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ABSTRACT 

This study vas conducted to assess graduate student opinion of the cur

rent draft system and of student deferments. A questionnaire was administer

ed to 5,6X9 graduate students at the University of Michigan during the winter 

Q^a semester regi s t r a t i o n period. Results showed the following: (1) most graduate 

students oppose the current draft system but are predominantly i n favor of 

student deferments, (2) more than one fourth of the students preferred that 

graduate.school o f f i c i a l s take a position of outright ''non-cooperation" with 

-j- , the current draft laws, (3) two thirds favored either a form of national ser-
M< " - 3 

vice or abolition of conscription altogether, (4) only small differences were 

found between sexes and between c i t i z e n s and non-citizens, (5) large differences 
Gwere found'among the various draft c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . A " s e l f i n t e r e s t 1 1 hypoth

es i s was given as an explanation of the apparent inconsistency between opinions 

about the draft system as a whole and opinions on students deferments while 

both a cognitive consistency hypothesis and an uncertainty hypothesis were of

fered as explanations of the differences i n opinion among draft c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . 
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INTRODUCTION 

Since the beginning of 1968, the p o s i t i o n of graduate students i n t h i s country 

v i s - a - v i s the Sele c t i v e Service System ( h e r e a f t e r r e f e r r e d t o as "the d r a f t " ) has 

been growing i n c r e a s i n g l y p r e c a r i o u s ^ Indeed, the t r a d i t i o n a l s e c u r i t y of a grad

uate education has suddenly been replaced by a nervous u n c e r t a i n t y as each graduate 

student ponders when and i f h i s p r o f e s s i o n a l career w i l l be i n t e r r u p t e d or perhaps 

even terminated. As a r e s u l t of t h i s s i t u a t i o n a number of important questions, 

long hidden j u s t beneath the surface, have erupted and are.now of major concern 

to s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s , educators, f e d e r a l government o f f i c i a l s , and especially 

to students. 

Some of these questions would be expected as a n a t u r a l consequence of a grow

in g t h r e a t . These are the questions of a c l e a r l y n i t t y - g r i t t y nature such as: Are 

they going to get me; or W i l l graduate students go. S t i l l other questions might 

simply r e f l e c t the c u r i o s i t y of the outsider l o o k i n g i n : I n general, what are 

the a t t i t u d e s of graduate students toward the d r a f t ; Are there d i f f e r e n c e s i n 

a t t i t u d e s among various sub-groups i n the graduate student p o p u l a t i o n ; Are grad

uate students consistent i n t h e i r opinions on the d r a f t ; f i n a l l y , What i s the 

connection, i f any, between opinions toward the d r a f t and commitment to the im

plementation of those actions i m p l i c i t . i n these opinions? 

The present authors, w i t h the endorsement, i n t e r e s t , and a i d of the Graduate 
2 

Assembly and the Horace H. Rackham Graduate School of The U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan 

took a look at a l l of these questions by p o l l i n g the on-campus graduate students 

at the U n i v e r s i t y on the issue of the d r a f t and student deferments. 
"^The primary reasons f o r t h i s s i t u a t i o n have been due to the passage of The M i l i t a r y 
S e l e c t i v e Service Act and the issuance o f P r e s i d e n t i a l Executive Order 11360 (June, 
1967) ending deferments f o r graduate students. The new law became a Selective Service 
d i r e c t i v e on February 16, 1968. The law s t a t e s t h a t f i r s t year graduate students 
( i . e . , students not having completed one year of graduate school by October 1, 1967) 
w i l l lose t h e i r deferments upon completion of t h e i r f i r s t year. Second-year graduate 
students and higher w i l l be granted a t o t a l of 5 years of deferments. 
2 Graduate Assembly i s a graduate student o r g a n i z a t i o n representing a l l schools and 

departments a t The U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan. 



RESEARCH METHOD 

Since the r e s u l t s of the p o l l were to be used not only f o r research purposes 

but also t o advise the graduate school.as to what i t s p o l i c i e s should be w i t h 

regard t o the d r a f t , i t was f e l t by the authors t h a t a campus-wide referendum, 

r a t h e r than a sample survey, was more,appropriate. Therefore, i n order to o b t a i n 

as l a r g e a response as possible we asked and were granted permission by the 

U n i v e r s i t y t o use r e g i s t r a t i o n f a c i l i t i e s d u r i n g the 1968 Winter semester 

r e g i s t r a t i o n period (January 3^5) and the l a t e r e g i s t r a t i o n p e r i o d (January 6, 

9-13). Since a l l students are required to r e g i s t e r f o r each semester, we f e l t 
3 

t h a t t h i s was the best time and place t o reach them. 

Response I n f o r m a t i o n supplied by the S t a t i s t i c a l Service Bureau, O f f i c e of 

the R e g i s t r a r , allowed us to estimate the number of graduate students who r e g i s 

t e r e d a t the on-campus f a c i l i t i e s of the U n i v e r s i t y . The t o t a l number, based on 
4 

the F a l l semester (1967) f i g u r e s , was 8,329. We c o l l e c t e d 5,619 questionnaires 

so t h a t 67.5 percent of those who passed through r e g i s t r a t i o n f i l l e d out the 

questionnaires. This f i g u r e generally exceeds other f i g u r e s f o r comparable 

" v o t i n g " s i t u a t i o n s . We discuss i n the appendix to t h i s r e p o r t why those who 

were able to vote d i d not. 

THE RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 

We knew, p r i o r t o the c o l l e c t i o n of the data, t h a t the use of the U n i v e r s i t y 

r e g i s t r a t i o n period would permit c o l l e c t i o n o f a large number of opinions; 

3 
Further d e t a i l s on c o l l e c t i o n of the data appear i n the Appendix. 

^Since these f i g u r e s are h i g h l y s t a b l e f o r graduate students i n a given academic 
year, the f i g u r e s c i t e d above are an accurate estimate of the number of students 
who r e g i s t e r e d f o r the Winter semester (1968). The f i g u r e of 8,329 does not 
i n c l u d e 711 students who r e g i s t e r e d a f t e r the l a t e r e g i s t r a t i o n p e r i o d and who, 
t h e r e f o r e , had no o p p o r t u n i t y t o f i l l out the questionnaire. 
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however, i t was also c l e a r t h a t c o l l e c t i n g the data i n t h i s way would also 

impose two important r e s t r i c t i o n s : the questionnaire must be s h o r t , and each 

que s t i o n n a i r e item must be simple and unambiguous. I n a d d i t i o n , we were some

what l i m i t e d by the c o n s t r a i n t t h a t the questionnaire provide the graduate 

school w i t h c e r t a i n s p e c i f i c i n f o r m a t i o n about.graduate student opinion on 

d r a f t deferments as a r e s u l t of the new d r a f t ' law. For these reasons, we 

formulated the questionnaire around Items which met the c r i t e r i a of b r e v i t y 

and s i m p l i c i t y , which gave the Graduate•School the i n f o r m a t i o n i t wanted, but 

which we thought would also give us i n t e r e s t i n g and re v e a l i n g r e s u l t s of a more, 

t h e o r e t i c a l nature. The main items on the questionnaire appear below: 

A. The D r a f t System 

1. The present d r a f t system should 

be r e t a i n e d 

not be r e t a i n e d 

2. I f the present d r a f t system i s not r e t a i n e d , which of the 
f o l l o w i n g a l t e r n a t i v e s should be. used as a replacement? 

