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PREFACE

A Department of Defense memorandum of February 4, 1964, ordered that
a plan be developed for a comprehensive study of military manpower. Part
of the plan developed required surveys of military personnel and draft-age
civilian men. By late spring NORC was very much involved in the survey
plans for the study, which gradually became known popularly as the "End
.'Eﬁe Draft" study. From June to September of 1964 staff members of NORC
were participating full-time with a number of other task groups brought
together by the Pentagon in the general design of the necessary surveys and
development of questionnaires by which the data were to be gathered. The
data were gathered on self-administered questionnaires by the Armed Forces,
from 102,000 men in uniform, and by the Bureau of the Census, from some
3,000 veterans and 6,000 nonvetérans, during the months of November and

December 1964.

The major responsibility remaining to NORC has been the development
of analyses relevant to the study as a whole but independent of government
efforts, using the data gathered in the surveys, as well as any other
relevant and available data. From this effort of NORC has come this report
and a series of seven working papers (all now available except No. 6, in
process). In the overall plan this report has been developed to provide
an overview of the dimensions of military experience in the United States
since World War II. Thié report was originally written as a working paper.
Its two parts--the main body of substahtive analysis and the appendices--
each originated as continuous manuscripts and were divided into chapters

later, as the paper was reclassified as an NORC report.

The appendices portion came first, as an effort to deal with a mini-
mum of methodelogical necessities, specifically description of the charac-
teristics of the All-American Sample and the development of an indicator
of the experience of rejection for service. This minimum of methodological

necessity blossomed into a maximum effort which only practical necessity
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has been able to bring to a halt. The major part of that effort has been
to find ways of making satisfactory comparisons between the rejection rate
estimates based on the data to be used in the substantive analysis and re-
jection rate estimates; published and unpublished, originating in govern-
ment materials., 1In order to interrupt the seemingly never-ending flow of

this methodological venture it has been broken up into Appendices I-V,

This manuscript, essentially in its.present form, has been submitted
to the Department of Defense eight weeks prior to this writing, with the
explicit request that errors in our treatment of government materials in
comparison with our own data be called to our attention. No errors have

been called to our attention and we have yet to find such errors ourselves.

Only after a threshold of satisfaction was realized in that task,
to the effect that NORC measures of rejection experience might be within
a reasonable margin or error, was the substantive analysis begun. The sub-
stantive analysis to be found in the following pages may be thought of as
an intensive exercise in reading complex tables of rates. It does not boast
a finely honed edge that has cut through every confronting question. Nor
does it have a carefully balanced treatment of those questions, in terms of
the number of paragraphs speﬁt in ratio to the import of the questions at
hand. Again, it originated as a working paper, in which an analysis has
moved within predefined limits, to the point where an optimum of complete-
ness has been achieved in the illumination of a picked set of variables.
Afrer this was domne it was broken up into topical parts as Chapters I-V,
Then an overview chapter was developed in an attempt to get at the essence

and implications of the analysis relevant to current policy concerns.

Finally, another kind of appendix has been added. It serves several
purposes. Recognizing that it may be vexing to some that no substantive
data are given to represent age groups under 27 years of age in 1964, nor
to differentiate cohorts of prime age for Korean service, in this special
appendix we present selected sets of rates for the 1964 age groups 16-23,
24-26, 27-30, and 31-34 years of age. We of course will imsist that those
who seek to interpret the data of men aged 16-23 run the risk of serious

distortion if their interpretation does not incorporate recognition that



many in this age range having not yet served will yet enter service. Fur-
thermore, the maﬁner in which they may yet approach service will have a
different mode—bf—entry distribution than that of men from these young co-
horts who have already entered. This will be true only to a minor extent
for the age group 24-26 years. Finally, those men aged 31-34 years, having
been of prime age for the Korean conflict, can be compared with men aged
24-26 and 27-30 to get some idea of the effects of Korean conflict manpower
requirements as compared with those of the post-Korean period. With these
data a brief commentary is provided simply to give some idea of how they

are to be understood.

While in large part these data fall beyond the limits set for the
analysis in the main body of this report, it was convenient and of virtually
no added cost to produce these tabulations while those for the main stream
of the analysis were produced. We have felt obliged to those of the academic
and policy-making communities to make this added information available even
though at the time of this report no opportunity for extended analysis has

been afforded us in this direction.
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CHAPTER I

STRATEGIC CONSIDERATIONS FOR THIS ANALYSIS

The full picture of post-World War II military experience of American
man is a vast complex of detailed and interdependent patterns. No one will
ever see this panorama in its entirety, but it is possible to gain consider-
able familiarity with it by a careful look at some of the dominant patterns,
using the Military Manpower Policy Study (see Appendix I). We shall do
this in the following chapters, sometimes taking one pattern at a time, and
sometimes looking at one pattern in its interdependence with other patterns.

In the materials to be presented a "pattern” will be in the form of a statisti-
cal association--a set of probabilities--concerning military experience in
relation to some relevant factor or attribute. The relevant attribute could

be education achieved, or race, or whether childhood was in an urban or rural

setting.

For example, one may wish to explore the varying probabilities of
military experience for men on differing school/career development tracks.
Again, one may be interested in the patterns to be found in the military
experience of Negroes. Or one can focus on the extent of military experience
in rural iife.‘ Then there is the suggestion that prospects of military ser-
vice are viewed differently in different areas of the nation. There is of
course no limit to the array of patterns we might look at, other than the

practical limit set by what was included in our survey questionnaire.

We will approach this picture one part at a time. We will pick a
pattern--a variable--which is of some importance to us and then seek to under-
stand the probabilities of military experience confronting us in this pattern
by looking at variations in these probabilities when other variables are taken
into account. Then we will try to arrive at points where we come closer

to viewing the picture as a whole.



Attempting to analyze the distribution of military experience will
reveal several complications which we must take into account. For example,
both entry and nonentry into active service may be either voluntary or
involuntary. 1In addition to asking why some subpopulations show higher
rates of military experience than others, we shall be tempted to ask "How
much of this experience was voluntary, how much compulsory?'" and "Of those
remaining civilians, how many are rejected volunteers, how many rejected

draftees?"

Actually too often these turn out to be rhetorical questions whose
answers are not accessible. On the surface it would seem easy to distinguish
between volunteers and nonvolunteers. But the prevalence of "draft-motivated
enlistment' forbids such ever-simplification. The implications of this
"draft-motivation' concept inject ambiguities into any attempt to develop the

volunteer-nonvolunteer distinction.

This problem is important because of the numerous ways in which one
is tempted to attribute motives to "kinds of people'" as represented by the
subpopulations in our sample. For instance, we may be tempted to assume
that certain subpopulations with high rates of military experience are doing
more than their patriotic share (while other subpopulations are doing less).
But there may be subpopulations with low rates of military experience that
also have exceptionally high volunteer rates. Such can be the case when the
nation has permitted educational and other socio-economic deprivations so
serious that a subpopulation with high volunteer rates may have high rejection

rates as well.

A subpopulation with especially low military service rates may contribute
more than its share of much needed civilian manpower in the sciences, the
professions, and related occupations (engineering, teaching, medicine, adminis-
tration; research, and clinical work). If military experience interfered too
much with the production of such civilian manpower, no amount of military
manpower might insure this nation's security. This is so because military
power is too much a function of scientific and technical prowess. Yet it

seems easy to view extended study as avoiding the draft, and student deferments



as detrimental to national security, when a low rate of military service seems

to indicate a subpopulation lacks patriotic ardor.

As a final warning against such assumptions, note that a subpopulation
with a high service rate may be peculiarly vulnerable to the military manpower
procurement system. In such instances the high rate of military experience
would be more a mark of the subpopulation's victimization than of an abundance
of zeal for service. This vulnerability could be due to low rates of higher
education, or low rates of early marriage, or high rates of deferring child
bearing after marriage. It could result from any combination of these condi-
tions or from resignation to conscription, or the notion that military ex-
perience plays an inevitable part in the lives of American young men. Such
resignation--sometimes undev the label of social or political "alienation'--
has often been shown to be correlated with inadequate education. 1In this
way high rates of volunteering could have little to do with patriotic

ardor.

In brief, the complications we have discussed are the ambiguity of
the voluntary-nonvoluntary distinction and, related to this ambiguity, the
problems which threaten any attempts at value-laden inferences about fervor
for service based on general military experience rates. The convergence of
these complications has prompted a basic restriction on the analysis that
will be reported here, and it dictates a technical feature of our strategy

for presenting the data of this analysis.

The restriction consists of permitting only a basic array of demo-
graphic and socio-economic variables to enter into this analysis. Insofar
as complete understanding of variations in service rates might depend on
attitudinal and value-expressive data, such understanding--itself a large

and complex task--awaits research beyond the limits of the present report.

The technical feature of data presentation prompted by the above com-
plications consists of presenting more, than mere sets of military experience
rates for various subpopulations. In fact, for each subpopulation we shall

present the following rates:
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1. percentage rejected of those evaluated

2, post-evaluation deferments (qualified but never entered) as
a percentage of the subpopulation in question

3. deferment in general, as a percentage of the subpopulation in
question

4. incidence of unfitness, as a percentage of the subpopulation
in question

5. combined incidence of veterans and those currently on active
service, as a percentage of the subpopulation in question,.
Whether the reader's use of these data remains on a simple level or
is carried to a more complex level of perception depends on individual interests
and mental dexterity. In this manner we have at least provided ourselves with
frequent reminders of some of the complications to be lived with, and more than

doubled the illumination provided by the analysis.

There is yet another complication to be avoided by the further restric-
tion of our analysis. The matters of the aging of individuals and the passing
of calendar time are of course of utmost importance in any comprehensive
analysis of military experience rates. In fact, in another, separate effort
the author of the present report is attempting to develop two entire schemes
of analysis by which the dynamics of this age/time interaction might be explored.
However, for the purposes of the analysis at hand we shall avoid as many of the

age/time considerations as possible.

With reference to calendar time we note that from 1950 through 1953
military manpower experience was affected by the Korean war. Then came a
period during which the reverberations of Korea diminished,disrupted eight
years later (fall 1961) by the Berlin Crisis build-up. Another important
development since Korea consists of the many additions and changes in military
manpower procurement schemes. Because of these circumstances and their apparent
effects observed in the All-American Sample data, considerable attention has
been lavished in analysis planning, in terms of certain age-groups of the
sample: men 31 through 34 years of age in 1964 were of prime service age for
Korea; men 27 through 30 were '"too young'" for Korea; men 26, 25, and perhaps
24 in 1964 apparently were prime for the Berlin build-up. This brings us

from the calendar part of the problem to its age or maturation aspect.
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First, it is commonly known that with few exceptions men cannot
enter military service under age 17, and for all practical pﬁrposes none
enter after their twenty-sixth birthday. We also know that since World War
II by far the majority of men drafted were beyond age 20, ranging upward to
age 26, with the average depending on a variety of factors which do not con-
cern us here. In addition to these matters, until recent years the Selective
Service procedure of investigating a given man's fitness for service was not
likely to occur until the imminence of his induction had been increased to
six months or less.

This means that to the extent the researcher allows his analysis to
include substantial portions of men somewhat less than 26 years of age he
must contend with the concomitant risks that some of the men having not yet
entered service may yet serve, and of those not yet evaluated for service some
will still be evaluated and either accepted or rejected. Accordingly, when
the task is to understand variability of military service rates of various
subpopulations, if the researcher permits the inclusion of men under age 26
in his analysis he is in effect tolerating "measurement error" in the data
at the very crux of his dependent variable. The amount of such "measurement
error' is increasingly large according to how large a part of his data involve
men at ages increasingly less than 26 years.

Of course, comparing rates of subpopulations would not be upset by
such measurement error, provided that (1) all subpopulations involved have the
same age distribution and that (2) each subpopulation has the same set of age-
specific rates of being evaluated and of entering service for ages beyond its
"current age." Note that for practical purposes both severe conditions just
stated are neatly dealt with when analysis is restricted to data involving
only men age 26 and over: Taking the conditions in reverse order, the age-
specific rates of evaluation and of entry are virtually nil for any subpopula-
tion beyond age 26; then of course (as far as is relevant to evaluation and
service entry) it is fairly safe to say that the age distribution of any
subpopulation including no man under age 26 is comprised of one grand category,

“"over-age,"

thus justifying comparisons among such subpopulations.
What has not happened by age 26 (i.e.) evaluation for and induction

into service) is not likely to happen. Or, putting it another way, rates
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involving men under 26 must be thought of as "premature" or "immature" rates
in the present context, whereas rates involving only men past the twenty-

sixth birthday may be regarded as "mature," "final," or "ultimate" rates.

Now the upshot of this discussion of the ""age/time" dynamics--both
with respect to calendar time and age or maturity of survey respondents--
is that to avoid age/time considerations in these chapters we had best restrict
our analysis to men 26 and over. Beyond that gross cut-off point we are con-
fronted with the question whether this is the place to take into account the
Korea/post-Korea/Berlin Crisis distinctions mentioned earlier. For several
reasons that is a task crying to be done, but for two reasons this is not the

proper time to address it.

1. Critically related to that set of distinctions is the matter of
trying to deal with the problem of manner of service entry in general, and
the problem of the volunteer-nonvolunteer distinction in particular. These

tasks have already been consigned to later efforts.

2. The structure of this analysis as now delineated can have a unity
and finiteness about it which could hardly be preserved were these other con-

siderations to be woven into its fabric.

For the sake of conformity with features of future analyses, and to
facilitate comparisons of rates, one concession has been made to the age/time
distinctions explained above. With the age group viewed as "prime" for the
Berlin Crisis consisting of men 24 through 26 years of age, while the Korea
and post-Korea age groups are comprised of men 27 through 34, we come close
to the "26 and older'" distinction by concentrating on the men aged 27 through
34, ignoring the Berlin Crisis age group. Two of the three Berlin Crisis
cohorts still have 'premature rates" as of November 1964--thus we are dis-
carding for this analysis only one cohort usable by our "maturity of rates"

criterion.

In summary, this effort concerning the distributions of rejection and
procurement of manpower for military service is an exploration of the most
rudimentary aspects of military experience in the United States. Here we

insist on dealing only with "final" rates, and this is virtually the only way
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in which age/time problems shall be taken into account here. We are also
avoiding problems of motivation or attitude--the analytic and policy issues

of voluntary-nonvoluntary military service.

Thus, like the biologist or the chemist, each with his established
procedures for classifying, explaining, 'and predicting the features and
behavior of biological and chemical phenomena, with this analysis we apply
rudimentary survey analysis techniques to explore the characteristics and

variability of a variable which no one has had occasion to examine before.

This is indeed true for the complex variable we call "military
experience rates." For example, to what extent will educational attainment
be found to be a fundamental condition of probability of service, as educa-
tion is so often fundamental in the probabilities of other social phenomena?
And if education is fundamental, do we find education-conditioned variations
in probability of service which encourage obvious interpretations, or are
we coerced into probing hypothesis testing to understand military experience

conditioned by education in ways which are not immediately obvious?
It should become clear now that the present effort serves two functions:

1. For both theoretician and policy maker this is a descriptive over-

view, as provided by a population survey frame of reference.

2. Situated as it is in the headwaters of a great watershed of
research on military experience, from this analysis will f low more questions

than answers, providing viable entres for many additional analyses.



