n the pay scale tor 

fiscal 1971. If the evidence indicates that 
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en1istments are highly sensitive to increased 

pay scales, the move toward eliminating the 

draft can be accelerated at limited cost. On 

the other hand, 1f the evaluation indicates 

that very large costs are needed to assure 

a substant1a1 increase or enlistments# a 

slower pace ot implementa.t1on would be logical. 

You shoul.d, of course, take 1nto account the very 

real possibility that the military chieftains, perhaps 

with good reason, wou1d raise a storm of protest about 

the narrowing of pay differentials between officers and 

privates. In any event, you will need advice on this 

whole problem from the Secretary of Defense, and you 

shou1d communicate your interest to him promptly. 

1. National Science Foundation 

Dr. Lee A. DuBridge makes a compelling plea for 

immediate reliet to the National Science Foundation. 

He wri tea as tollows: 

"The expenditure ceiling imposed on the 

National Science Foundation tor fiscal 1969 was 

extraordinarily damaging -- primarily because 1 t 

forced N.S.F. essent1a11y to abrogate grants and 

agreements already made to many colleges and 

universities. It is one thing to cut the allo-
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