_compulsory m i l i t a r y s e r vice 

• compulsory n a t i o n a l s e r v i c e w i t h s u b s t i t u t i o n such, as the 
Peace Corps, V i s t a , or s i m i l a r s e rvice 

c o n s c r i p t i o n should- be ;abolished and m i l i t a r y needs 
provided f o r by other means 

other ( l i s t ) 



B. D r a f t Deferments 

Assuming t h a t some form of the draft,system should be r e t a i n e d , 

3. I-I-S deferments (student deferments) should be 

abolished 

r e t a i n e d 

4. I f I I - S deferments are r e t a i n e d , they should be.available 

i n accordance w i t h present law (copies a v a i l a b l e ) 

to a l l graduate students provided s a t i s f a c t o r y progress 
toward a degree i s being made 

other ( l i s t ) 

C. Implementation 

5. I n order t o implement the r e s u l t s of t h i s referendum, the 
graduate•school should 

make a p u b l i c statement which represents the p o s i t i o n 
of the graduate student .body. 

make a p u b l i c statement ..which represents the p o s i t i o n of 
the graduate•student body and exert i n f o r m a l p o l i t i c a l 
pressure 

both of the above and, i f a change i s d i c t a t e d , carry out, 
a p o l i c y of non-cooperation w i t h the present d r a f t laws 

other ( l i s t ) . 

I n , a d d i t i o n t o the above.items we asked respondents t o i n d i c a t e t h e i r sex, c i t i 

zenship, and d r a f t s t a t u s . 

Although the content items contained a l i m i t e d number of a l t e r n a t i v e s , these 

a l t e r n a t i v e s generally r e f l e c t e d the complete range of p o t e n t i a l s o l u t i o n s to the 

problems of c o n s c r i p t i o n and deferment; where appropriate,- an "other 1 1.category was 

provided to all o w f o r other a l t e r n a t i v e s . As i t turned out, most responses 



t o t h i s open-ended choice could have 1been placed e a s i l y i n t o the content.choices 

t h a t we o f f e r e d . T y p i c a l l y , these "other" responses r e f l e c t e d mechanisms by 

which one or the other of th e . o f f e r e d a l t e r n a t i v e s could be c a r r i e d out. 

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE DRAFT 

The responses t o items 1-5 on the questionnaire appear i n Table 1. 

I n s e r t Table 1 about,here 

Seventy-three percent of the respondents i n d i c a t e d t h a t they were opposed t o the 

present d r a f t system and only 24 percent f e l t t h a t i t should be r e t a i n e d . When 

asked what a l t e r n a t i v e they p r e f e r r e d , 39 percent favored a system of compulsory 

n a t i o n a l s e rvice w i t h s u b s t i t u t i o n , w h i l e 28 percent favored a b o l i s h i n g conscrip

t i o n and only e i g h t percent favored compulsory m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . Eight percent 

chose the "other" category and t h e i r responses, as we.pointed out e a r l i e r , were 

evenly d i s t r i b u t e d over a number of po s s i b l e mechanisms f o r c a r r y i n g out.the 

t h r e e substantive a l t e r n a t i v e s t h a t we o f f e r e d . These responses ranged from 

p a c i f i c i s m , a v o l u n t a r y army, and paid p r o f e s s i o n a l s t o pay raises and a l o t t e r y , 

among others. I n a d d i t i o n , 17 percent f a i l e d to answer t h i s item.** 

On"the issue of student deferments, 73 percent f e l t t h a t such deferments 

should be r e t a i n e d , w h i l e 21 percent i n d i c a t e d t h a t they should be abolished. 

When asked how I I - S deferments should be a v a i l a b l e i f r e t a i n e d , 71 percent said 

they should be a v a i l a b l e t o al l • g r a d u a t e • s t u d e n t s , w h i l e only 10 percent i n d i 

cated t h a t they should be a v a i l a b l e i n accordance w i t h present law. Four percent 

checked "other" and 15 percent f a i l e d to respond t o t h i s item (see footnote 5 ) . 

^Since 82 percent of the non-respondents was accounted f o r by those who had favored 
r e t e n t i o n of the .present d r a f t system on. the f i r s t i tem, i t i s possi b l e t h a t these 
same people thought t h a t responding to the second item was contingent upon a "not 
be r e t a i n e d " response on the f i r s t . I t should be noted, however, t h a t these r e s 
pondents may simply have avoided dealing w i t h a set.of a l t e r n a t i v e s i n c o n s i s t e n t 
w i t h t h e i r e a r l i e r responses whether they f e l t t h a t there was a contingency or not. 
I n c i d e n t a l l y , t h i s same problem' arose i n i t e m 4. 
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And f i n a l l y , on the issue of implementation of the r e s u l t s , 33 percent 
i n d i c a t e d t h a t the graduate school should make a p u b l i c statement representing 
the p o s i t i o n of the graduate students and al s o exert i n f o r m a l p o l i t i c a l pressure, 
w h i l e 27 percent asked t h a t i n a d d i t i o n the.graduate school not cooperate w i t h 
the S e l e c t i v e Service laws, -Twenty-five percent asked t h a t only a p u b l i c 
statement be made, w h i l e f o u r percent chose " o t h e r " responses such as "do noth
i n g " , "contact l e g i s l a t o r s " , " p u b l i s h r e s u l t s w i t h no i n t e r p r e t a t i o n " , - and 
" r e s i s t " . Eleven percent f a i l e d to respond. 

I n summary, then, the m a j o r i t y of graduate students, were opposed t o the 

present d r a f t system, favored e i t h e r a form o f n a t i o n a l service or no service 

at a l l , but at the same time s t r o n g l y favored I I - S deferments f o r a l l graduate 

students. 