CHAPTER II

EDUCATION: THE MAJOR DETERMINANT OF MILITARY EXPERIENCE RATES

Education and '""Mental Quality" in Military Manpower Procurement

Spokesmen for the Department of Defense persist in the explanation
that the Armed Forces Qualifications Test (AFQT) and related tests are not
intended primarily to be measures of educational attainment or available

intelligence (IQ). It is admitted, however, that the failure levels of the

AFQT and related examinations can be thought of in relation to grade level

achievement, at least as rough approximations. For example, in the report

One-Third of a Nation we are told that a provisional threshold is roughly

J
equivalent to eighth grade attainment, while a more absolute threshold--as
of that time--was approximately fifth grade ability (U.S. President's Task
Force..., p. 9). v

In the same report we learn that on occasion these thresholds are
modified according to the '"needs'" of the Department of Defense. Such adjust-
ments have a rationale which is couched in such terms as "with increased man-
power requirements it will be necessary to lower the mental quality standards."
Or on other occasions, '"given the quality and volume of recent acquisitions the

mental standards will be raised somewhat for the coming month."

In a similar manner the mental quality standards can be used from month
to month as sluice gates, but they are always operated from below rather than
from above. That is to say, we know of no instance when this kind of mechanism
is used to regulate the flow of high mental quality inductions, though the flow
of low quality inductions is regulated as much as is judged desirable or
necessary., If more men are needed the sluice Bates must be lowered, unless
student or dependency deferments are to be tampered with. Before leaving the
problem of regulated flow at the lower levels of manpower quality, we should
note that less formal regulation is possible. For example, from time to time

one service or another may order its recruiting officers to turn down high
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school dropouts, advising them to return to enlist after completing high

school, thus effectively reducing the influx of lower quality men.

Now as a matter of fact the flow of top mental quality is greatly
regulated also, though generally never by such fine increments changing over
such short periods of time as from month to month. This is accomplished by
student deferments, the characteristics and standards of which have been
changed from time to time according to manpower needs. When the needs have
been defined as most urgént, then such standards as academic standing among
classmates or score on a special Selective Service college student examina-
tion have been applied to restrict the number of student deferments. But
there are two ways in which college student deferment has operated in the
interests of Department of Defense concerns, even though it might appear as

an obstacle.l

Firsts,a manpower procurement system which did not recognize college
studies as grounds for deferment would cut off the major sources of com-
missioned officers--the variety of officer training programs operated in
colleges and universities across the country. It would also disrupt the
supply of men with college and advanced technical school experience entering

service as enlisted men,

Second, during the period from the relaxation of manpower requirements
following the Korean war until the rising strength levels associated with
Vietnam, there was increasing concern thaf military manpower requirements
would involve increasingly smaller proportions of prime age cohorts. There

was the prospect of need for less than 50 per cent of a prime age cohort in

lA quasi-official statement of a rationale concerning student defer-
ments, with a set of recommendations to the President, Congress, the Selec-
tive Service System, the Department of Defense, and the Secretaries of the
three Armed Services, has been published by the National Manpower Council. In
that publication the argument is presented that student deferment is important
in the conservation and development of higher quality manpower resources, but
it must pot become a matter of "exemption'' from service (where "deferment' is
given to mean postponement while "exemption" refers to permanent escape from
military service). It suggests that for those qualifying for student defer-
ment (by class standing and/or Selective Service College Qualification Test
score), deferment should permit completion of college degree study and even
advanced study, provided that men so deferred must yet enter military service
before age 26. The possibility of manipulating student deferment standards
according to military and civilian manpower requirements is also recommended
(but see National Manpower Council, 1952).
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EDUCATION: THE MAJOR DETERMINANT OF MILITARY EXPERIENCE RATES

Education and "Mental Quality'" in Military Manpower Procurement
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of that time--was approximately fifth grade ability (U.S. President's Task
Force..., p. 9).

In the same report we learn that on occasion these thresholds are
modified according to the ''meeds'" of the Department of Defense. Such adjust-
ments have a rationale which is couched in such terms as "with increased man-
power requirements it will be necessary to lower the mental quality standards."
Or on other occasions, '"given the quality and volume of recent acquisitions the

mental standards will be raised somewhat for the coming month."

In a similar manner the mental quality standards can be used from month
to month as sluice gates, but they are always operated from below rather than
from above. That is to say, we know of no instance when this kind of mechanism
is used to regulate the flow of high mental quality inductions, though the flow
of low quality inductions is regulated as much as is judged desirable or
necessary. If more men are needed the sluice gates must be lowered, unless
student or dependency deferments are to be tampered with. Before leaving the
problem of regulated flow at the lower levels of manpower quality, we should
note that less formal regulation is possible. For example, from time to time

one service or another may order its recruiting officers to turn down high
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in the not tco distant future. (In connection with this kind of concern,
President Kennedy was of course prompted to extend safety from conscrip-
tion to childless husbands by his Executive Order No. 11,119 of 10 September
1963.)

However, the important point for the purposes of our discussion here
is the student deferment provides Selective Service with a means for a wide
range of manipulations to regulate the flow of manpower, so long as the
Department of Defense can afford the consequent fluctuations in amounts of
high mental quality manpower made available. This of course provides the
individual registrant with a wider range of possibilities by which to attempt
his own manipulations if he is so inclined. At any rate, during the years
of concern with the decreasing proportions of cohorts needed, the utilities
of manipulatable student deferments did not go unnoticed. Not until 1966,
in connection with increasing manpower commitments in Vietnam, have the more
stringent criteria of class standing and special Selective Service college

student examinations been revived.

But even during the more placid manpower procurement interim (roughly
1954 through 1964), problems with two aspects of students' deferments per-
ennially beset the Selective Service System in general and many local draft

boards in particular.

Both problems stemmed from the possibility that a draft board could
question whether a registrant's study plans were motivated by chances of
avoiding the draft or by career commitments. The first arises when a
registrant who has left school decides to return and in this connection asks
for a deferment. Draft boards in particular, and the Selective Service System

generally, have been suspicious of such behavior.

The second emerges when registrants' plans for schooling become extended
beyond a standard four- or five-year course of study for a bachelor's degree.
There are many recent indications of tendencies to view study at postbaccalau-
reate levels as a sort of luxury, or drifting, or study for the sake of study,
or unwillingness to leave Academia for the real world. Of course, these are
all possibilities in specific cases. However, in the "manpower revolution'

with which this nation is currently grappling, a primary problem is the rapidly
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growing need of scientific and technical manpower involving many occupations
which require advanced degrees such as the Master's and the Doctorate. Many
men may find their vocations in these areas while yet seeking their bachelor's
degrees, but many others will find such a calling only after postbaccalaureate

experience with the labor force.

Now, with very few exceptions, commitments to the development of
careers such as these are indeed expensive, no matter when they are undertaken,
in terms of both time and money. It is customary for doctoral study programs
to be described officially as requiring from three to five years' study beyond
the bachelor's degree. With the modal ages for receiving bachelor's degrees
being 21, 22, and 23 years, one might expect problems to arise when draft
boards do not readily relinquish claims to registrants who have committed

themselves to careers requiring graduate study for advanced degrees.

Having thus summarily reviewed the ways in which educational attain-
ment is related to military manpower procurement both at the upper and the
lower levels of mental quality, we have created a context withinm which to con-

sider data concerning this perhaps most crucial variable of our analysis.

Patterns of Military Experience and Rejection According
to Educational Attainment

With the variable "educational atfainment," as with the other variables
.to be analyzed, we shall utilize a probabilistic model for conceptualizing its
relevance to military experience and rejection rates. With a probabilistic
model we are pronme to think of a set of conditions, each with its own partic=
ular probability associated with it, and here educational attainment will be
no exception. We expect differing levels of attainment to have differing
probabilities of unfitness and of service. Put most simply, we would expect
the probabilities of ever entering service to be relatively low at the lowest
level of attainment, in connection with the relatively high amounts of func-
tional illiteracy and other mental deficiencies to be found there. The
probabilities of service should increase with successive levels of educational
attainment, to the point where accrual of additional years of education spells
such increasing likelihood of school-marriage-fatherhood deferment combinations

that probabilities of service entry decrease.
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This is surely a somewhat oversimplified set of expectations. How-
ever, the worst problem may have to do rather with gathering data which will
properly fit the model. The model locates educational attainment as a set
of preconditions out of which a set of service probabilities emerges. Thus
a question which asks the respondent to report the level of education he
has now completed will not fit the requirements of the model. The presently
attained graduate study level, as that question is answered by a veteran,
may represent the fact that, aided by the G.I. Bill, the veteran has accumu-
lated four years of college and some graduate study since his military
experience. And both the veteran and the man now in uniform may have gained
a high school graduate certificate or some college study while in service.
On the other hand, among those who never entered there will be those who
tried to enlist early, but after being rejected decided to go ahead with a

college education which they had not immediately intended.

There is no simple way to deal with this quandary, because there
is no fixed age at which all men are evaluated for service; for those who
are never evaluated there is no way of determining a level of educational
attainment for such an age comparable to the level of those actually
evaluated. These are crucial requirements of the most perfect and straight-

forward way of using our model of conditional probabilities.

Lacking data which could be fit to the model in a manner free of
criticism, the following strategy has been chosen. TFor those who have entered
service, we have used the data yielded by the question, "What is the highest
grade of regular school you had completed before you first entered active
service?" Then for the nonveterans--the ones who in all likelihood will
never enter service--we have used the data from the "education now completed"
question as though it were fair to conceptualize it as "education attained
before entry." On these grounds we shall be cautious of conclusions to be
drawn in the present analysis, consider this a provisional attempt, and wait
for a more elaborate age/time-based analysis for added illumination. We shall
only note here that this strategy will bias our analysis to a limited extent

by exaggerating the number of nonveterans (both the rejected and the deferred)
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at the upper educational levels. We expect this exaggeration to be slight,

perhaps '"nmegligible," though there is no guarantee that this is negligible.

By now the question may have occurred to the reader, 'But why such
an elaborate treatment for what should be a straightforward lead-in to the
discussion of whatever correlation is to be found between education and
military experience?" Put most simply, the answer is that we have the dif-
ficult problem of knowing that education may in several ways affect
probabilities of entering service, but military experience and the avoidance
of it in several ways may affect educational attainment levels. So much for

the operational definitions and problems concerning "educational attainment."

In Table IT.l1the general tendencies or "pattern' of the data are very
much what one would expect. But the differeﬁces in the probabilities
associated with the various education levels are striking. We find all five
education attainment levels from ninth grade through the bachelor's degree
accompanied with service entry within about four percentage points of 70 per
cent. We note also that for these education levels the proportions deferred
and the overall rejection rates have even smaller ranges of variability.
While percentage deferred varies only from 14 to 18, overall disqualification
ranges only from 11.8 to 18 per cent, for these intermediate levels of

education.

In contrast to these intermediate education levels are the groups
reporting eighth grade and less, and the group having attained graduate study.
The men with an eighth-grade education but no more show an overall disqualifi-
cation rate of 32.6 per cent, twice that of the intermediate groups, and in
association with that their portion entering service has been right at 50 per
cent, or about three-fourths of the overall average proportion of 64 per cent

with military experience.

Directly in line with these expected observations, we find that among
those having less than an eighth-grade education very nearly three-fifihs of
those examined were found unfit (the 58.7 per cent overall rate), and largely
because of that only 30 per cent ever served. 1In addition, we note one thing
which the two lowest education groups have in common: nearly one-fourth Qf

each (22.7 and 23.3 per cent) are being deferred, although both groups are at
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TABLE II.l

(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

BEFORE SERVICE®

Education Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall
. Qual-| ,, " i Per Rejection
Attained NA i fied Deferred Unfi Served Cent N Rate
Less than
eighth 0.9 2.7 22.7 46.9 30.3 99.9 292 58.7
grade (234)
Eighth 1.6 3.8 23.3 26.3 50.5 100.1 352 [32.6
grade . (284)
9th, 10th,
or 1llth 0.7 3.8 16.3 13.7 69.9 99.9 905 15.7
grade . (791)
High school 1.6 3.8 16.2 10.4 73.5 100.1 1,305 11.8
graduate (1,144)
College
Under 2 3.2 3.7 16.7 13.8 69.5 100.0 330 15.8 '
years . (287)
2 years 2.5 7.9 18.1 16.2 65.7 100.0 217 18.0
or more . (195)
B.A. or B.S] 0.5 7.8 13.9 15.5 70.6 100.0 285 16.5
degree (267)
Graduate 3.3 18.8 56.9 16.6 26.6 100,1 183 26.8
study . (114)
NA . .. b - - - - - 8 -
(6)
All-American
Sample, 1.5 5.0 19.3 16.7 64.0 100.0 3,876 19.5
ages 27-34 (3,320)

aMETHODOLOGICAL NOTE FOR TABLE II.L.
identical in format.

Tables IL.1 and III.1 through V.4 are
Each is an expression of the probabilistic model involving

independent variables the categories of which (the stub) are thought of as pre-
conditions for varying rates (probabilities) of three general outcomes of military

obligation experience:

With

civilians

giving no indication

who

the exception

the

"deferred," "unfit," and "served."

of

Table IV.4, the entire male population, civilian
and military, ages 27 through 34 is represented in Tables IL.l through V.4.
total given in
representing this population is 3,876.
components combined constitute 64.0 per cent

The

last row of any table shows that the weighted sample size

The veteran and active service sample

of our sample, those nonveteran

indicate rejection are 16.7 per cent, and nonveteran civilians
rejection are 19.3 per cent of the sample. The latter

of
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the lowest extreme in rate of qualified men remaining civilians. We antici-
pate that this combination of associations relates to the fact that the farm
population has its own unique access to deferment in "agricultural occupation"
deferments, and it is the farm population that has more than its proportional
share of men lacking a high school education. We can return to the problems

of verifying this anticipation later.

Problems of Data Interpretation Peculiar to Men with
Advanced Educational Attainment

We find the group reporting attaimment of graduate study altogether
different from those with intermediate and with lowest attainment levels.
This group registers the lowest rate of military experience, at only 26.6
per cent, and except for those having no high school experience this group
has the highest overall disqualification rate, at 26.8 per cent. The rest

of the picture is that nearly three-fifths, or 56,9 per cent, are deferred,

are labeled "deferred" on the grounds that the Selective Service and the
Department of Defense report less than 0.5 per cent go without military
experience without being rejected or deferred. Arithmetically, for these
tables, ''deferred" is the residual category including all not serving and
not rejected, Thus the three categories of military obligation used here
are derived directly from the Military Service Qualification Index developed
in Appendix II, Per cent "never evaluated" can be gotten by subtracting
Columns 1 and 2 from the '"deferred" column.

The last column of each table presents "overall rejection rate" in-
formation, i.e., the rejected as a percentage of those .examined only. To
show the arithmetic basis for these rates, the "fit but never served" column

is included. The sum of "fit but never served," "unfit," and "have served"
rates is the base on which the percentage "unfit" can be transformed into
an "overall rejection rate.'" For example, in the “total" row, (5.0 + 16.7 +

64,0) = 85.7 and 3,320 is 85.7 per cent of 3,876, Then 16.7/85.7 = 19.5
per cent,

Finally, the column on the far left provides the rates of cases with
insufficient information to be located in the Military Service Qualification
Index, to deal with questions of biases in fitness data,

In general, this explanation applies to all the arithmetic relation-
ships among the rates appearing in any given row in Tables II.1 through V.4,

Too few cases to percentage,
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though about one-third of these (18.8 per cent) did get sufficiently involved in

induction procedures to be evaluated and found fit for service.

The reader by this time may have guessed that we consider it a most
difficult task to assess and interpret this information about men attaining
graduate study. As a matter of fact they cannot be fully understood at this
rudimentary level of analysis, and it is not altogether clear that a conclusive
interpretation will be possible even with the most exhaustive treatment we can
muster with the data at hand. Tt may become possible to say more about it
than we can here, but the nexus between military manpower procurement and educa-
tional attainment at the graduate study level was not a primary concern in the

design of questionnaires.

Table II.l gives some indication of why this should be so: the 183 who
who attained graduate study are only 4.7 per cent of the total with which we
are concerned. For those concerned with loss of access to, or "availability"
of manpower, let us point out that 62 per cent of this 4.7 per cent were
sufficiently in the mill to be evaluated, apparently leaving only about 1.8
per cent of the total population out of reach of Selective Service in connec-
tion with graduate study. Items of inquiry are seldom added to questionnaires
to deal with analysis problems involving such a small percentage of the popula-

tion.

Having so washed our hands of the task of a conclusive analysis we may
proceed briefly to speculate on what we think these facts depict about graduate
students coping with military service obligations. It is possible that the
central feature underlying these facts is a sort of tug-of-war between students
and their draft boards, resulting from indeterminate policy and contradictory
concerns on the part of the federal government in general, and relevant statutory
provisions in particular. The problems of such policy and concern as they con-

front draft boards were described earlier.

Of course, the facts that command our attention here are that over one-
half of those reporting graduate study are in our "deferred" category, though
they are not probably in a student deferment class now, and about one-third of

these (the 18.8 per cent) have gone through preinduction procedures to be found
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fit for service. In this connection there are additional data, focusing on
rejectees, which we have not troubled to enter in the table. It is possible
to combine the "deferred" and "unfit" columns to constitute a proportion we
may think of as "mever entered." The new question we ask now is, "Of these

who never entered, what percentage were rejected?"

Looked at in this manner, our data show all educational attainment
categories except graduate study averaging about 50 per cent unfit of those
never entering. They range from about 40 per cent for high school graduates
to 53 per cent for those at eighth grade level and those who completed
college, and up to as many as 67 per cent unfit of those never entering,

among men with less than an eighth grade education.

But the graduate students are at the other extreme, with less than
23 per cent unfit among those never entering; this emphasizes that unfitness
is not a primary factor in the low rate of entrance into Service on the part
of men attaining the graduate study level, Actually, one might marvel that
the rate of service is as high as it is for these men, given the nature of
graduate study and of the kinds of careers which develop from it, It may be
that more than one-fourth of them entered service because that many are
graduate school dropouts. We will not be able to identify men as dropouts
from graduate study. On the other hand, medicine and dentistry are among
the many kinds of advanced training, or graduate study, and there are special
provisions--even special training and procurement programs and draft calls--
by which the Department of Defense fills its special needs for such personnel.
If it seemed worthwhile, it would be possible to determine, of the 26.6 per
cent entering service among those attaining graduate study level, how many

(if any) are in or are headed for medical or other health profession careers.

Finally, let us point out speculatively that the moderately elevated
overall disqualification rate of 26.8 per cent for men at the graduate study
level can be interpreted in a variety of ways. In Appendix V, in proposing a
plausible rationale concerning the dynamics of unfitness rates, the suggestion
was made that among men having no desire for military service, those feeling
fairly certain of a disqualifying condition would have no need to avoid pre-
induction evaluation (in fact, they might seek it out for the assurance of

being rejected). On the other hand, those having no desire for service and
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believing themselves to be fit enough might take considerable care to avoid
the initiation of preinduction evaluation proceedings. If this is especially
true of men in graduate study this might explain the moderately elevated

"overall disqualification rate" among them.

Others may propose another possible contributor to these somewhat
elevated rates, in terms of physical unfitness. For example, Walton (1965,
esp. pp. 75-84)attempts to discount socio-economic disadvantage as a source
of unfitness, preferring rather to ascribe it to affluence, and especially
parental indulgence of children resulting in such problems as being over-
weight and physically weak.2 While there is every indication that the roots
of most mental and medical disqualification lie deep in the soil of socio-
economic disadvantage, our data do not enable us to test Walton's hypothesis
of the '"physical flab of affluence.” We would not expect attainment of graduate
study to be the best indicator of affluence. (We shall see the patterns of

unfitness related to affluence--and poverty--in the next chapter.)

For the third interpretation we must note once moie that it is possible
that experience of rejection has enabled some to proceed &ith education, includ-
ing graduate study, which others were forced to defer unﬁiiiafter military
service, Following from this, and the form in which we havé used our data, we
are faced with the chance of some distortion in our interpreting attainment of
graduate study as a precondition associated with probabilities of unfitness

and of entering military service.

Thus we have before us three major possibilities for the interpretation

of elevated rates of rejection among men of advanced educational attainment:

1. The label "reversal of temporal sequence' might be applied to the
methodological interpretation that rejection experience may have permitted
continuation of education beyond what otherwise would have been preservice

entry attainment levels,.

2We are reluctant to call this book to the reader's attention. The
chapter just cited presents the most misguided and erroneous interpretations
of rates of unfitness we have yet found. However, it does seem necessary to
deal with some of the ideas that the author propounds. For evidence and
explanation of such error see Karpinos (1962, pp.- 1-6).
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2, The "flab of affluence' label adequately reminds us of Walton's

(1965) proposition.

3. The phrase "selective submission to evaluation'represents the
proposition that of those who have relatively elaborate civilian career plans,
the ones who know themselves to be unfit for service may not go to great
lengths to avoid evaluation via deferments, but those who believe they are
fit for service can be expected to avoid induction procedures by maintaining

Selective Service deferments.

There may be other possibilities of interpretation which have not
entered into our considerations here. Note also that these three interpreta-
tions are not mutually exclusive--all three together in varying degrees of
magnitude might contribute to theoverall picture confronting us. In fact, we
are certain of the presence of the "reversal of temporal sequence'" problem,
though we do not know its magnitude, while the extent to which the ""flab of
affluence'” and the '"selective submission to evaluation' circumstances are
operative in addition to the ''temporal sequence' problem seems to be the issue
here.

To explore this issue we have prepared Table II.2. This table is merely
an elaboration of the "overall rejection rate' column of Table II.lL. Because
the number of cases is small and the rates are similar we have combined the
three highest categories of educational attainment level.

This is an exceedingly treacherous table to interpret, because in
general anywhere from one-~fourth to one-half of those unfit are not giving us
specific data concerning reason for their rejection, mainly because they do
not know the reason.3 (In fact, for this very reason we earlier indicated
that we would generally not attend to any matters concerning reason for rejec-

tion.)

The single important observation to be made from Table IL.2 is that

rejection rates on grounds of mental test failure diminish by large decrements

31t is well known that at least until the end of 1963 high proportions
of rejectees were given little explanation for their rejection, though Army
regulations intended that they at least be told whether the basis was medical,
or "administrative' (see U.S. President's Task Force..,, 1964, p- 31).
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going up the education ladder, while the medical rejection rates seem to
diminish more slowly up to the high school level and then increase with

increasing education beyond high school.

We arrive at this observation cautiously by two steps. For the first
step we modify Table II.2 by adding the rate of men failing both mental and
medical, first to the "mental tests only" rate and then to the "medical exam

only” rate. The result is Table II.3. We have included the "reasons unknown''

TABLE TI.3

ADAPTATION OF TABLE II.2

Education Attained Mental Medical Reasons

Test Exam Unknown
Less than eighth grade. . . . . . . . 19.4 21.2 30.7
Eighth grade. . . . . . . . . .. .. 7.5 11.7 16.7
Ninth, tenth, or eleventh grade . . . 1.8 7.8 7.1
High school graduate. . . . . . . . . 0.7 7.9 3.5

College:

Less than two years . . . . . 0.3 11.2 4.6
Two years or more . . , . 0.0 14.2 4.9
Weighted averages 2.7 - 9.0 7.8

rates here, unmodified, for convenience in going to the second step: We note here
that at the high school graduate level and above, regardless of the kinds of rejec-
tion which may be involved singly or in multiples in the "reasons unknown'
category, the rates of unknown reasons for rejection are relatively small and

very nearly constant, ranging between 3.5 and 4.9 per cent. Thus with small and
undifferentiated rates here, we can say cautiously that whatever their composi-
tion with respect to reason for rejection they could hardly modify substantially

the two-part "single important observation” we made above.

We can now go one step further: Regardless of the composition of those
in the "unknown reasons' category, at the education level of high school and
above the tendency toward elevation of the medical rejection rate must be a ,
basic factor in the elevation of the overall rejection rate at these eduéatioh‘;

levels.
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The crucial question still has not received a conclusive answer. But

of the three interpretations, the "flab of affluence'" has suffered most.

The evidence seems unequivocal. We must compare the one-eighth of
the male population which did not progress beyond eighth grade with the
approximately one-eighth which has at least two years of college. The former
show a medical rejection rate of 16 per cent (a weighted average of 21.2 and the
11.7 per cent) somewhat above the 14.2 per cent medical rejection rate of the
latter, The 21 per cent for those with less than an eighth grade education is
half again of the 14 per cent of those with two or more years of college.
Between these extremes there are of course the much lower rates of less than

8 per cent medical rejection for those with at least high school but no more.

Walton's (1965) argument was that the 2,500 rejectees sample used for
the One-third of a Nation study (U.S. President's Task Force..., 1964) was

badly distorted in the direction of including derelicts, the unemployed,
welfare recipients, etc., to the neglect of the rejectees who were enrolled

in school, had jobs, or were otherwise meaningfully occupied. It is by this
argument that he proposes to replace "poverty" with "affluence" as the culprit

producing disproportionate numbers of physically substandard men.

Our data suggest there may be three general categories of medically
substandard persons. Category (1) would include such medical inadequacies
whose incidences are not peculiar to education or lack of it, nor to certain
socio-economic conditions, etc.; perhaps congenital defects and mental retardation
would be good examples. Category (2) might be thought of as a product of the
deprivation, "hard knocks," and inept use or lack of proper health and medical
care resources--such conditions as we find associated with a life of poverty
generally. Category (3) of medically substandard persons might consist of
those for whom physical fitness is a matter of secondary or less than secondary
concern. While there may be some proximal fit here with the "flab of affluence'
notion, we are also familiar with physical well-being problems associated with
the sedentary life of hard-working intellectuals and business executives, as

X 4
well as lower status white collar workers.

éAfter the original drafting of this section, another less speculative
possibility of characterizing this third category of medically substandard per-
sons has arisen. In a review of this analysis, Harold Wool, Director for Procure-
ment Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower), related to
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If it were really this simple, and if we were as near to firm conclusions
as we would like, we could simply contrive names for three categories of unfit-
~ness and leave it at that. However, we have been unable by this brief analytic
foray to resolve the issues of our three interpretations of elevated rejection

rates. associated with higher educational attainment. We shall leave it here.

Summary Concerning Educational Attainment and Military Obligation

Earlier in this chapter we stated a set of expectations which have been
borne out by the data: The probabilities of ever entering service will be rela-
tively low at the lowest level of educational attainment in connection with
relatively high rates of unfitness. From the least educated level, with nearly
60 per cent rejected and only 30 per cent entering service, the rejection rates
go down to less than 12 per cent and service entry rates go up to nearly 75 per

cent among those completing high school but with no college.

For men attaining more than high school education our expectations are
only partially fulfilled. Of those who did not go beyond college, roughly 70
per cent have served, but of those with at least some graduate study only, about
25 per cent have served. We did not expect the latter group to show over one-
fourth (26.8 per cent) as a rejection rate, though we did expect an enormous

rate of deferment and consequent never serving.

Concerning those attending college but with no graduate study, we did
not anticipate the relatively low deferment rates (16 to 18 per cent) nor the
somewhat elevated rejection rates (16 to 18 per cent). This, coupled with the
26.8 per cent rejection rate of those with graduate educations, leads us to

explore three independent and potentially concurrent interpretations:

us some findings of a Department of Defense study about this same problem. Those
findings indicate that the increment in rejections among the better educated is
constituted by rejections due to conditions which are matters of medical case
histories (not readily observed or detected clinically). Thus it would make sense
to propose that the better life chances which accompany better education include
more detection and development of case histories concerning conditions which are
perhaps never detected, or detected only after induction into service, among those
of lesser educational attainment,
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1. There is some reversal of temporal sequence distorting our data,
involving higher education levels achieved after rejection, rather than

rejection after attaining the reported education level,

2, There is a social process of selective submission to evaluation
by which, of those who develop civilian career plans, the unfit are willing to
be evaluated but the fit avoid evaluation by maintaining deferments, thereby

yielding an elevated rejection rate.

3. A disproportionate share of unfitness comes from affluence rather

than from poverty conditions.

The data required that we modify the "flab of affluence' interpretation in one
way: The apparently elevated rejection rates of men of college experience, and
especially of those with graduate study experience, may not be subject to the
"flab of affluence" interpretation at all, but if it is: (a) the lower levels
of education are associated with much higher rates both of mental test and
medical rejection; furthermore, (b) if there is an actual elevation (not an
operational artifact) of rejection rates associated with higher education it

is limited to medical rejection; and (c¢) mental test rejections at the levels
of high school graduate and above are quite certainly 5 per cent or lower, and

may be virtually nonexistent.

Definitive research is needed to deal with the possibilities of the
three interpretations we have explored--or any other tenable interpretation,
for that matter. It may be that one general category of unfitness originates
in poverty and ignorance while another originates in sedentary life and/or
more extensive and sophisticated medical attention. Such research must be

designed with care to deal with the '"reversal of temporal sequence' problem,



CHAPTER IIL
SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND AND FULFILLMENT OF MILITARY OBLIGATION

Conceptualizing Socio-economic Background

Among the words often used hand in hand with the idea of probability,
perhaps the two most popular are 'risk” and "chance." Tt is not unusual, when
reference is being made to the ultimate in risks and chances, to hear such a
phrase as "a matter of life and death." And in one of the earliest developments

of a science of society we find a concept of "life chances" playing an important

part.

Max Weber chose to utilize the concept of "life chances" in his now
classic response to the Marxian theory of class struggle. Postulating three
major substructures of society--the economic, the social, and the political--as
consisting of "classes,” ""status groups,'" and 'parties' he proceeded to explain

what he meant by "class'" (Weber, 1946, p. 181):
I. A class consists of those members of a social order who are
in about the same 'class situation"
II. A class situation is a cgnfiguration of life chances
A. concerning access to

1. the products of the economy
2. kinds of external living conditions

3. kinds of personal life experiences

B. in as much as these chances are determined by the incomes
those members receive for goods and services they contribute

to the economy of their society.

Here we see the idea of life chances in a context filled with connotations
of opportunity and risk, of advantage and disadvantage. At the same time, this

context strongly suggests that life chances are closely linked with occupation,

-27-
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income, and indirectly, education. 1In this way it becomes easy to ask and deal
with relevant questions about how rates of military experience, and of fitness
for service, are related to persons' class situations, or life chances. On the
operational level such questions involve the three familiar socio-economic

dimensions: education, occupation, and income.

The liability to military service, and of course the majority of con-
ditions constituting unfitness, have their onset for the individual at an age
where he has done little if anything to contribute to, or modify his own life
chances. At that tender age his chances, in the Weberian sense, are still
largely determined by the class situation of his father, whether or not that
has any relevance to the probabilities of military experience, and the related
possibilities of fitness or unfitness for service. And this is precisely the

question with which we wish to deal next.

In what ways, if any, do the class situations in which men are reared
constitute a set of conditions which are accompanied by varying probabilities
of unfitness, and of entering military service? On the operational level the
data required to deal with this question in the contemporary United States lie
in four areas: (1) father's occupation; (2) family financial resources

(income, property); (3) father's education; and (4) race.

Of these four socio-economic factors, the second might seem the most
obviously and directly related to life chances, Be that as it may, family
financial resources is the one factor not repfesented in our data. The reason
for this lies in our belief that it is unreasonable to c¢ipect older men or
adolescents to reliably report the income and assets of their parental families

as they themselves approached adulthood.