Further Remarks 

There are at lea s t three possible.ways o f i n t e r p r e t i n g these o v e r a l l r e 

s u l t s . F i r s t , i t . c o u l d , be argued t h a t the opinions expressed i n t h i s referendum 

represent a w e l l thought out and s o c i a l l y o r i e n t e d perspective concerning the 

d r a f t . The preference f o r a compulsory n a t i o n a l s e rvice or the a b o l i t i o n o f 

the d r a f t a l t o g e t h e r might be an expression of the b e l i e f t h a t f o r c i n g people 

to f i g h t i s not the only way to get them t o serve t h e i r country or humanity and, 

furthermore, t h a t s e rvice through m i l i t a r i s m or se r v i c e through f o r c e per se i s 

i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h our notions of freedom or the n o t i o n t h a t service can r e a l l y 

mean something only when i t i s v o l u n t a r y . On the other hand, these same people 

, would argue t h a t student deferments are important because they a l l o w f o r maxi

mum development of p a r t i c u l a r human resources which are v i t a l to the n a t i o n or 

th e w o r l d (e.g., s c i e n t i s t s , educators, t e c h n i c i a n s ) . Presumably, w i t h o u t such 

p r o t e c t i o n during m a t r i c u l a t i o n many such people would be t e m p o r a r i l y or 

permanently l o s t . 
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A second i n t e r p r e t a t i o n might be t h a t the r e s u l t s represent a conscious a t 
tempt, a t two l e v e l s , t o p r o t e c t the i n d i v i d u a l from m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . Thus, 
t h i n k i n g i n terms of the f u t u r e , people would favor n a t i o n a l s e rvice or 
a b o l i t i o n of the d r a f t so as t o avoid m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e (as opposed to some other 
form of s e r v i c e ) . At the same time t h e i r c u r r e n t s t a t u s would induce them to 
f a v o r student deferments as p r o t e c t i o n both from immediate c o n f r o n t a t i o n w i t h 
the m i l i t a r y and from i n t e r r u p t i o n of educational goals. This perspective, l i k e 
the f i r s t , i s r a t i o n a l i n the sense t h a t most aspects of t h i s b e l i e f system are 
w e l l thought out. What most characterizes t h i s p o i n t of view i s the pervasive 
s e l f - i n t e r e s t of the student. 

A t h i r d i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the r e s u l t s might be t h a t i n f a c t the p o s i t i o n 

graduate students take w i t h respect to the d r a f t i s i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h t h e i r 

p o s i t i o n on student deferments. This would be e s p e c i a l l y so were t h e i r opposi

t i o n to the present d r a f t system due, a t . l e a s t i n p a r t , t o i t s perceived 

i n e q u i t i e s . Since student deferments might w e l l be considered the most i n e q u i t a b l e 

of a l l aspects of the current d r a f t system, even by students themselves, the 

respondents 1 p o s i t i o n s on the d r a f t would be d i a m e t r i c a l l y opposed, i n s p i r i t , 

to t h e i r p o s i t i o n s on student deferments. One might argue f u r t h e r t h a t t h i s 

i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s due not only to a r e l a t i v e l a c k of understanding of the issues 

but also because when such issues confront graduate students d i r e c t l y (as, f o r 

example, student deferments do) they w i l l tend t o act i n t h e i r own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s . 

Which i n t e r p r e t a t i o n most c l o s e l y approximates the t r u e s t a t e of a f f a i r s ? 

Our guess would be t h a t the t h i r d i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s the most l i k e l y . We argue 

t h i s on the assumption t h a t graduate students, l i k e most other people, have very 

l i t t l e understanding of the d r a f t , both i n I t s f a c t u a l d e t a i l and i n i t s moral 

.and s o c i a l i m p l i c a t i o n s . Although they express d i s f a v o r w i t h the c u r r e n t d r a f t 

system, t h e i r overwhelming support f o r student deferments shows an iinawareness 

or suppression of the well-founded arguments concerning the i n e q u i t i e s of such 
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deferments. - I n a way, the r e s u l t s might.be seen as r e f l e c t i n g a two-facedness 

i n the i n t e l l e c t u a l community: strong and frequent c r i t i c i s m of c e r t a i n I n s t i 

t u t i o n s on the one hand, and a lack of concern (or a concern i n the other 

d i r e c t i o n ) about one's personal r o l e being played i n supporting these i n s t i t u 

t i o n s on the .other. 

As to the question concerning the implementation of graduate student opinions, 

a s u r p r i s i n g l y large-number of students, more than one-fourth of the respondents, 

c a l l e d f o r non-cooperation by the graduate school i f opinions d i f f e r e d from 

c u r r e n t p o l i c y . This appears t o be-a strong i n d i c a t i o n of the growing u n c e r t a i n 

t y and f r u s t r a t i o n surrounding m i l i t a r y • d e f e r m e n t s and i n increasing acceptance 

of " n o n - l e g i t i m a t e " channels as a means of i n s t i t u t i n g change. We s h a l l have. 

more tto say l a t e r about the r e l a t i o n s h i p of t h i s " a c t i o n " , i t e m to the other items. 

COMPARISONS AMONG SUB-GROUPS OF THE GRADUATE STUDENT POPULATION 

I t i s of f u r t h e r i n t e r e s t t o explore p o t e n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s among various sub

groups whose composition and character we might i n t u i t i v e l y expect to y i e l d d i f 

ferences i n opinion on the d r a f t issue. For t h i s reason we looked f o r differences 

i n sex, c i t i z e n s h i p , and various d r a f t . s t a t u s categories. 

Male versus Females 

Responses to the f i v e main items according t o sex appear i n Table 2. 

I n s e r t Table 2 about here 

On item 1, females showed greater o p p o s i t i o n t o the present d r a f t system than 

males, 79 percent choosing "not be r e t a i n e d " t o 70 percent f o r males. On item 2, 

50 percent of the females chose compulsory n a t i o n a l s e rvice as against only 36 

http://might.be
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percent f o r the males, w h i l e the l a t t e r were s l i g h t l y higher on both compulsory 
m i l i t a r y s e r vice and a b o l i s h i n g c o n s c r i p t i o n . On item 3 both sexes were v i r t u a l 
l y i d e n t i c a l i n t h e i r responses w h i l e on i t e m A females were s l i g h t l y more 
e q u i t a b l e i n 'deciding how I I - S deferments should be administered. On item 5, 32 
percent of the females chose non^cooperation w h i l e a smaller number of males, 
28 percent, picked t h a t a l t e r n a t i v e . Males were s l i g h t l y higher i n choosing a 
" p u b l i c statement only" on t h i s item. 