One might not as readily forego the financial resources data, were it
not that data en father's occupation and education quite certainly involve
much less in the way of reliability problems and at the same time are known to
be closely correlated with financial resources. We do have data on father's
education and on occupation of the father about the time of the respondent's

fifteenth birthday.
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Having gone to the trouble of elaborating the ideas of social class and
life chances along Weberian lines, our inclusion of race as a factor here might
be questioned. Certainly, even in this latter half of the twentieth century
the average Negro American has yet to break free of the risks and disadvantages
that are his simply because of his race. By Weber's definition this is not a
"class'" but rather a "status" phenomenon--the life chances of the Negro cannot
be adequately accounted for by purely economic factors. However, we have
increasingly specific evidence of the economic cost of being Negro (Siegel,
1965). It is on these non-Weberian grounds that we are including race as a socio-

economic factor.

We begin with Table ITI.1. The format of presentation is identical to
that of Table IL.1, but here we look at rates with respect fo education of the
respondent's father. We find for the most part remarkably little variability
among the several kinds of rates shown. For men with fathers having education
ranging all the way from little beyond eight grade upward through college there
is only one deviation from the uniformity we see. At each of these levels of
father's education, just a bit under 70 per cent of our respondents entered
service and, with only one exceptional category, about one-fifth were deferred
while one-eighth were rejected for service. The one exception occurs among the
relatively small number reporting fathers with college degrees. Here we find
a sort of reversal between deferment and rejection rates, with about one-eighth
(11.3 per cent) found fit but deferred, while only 6 per cent have been rejected.
With sons of college-educated fathers being the small part of the whole that they
are, we will not press for a thoroughgoing explanation of this. Though this is
a group from which one might expect a disproportionately large number of graduate
students, the set of rates here is not at all like what we found with graduate

students in our earlier analysis.

Another small part of the whole which we shall note here only in passing
consists of those reporting fathers who attained graduate study. This is another
group which we would expect to provide more than its share of graduate students.
And we note that in this case such an interpretation may be justified; the
combination of rates tends to conform, though not nearly reaching the extremes,

to the combination of rates we found characterizing men who had attained graduate
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TABLE III.1

MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY FATHER'S EDUCATION

(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

Father's Nonveter??s All-American Sample Total RgY:ziiin
Education NA giied "Deferred" | Unfit Served g:zt N éate
No male head

of house-

hold. . 0.4 . 4.7 16. 16.7 66.9 99.9 404 18.9 (357)
Eighth grade

or less . . 1.2 4.6 19. 19.9 60.8 100.0 1,870 23'3(1,596)
9th - 11th

grade 3.2 4.4 19. 12.7 67.5 106.0 645 15.0 (546)
High school

graduate, 1.3 5.5 %9. 11.7 69,2 100.1 470 13.6 (406)
Some

college . 0.5 6.3 19, 11.3 69.7 100.0 204 13.0 (179)
B.A.-

B.S.. . . 0.8 11.3 25. 6.0 69.0 100.0 90 6.9 (78)
Graduate '

study . 4.1 6.9 28. 16.6 55.0 100.1 88 21,1 (69)
NA . . ... 3.2 3.2 16, 25.3 58.4 100.1 1041 29.1 (91)
All-American

2225125_34 1.5 5.0 19. 16.7 64,0 100.0 3,876 19.5(3,320)

%5ee methodological note, Table II.1.
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study themselves. Thus we would expect that if we went to the trouble of
examining this further we would find numerous men with graduate study

experience in this small grouping.

Now there are only two substantive categories in Table III.l about which
we have not yet commented., However, that Qf men whose fathers' education never
got beyond eighth grade includes more than one-half of the men reporting their
father's education. The other category yet to be discussed is of those reporting
"was not living with father, and no male head of the household at age 15," which

includes over ome-tenth of the population. Consider these first.

Although from time to time the fatherless home is depicted as a home of
the disadvantaged, the data before us give no evidence of this. The set of rates
given here, for men having no fathers or male heads of household at age fifteen,
conforms strikingly with the overall average set of rates shownin the total row
of Table TII.1. This might lead us to suspect that fatherless homes of mid-
twentieth century America have about the same variance in life chances as does

the population of the United States as a whole.

We have yet to consider the roughly one-half of the men who report fathers
with education not progressing beyond the eighth grade. This group appears similar
to the other half, as far as incidence of deferments is concerned. Their unique-
ness, as nearly as we can determine here, is restricted to the fact that they have
an overall disqualification rate roughly half again as much as the other half of
the population; consequently they have a military experience rate of about 61 per

cent, while the other half averages 67 or 68 per cent,

In short, we expect that father's education has had substantial impact
upon the sorts of life chances experienced in childhood. However, it is possible
that by the time respondents have reached adulthood their own opportunities,
particularly with respect to educational attainment, have greatly diminished most
of the reverberations which might have echoed from their father's education or
lack of it. Of course, the main reasoning which relates father's education to
"class situation” is that the father's education is his own means to better
careers and greater income. It may be only when it bears its full fruit in
this respect that father's education makes big differences in other ways, such

as military experience and rejection rates of sons,
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Fathexr's Occupation

Now we consider the effects of the father's occupation, as of the
respondent's fifteenth birthday. We had intended to treat occupation data in
somewhat greater detail. Circumstance leads to a summary treatment here, involv-

ing the following gross categories:

1. "PTOM white collar'" is our abbreviation for "Professional, Technical,
Official, and Managerial" (part of the detailed occupation categories known as
"Professional, Technical, and Kindred" and "Managerial, Official, and Proprietary"

occupations).

2. "Other white collar" includes the detailed categories known as

"Clerical and Kindred" and "Sales Workers."

3. "Blue collar" includes all the remaining detailed categories not
pertaining to "Farm'; i.e., "Craftsmen, Foremen, and Kindred," 'Operatives and
Kindred," and "Laborers, non-farm." Included here are the few reporting military

occupations of fathers.

4. '"Farm" includes any of the several detailed categories pertaining to

agricultural occupation: owners and tenants, managers, foremen, laborers, etc.

5. "Unemployed, or no male" is nearly identical to the "no male"
category used for the '"father's education” data: Men having no father at age
fifteen, and no male head of household, constitute the larger part of men counted
here; however, also included are a few who reported their fathers to be unemployed.
We shall have no more to say of this category here, because of this redundancy

with "father's education' data.

These are the five categories of fathers' occupations used in Table III.Z2.
We find roughly one-fifth of our respondents indicating a farm background. About
one-eighth locate themselves in the "no male, or father unemployed" category. The
remaining two-thirds of our respondents report fathers or household heads in the
urban labor force. We are in this peculiar fashion glimpsing the labor force as
it appeared during the approximate period 1945-1955, taking into account only

those who were fathers of 15-year-old boys during that period.
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For sons of lower status white collar and all blue collar fathers the
probabilities of entering military service are essentially identical--69.3 and
68.1 per cent, respectively. There is a marginal difference between the two,
however, in how they get that way. Sons from the blue collar ranks show an
overall disqualification rate about half again as large as that of the sons of
low status white collar fathers. On the other side of it, the latter show a
deferment rate nearly one-third above that of the former--19.3 per cent compared
with 15.5 per cent. It is a simplé matter at this point to guess that sons of
white collar fathers--even lower status white collar--héve an advantage both in
schooling and in the informal education of primary socialization processes; an
advantage which one might deduce from the implied literacy of the "white collar"
label, when compared with sons of blue collar and farm extraction. This would
lead us to expect a relatively lower unfitness rate for white collar sons
compared with sons of both blue collar and farm parents. The relatively higher
deferment rate for sons of low status white collar fathers, when compared with
those of blue collar homes, may be due to more college educations for the sons

of the white collar homes.

Looking at farm sons we find further support for earlier speculation.
It was suggested that the pattern of rates for men whose educational attainment
is limited to eighth grade and less is to be understood in relation to the work-
ings of agricultural occupation deferments and the relatively lower levels of
education in the rural population (cf. Table IL.1 and above, p. ). Now in
Table III.2 we find a pattern of rates for farm sons which has characteristics
much the same as the patterns of rates in Table II.1, for those with less than
nine years of education: proportion having entered service is the lowest of
any category in the table; unfitness rates are the highest in the table; farm
sons have a higher proportion of deferment than sons of any of the other occupa-
tion categories. Further along we shall of course look at the interworkings of

education and father's occupation,

Finally, with the sons of high status white collar fathers--fathers with
careers as professionals, officials, in management, and as proprietors--we are
looking at a grouping of sons which includes any who were "born with silver spoons

in their mouths." However, by far the majority of the men in this category are
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TABLE 1I1.2

MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY FATHER'S OCCUPATIONa
(Summary Categories)

(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

. Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall
Father s Qual- Per Rejection
. 1" 1" :
Occupation NA i fied Deferred Unfit Served Cent N Rate
PTOM white
collar. . . 3.7 8.0 23.3 12.9 63.8 100.0 568 15.2 (481)
Other white )
... . .77 . b . . 2 .
collar 1.9 3.7 19.3 11 69.3 100.0 03 13.5 (171)
Blue collar. 1.2 3.6 15.5 16.4 68.1 100.0 1,752 18.6(1,544)
Farm . . . . 0.9 5.9 25.1 23.0 51.9 100.0 735 28.5 (594)
Unemplioyed,
or no male
head of ,
household . 0.9 5.5 19.6 ‘15.4 65.0 100.0 470 18.0 (404)
NA L ... 1.8 4.3 18.8 14,5 66.6 99.9 148 17.0 (126)
All-American
Sample,
ages 27-34. 1.5 5.0 19.3 16.7 64.0 100.0 3,876 19.5(3’320)

%3ee methodological note, Table II.1.




-35-

telling us of fathers of such more common title as public school teachers, civil
engineers, accountants, managers and proprietors of small businesses, local
officials, and so on. The point we are making here is that while this is the
category which includes sons born to superlative advantage, the great bulk of
men in the high status white collar category are products of solid middle class
upbringing, if there is such a thing. With this understood we can talk of this
as the category of greatest socio-economic advantage, given the categories we

have here.

Table IIT.2 shows that this part of the population is not substantially
different in rejection experience from those of lower status white collar back-
ground. Both of these groupings are at the lower extreme of rejection rates.
However, in connection with a high rate of deferments--exceeded only by that
for the farm population--the sons of high status white collar families enter
service at a somewhat lower rate--64 per cent as compared with 68 or 69 per cent--
than the lower status white collar and blue collar sons. We suspect this is
because this part of the population provides more than its proportional share of
men attaining college and graduate study levels of education. This suspicion
is supported by the relatively high rate of 8 per cent of this subpopulation
having been evaluated for service and found qualified, yet remaining civilians.
The reader will recall that this kind of phenomenon confronted us previously,
specifically among men getting beyond the second year of college, and especially

among those reaching graduate study (cf. Table IIL.1).

Race

The final factor listed in our introductory remarks concerning social
class, socio-economic conditions, and life chances was race. Because of the
many great differences race has made in individuals' lives historically, and
because of the turbulent moral and policy considerations which locate race near
the center of .our daily lives, we shall lavish particular attention on our attempt

to evaluate the effects of race on military obligation fulfillment.

Up to this point we have considered one variable at a time in relation
to service entry and rejection for service. True, there were speculative

references to the role past educational attainment might be playing in the apparent
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TABLE III.3

(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

R Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall
ace . .
Qual- |, " . Per Re jection
NA ified Deferred Unfit Served Cent N Rate
White. 1.6 4.7 19.2 5.1 65.7 100.0 3,484 | 17.7
(2,978)
Negro. 0.5 7.6 18.8 31.1 50.0 99.9 347 | 35.0
(308)
Other. - - - - - - 43 -
(33)
NA . - - - - - - 2 -
(2)
All-American
Sample,
ages 27-34, 1.5 5.0 19.3 16.7 64.0 100.0 3,876 19.5
(3,320)

3See methodological note, Table II.1.
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effects of father's education or occupation. There were a number of points where
in lieu of answers we indicated that more complex questions would be pursued
later. But with race, because of what is already known concerning racial
characteristics of the labor force, and the cultural, educational, and other
socio-economic deprivations and disadvantages of the Negro American, we can
hardly begin our analysis without immediately turning to the interplay of other

variables with race. Table III.3 is for these reasons only a point of departure.

To begin with, we note that the United States population is about 90 per
cent white and 10 per cent Negro. Among the men aged 27 throdgh 34 in 1964, our
data indicate that only about 1 per cent (i.e., 43 out of 3,876 men) were of
"other" racial origin, and this is too few to enter into our analysis here. We

shall merely carry these "others'" silently, for accounting purposes.
y purp

The data show that at the most gross level there is no apparent difference
between whites and Negroes in rates of deferment; whites with 19.2 per cent and
Negroes with 18.8 per cent are only 0.4 of 1 per cent apart.. We deduce, however,
that a slightly smaller part of these Negroes were allowed to reach age 26 with-
out having preinduction procedures initiated for them. For the whites, by
summing the 1.6 and the 4.7, and then subtracting the resultant 6.3 from the 19.2
per cent, we get the estimate that about 13 per cent of the whites were never
evaluated for service. By the same process we arrive at the comparable estimate
that perhaps less than 11 per cent of the Negroes were never evaluated. As a
whole, the indications of these data are that differences found between whites
and Negroes in rates of entering military service are likely to have much more

to do with differing rates of rejection than with rates of deferment.

As for overall rates of disqualification, as we see them in the last
column of the table, Negroes are being rejected at almost exactly twice the
rate of whites--35 per cent as compared with 17.7 per cent. The other side of
this difference is a 15.7 percentage point difference in the rates of entering
service, The exactly 50 per cent of Negroes donning uniforms is only about three-

fourths of the 65.7 per cent level of whites who serve.

Composite Index of Socio-economic Background

Of the several questions one might ask at this point, we shall begin

with this: Does the disadvantage of Negroes in terms of father's occupation and
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education play a major part in the racial differences in rates of military obliga-
tion fulfillments? To deal with this question we have contrived a composite
index of the three factors of socio-economic background: race, father's education,

and father's occupation.

Many of the details of the Index of Socio-economic Background are determined

more by practical considerations than by ideal requirements. We expected that a
relatively high number of Negroes would report no male household head, or father
unemployed, so it was decided to include such men in whatever category we could
contrive to represent the lowest socio-economic stratum in terms of father's
education and occupation. A practical outcome of this decision, which may very
well be unjustifiable on grounds other than pragmatic, was to do this for whites

as well as Negroes, We shall see evidence suggesting that for whites the absence
of a male head of household may be quite a heterogeneous condition with respect

to socio-economic advantages, encompassing the full range from low to high life

chances. We have no indication that this is true for Negroes.

Another artifact of operational consideration is that while this socio-
economic index includes nine relatively detailed categories for whites, it con-
tains only two general categories for Negroes., This is largely a function of
the fact that of 3,876 men aged 27 through 34, 3,484 are white but only 347 are
Negro (43 report "other race" and 2 did not report their race). With nearly
3,500 whites a great many occupation and education distinctions could be made in
defining socio-economic categories without running so low on the number of cases
in each category as to jeopardize meaningful percentages. This is of course not

true with only 347 Negroes.

A farther complication that is very few Negroes report fathers with
educational attainment beyond the eighth grade, and/or fathers who had managed to
rise above the level of blue collar and farm occupations. In fact, as will be
seen in our presentation of the data, of the 347 Negroes aged 27 through 34, only
98 could report fathers which had risen above such a modest socio-economic thresh-
hold. Of the remaining 249 Negroes, either the father had not gone beyond eighth
grade and remained in the lower strata of the labor force {(blue collar or farm)
or there was no male head of household when our respondent was 15 years of age.

This defines our "low SES Negro' category. For purposes of comparison we shall
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also permit this definition to hold for "low SES whites," when we wish to use

such a general category.