These r e s u l t s show t h a t females were s l i g h t l y more a n t i - d r a f t than males 

and favored stronger a c t i o n against the c u r r e n t d r a f t system. However, although 

the authors f r e q u e n t l y heard the argument t h a t the females would pad the r e s u l t s 

i n a more r a d i c a l a n t i - d r a f t d i r e c t i o n ( f o r any number of reasons, the primary 

one being t h a t they are unaffected by the d r a f t ) the d i f f e r e n c e s between the 

sexes i n most cases were s l i g h t . Therefore, i t i s c l e a r t h a t the o v e r a l l r e s u l t s 

were not a f f e c t e d i n any s i g n i f i c a n t way by the opinions of females. 

Considering t h a t females can't be d r a f t e d , the f i n d i n g t h a t they are j u s t 

as much i n favor of I I - S deferments as males i s somewhat p u z z l i n g , e s p e c i a l l y ' 

i f f a v o r i n g I I - S deferments i s thought of as a p o s i t i o n which i s s e l f - p r o t e c t i v e 

i n n ature. To take t h i s i n t o account we might, perhaps, note t h a t the concept 

of " s e l f - i n t e r e s t " includes not only p r o t e c t i o n of oneself but also of others 

w i t h whom one has s p e c i a l t i e s pr i n t e r e s t s , the general n o t i o n s t i l l being t h a t 

the issue of student deferments i s less a b s t r a c t and more pe r s o n a l l y relevant 

than the issue of the d r a f t system i t s e l f . 

C i t i z e n s . versuslUon-^citizens 

A breakdown on the f i v e main items according t o c i t i z e n s h i p can be seen i n 

Table 3. The data i n d i c a t e t h a t a much l a r g e r percentage of non-citizens f a i l e d 

I n s e r t Table 3 about here 
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to respond to each of the items than d i d the c i t i z e n s . This high no response 
r a t e was probably due, i n p a r t at l e a s t , t o u n c e r t a i n t y and ignorance among f o r e i g n 
students about c o n s c r i p t i o n i n t h i s country. Our experience during the a c t u a l 
c o l l e c t i o n of the data makes t h i s the m o s t . l i k e l y explanation since many f o r e i g n 
students expressed concern to us both about t h e i r u n f a m i l i a r i t y w i t h the d r a f t 
and w i t h I I - S deferments and about t h e i r u n c e r t a i n t y I n t a k i n g \ o o s i t i o n s on the 
domestic p o l i c i e s of another f o r e i g n country. I t i s , of course, d i f f i c u l t t o 
know what the r e s u l t s would have been had t h i s u n c e r t a i n t y not been present or i f 
i t had been s u b s t a n t i a l l y reduced. However, i f we d i s t r i b u t e the no responses 
of these f o r e i g n students across the other responses p r o p o r t i o n a t e t o t h e i r 
o r i g i n a l frequency of occurrence, i t appears t h a t , at l e a s t f o r items 2 and 5 
where there were more than two p o s s i b l e substantive choices, non-citizens would 
have been more prone to choose the more "extreme1? responses; i . e . , those respon
ses having less of an element of compromise.^ The reason f o r t h i s i s not at 
a l l apparent to us. However, even assuming t h i s t o be t r u e , the d i f f e r e n c e s 
would not be d i r e c t i o n a l ; I . e . , one group would not appear to be more or less 
a n t i - d r a f t than the other. I t i s probably safe to say, then, t h a t t h i s v a r i a b l e , 
l i k e sex, f a i l s t o show any major w i t h i n p o p u l a t i o n d i f f e r e n c e s . 

D r a f t C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

Twelve d r a f t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s emerged from the data. These included respon

dents who were on a c t i v e duty,^ i n the reserves, or had completed m i l i t a r y service 

as w e l l as those w i t h student deferments, dependents, and occupational deferments, 

^ I n d i s t r i b u t i n g the no responses i n t h i s way we are assuming, of course, that the 
reasons f o r not responding are unrelated to any p a r t i c u l a r choice but are due 
r a t h e r to a generalized u n c e r t a i n t y about.the e n t i r e issue of the d r a f t and defer-
ments- which equally a f f e c t s a l l responses. We should recognize t h a t the i n t e r 
mediate" responses might w e l l be the ones most.affected by such an u n c e r t a i n t y . 
^The students who were on a c t i v e duty were gen e r a l l y commissioned o f f i c e r s c o n t i n 
u i n g t h e i r education under the aegis of one or another of the branches of the 
m i l i t a r y . Several of them were graduates of one of the m i l i t a r y academies. 
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conscientious objectors and others. I n order t o assess d i f f e r e n c e s i n o p i n i o n , 

I f t h e r e were any, among a l l the d r a f t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s , we f i r s t looked at the 

range of d i f f e r e n c e s between them on the most " a n t i - d r a f t " responses t o each :_. 
8 

i t e m . Table 4 presents the range of o p i n i o n f o r each of the f i v e main items. 

I n s e r t Table 4 about here 

I t can be seen t h a t the maximum range, i n percent, among the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s 

v a r i e s from 19 percent on item 3 to 53 percent on.item 2. These d i f f e r e n c e s ap

peared large^enough f o r us to take the. next step of ranking the various c l a s s i 

f i c a t i o n s according to. o p p o s i t i o n t o the d r a f t . Again we picked the most 

a n t i - d r a f t , response f o r each item and ordered the d r a f t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s according 

to the percentage f a v o r i n g such a response. Ranks were,thenassigned t o a l l 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s f o r every item, the most a n t i - d r a f t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n r e c e i v i n g a 

rank of 1, the next most a rank of 2, and so on down to the l e a s t which received 

a rank of twelve.- A median rank was then found f o r each c l a s s i f i c a t i o n across 

the f i v e items producing a f i n a l median rank ordering of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s from 

most a n t i - d r a f t (lowest median rank) t o l e a s t (highest median r a n k ) . Table 5 

I n s e r t Table 5 about here 

shows the separate ranks and median rank of the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s f o r each of the 

f i v e items. Table 6 I n d i c a t e s the a c t u a l percentages. . I t can be seen t h a t the 

o r d e r i n g produces a wide spread among the various c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . The consci

en t i o u s o b j e c t o r s , IV-Fers, and theology students are the most a n t i - d r a f t , those 

I n s e r t Table 6 about here 

i n a c t i v e duty, I n the reserves, or who have completed m i l i t a r y duty are the 

^ I r i i isIng the' term " a n t i - d r a f f " Tiei^e weI " r e f e r " t o 'that"type "of response which i s . 
most opposed t o , and i n a sense, most d i s t a n t from,.current d r a f t p o l i c i e s 
i n c l u d i n g I I - S deferments. For item 1, such a response would be "not be retain e d ' 

. f o r item 2, " a b o l i s h c o n s c r i p t i o n " ; f o r item 3, I I - S deferments "abolished";. f o r 
i t e m 4, " a v a i l a b l e t o a l l graduate.students"; and f o r item 5, "non-cooperation". 
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l e a s t a n t i - d r a f t , and.:the-. remaining c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s : ' . f a l l somewhere; i i a -between 
9 

these p o l a r p o s i t i o n s . 