As one might anticipate, only a minority of the other 98 Negroes can
be considered to approximate what we shall later think of as characterizing high
SES for white respondents. We have therefore included them with the rest of the
98 Negroes who are above the "low SES" category to constitute a '"medium SES

Negro" category.

Concerning the socio-economic status for whites, the simplest part
of the explanation is simply that low socio-economic status is defined the
same for whites as for Negroes, and we have simply subdivided the "low SES

whites" into these three subcategories:

Low SES whites

a. No male head of household at age 15
b. Father had a farm occupation

¢. Father had a blue collar occupation

Recall that for low socio-economic status the upper limit on father's education

“is completion of eighth grade.

For practical purposes the distinction we shall be making between "medium
SES whites" and "high SES whites'" rests on whether the fathers are reported to
have had farm or blue collar versus white collar occupations, respectively. This
may not seem entirely justifiable, when it is noted that by this definition the
most picayune types of clerical work, for example, even when accompanied by
something less than high school education, fall into the "high SES" category.
On the other hand, white fathers of any farm or blue collar occupation, regard-
less of how high their education (as long as it is above eighth grade), will always

locate their sons in the "medium SES whites' category.
gory

There will be points at which, because of the grossmess of the "medium SES"
and "high SES" category distinction, it will be convenient to fall back upon the

more detailed subcategory distinctions we have made in each case:

Medium SES whites (here all fathers exceed eigth grade education)
a. Father had a farm occupation
b. Father had a blue collar occupation but did not

graduate high school



-40-

c. Father had a blue collar occupation and at least a

full high school education
High SES whites (here all fathers have white collar occupations)

a. Father had a clerical or sales occupationand no
education beyond high school

b. Father had a PIOM occupation and no education beyond
high school

c¢. Father had a white collar occupation (PTOM or other)

and at least some college education

Note that the high-medium-low socio-economic distintions for whites
preserve some of the detail with respect to both education and occupation of
father. However, such gross categories fail to preserve what for our uses is the
very important distinction between farm and nonfarm backgrounds. This importance
rests of course on the workings of the "farm'" deferment, plus our knowledge that
virtually every son enjoying such a deferment will be of a farm family. When
the importance of this distinction dominates our problem we will either utilize
the full detail of the subcategories in the index of socio-economic background

or revert to the father's occupation categories used earlier.

First, in order to deal most simply with our question concerning socio-
economic background disadvantages of Negroes, we have used the more gross high-
medium-low socio-economic categories in Table III.4. Let us first note that
while both whites and Negroes find most of their agricultural population in the
"low SES'" category, for the Negroes perhaps more than one-half of the 'low SES"
category consists of men of farm background, while for whites only about one-
fourth are from farm families. This is at least a partial explanation for the
20,3 per cent Negro and 18.7 per cent white of low socio-economic status who

are deferred.

We began earlier by asking whether the much higher unfitness rates for
Negroes could be fully accounted for by the greater extent of socio-economic
disadvantages in their childhood homes. Now, if we accept the '"low SES" and
"medium SES" classifications of Negroes as fairly comparable to our corresponding
classifications of whites, our data in Table III.4 move us to answer emphatically

"No!" Low SES Negroes show very nearly twice the rate of unfitness (39.7 per cent)
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MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY RACE AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGROUNDa
(High-Medium-Low SES Summary)

(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

Race and Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall
SES Qual- " ' . Per Rejection
Background NA ified Deferred Unfit Served Cent. N Rate
. Low SES
. Negro. 0.4 8.4 20.3 35.0 44,7 100.0 249 39.7 (220)
White. 1.2 4.0 18.7 18.0 63.4 100,.1 1,907 21'1(1,627)
Medium SES
Negro. 0.9 5.6 15.3 21.1 63.6 100.0 98 23.3 (88)
White. 1.3 4.3 18.0 11.1 70.9 100.0 827 12.9 (714)
High SES,
~ White. . . 3.2 6.8 . 21.9 12.3 65.8 100.0 751 14.5 (636)
Other & NA
on race. - - - - - 45 (35)
All-American
Sample,
age, 27-34 1.5 5.0 19.3 16.7 64.0 100.0 3,876 19.5(3 320)

aSee methodological note, Table II.1.
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that "low SES" whites experience (21.0 per cent). The same can be said of the
"medium SES'" Negro versus white comparison: the 23.3 per cent overall disqualifi-

cation rate for "mid- SES' Negroes is nearly twice the 12.9 per cent for whites.

In fact, we have this table arranged to make it easy to see that even
"medium SES" Negroes are quite similar--though still at somewhat of a disadvantage--
in comparison with low SES whites. Actually, the emphasis should almost certainly
be on the slight disadvantage we note in that comparison. As we have remarked
earlier, we have no reason to suppose that absence of a male head of household is
as strongly linked with poverty for whites as for Negroes. We noted earlier that
absence of male head seemed tooccur across the full range of socio-economic gdvantage,
inasmuch as rates of unfitness are indicative of this. Thus, if we were to
remove the '"mo male" category from the "low SES white'" grouping, then the sets
of rates for "low SES" whites and "mid-SES" Negroes would be nearly identical
(this observation is derived from Table III.5, but a few more remarks are necessary

concerning Table III.4).

Two paragraphs earlier, a key assumption was mentioned: We noted that
the data of Table III.4 rule out the possibility that more extensive socio-economic
disadvantages of Negroes' backgrounds explain their higher rates of unfitness,
with one reservation.v This is ruled out only if we can assume that the distribu-
tion of disadvantages is the same for "low SES" whites as for "low SES" Negroes,

and the same for "mid-SES" whites as for ''mid~SES'" Negroes.

We suspect this is not so, especially given the gross occupation and
education categories we have utilized. The Negro distribution will be heavier
toward the levels of lesser education than will that of whites, and the same can
be said for income, status, and other measures of the levels of advantage from
occupations: the distribution of Negroes will be heavier at the low end and
lighter at the high end, as compared with whites. But at this point we are no
longer confronted so much by a problem of distortion of data as we are by the
problem of recognizing the ramifications of the variety of costs directly associ-
ated with being a Negro, regardless of how many variables we hold constant. Just
as another study (Siegel, 1965) has shown the cost of being a Negro in dollars
and cents, so we suspect our data are revealing yet another kind of cost, the

cost in the kinds of fitness considered basic for military service., This is not

’
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the last look we shall take at interracial differences, but with the character-
istics of the Index of Socio-economic Background still in mind we had best con-

sider our Index data in greater detail before moving on.

Considering Table III.5, we soon discover we are already quite familiar
with the rows of data representing Negroes, and whites reporting ''mo male head"
or '"head of household unemployed.'" We shall consider them no further here.
This latter grouping of whites we shall usually treat simply as an average

group, with no peculiar traits concerning us at the moment.

Perhaps the first observation to make in our analysis of Table III.5
concerns the array of overall disqualification rates in the last column. Among
the whites, and excepting those from low SES farm and blue collar homes, the
range of these rejection rates is less than four percentage points--from 11.6
to 15.4 per cent. Of course, with our exception of those two groups we are
setting aside the more than 40 per cent portion of the white population which
constitutes its lowest stratum, as far as socio-economic advantages are con-
cerned, A weighted average of these two groups will yield slightly under one-
fourth found unfit, as compared to about half that rate for the rest of the

white population,

Concerning the two lowest strata, we note that the combination of rural
upbringing and parental lack of high school education appears somewhat more
incapacitating, at 28 per cent, than childhood in a blue collar (urban) home
with the same parental lack of education. On the other hand, looking at the
sons of farm and blue collar families in the '"mid-SES" bracket (with fathers
of at least some high school education), it would appear that added education
makes at least as much difference--if not more--in the country than in the city.
The unfitness rate changes from 28 to 11.6 per cent from the low to the "mid-SES"
segments of the farm population, while changing from 20 to 13 per cent from the

low to the '"mid-SES" parts of the blue collar (urban) population.

In relation to our earlier observation of quite unvarying rates of
unfitness we also note very little variability in rates of having served, for
urban whites. What variability there is follows a pattern of decreasing rates
of service from about 72 per cent for '"mid-SES" blue collar populations diminishing
steadily across a range of about ten points to 63.6 per cent for sons of white

collar fathers with college training.
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TABLE III.5

MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY RACE AND DETAILS OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGR.OUNDa
(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

Race and

Nonveterans

All-American Sample

Total

SES
Background

NA

Qual-
ified

"Deferred" Unfit

Served

Per
Cent

Overall
Rejection
Rate

Other race ,

Negro
Low SES

Medium SES .

White, low SES

No male, or
unemployed

Farm, low
education .

Blue collar|
low
education .

White, medium
SES

Farm,
medium
education .

Blue collar
med ium
education ,

Blue collar
high educafg
tion. . . .

White,high SES

Other white
collar, no
college .

PTOM, no
college . .

Any white
collar,
any college

NA .

0.4

0.9

1.0

0.7

1.5

P

1.6

0.5

2.0

5.2

1.4

5.6

3.0

6.5

4.3

3.2

3.4

6.0

9.7

20.3

15.3

19.1

26.9

17.0

14.5

17.3

21.8

24,7

35.0

21.1

13,1

22.5

17.7

9.2

11.3

12,0

13.2

12.3

11.7

44,7

63.6

52.0

67.2

63.9

S 71.7

73.5

69.6

65.9

63.6

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

99.9

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.1

100.0

100.0

43

249

98

403

496

1,007

160

358

309

148

342

261

(33)

39.7(220)

23.3 (88)

15.4(344)

28'1(398)

20'1(886)

11.6(127)

12.9(313)

13.5(274)

15.3(127)

14‘7(288)

13.8 299)
- @

All-American
Sample,

ages, 27-34

1.5

5.0

19.3

16.7

64.0

100.0

3,876

19-3 5 320y

4See methodological note, Table II.1.
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This trend of decreasing rates of military service going up the urban
socio-economic ladder is to be understood in relation to a trend of rates of
deferment involving a corresponding increase up the socio-economic ladder. It
appears that this increasing rate trend comes primarily in the component of
deferred men evaluated and declared fit for service, The proportion of this
component among the urban socio-economic éategories rises from 3.0 per cent
among '"'low SES blue collar" offspring to 9.7 per cent among the offspring of
college educated white collar workers, Because of the patterns looked at
earlier, we suspect these trends are pretty much the products of increasing
probabilities of higher education deferments of sons of families farther up
the socio-economic ladder. Actually, we see this combination of trends coming
to a head primarily only at the level of families whose heads are of profes-

sional, technical, official, or managerial accomplishment.

The problem of the extent to which advantages of socic-economic background
accrue to new generations as a result of the higher levels of education they
attain is obvious but complex. Therefore, rather than summarize findings con~-
cerning socio-economic background without taking account of education levels,
we shall proceed immediately to deal with the problem of life chances and

educational attainment.




CHAPTER IV
LIFE CHANCES AND EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Earlier we gave considerable attention to the ways in which educational
attainment is related to disqualification for service and student deferment.
After that the concepts of social class, of the '"class situation," and of life
chances were discussed. Data concerning the fulfillment of military obligation

have been presented in connection with both those discussions.

At some points in our treatment of data concerning race and the other
socio-economic factors we found it necessary to comment speculatively on the -
likelihood that differing distributions of educational attainment for different
categories of socio-economic advantage might contribute to understanding dif-
ferences related to socio-economic advantage in unfitness rates and rates of

entering service. We shall explore these possibilities here.

Our point of departure involves three commonplaces of the contemporary

scene in our society:

1. Historically, the offspring of families higher in socio-economic
status have enjoyed favorable odds for continuing their education through every

level, and they still retain some of this edge.

2. There has been a rising level of valuation and expectations con-
cerning higher education and what is to be gained by it, which increasingly

pervades the lower strata of our society in general.

3. This rising tevel of valuation and expectations concerning education
has taken on a special meaning among Negroes, who feel this may be the most

effective avenue for escaping a variety of costs specific to being Negro.

With the following data presentations we have occasion to assess in
some ways how much difference education makes so far as differing rates of un-

fitness and military service are associated with subpopulations of differing

47~
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socio-economic advantage. We shall use our data especially to ask whether
some of the differences found among sub-populations of differing socio-
economic advantage can be accounted for when the educational attainments of

our respondents are taken into account.

Race and Education

Table IV.1 introduces our strategy for dealing with such questions as
these. We have simply taken the respondents one education level at a time, in
order more properly to compare Negroes with whites in terms of unfitness rates
and service rates. Before we proceed with the central question let us observe
that the relatively high deferment rates for both whites and Negroes at the
level of eighth grade and below (23.1 and 22.5 per cent, respectively) are be-
cause of the disproportionate representation of the farm population at that
education level, coupled with the availability of agricultural deferments.

This will be shown later.

The general pattern is clear: At each level of educational attainment
except the college level the overall rejection rate for Negroes is more like
that for whites one step lower in education than like the rate of whites with
which they should be compared. For example, high school dropout Negroes, with
a rate of 35.2 per cent rejection for service, are more nearly like the whites
with eighth grade or less, at 40.6 rejection, than like the high school dropout
whites, with a rate of only 13.2 per cent rejection. Negro high school graduates
at 14.0 per cent have a rejection rate slightly higher than the 13.2 per cent
for the white high school dropouts.

We still do not understand why there is a rise in rejection rates at the
college and graduate study level both for whites and for Negroes (Chap. III,
PP. 16-24). We have no way of determining precisely the extent to which these
are medical rather than mental rejections, nor whether rejection for service
permitted some of these civilians to extend their educations more easily than

their uniformed counterparts.

Our next task is to relate these observations about unfitness to rates
of military service. For one thing, we note that among the whites, except for
the lowest and the highest levels of education, the rates of deferment, of un-
fitness, and of service entry are virtually unvarying, the latter remaining around

70 per cent. Actually, in the highest education catepgory (as we shall find when



-49-

we look at Table 1IV.2) if we excluded graduate study attainment, the whites are

at the 70 per cent level of military service with college diplomas as well.

Now when we turn to the Negroes, the arrangement of our table makes it
easy to see that Negro military service rates at the lower education levels
tend to begin by being comparable to those of whites one level below. But the
Negro rate 'catches up" with that of the whites at the high school graduate

level and is reasonably comparable at the college level as well.

Now at precisely the education level where Negroes are most nearly
comparable in rejection rates with whites of the same educational attainment
the data show lower rates of deferment for Negroes than for comparable whites.
At the high school graduate level 11.7 per cent are deferred among Negroes, about
two-thirds the proportion of 16.5 per cent of whites at that level. At the
college and graduate level the two categories of whites average about 24 per
cent deferred, or nearly two-thirds again as high as the comparable Negroes at

14,4 per cent deferred.

We are unable to interpret this for the time being, although, depending
on one's subjective inclination, a variety of hypotheses may present themselves.
Those sympathetic to Negroes may suggest that draft boards refuse to allow
Negroes to '"get by" with deferments as easily as whites. A less biased kind of
guess might be that more Negroes have volunteered, or that they have not taken
on family responsibilities to an extent that would cause them to be deferred
as much as whites. A biased unsympathetic view might suggest that a respon-
sibility of draft boards is to seek out men who are "uselessly occupied," and

that they find more Negroes in such a position than whites.

One could go on and on, but our emphatic point at this stage of analysis
is that we have as yet found no evidence for any solution to the problem whatever.
A much more elaborate analysis could be attempted on another occasion, taking
into account such matters as age at marriage and age at first child. Until that
effort is made we shall not propose any conclusions concerning the fact that Ne-
groes of high school education or more have substantially lower rates of deferment

than do whites of comparable education.