How can these r e s u l t s be i n t e r p r e t e d ? One possi b l e explanation I s -simply 

t h a t the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s on both ends of t h i s continuum of op p o s i t i o n t o the d r a f t 

r e f l e c t groups very uniform i n t h e i r a t t i t u d e s " toward the d r a f t , w h i l e the • 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s ranked toward the middle r e f l e c t not so much uniform groups but 

heterogeneous aggregates having very l i t t l e i n common except a s e l e c t i v e service 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . Presumably, then, the opinions o f such aggregates would 

represent a pooling of diverse opinions and, t h e r e f o r e , an intermediate rank

i n g on our scale. However,- such an argument would demand t h a t the d i s t r i b u t i o n 

of choices f o r the intermediate c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s approach a more nearly, rectangular-

form when compared to the p o l a r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s , thus producing a l a r g e r 

variance of choices. That t h i s I s hot the case can be seen by looking a t the 

d i s t r i b u t i o n of choices on items 2 and 5 (th e two items having three substantive 

a l t e r n a t i v e s ) f o r the I I - S and I I - A c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . The d i s t r i b u t i o n of choices 

f o r these c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s , which, i n c i d e n t a l l y , represent 56 percent of the e n t i r e 

male sample, shows a greater percent p i c k i n g the intermediate item compared to 

the polar c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . For example, the I I - S and I I I - A c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s 

picked the intermediate choice f o r item two 37 and 38 percent of the time^ 

r e s p e c t i v e l y , w h i l e the extreme p o l a r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s , 1-0 and I~C, picked t h i s 

i n t e r m e d i a t e choice 31 and 35 percent of the time r e s p e c t i v e l y . For item 5 the 

d i f f e r e n c e i s even more r e v e a l i n g . The I I - S and I I - A c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s picked 

the intermediate choice 40 and 35 percent of. the time, w h i l e 1-0 and I-C 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s both made t h i s choice e i g h t percent of the time. Thus, instead 

of the d i s t r i b u t i o n s of these middle c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s approaching a more 
9 The top and bottom three c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s are r e f e r r e d t o as most or l e a 9 t a n t i -
d t a f t f o r d e s c r i p t i v e purposes only. No n a t u r a l trichotomy i s intended by such 
a d e s c r i p t i o n . 
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r e c t a n g u l a r form, there seems r a t h e r t o be a m i g r a t i o n of choices from the 
extreme to the intermediate p o s i t i o n w i t h l i t t l e change In.variance. 

There are other possible I n t e r p r e t a t i o n s which appear to be both more tenable 

and t h e o r e t i c a l l y more i n t e r e s t i n g . The f i r s t of these contends t h a t the d i f 

ferences i n opinion r e f l e c t a need to ma i n t a i n a c o g n i t i v e consistency of some 

s o r t . For example, I t could be argued t h a t the categories l y i n g a t both ends 

of the continuum r e f l e c t a commitment to a way of l i f e t h a t would necessitate 

choosing opinions consistent w i t h t h i s Weltanschauung. On t h i s b a s i s , one would 

h a r d l y expect a career o f f i c e r i n the m i l i t a r y to urge a b o l i t i o n of c b n s c r i p t i o n 

since t h i s might be thought of as a r e j e c t i o n of the m i l i t a r y i n t o t o . . ( I t 

should also be noted.that respondents on a c t i v e duty more s t r o n g l y favored 

compulsory m i l i t a r y service than any other c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ) . On the other hand, 

one would not expect conscientious o b j e c t o r s or d i v i n i t y students t o r e j e c t 

t h i s a n t i - d r a f t choice f o r another one which c a l l s f o r some form of compulsory 

s e r v i c e , since i t would be i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h a.commitment they have made to 

t h e i r Weltanschauung ( i . e . , o p p o s i t i o n t o . m i l i t a r i s m o r . i n v o l u n t a r y s e r v i t u d e ) * 

The other c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s are not so c l e a r l y defined by any such commitment 

regarding the m i l i t a r y and f o r t h i s reason show less p o l a r i z a t i o n of opinion. 

A t h i r d explanation might be t h a t those d r a f t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s which l i e at 

the ends of the continuum are. ones i n which u n c e r t a i n t y of the f u t u r e , a t 

l e a s t w i t h respect to the m i l i t a r y , i s least., w h i l e d r a f t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s 

toward the middle r e f l e c t a great amount of u n c e r t a i n t y o f . t h i s nature. The 

e f f e c t of t h i s u n c e r t a i n t y would be to mask or suppress s t r o n g l y held opinions 

on issues which b r i n g i t about. Conscientious o b j e c t o r s , d i v i n i t y students, and 

those not q u a l i f i e d f o r m i l i t a r y service (IV-F) can be, a t the very l e a s t , 

reasonably c e r t a i n about where they w i l l be w i t h i n a period of s i x months or a 

year. The same i s t r u e of those students who are on a c t i v e duty, i n the 
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reserves (although c u r r e n t l y , t h i s may be changing) or have completed m i l i t a r y 

s e r v i c e . This would not be t r u e of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s l i k e student deferments, 

deferments except i n time of war or n a t i o n a l emergency ( I - Y ) , and I-A fs 

( c u r r e n t l y a v a i l a b l e f o r m i l i t a r y service) among others. As Table 5 shows, the 

l a s t mentioned c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . f a l l . s o m e w h e r e i n the middle, w h i l e the others 

l i e at the ends.. 

These l a s t two explanations are, of course, post hoc though t h i s does not 

make them any less i n t e r e s t i n g . Both.appear about equally p l a u s i b l e . 