Before leaving off comparing rates of deferment, note that among high

school dropouts, Negroes, with 23.5 per cent, have two-thirds again as much
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TABLE IV.1

MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY RACE, CONTROLLING FOR EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENTa
(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

Race and
Education

Nonveterans

All-American Sample

Total

Qual-
ified

"Deferred”

Unfit

Served

Per
Cent

Overall
Rejection
Rate

Negro,
eighth grade
or less . .

White,
eighth grade
or less . .

-1.0 8.8

2.4

22.5

23.1

53.1

32.2

24.4

44.7

100.0

100.0

96

544

61.5 (82)

40.6 (431)

Negro, ninth
to eleventh
grade .

White, ninth
to eleventh
grade .

11.2

2.8

23.5

15.4

30.8

11.5

45.6

73.1

99.9

100.0

108

789

35.2 (95)

13.2 (689)

Negro, high
school
graduate. .

White, high
school
graduate. .

4.0

11.7

16.5

13.4

9.8

74.8

73.6

99.9

99.9 1,

89

205

14.9 81)

11.3(1,053)

White, part
college .

Negro, any
college .

White, B.A.-
B.S. or
graduate.

Other race .

NA . .

8.2

12.0

17.9

14.4

29.6

14.6

21.0

15.5

67.6

64.7

54.9

100.1

100.1

100.0

505

52

436

43
10

16.7 441y

22 .4 (48)

18.8 (359)

(33)
)

All-American
Sample,
ages, 27-34

1.5 5.0

19.3

16.7

64.0

100.0 3,

876

19.5 5 320

8see methodological note, Table II.1.
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deferment as whites, with only 15.4 per cent. Anticipating data which will

be presented later, we shall suggést here that what is true of the Negro de-
ferment rate is not applicable to the white rate: This group of Negroes has
more than its share of men from rural homes, as we have already suggested is
true of both whites and Negroes at the eighth grade level and less; thus, as

in that comparison, we find agricultural deferments underlying an elevated de-
ferment rate. Not so, however, with the whites who are high school dropouts.
They are not so disproportionately rural that their deferment proportion should
compare with the Negro high school dropouts. Much more attention will be given
to rural versus urban and agricultural versus nonagricultural rate phenomena

such as these, but later.

In leaving race versus education as depicted in Table IV.1l, we may

summarize with two observations:

1. Education is associated with much more of the variability in rates
than is race in the sense of the range of this variability.

a. The range of the unfitness rates is from 40.6 to 11.3 per cent
for whites and from 61.5 to 14.9 per cent for Negroes, varying
across the levels of education in the one case by nearly thirty
percentage points and in the other by nearly forty-seven points;
by contrast, within the groupings by education we do find
racial differences from 61.5 to 40.6 per cent, and from 35.2
to 13.2 per cent (or about twenty-one and twenty-two points'
difference, respectively), but these race differences are less
than the education differences and do not even apply to the race
comparison at the level of high school graduates and above.

b. The picture is similar for rates of military service. By edu-
cation, the Negro rate varies from 24.4 to 74.8 per cent, while
the white rate varies from 44.7 to 73.6 per cent (ranges of
50.4 and 28.9 points respectively); within education groupings,
the race differences do go as high as 20.3 points (44.7 minus
24.4) and 27.5 points (73.1 minus 45.6), but the latter is
exaggerated by the Negroes having higher deferment rates than

whites at the level of high school dropouts.
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Thus one might conclude that for both rejection and service entry
rates, with less than a completed high school education, race makes

a considerable difference, but not as much as education.

2. With our second summarizing observation we hasten to add
a qualification, or at least a caution to the first observation in
both of its parts: While we are noting the alarming extremes of
unfitness rates as high as 35.2, 40.6, and 61.5 per cent, and
related service rates of as low as 45.6, 44.7, and 24.4 per cent, we
have also been reminded of the role played by two characteristics

of rural life:

a. Its participants make less use of education opportunities and/or
have fewer such opportunities thrust upon them, resulting in
higher unfitness rates. '

b. 1Its participants sui generis have access to a form of deferment

to which the rest of the population have no equivalent,

By the first of these two rural population characteristics one might
say that the ranges of both unfitness and service rates are exaggerated across
the levels of education, and education is greatly complicated by this rural life
effect as well as by race. By the second characteristic we observe, first, that
its relevance to the matter of unfitness rates in the sense of causing them to
be exaggerated or attenuated is indeterminate; however, it is clear that this
three-way correlation between rural life/lower education attainment/agricultural
deferment certainly contributes to the range of rates of military service with

respect to education. Some of this will be explored further, later on.

Education and Socio-economic Factors of Childhood

Our next task is to appraise the effects of childhood socio-economic
factors on rates of unfitness and military service entry, taking into account
whatever ways socio-economically differing subpopulations may also have differing
distributions of educational attainment among our respondents. For this purpose

we shall need a modest elaboration of Table IV.1l, which we just used.

Earlier we became familiar with an incdex of childhood socio-economic
factors which takes into account three such factors: race, father's education,

and father's occupation. One summary version of that index used the following
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categories:
1. Negro, low SES 4. White, mid SES
2, Negro, mid SES 5. White, high SES
3. White, low SES 6. Other race

To construct Tables IV.2 and IV.3 we have taken Table IV.l as a point of departure
but elaborated the race distinction by using an abbreviated summary of these

six socio-economic categories for each education attainment level. Because

éuch an elaboration generates so many more groups for comparison, and conse-
quently spreads the cases of our sample so thinly in some places, we have be-
come concerned with more sampling variability in our percentaging. Retaining
our rule of thumb that we will not present percentages based on less than fifty
cases (by'weighted count) it becomes necessary to combine the two Negro socio-
economic groups, removing that distinction throughout the table. In consequence,
all the entries for Negroes in Tables IV.2 and IV.3 are simply copied from Table
Iv.1.

With only two exceptions, the "white" data from Table IV.1 are simply
elaborated to the three categories of high, medium, and 1qW SES. One exception
occurs in the "eighth grade or less" category of Table IV.Z, where there are
only eighteen white, high SES men, far too few for us to trust a percentage
distribution. The second exception is in the "graduate study: whites" category
of Table IV.3. There we found very few low and medium SES whites, so to compare
them with high SES whites we have combined the low and medium groupings.
(Actually, the percentage distributions of the thirty-four low SES and thirty-
five medium SES cases combined here are as perfectly indentical as it would be

possible to make them.)

The pattern of Table IV.3 deviates from the form of Table IV.2 with re-
spect to Negroes also. We find so few Negroes, in absolute numbers in our sample
who achieved any college that the threat of sampling variability in percentage
distributions forces us to ignore the distinctions of "B.A.-B.S. received" and
"graduate study." Thus, differing from our presentation of data concerning white
SES, where whites are first grouped into "college dropouts," "B.A.-B.S. degree,"
and "graduate study," there is only one data entry for Negroes in Table IV.3--
the first row, labeled '"Negroes: any college." Thus the reader is permitted

to make any comparisons he chooses between these Negroes and any grouping of
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TABLE 1IV.2

MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS, CONTROLLING
FOR EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENTA&

(Among Men Aged 27-34 in 1964 Who Never Entered College)

Race, SES, Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall
and Qual- " " . . Per Rejection
Education NA ified Deferred Unfit Served Cent N Rate
Eighth Grade or Less
Negro . . . 1.0 8.8 22 .4 53.0 24,5 99.9 926 61.4 (82)
White
Low SES . . 1.2 2.5 24,1 34,1 41.8 100.0 454 43.5 '(356)
Medium SES. | 2.2 0:0 18.0 2.4 57.5 99.9 72 129.9 (59
High SES. . - - - - - - 18 (16)
Ninth, Tenth, Eleventh Grade
Negro . . . 0.0 11.2 23.5 30.8 45.6 99.9 108 35.2 (95)
White
Low SES . . 1.1 2.2 15.7 11.2 73.1 100.0 519 13.0 (449)
Medium SES. 0.4 4.7 17.2 12,1 70.6 99.9 184 13.9 (161)
High SES. . 0.0 2.3 9.9 11.8 78.3 100.0 86 12.8 (80)
High School Graduate
Negro . . . 1.0 2.0 11.7 13.4 74.8 99.9 89 ‘| 14.9 81)
White
Low SES . ., 0.8 4.8 16.2 11.9 71.8 99.9 668 13.5 (592)
Medium SES. 1.2 2.9 16.8 7.0 76.2 100.0 337 8.1 (290)
High SES. . 5.0 3.2 17.2 7.6 75.2 100.0 199 8.9 (171)
- ‘
Subtotal 1.8 3.7 17.8 17.0 65.2 100.0 2,830 19.8(2,432)

%see methodological note, Table IT.1.

bFor a full description of N's see bottom of Table IV.3.
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TABLE IV.3

MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS, CONTROLLING
FOR EDUCATIONAT, ATTAINMENT?

(Among Men Aged 27-34 in 1964 Who at Least Entered College)

Race, SES, Nonve terans All-American Sample Total Overall
and Qual- |, " . Per Rejection
Education NA ified Deferred Unfit Served Cent N Rate
Negroes
with any
college 0.0 8.2 14.4 21.0 64.7 100.1 52 22.4 (48)
White college dropouts
Low SES . . 2.5 4.8 17.3 20.1 62.6 100.0 159} 23.0 (139)
Medium SES. 1.7 5.7 15.4 10.0 74.6 100.0 136 11.1 (123)
High SES. . 4.7 5.1 20.0 13.3 66.7 100.0 211 15.6 (180)
White college graduates
Low SES . . 1.0 11.5 14.0 17.4 68.6 100.0 68 17.8 (67)
Medium SES. 0.0 7.7 11.2 17.6 71.2 100.0 63 18.2 (60)
High SES. . 0.5 6.8 16.4 11.4 72.1 99.9 139 12.6 (126)
Whites with graduate study
Low and = .
medium SES 3.5 14.7 53.8 12.0 34.4 1001 69 19.6 (42)
High SES. . 3.8 20.8 54.5 21.3 24.3 100.1 96 32.1 (64)
Subtotal 2.4 8.3 22.9 15.3 61.8 100.0 993 17.9 (849)
Other race exclusions . . . . . . . . 43 Total, Table IV.,2 . . . . 2,830
Race and SES NA exclusions. . . . . . 2 Total, Table IV.3 . . . . 993
Educational attainment NA exclusions. 8 Exclusions, . . . . . . . 53
Total exclusions, Tables Total sample Aged
IV.2 and IV.3 . . . . . . . 4. . 53 27-34. . . . . . . . 3,876

8See methodological note, Table II.L1l.
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whites, in Table IV.3.

Now we are prepared to seek answers to whether there are socio-economic
differences among whites when we take into account their educational attainment.
We can see the importance of this from a bit of doodling with the "totals" col-
umns of Tables IV.2 and IV.3. For example, we find that for the Negroes and
low SES whites, over half never finished high school, and only about 15 per
cent even started college. In contrast, of medium SES whites only about one-
third never finished high school, and only 15 per cent of high SES whites are
that deficient in education. The second contrast is that medium SES whites include
about 28 per cent who entered college, and high SES whites include fully 50
per cent who did so. Tn other words, Negroes and low SES whites entered college
at about half the rate of the medium SES whites, who in turn entered college
at a little less than half the rate of the high SES whites. We have been
certain from the beginning that something like this would make a great difference
in the unfitness and military service rates of our socio-economic groupings,

but does it account for all the differences?

It is important here to remember, in connection with Table IV.3, that
we do not understand how it happens that there tend to be higher rates of over-
all disqualification at the several levels of college educationm. Restricting
ourselves for the moment to Table IV.2 we see a complex interaction of race,
socio-economic status, and education effects on unfitness which is quite meaning-
ful for us: With Negroes, education makes the most difference, the unfitness
rates varying from about 60 per cent at eighth grade level or less to 35 per
cent for high school dropouts, to 15 per cent for high school graduates (and

at that point the Negroes have "caught up" with low SES whites).

With low SES whites education makes a great difference also, with 43
per cent unfit (compared with over 60 per cent for Negroes and about 30 per cent
for mid SES whites) at the eighth grade or less level. But at the high school
dropout level, the low SES whites have caught up with the medium and high SES
whites, at about 13 per cent unfit, and high school graduation does not seem to

be able to improve on this for low SES whites.

For medium SES whites the unfitness rate goes from about 30 to 14 to

8 per cent, education again being worth roughly a factor of one-half reduction
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for each added education category, as we observed for Negroes. However, as
between Negroes and mid SES whites, race seems to be worth a factor of roughly
one-half: 61/30935/14%15/8. But then we observed earlier that mid SES Negroes
show similarities to low SES whites, and here the mid- and low SES Negroes are
taken together. Note also that at both the high school dropout and graduation
levels the unfitness rates of medium SES whites remain identical to those of

high SES whites.

For those from high SES homes who are high school dropouts, the unfitness
rate begins at under 13 per cent, roughly the lowest level attained by Negroes
and low SES whites even with high school diplomas. Then, as observed in our
look at medium SES whites, the unfitness rate goes down to 8.9 per cent for

high SES whites who are high school graduates.

Now let us concern ourselves with the rates of entering military service.
Here we shall look at the entirety of Tables IV.2 and IV.3 at once. We will
give no more attention to the enigmas of the unfitness rates in Table 1V.3 than
to note their 'contribution," statistically, to the military service rates we
find there. With one long glance we observe roughly four groupings of military
entrance rates along the education dimension, and for the most part remarkable

similarities within those groupings.

Eight or fewer grades of education. --One obvious group is comprised of

those with an eighth grade education or less. This group has the greatest in-
ternal variation, with only one-fourth of the Negroes ever donning a uniform,
compared with about 42 per cent of low SES whites and nearly 60 per cent of mid
SES whites. This variability is primarily accounted for by variability in un-
fitness, though the medium SES whites, at 18 per cent deferred, have only about
three-fourths the rate of deferment that Negroes and low SES whites have. This
raises a question whether these low SES whites have more men of farm background
than the medium SES whites, to whom we compare them here. We shall deal with

that question shortly.

Education limited to high school.--The next Tables 1V.2-1IV.3 grouping

consists of those who have been to high school, but not beyond; that is, we
can combine the dropouts with the graduates. There are about three notable

variations from the norm here. The norm here consists of a service entry rate
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a bit above 70 per cent, coupled with rejection rates averaging about 12 per

cent and deferment fairly steady at about 16 per cent. One notable deviation

in this composite high school educated group is the Negroes, who as dropouts

are high on unfitness and on deferment, yielding the low rate of 45.6 per cent
entering service; however, as high school graduates they show an unusually

low deferment rate, average unfitness rate, and a resulting high average military

experience rate of nearly 75 per cent,

The second deviation occurs with the high SES whites who are high
school dropouts, and it appears in the form of a 9.9 per cent deferment rate--
only a little better than one-half of the average--and a resultant 78.3 per
cent of military experince which is the highest service rate in Tables IV.2 and
IV.3. While we cannot conclusively explain this deviation, more high SES whites
might leave high school to enlist, while a lesser valuation, or even a general
disregard on the part of medium and low SES whites for high school diplomas
or high school in general might help to explain the differences involved. That
is, enlistment may not be the only reason medium and low SES whites leave high

school, whereas this may be more nearly the case with high SES whites.

The third deviation in the high school education grouping consists
of the low unfitness rates among high and medium SES high school graduates which
we discussed earlier. These 8.1 and 8.9 per cent rates of rejection are the
lowest of all in Tables IV.Z and IV.3 and are coupled with military service rates
of 76.2 and 75.2 per cent, second only to the high of 78.3 per cent (which is

the deviation discussed in the preceding paragraph).

Men with some college education.--The third generalized grouping we

make in Table IV.3 consists of all men who have entered college, excluding those
who have gone on to graduate study. Here, alongside of what might appear to

be moderate random fluctuations in unfitness rates, we observe a trend toward
slight moderation of military entrance rates. We cannot speculate here about
this moderation, partly because of our failure to understand the varying and
moderately higher unfitness rates for men of college experience. Some might
suppose that the slightly lower service rates here are related to disillusion-
ment with the glamour of uniforms and military might which may come with in-

tellectual growth. But we are certain that with aging come higher rates of
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marriage and fatherhood, thus dependency deferments, and aging accompanies
achievement of a college education. Actually, rather than extending ourselves
by speculatively pecking at the difference, we might best marvel at how any
amount of college education fails to seriously reduce rates of military service,

barring the introduction of graduate study.

We must insist, then, that this shall remain a matter of speculation
at least until an age/time analysis can be accomplished. Even then the con-
clusive answer may remain out of reach, for reasons we have already discussed
(Chap. II, p. 13). Added education may come after rejection; on the other
hand, a higher rejection rate may be associated with intentions for more

education.

Finally, with this third general grouping we note that the Negroes
having any college would nearly fit the average for the three white socio-
economic groups. Only their slightly lower deferment and slightly elevated

rejection rates mar such a fit.

Men with graduate study experience.--The fourth grouping of Tables

IV.2 and IV.3 consists of those whites who carried their educational attain-
ment beyond college into study for advanced degrees. There is virtually no-
thing to say here beyond what has already been said about graduate study much
earlier. We do note that the perquisites of graduate study, in the sense of
deferments, are overarching without socio-economic differentiation. There is
again an enigmatic socio-economic difference in terms of unfitness, and this
makes for a 10 per cent difference in military obligation fulfillment, between
the 34.3 per cent of the combined low and medium SES whites grouping and the

24,3 per cent of the high SES whites.

Summary of Tables IV.2 and IV.3

Tables IV.2 and IV.3 can be summarized quite briefly. To begin with
it appears necessary to consider our four groupings as basic qualitative dis-
tinctions of analysis to be retained and explored .further:

1. Never entered high school

2. Any amount of high school, but no college

3. Any amount of college, but no graduate study

4

Graduate study
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When the data are approached in this fashion the second, third, and
fourth groupings contain within themselves no really alarming differences
conditioned by socio-economic factors, with one exception. We consider the
35 per cent rejection rate of Negro high school dropouts, and the resulting
greatly depressed service rate of 46 per cent, to be the alarming exception.
But we thinkwe understand this major deviation as we understand the major devi-

ations which occur in the first grouping.

The first grouping one might suggest is on a level of educational
attainment so low as to have been ineffective in reducing or eliminating funda-
mental socio-economic differences. We suspect that the alarming deviation of
Negro high school dropouts is simply indicative of the extra task confronting
secondary education in overcoming the cultural and educational deprivation

Negroes have undergone in their earlier childhood.

It is necessary here to anticipate a notion the reader may have, that
the high school and the college groupings are so similar that they might as
well be combined. Such a combination would present two problems: first, the
distinction will be basic in the attempt to gain understanding of the higher
rejection rates in the college group; second, we anticipate the importance of
the distinction for those attempts at analysis which attend to varieties of
service entry (e.g., officer versus nonofficer entries) and motivations for
entry (e.g., positive volunteer versus draft-motivated volunteer versus co-

erced draftee).

The Farm/Nonfarm Problem of Assessing Effects of Education

In the material we have covered so far there have been many points at
which we stopped short of having reached a conclusive insight into the component
conditions underlying certain differential rates. While it is not possible
to delve farther into all these open-ended situations, the circumstances re-
volving about the interactions of agricultural family background, educational
attainment, and combinations of unfitness, deferment, and military service rates
can be illuminated further in a number of ways quite readily. One very simple
sally into these circumstances follows immediately, with the data presented in
Table IV.4. (In the next chapter the matter of rural background will be explored

more as an aspect of geographic circumstances.)



MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES, COMPARING WHITES FROM FARM HOMES WITH
WHITES FROM BLUE COLLAR HOMES, CONTROLLING FOR EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT®

TABLE IV.4
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(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

Education Nonveterans i All-American Sample Total Overall
and Father's Qual- |, " . Per Rejection
Occupation NA ified Deferred Unfit Served Cent N Rate
Eight grade or less

Farm. . . . 0.8 2.7 26.5 39.0 34.4 99.9 192 51.2 (146)

Blue collar 1.4 0.7 17.7 .2 50.2 100.1 255 38.8 (212)
High school dropouts

Farm. 0.6 3.3 21.9 11.7 66.4 100.0 145 14.4 (118)

Blue collar 1.3 3.4 15.4 12.4 72,1 99.9 444 4.1 (391)
High school graduate ‘

Farm, . . . 1.1 8.5 27 .4 8.5 64.0 99.9 234 10.5 (190)

Blue collar 0.9 2.9 12.5 10.7 86.8 100.0 644 11.8

(582)
College dropouts

Farm. . . . 1.5 5.8 22.0 20.8 57.1 99.9 46 24.8 (39)

Blue collar 2.8 5.5 16.6 14.7 68.8 100.1 199 16.5 (177)
College gréduate,
including graduate school

Farm. . . . 2.7 14.1 30.3 11.4 58.4 100.1 37 13.5 (31)

Blue collar 1.2 7.5 23.7 15.3 61.0 100.0 129 18.2 (108)

3See methodological note, Table II.1.
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The circumstances to be explored here can be suggested by the statement

of two problems left unanswered earlier:

1. Could relatively elevated rates of deferment among those of lower
educational attainment levels be accounted for by a greater preponderance of
farm backgrounds--hence agricultural deferments--at these lower education levels?
(The reader may wish to return to Table II.1, or may otherwise recall that while
from high school dropouts up to college graduates, deferment rates averaged
a little above 16 per cent with virtually no variability, the eighth grade and

less than eighth grade groupings were both at 23 per cent deferment.)

2. Could the relatively high rates of unfitness occurring among men from
farm homes be the result of such men on the average having less education, or
is there more unfitness regardless of education attained? (The reader may wish
to look at Table III.2 again. There, in exploring for effects of father's occu-
pation, we found that while the average unfitness rate is 19.5 per cent, men
in the "farm fathers" category yielded a rate of 28.5 per cent unfit, and all
other categories were below the 19.5 average. In fact, the weighted average
among all the nonfarm categories combined is about 17.6 per cent unfit, or only

three-fifths the level of the 28.5 per cent for those of farm background.)

To deal with these questions in the simplest way possible and yet quite
conclusively, we have sought to isolate several groupings according to educational
attainment and rural/urban origin. As a result of this experiment, when we com-
pare rates for men from farm families with rates for men from urban homes we will
have fairly sound answers concerning the concomitants of rural life when edu-

cation is accounted for.

Now by and large, farmers do not live in town, and sons of factory workers,
teachers, lawyers, or businessmen do not live in' the country. Hence, by rural/
urban comparisons alone we are confronted with numerous kinds of incomparability
between rural and urban families. For present purposes this is especially true
with respect to father's occupation and father's education. We have chosen to
reduce this incomparability of urban vis-a-vis rural families by limiting com-
parisons to farm versus blue collar categories of father's occupation. Our
reasoning for this is that in many ways the circumstances of farm families will
not be so differenct from urban blue collar families, except where those differences

are rooted in the very nature of the rural/urban distinction. In other words,
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by our reasoning, we propose that in Table IV.4 we are essentially comparing
“rural blue collar" with "urban blue collar" in our farm versus blue collar com-
parisons. In this manner we have eliminated some of the incomparabilities that

exist between rural and urban dwellers in gross groupings.

Table IV.4 of course presents only part of a much bigger table. Tables
IV.2 and 1V.3 present data for the entire sample, with socio-economic origin
categories within educational attainment groupings. Table IV.4 is what one
gets 1f only the whites of Tables IV.2 and IV.3 are counted, and counﬁed only
if their fathers had farm or blue collar jobs. Thus not only are Negroes and
persons of "other races" excluded, but also whites who reported "no male head
of household,” or reported fathers unemployed, or reported fathers with any kind
of white collar occupation (as we have previously defined white collar). (Caution
must be exercised in what we make of rates for the two groupings of farm sons
with college education, since these rates are based on less than fifty weighted

cases,)

We note a consistent pattern of differences, with whites from farm families
always more than five percentage points above those from blue collar families,
in rates of deferment. Men of farﬁ origin range from 22 to 38 per cent in the
"deferred" column, while men of blue collar homes range from 12.5 to 23.7 per
cent. The men of blue collar origin in fact do not range above 17.7 per cent
deferred except in that education grouping which includes men attaining graduate

study.

Thus we are fairly certain that our earlier speculation was correct as
far as whites are concerned: The substantial deviation of up to 23 per cent
deferred among men of eighth grade education and less can be accounted for in
the relatively high rate of deferment among those who have access to agricultural
deferments and who are disproportionately represented at the lower education
levels. We might remark, before going on, that among those of farm background
we see no particular trend in deferment rates with respect to. education attained,
except that the highest rate for them, as for those in other kinds of groupings,
comes in the highest education category. Among those from blue collar homes
we see this "highest education" phenomenon also, but atherwise--unless one wishes
to make a point of the 17.7-15.4-12.5-16.6 progression of percentages from less

than eighth grade to college dropouts--they show no particular education-related
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pattern of deferment rates, either.

The other question Table IV.4 is intended to answer is whether rela-
tively high unfitness rates among those of rural origin are related to lower
average educational attainment in rural life. We focus on the percentages in
the last column. Let usnote again that for those of farm background at the
two college education levels we have included rates only to assuage curiosity-;
we do not consider that the thirty-nine and thirty-one weighted cases of those
two farm groups provide an adequate basis for reliable percentage distributions.
In general we have insisted on fifty or more. Then with resp:ct to educational
attainment we have three comparisons to look at between farm and blue collar
origins: eighth grade and less, high school dropouts, and high school graduates.
Looking at the last two comparisons first, the 14.4 versus 14.1 per cent and the
10.5 versus 11.8 per cent comparisons of unfitness rates would seem to settle
our question quite quickly; educational attainment accounts for rural/urban

differences in unfitness rates.

But does it? At the eighth grade or less level the unfitness rate for
men of blue collar origin is high--38.8 per cent--but that for men from the
farm is more than twelve points higher--51.2 per cent. We propose several

factors contributing to this difference.

First, we suspect that the lower tail of the education distribution for
the rural population is substantially longer and heavier than for the urban blue
collar population. In other words, a category of 'eighth or less" is too gross
a distinction here, having within it relatively more men from the farm than the
town with less than sixth, and less than fifth, and less than fourth grade

education and so on.

Second, we suspect that in the very nature of rural life, one of the
big differences distinguishing it from the urban is the failure of elementary
education to cope with a kind of socio-cultural deprivation that tends to occur
in rural isolation. Of those of rural origin who d.d not progress beyond eighth
grade there will be a large proportion who have attended only one- and two-room
country schools, as compared with the urban consolidated high school experience

available to those who go beyond eighth grade.

Our third point may be only an elaboration of the second: If rural
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elementary education is as inadequate, vis-a-vis urban, as is suggested by the

S1 to 39 per cent comparison of unfitness rates, look what a favorable difference
it makes for sons of farm families to go somewhat beyond the eighth grade!

Even among high school dropouts, those of farm extraction have unfitness rates
essentially identical to those for men from blue collar homes, and slightly lower
unfitness rates (the 10.5 versus 11.8 per cent) among those with high school

diplomas.

Let us suggest, then, that perhaps rural 1ife as such does not give
rise to excessive unfitness rates as long as lack of secondary school education

is not an intrinsic part of that rural life.



CHAPTER V

THE GEQGRAPHY OF MILITARY EXPERIENCE AND UNFITNESS RATES

Anycne with more than the most superficial information concerning rejec-
tion rates will have learned that the Deep South, as differentiated from éhy
other part of the nation, has had exceedingly high rejection rates. This has been
true regardless of race, although it has been most serious among Negroes. In fact,
some sources have depicted the situation in the South as having reached propbrtions
of social crisis. For example, in the October 1942 Senate hearings on Selective
Service, Senator Theodore Bilbo (D, Mississippi) remarked, '"'In my State, with a
population of one half Negro and one half whites . . . the system . . ,‘has
resulted in taking all the whites to meet the quota and leaving the great majority

of the Negroes at home, or they are sent back [from the induction center] . . ."

(United States Senate, Committee on Military Affairs, 1942, pp. 31-32).

Our data will in some ways add and in some ways detract from or modulate
tHe tones of this picture. It is our central intention, however, to illuminate
the matter of South/non-South differences by statistical breakdowns within which
it may be shown that, other things being equal, the South would not appear so

generally dismal in the comparison with other regions of the country.

Because of what we have already learned, we would expect that regional
comparisons such as North-Midwest-Far West-South should take into account regional
variations in population composition with respect to rural population, race, and

educational attainment.

The»Rural Area--Small City--Metropolitan Area Dimension

For the rural population distinction we have yet to see whether our data
will show "size of place"--or "urban/rural" residence--distinctions of variability
in the rates to which we have been attending. Of course we already know about the
basic rural/urban distinction as a result of our attention to father's occupation,
but what of the small town-large city-metropolitan suburb distinctions? Are

there such that must be taken into account because of their variability?
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TABLE V.1
MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY PRE-FIFTEEN URBAN/RURAL RESTDENCE®

(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall
Urban/Rural Qual- P Re‘ecti
Residence NA .u? "Deferred" Unfit Served er N ejection
ified Cent Rate
Farm-ranch . 1.0 5.5 24,0 20.9 55.1 100.0 944 25.6 (769)
Rural/
nonfarm . . 1.2 3.4 18.9 23.2 57.8 99.9 442 27.5 (373)
Urban, less
than 25,000 1.9 4.3 18.2 13.8 68.1 100.1 976 16.0 (840)
25,000-99,999| 1.9 4.3 17.8 15.6 66.6 100.0 502 18.1 (434)
Metropolitan
suburb. . . 1.4 4.5 17.2 13.2 69.6 100.0 222 15.1 (194)
Metropolitan
area, 100,000
or more . . 1.1 6.5 16,2 12.4 71.3 99.9 767 13.8 (692)
NA ... . - - - - - - 24 - (18)
All-American
Sample,
ages 27-34 1.5 5.0 19.3 16,7 64,0 100.0 3,876 19.%3,320)

fsee methodological note, Table II.L1.
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Respondents to this survey were given a list of categories corresponding
to the stub of Table V.l and were asked to indicate which best described where
they lived most of the time before age 15. Their answers will be our data here.
We will use these data as indicative of rural/urban origin, and they may even
be partially construed as saying something about their draft board location, in

spite of the obviously very loose linkage.

Table V.1l reiterates what we knew and suggests one thing more: The rural/
urban distinction is as fundamental in this table as we found it in data based on
father's occupation. And it suggests to us that none of the several "size of place'
distinctions among those on the urban side of the picture make a substantial
difference: Among these, the deferred rates vary only from 16.2 to 18.2 per
cent, the service entry rates vary from 66.6 to 71.3 per cent, and the overall
disqualification rates (last colummn) vary from 13.8 to 18,1 per cent. This is

impressive uniformity among "size-of-place' urban categories.

Not under the general heading of "rural' there is a distinction not noted
before in our data: that of farm versus nonfarm rural. We note that the non-
farm subpopulation here apparently does not have access to agricultural deferments;
in this respect they appear more like the urban folk of our sample. In any other
respect, however, they appear more similar to those of rural farm background.

Their unfitness rate, 27.5 per cent, is slightly above that of the rural farm
population, and those of rural nonfarm background except for the farm population
rate of 55.1 per cent have the lowest military experience rate of any in the
array--57.8 per cent. At this point we have determined in further analysis plans

to combine rural nonfarm with rural farm as one category.