One f i n a l note should be.made concerning item 3 of t h i s questionnaire. I t 

can be seen t h a t when the categories are ranked according to t h i s item alone, 

an i n t e r e s t i n g r e v e r s a l occurs r e l a t i v e to the median ranking of the c l a s s i f i 

c a t i o n s across.the f i v e Items. Those on a c t i v e duty and those who completed 

m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e (and were g e n e r a l l y less a n t i - d r a f t on the other items) more, 

s t r o n g l y favored a b o l i s h i n g I I - S deferments w h i l e those w i t h I I - S deferments 

(and g e n e r a l l y a n t i - d r a f t on the other items) most,strongly favored r e t e n t i o n 

of I I - S deferments. As before, those.having completed m i l i t a r y duty or those 

on a c t i v e duty appear to be.supporting a personal commitment to m i l i t a r y l i f e 

by f a v o r i n g an opinion l i k e l y to place others i n a s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n . Students 

w i t h I I - S deferments, on the other hand, seem t o be a c t i n g c l e a r l y i n t h e i r 

own i n t e r e s t s . We again encounter the p i c t u r e drawn e a r l i e r , namely t h a t of a 

dichotomy between opinions on a more a b s t r a c t issue whose d i r e c t e f f e c t s upon 

the s e l f are less c l e a r , and opinions on an Issue whose d i r e c t e f f e c t s ane 

very r e a l and imminent. 

Other h i g h l y a n t i - d r a f t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s such as the theology students and 

m i n i s t e r s , and IV-F*ers have also moved away from a n . a n t i - d r a f t p o s i t i o n on 
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t h i s item (though not t o the extent of the I I - S people). Their predicament may 
be li k e n e d to t h a t of the f e m a l e s — n o t d i r e c t l y a f f e c t e d by I I - S deferments 
b u t , nonetheless, empathic because s i g n i f i c a n t others are d i r e c t l y a f f e c t e d . 
C u r i o u s l y , conscientious objectors d i d not,move,at a l l toward a less r a d i c a l 
p o s i t i o n on t h i s item. I t may w e l l be t h a t they f e e l no sympathy f o r those who 
"hide behind" I I - S deferments although t h e r e are.reasonable arguments to show 
how conscientious o b j e c t o r deferments are no d i f f e r e n t than student deferments 
i n t h i s respect. 

IMPLEMENTATION AND THE RELATIONSHIP OF MEANS TO ENDS 

Item 5 on the questionnaire asked graduate students i n what ways they f e l t 

t h a t the graduate school,should implement the r e s u l t s of the referendum. One 

s i g n i f i c a n t r e s u l t , already noted, was t h a t 60 percent of those who answered the . 

question favored, m i n i m a l l y , a p u b l i c statement and i n f o r m a l p o l i t i c a l pressure 

by the graduate school.and nearly h a l f of these f u r t h e r supported non-cooperation 

w i t h the present d r a f t laws i f the graduate students urged.a change i n these 

laws. However, we were also i n t e r e s t e d i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h i s "means" 

or a c t i o n - o r i e n t e d item t o the other items on the q u e s t i o n n a i r e — t h o s e that 

more c l o s e l y represented goals or ends concerning the s e l e c t i v e service. There

f o r e , we compared the implementation item against items 1 , 2, and 3. The r e s u l t s 

o f t h i s comparison appear i n Table 7. 

I n s e r t .Table 7 about here 

Close examination of t h i s t a b l e w i l l show t h a t w i t h one exception a d e f i n i t e 

p a t t e r n emerges between the two types of items compared. I f we assume that "be 

r e t a i n e d " f o r item 1, "compulsory m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e " f o r item 2, and "re t a i n e d " 
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f o r item 3 most c l o s e l y represent p o s i t i o n s of a status quo nature, and "not 

be r e t a i n e d " , i n item 1, 1 t o n s c r i p t i o n - a b o l i s h e d " i n item 2, and "abolished" i n 

i t e m 3 represent p o s i t i o n s which aremost d i s t a n t , i n some.sense, from the 

s t a t u s quo, and " n a t i o n a l s e r v i c e " i n item 2 represents an intermediate p o s i 

t i o n between these two end p o i n t s , then I t appears t h a t the more.distant or 

apparently u n a t t a i n a b l e the g o a l , the stronger the a c t i o n favored to make the 

g o a l a r e a l i t y . ^ This p a t t e r n , which would appear to be i n accord w i t h common 

sense, nonetheless does run counter to the established b e l i e f t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s i n 

t h i s s o c i e t y ought to and do redress grievances through "established channels"; 

i . e . , through channels s p e c i f i e d by l a ^ . Since t h i s i s not the case here, we 

are probably safe i n saying t h a t graduate students on the whole do not t r e a t the 

" e s t a b l i s h e d means of redress".in the ways others do but consider them as only 

one p o t e n t i a l source of change which, i f i n e f f e c t i v e , should be ignored f o r other 

str o n g e r means of implementation. 

CONCLUSION 

The f i n d i n g s o f . t h i s referendum leave l i t t l e doubt that there i s much d i s 

s a t i s f a c t i o n among the graduate student body as a whole.concerning the current 

d r a f t system i n t h i s country. Not only-does a very large m a j o r i t y support a 

change i n the system, but many (more,than 25 percent) advocate non-cooperation 

w i t h these c u r r e nt laws. • The f i n d i n g t h a t there i s l i t t l e d i f f e r e n c e between 
\ 

"^The one exception f o r t h i s hypothesis occurs i n item 3. We would p r e d i c t , here, 
t h a t f o r those supporting I I - S deferments, most should favor the weakest means 

r .of :priplementatiqn»/£heu^^ i ^ l ^ m ^ n ^ a t l o n ,,11an4'.ithe 
l e a s t the strongest .means of implementation. I n t h i s item, however, there i s a 
s h i f t toward the intermediate means; i . e . , a p u b l i c statement and i n f o r m a l p o l i t i 
c a l pressure'as the most frequent choice. This could be explained by the f a c t t h a t , 
as we have already seen, item 3 appears t o be an anomaly; a large number of r e s 
pondents who were c l e a r l y a n t i - d r a f t on items 1 and 2 supported I I - S deferments 
on t h i s question. For t h i s reason we might then expect a s h i f t toward a stronger 
form of a c t i o n (even though the o p i n i o n on the issue i t s e l f supported the status 
quo) because of some "carry over" from the e a r l i e r items where stronger a c t i o n 
was urged. 



the sexes and also between c i t i z e n and .non-citizen as well as the evidence that 

students support I I - S deferments, suggests that th i s d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n i s being 

expressed at a l e v e l which i s not l i k e l y to affect students d i r e c t l y or 

immediately. For this reason, perhaps, we would not be l i k e l y to expect general 

and widespread student dissent on this issue. Nevertheless, with regard to 

the p o s s i b i l i t y of this d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n being channeled into overt resistance, 

the following important point should be made: This questionnaire was used at 

a time when the new laws on the draft had already been passed. However, our 

referendum was conducted prior to the s e l e c t i v e service d i r e c t i v e , t h i s 

d i r e c t i v e being absolutely necessary to convert the laws into an active, 

functioning draft policy. So, even though the present authors have found i t 

d i f f i c u l t to cast the present data into terms of .a perceived direct threat to 

students, the se l e c t i v e service di r e c t i v e may since have created such a context 

leading, perhaps, to direct resistance against these laws i n the near future, 

should the war i n Vietnam continue. Given the limitations of the present data, 

the only conclusion that can probably be reached with any degree of certainty 

here i s that graduate students with I I - S deferments are l i k e l y to be a source . 

of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n but not active dissent on the issue of the draft. 
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APPENDIX 

Data C o l l e c t i o n and Methodology 

We attempted to reach a l l graduate students r e g i s t e r i n g during the 

standard r e g i s t r a t i o n period f o r the VJinter semester. Small teams of Graduate 

Assembly members were located a t two places i n the r e g i s t r a t i o n . At the f i r s t 

l o c a t i o n we passed out the questionnaire to the respondents who then entered 

a l a r g e room where they were able to f i l l out these forms. A f t e r they emerged 

from another entrance to the room we c o l l e c t e d the forms and stopped those 

who had f a i l e d to f i l l them out, asking them to do so. 

Early i n t h i s paper we raised but d i d not discuss the issue of respondent 

l o s s . Our problems i n t h i s respect merited serious concern not so much be

cause of the size of the l o s s , which amounted to some 32.5 percent of the t o t a l 

p o p u l a t i o n , but because of the thoroughness w i t h which we reached a l l poten

t i a l respondents. As reported above, our teams of data c o l l e c t o r s d i r e c t l y 

confronted each graduate student who passed through the r e g i s t r a t i o n l i n e , 

and i t required much w i l l power and intr a n s i g e n c e on the p a r t of a student 

to refuse t o f i l l out the questionnaire. Nonetheless, many graduate 

students e i t h e r ignored us or stated t h a t they would not f i l l out the 

referendum. Some students had f e a r f u l or contemptuous looks, others made 

h o s t i l e remarks about what they thought we were t r y i n g to do. For these 

reasons, i t may w e l l be t h a t many p o t e n t i a l respondents, possibly less opposed 

to the current d r a f t system than the t y p i c a l respondent, became suspicious of 

the referendum because they perceived i t t o be, by i t s very nature, a product 

of troublemaking student a c t i v i s t s who would probably use i t as a polemic 
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a g a i n s t the government or the U n i v e r s i t y . I f t h i s type of person d i d system

a t i c a l l y avoid answering the questio n n a i r e , then the p r e s e n t ' r e s u l t s might.well 

c o n t a i n an a n t i - d r a f t b i a s . 

We also looked at the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t females and n o n - c i t i z e n s , who 

sometimes refused to f i l l out the questionnaire because they f e l t t h a t they 

were ignorant of the issues or ought not to take a p o s i t i o n on the d r a f t , were 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y underrepresented I n our data. I f t h i s were the case, and 

assuming t h a t the reasons c i t e d above f o r not f i l l i n g out the referendum are 

un c o r r e l a t e d w i t h any p a r t i c u l a r p o s i t i o n on the d r a f t , we might conclude that 

the loss of respondents i n our study d i d not s y s t e m a t i c a l l y a f f e c t the r e s u l t s . 

The r e s u l t s of Table 8, however, show only a s l i g h t underrepresentation of 

I n s e r t Table 8 about here 

females i n our data, and v i r t u a l l y no underrepresentation of n o n - c i t i z e n s . 

C l e a r l y then, l i t t l e of our loss could be a t t r i b u t e d to a reluctance of the. 

s o r t we described f o r these respondent types. 

I n summary then, considering the thoroughness w i t h which a l l p o t e n t i a l 

respondents were reached, we should be aware of a p o t e n t i a l a n t i - d r a f t b i a s , 

though the extent of such a bias i s u n c e r t a i n . 



TABLE 1 

ATTITUDES OF GRADUATE STUDENTS 
TOWARD THE DRAFT AND I I - S DEFERMENTS 

(N = 5619) 
Item Response Percent 

1. The present d r a f t system 
should 

be r e t a i n e d 

not be r e t a i n e d 

no response 

24 

73 

3 

2. I f • t h e present d r a f t system 
i s n o t r e t a i n e d , which of 
the f o l l o w i n g a l t e r n a t i v e s 
should be used as a replace
ment? 

compulsory m i l i t a r y service 

compulsory n a t i o n a l service w i t h 
s u b s t i t u t i o n 

c o n s c r i p t i o n abolished, m i l i t a r y 
needs provided f o r by other means 

8 

39 

28 

other 

no response 

8 

17 

3. I I - S deferments (student 
deferments) should be 

abolished 

r e t a i n e d 

no response 

21 

73 

6 

4. I f I I - S deferments are 
r e t a i n e d , they should be 
a v a i l a b l e 

i n accordance w i t h present law 

to a l l graduate students pro
vided s a t i s f a c t o r y progress 
toward a degree i s being made 

other 

no response 

10 

71 

4 

15 

5.-' I n order t o implement the 
r e s u l t s of t h i s referendum, 
the graduate school should 

make a p u b l i c statement which rep- 25 
resents the p o s i t i o n of the grad
uate student body 

the above and exert i n f o r m a l p o l i c i - 33 
c a l pressure 

both of the above and non-cobpera- 27 
t i o n w i t h the present d r a f t laws 

other 4 

no response 11 



TABLE 2 

ATTITUDES ON THE DRAFT AND I I - S DEFERMENTS, By SEX ( i n percent) 
Sex a 

l t e m . Male(N= 3738) Female(N= 1472) 

1. Present d r a f t system r e t a i n e d 27 17 

Present d r a f t system not r e t a i n e d 70 . 79 

No response 3 4 

2. A l t e r n a t i v e s : 

Compulsory m i l i t a r y s e rvice 9 4 

Compulsory n a t i o n a l service 36 50 

Ab o l i s h c o n s c r i p t i o n 29 27 

Other 8 5 

No response . 1 8 14 

3. I I - S deferments abolished 21 • 20 

I I - S deferments r e t a i n e d 73 74 

No response 6 6 

4. I I - S a v a i l a b i l i t y : 

Present law 11 6 

A l l graduate students 71 73 

Other 5 4 

No response 13 17 

5. Implementation: 

P u b l i c statement 

P u b l i c statement and i n f o r m a l p o l i t i c a l 
pressure 

Both of the above and non-cooperation 
w i t h the present d r a f t laws 
Other 
No response 

a 
Not in c l u d e d here are 409 respondents who f a i l e d to i n d i c a t e t h e i r sex. 

28 

35 

28 

5 
4 

25 

36 

32 

2 

5 



TABLE 3 

: ATTITUDES ON THE DRAFT AND I I - S DEFERMENTS, By- CITIZENSHIP 
( i n percent) 

I t e m Citizen(N= 
C i t i z e n s h i p 

4779) Non-Citizen(N « 424) 

1. Present d r a f t system r e t a i n e d 24 23 
Present d r a f t system not r e t a i n e d 73 63 

No response 3 14 

2. A l t e r n a t i v e s : 
Compulsory m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e ' 8 8 

Compulsory n a t i o n a l s e r v i c e 40 30 

A b o l i s h c o n s c r i p t i o n 28 26 

.Other 8 6 

No response 16 30 

3. I I - S deferments abolished 21 . 22 

I I - S deferments r e t a i n e d 74 56 

No response 5 22 

4. I I - S a v a i l a b i l i t y : 

Present law 10 6 

A l l graduate students 72 58 

Other 4 2 

No response 14 34 

5. Implementation: 

P u b l i c statement 27 26 

P u b l i c statement and i n f o r m a l p o l i t  36 28 
i c a l pressure 36 

Both of the above and non-cooperation 29 
w i t h the present d r a f t laws 

29 

Other 4. . 1 

No response 4 16 
aNot in c l u d e d here are 416 respondents who f a i l e d to i n d i c a t e t h e i r c i t i z e n s h i p . 



TABLE 4 

RANGE OF PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS CHOOSING MOST "ANTI-DRAFT" RESPONSE 

Item Highest percent Lowest percent Range 

1. Present d r a f t system should 
not be re t a i n e d 

2. A l t e r n a t i v e s : a b o l i s h 
c o n s c r i p t i o n 

85 46 39 

57 4 53 

3. I I - S deferments abolished 35 16 19 

4. A v a i l a b i l i t y : to a l l graduate 
students 81 50 31 

5. Implementation: p u b l i c statement ^ 
and i n f o r m a l p o l i t i c a l pressure 
and noncooperation w i t h present 
d r a f t laws 

45 



TABLE 5 

SEPARATE RANKS AND MEDIAN RANK OF DRAFT CLASSIFICATIONS 
ACCORDING TO MOST "ANTI-DRAFT" RESPONSE 

C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

Rank 
I tern No iWedian 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. Rank 

Conscientious objector (-1-0,1-W) N=15 

Theology student, m i n i s t e r (IV-D) N= 23 

Not q u a l i f i e d f o r any m i l i t a r y 
duty -(IV-F) N=79 

2.5 1 2.5 

3 

Student deferment ( I I - S ) N= 1666 4 12 

Q u a l i f i e d f o r m i l i t a r y duty only i n time 
of war or n a t i o n a l emergency (I - Y ) . N= 130 

A v a i l a b l e f o r m i l i t a r y s e r vice (I-A) N=183 5 10 

Extreme hardship or dependents 
deferment ( I I I - A ) N= 404 7 

Occupational deferment ( I I - A ) N= 111 

Overage (V-A) N=70 

Completed m i l i t a r y service (IV-A) N= 209 

Reserves (I-D) N= 47 

A c t i v e duty (I-C) N= 26 

10 8 11. 2.5 8 

2 10 10 

10 3 11 

11 11 11 

12 12 4 12 12 

8 

9-

9 

11 

12 



TABLE 6 

PERCENT? OF DRAFT CLASSIFICATIONS < CHOOSING MOST ANTI-DRAFT 1 RESPONSE 

C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 1. 2. 
Item 

3." 
No. a 

4. 5. 

Conscientious objector (1-0, I-W) 85 54 36 69 52 

Theology student, m i n i s t e r (IV-D) 79 •57 22 74 53 

Not q u a l i f i e d f o r any m i l i t a r y 
duty (IV-F) 81 37 27 73 38.0 

Student deferment ( I I - S ) 76 35 16 81 31 

Q u a l i f i e d f o r m i l i t a r y duty only i n 
of war or n a t i o n a l emergency (I-Y) 

time 77 30 25. 4 65 37.7 

A v a i l a b l e f o r m i l i t a r y service (I-A) 67 33 20 68 34 

Extreme hardship or dependents 
deferment ( I I I - A ) 

72 28 25. 0 72 27 

Occupational deferment ( I I - A ) 62.2 26 19 74 .23.4 

Overage (V-A) 69 20 34 59 17 

Completed m i l i t a r y s e r vice (IV-A) 66 18 32 55 22.5 

Reserves (I-D) 61.7 9 26 60 13 

A c t i v e Duty (I-C) 46 4 31 50 8 

When ranking, t i e s i n percent were 
percent. I n a l l but one case, t i e s 

broken by ta k i n g f i g u r e s 
were broken i n t h i s way.. 

to the nearest t e n t h 



TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF "IMPLEMENTATION" ITEM WITH. ITEMS 1, 2, AND. 3' 
( i n percent) 

Implementation 
Item Make a 

p u b l i c 
statement 

Make a p u b l i c 
statement and 
exert i n f o r m a l 
p o l i t i c a l pressure 

Both of above 
and non-
cooperation 

1. Present d r a f t system r e t a i n e d 46 27 7 

Present d r a f t system not 
r e t a i n e d 19 34 ' 35 

2. A l t e r n a t i v e s : 

Compulsory m i l i t a r y s e rvice 47 21 9 

Compulsory n a t i o n a l s e r v i c e 25 42 22 

A b o l i s h c o n s c r i p t i o n 11 28 • 49 

3. I I - S deferments abolished 24 25 34 

I I - S deferments r e t a i n e d • 26 36 25 

Item 4 was excluded here. I n a d d i t i o n , the "oth e r " and no response choices 
were excluded from a l l items presented. . • 



TABLE 8 

COMPARISON of INCIDENCE of FEMALES AND NON-CITIZENS IN THE DATA 
WITH THEIR INCIDENCE IN THE TOTAL POPULATION 

( i n percent) 

Females 

Non-citizens 

Respondents Total population 

26.2 29.5 

. 7 . 5 
• 

7.7 