The Military Experience of Geographic Areas

Our next step in the geography of military experience is to consider our
data in terms of what the Bureau of the Census calls "geographic division." We
are advised by the Bureau of the Census that the sort of sampling by which they
provided our data, though it may be an impeccable national sample, should not be
considered representative of the populations of individual states. The finest
regional distinctions permissible, then, are those officially defined as con-

stituting "geographic divisions." These fine distinctions and the more gross
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official distinctions of North-South-Midwest-Far West may be best understood by

the map (Figure V.1l) designed to accompany Table V.2,

Ignoring those few not residents of the fifty states, or not reporting
residence, we find a progression down Table V.2 from the relatively high military
experience rates of 73.8 and 72.9 per cent of the North to the relatively low
57.5 and 57.9 per cent of the South. We find this progression of rates closely
linked with an opposite progression of unfitness rates, from 13.3 per cent for
New England to 27.7 and 27.4 per cent for East- and West South Central, respectively.
An exception to this progression is the exceedingly low 12.4 per cént‘rejection

rate of the Mountain division of the Far West.

All of this fits relatively well with what we were told to expect, although
it certainly fails to have the tenor of crisis some may have expected. Two ''Deep
South" geographic divisions have unfitness rates more than twice those of New
England and the Far West, while the Mid-Atlantic and the two Midwestern divisions
are more similar to the rest of the nation than to the Deep South. The South

Atlantic is about half-way in between,

We will defer comment or question about the deferment rates until we are
able to take the rural/urban population composition into account. This is necessary
because, while the Midwest population is evenly distributed by rural-small city-

metropolis, in the North the largest category is "small city,"

with "metropolis"”
next: in the Far West "small city'" is first and "rural" next; but in the South the
5 y

progression in population size is rural-small city-metropolis (from large to small).

Regional Differences in Military Experience with
Rural/Urban Residence Taken into Account

Table V.3 helps us to understand deferment rates and tells us something

more in regional comparisons of military experience and unfitness rates.

The general pattern of deferment rates for the urban populations is that
they remain under the average of 19 per cent for the nation as a whole, with one
notable exception. We know of no reason at this stage of the analysis for medium
size cities of the Far West to-be the location of the highest rate of deferments
in the entire nation-- 26.3 per cent. We note that throughout Table V.3 the Far
West is high in deferments and yet never deviates significantly in the sense of

deficiency in its rates of military experience as compared with the national
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TABLE V.2

MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY PRE-FIFTEEN GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONa

(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

. Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall
Geographic Qual- Per Re jection
Division NA | .. "Deferred” Unfit Served N J
ified Cent Rate
Territories
and U.S.
Foreign
Possessions 6 7.9 48 .4 26.8 24,8 100.0 140 45.1 (84)
North'
New England 7 3.9 14.3 12.0 73.8 100.1 242 13.3 (217)
Middle
Atlantic . 1.6 4.1 14.3 12.9 72.9 100.1 643 14.3
(578)
Midwest
East North
Central. 1.4 4.4 17.2 13.0 69.8 100.0 690 14.9 (602)
West North
. . .2
Central. 2.0 5.8 18.2 13.3 68.5 100.0 347 15 (304)
- Far West
Mountain 5 7.0 26.3 10.0 63.7 100.0 118 12.4 (95)
Pacific Coast 1.4 7.1 21.8 11.4 66.8 100.0 223 13.4 (190)
South
South :
Atlantic 1.2 4.7 17.4 17.7 64.9 100.0 504 20.3 (440)
East South
Central. 1.8 3.7 19.0 23.5 57.5 100.0 320 27.7 (271)
West South
. . 27.
Central, 0.4 4.8 18.4 23.7 57.9 10010 387 7.4 (334)
NA . 2.6 6.3 27.8 26.1 46,1 100.0 261 33.3 (205)
All-American
Sample,
ages 27-34 1.5 5.0 19.3 16.7 64.0 100.0 3,876 19.5(3’320)
&See map of geographic divisions, Figure V.1l; see also methodological
note, Table IL.Ll. '
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MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY GEOGRAPHIC BACKGROUNDa
(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

. Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall
Region and 1- Per Rejection
Residence NA 9“? "Deferred” Unfit Served N J

ified : v Cent Rate

Metropolitan Area

North . 0.9 5.0 11.0 13.0 76.1 100.1 324 13.8 (304)
Midwest . 1.1 5.2 13.3 13.7 73.1 100.1 321 '14.9 (295)

Far West. . 0.9 6.0 18.3 10.5 71.2 100.0 79 12,0 (69)

South . 2.4 8.4 18.7 10.5 70.9 100.1 164 11.7 (147)
Small City

North . 2.0 4.0 13.8 11.8 74 .4 100.0 402 13.1 (362)
Midwest . 1.9 3.7 15.5 13.6 70.8 99.9 365 15.5 (322)

Far West. 5.0 7.4 26.3 9.1 64,7 100.1 150 11.2 (122)

South . 1.1 3.6 16.4 15.0 68.6 100.0 402 17.2 (350)
Rural

North . 0.6 2.2 22 .4 13.0 64,5 99.9 156 16.3 (125)
Midwest 1.7 5.7 23.1 12,1 64,7 99.9 350 14.7 (289)

Far West, 1.6 6.2 23.9 13.9 62.2 100.0 100 16.8 (82)

South . . 0.8 4.0 19.2 27.6 53.2 100.0 642 32.5 (544)
Other and

NA. 2.0 7.2 34.3 26.1 39.6 100.0 422 35.8 (308)
All-American

Sample,

- . . . . . .0 ,876 19.
ages 27-34 1.5 5.0 19.3 16.7 4 64,0 100 3,87 5(3,320)

4sce methodological note, Table II.1.
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average of 64 per cent. We also note, in this regard, that this high 26.3 per
cent deferred is associated with the overall rejection rate of 11.2 per cent,
which by a slight margin is the lowest in the entire table. The possibility which
baffles our analysis here is that we have a combination of factors at work here
which includes what for our purposes may remain an unknown: we have in mind what-
ever data on manpower quotas and quota fulfillment might be relevant. A careful
survey of the table seems to suggest that when the unfitness rates are relatively
low the deferment rates are relatively high., However, to make the kind of com-
parison on which such an observation is based one must restrict oneself to one
rural/urban residence category at a time, and had best look at the "deferred" and
"unfit'" columns in the main body of the table, rather than at the "overall rejection

rate" column.

We shall not speculate further here.1 For those who wish to do so, we
should remind readers that the labeling of the "deferred" column may be misleading.
That column repzxesents a residual category including all who cannot be positively
classified as "unfit" or as having "entered service.' We have not developed firm

positive but rather sound assumptive grounds for labeling that column "deferred.”

Now the major reasons for this presentation in Table V.3, in the form it
has taken, were (1) to take an additional look at South/non-South comparisons,
doing so with rural and urban populations separately, and (2) at the same time to
have a basis for deciding whether necessarily to retain the small city-metropolis

distinction in subsequent analysis.

Taking the latter consideration first, as the reader can readily see,
there is a fair amount of similarity among corresponding rates as between the
small city and the metropolis sectors of each region. We have taken this as
sufficient reason for the combining of these two sectors of the urban/rural dimen-

sion retaining only the basic rural/urban dichotomy for subsequent analytic use.

lThe first supposition we thought to explore here was that this
high deferred rate might be associated with the widely publicized public
college program of the state of California. However, a closer look reveals the
high rate to have its source in the small city sector of the Mountain--rather
than the Pacific--division of the Far West region.
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But now for the fundamental use of Table V. 3. The array of overall
rejection rates in the last column would have the relatively restricted range
from 11.2 to 16.8 per cent if one were to consider all categories save those for
the South. This is a range of hardly more than five percentage points, within
which we may observe a slight tendency for rural sectors to have higher rates of

unfitness than urban sectors, taking regions one at a time.

Having made theée observations it is .of interest to see how the South fits
into this framework: At the metropolitan level we discover that the unfitness
rate is the lowest for any of the four regions, at 11,7 per cent, At the small
city level of urbanization the unfitness rate for the South, at 17.2 per cent, is
only a little above the range we earlier noted for all the other regions, but only
a little. Finally, it is at the southern rural level that we find the extreme
deviation of 32.5 per cent unfit, virtually double any other rejection rate in the
entire table. Recalling an earlier speculation concerning a sort of reciprocal
interaction between unfitness and deferment rates in relation to fulfillment of
assigned quotas, we note that the rural South is the one rural region where, in
spite of agricultural deferment, the deferment rate of the rural population is

under 20 per cent.

The Part Plaved by Race in the Geographic Differences
of Overall Rejection Rates

We have accounted for a great deal of geographic variation in rates by
narrowing this down essentially to a matter of urbanization--or perhaps modernization
--in the South. We could leave it at this, pointing to its meaningfulness in rela-
tion to the War on Poverty in the Appalachian area., However, from what we have
wrung from earlier analysis we are confronted here with the question whether the
problem lies primarily with the higher rejection rates of Negroes of the rural

South, or whether whites are involved as well.

Table V.4 has been prepared for the question before us. Taken at the risk
of ignoring important differences in the distributions of education among our group-
ings, the comparisons are striking. Considered in this fashion, among whites, the
urban South, with a 14.7 per cent rejection rate, is clearly not a significant
deviation from the urban West and urban North at 14.0 and 13.1 per cent, respec-
tively. Now with the Negroes we note that those of the urban South, at 19.5 per

cent unfit, are only a little above all urban rates for whites and are right at
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TABLE V.4
MILITARY OBLIGATION RATES BY GEOGRAPHIC ORIGIN, CONTROLLING FOR RACE®

(Men Aged 27-34 in 1964)

Nonveterans All-American Sample Total Overall

Race and Qual- Per Rejection

. . 11 1 2
Origin NA {fied Deferred Unfit ‘ Served Cent N Rate

Other race . - - - - - - 43 (33)
Negro

Rural South 0 7.3 18.7 45.9 35.4 100.0 127 51.8 (112)

Urban South 0 7.9 18.5 17.4 64.1 100.0 92 19.5 (83)

Non-South . | 1.5 7.7 19.4 26.2 54,4 100.0 128 |29.7 (113)
White

Rural South 1.0 3.2 19.5 22 .4 58.1 100.0 510 26,7 (427)

Rural non- '

South, . . 1.4 5.0 22.6 12.6 64.8 100.0 590 15.3 (486)
Urban South 1.7 4.5 16.8 12.9 70.3 100.0 470 14,7 (412)
Urban West, 2.0 5.1 17.2 12.3 70.5 100.0 868 14.0 (763)
Urban North 1.5 4,2 12.4 12.1 75.5 100.0 702 13.1 (644)
Elsewhere . 2.1 6.2 34.7 25.4 39.9 100.0 343 35.5

(245)
NA and other - - - - - - 2 - 2)
All-American
Sample,
ages 27-34 1.5 5.0 19.3 16,7 64.0 100.0 3,876 19.5(3,320)

See methodological note, Table II.1.
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the average for the entire nation. The remarkable reversal comes here in the
discovery that nonsouthern Negroes--who are virtually all urban--have very
nearly 30 per cent rejection rates, Here one might immediately wonder if these
nonsouthern (i.e., urban northern and midwestern) Negroes are migrants from the
rural South. But we must remember that they have told us they were nonsouthern

(and nearly all urban) most of the time before age 15.

Concerning the rural rates of Table V.4, we find what we must have expected
concerning the South in its exceptional unfitness rates. The rural whites of the
South have an unfitness rate of 26.7 per cent (compared with the "below average"
15.3 per cent rejection of nonsouthern rural whites), and the rural southern
Negro is at twice the disadvantage of the rural southern white, with 51.8 per

cent rejection.

Looking at it differently, urban southern Negroes are less often rejected
than rural southern whites, while essentially urban nonsouthern Negroes are rejected

half again as often as their southern counterparts,

Focusing on the regional comparisons, the South comes off at a substantial
disadvantage in the rural whites comparison, and appallingly so for the rural
Negro regardless of the comparison, but in urban life the South seems in line with
other regions as far as whites are concerned and shows a substantial advantage in

the comparison of urban Negroes, in the South/non-South comparison.

We could leave the matter at this point. However, with a little contempla-
tion of these findings we recall the strength of the education variable and the
likelihood that in the groupings of race/geographic origin among which we have
just drawn comparisons there are substantially different distributions of educational
attainment. These facts prompt us to push the analysis one step further, to try to
answer the question: Are regional differences in unfitness rates closely linked to

regional differences in the distribution of education?

Race and Educatijon in the Geographic Differences
of Overall Rejection Rates

Table V.5 has been prepared to deal with the question before us. Its format
deviates considerably from that of the preceding tables. While complicating this
with the addition of the education variable, we have simplified our task for the

moment by eliminating everything from our concern except the overall rejection rates.
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TABLE V.5

OVERALL REJECTION RATES OF REGIONS, CONTROLLING FOR RURAL/URBAN ORIGIN, RACE,
AND EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT2

Negroes
Educational Rural Urban
Attainment Non-South
South Non-South South
West North
Less than high
school graduation 63 (81) 0 29 (40) 38 (56)
High school
graduation or
more . . . . . . . 24 (30) 0 11 (43) 20 (56)
b
Negro averages. . . 52 (112) 0 19 (83) 30 (113>b
Whites
Less than ninth
2
grade. . . . . . . 51 (133) 27 (82) 29 (57) 23 (37) 4 (46)
Ninth to eleventh
grade. . . . . . . 16 (123) 12 (111) 13 (93) 11 (170) 11 (126)
High school
graduation . ., . . 12 (126) 13 (202) 6 (116) 11 (295) 11 (255)
Any college . . . . 23 (44) 14 (93) 17 (147) 19 (261) 14 (215)
White averages, 27 (427) 15 (486) 15 (412) 14 (763) 13 (644)

#pata given in this table are not presented here with an accounting
scheme totaling the 3,876 men ages 27 through 34, but see Table V.6. The numbers
given parenthetically here are the number evaluated, on which overall rejection
rates are based.

In fact, there are a small number of Negroes of rural nonsouthern
origin; being so few they are simply counted among the nonsouthern Negroes in
the "Urban" part of this table (see footnote to Table V.6 concerning this
combination).



-79-

In other words, Table V. 5 is the result of taking only the last column of Table V. 4
and then dividing each cell into levels of educational attaimment. A look at the
numbers in parentheses (the weighted numbers of cases on which each rate is based)
shows that at a few points we are violating our rule of thumb to ignore rates based
on fewer than fifty cases. Even so, because of the small number of Negroes, it has
been necessary to utilize much more gross education categories for them than for

the more numerous whites. We urge caution in the degree of confidence rested on
comparisons involving rates computed on less than fifty cases. Among other

meanings such caution must have, it prompts us to greater reluctance in deciding

to attribute meaning to differences in rates. The differences can too easily be

due to sampling error when the bases of percentages are under fifty cases.

Proceeding with due caution, now, we consider Table V.5. Considering the
regional comparisons among Negro education groupings first, we note that both
education groupings follow the regional comparison pattern we observed in Table
V.4, without attending to the education distributions; controlling grossly for
education, rural southern Negroes are the highest in unfitness, with the nonsouthern
(nearly all urban) Negroes running second in all-Negro comparisons, and with urban

southern Negroes making the best showing with distinctly lower rejection rates.

At the same time we see education, in these gross groupings of less than
high school graduation versus high school or more, having its powerful effect on
unfitness rates, For southern Negroes of both rural and urban origin the difference
between these two education categories involves a factor of over 2.5 in rejection
rates (63/24, and 29/11, respectively), comparing high rates of those with lesser
education to the lower rates of those with at least high school diplomas. For
nonsouthern Negroes the corresponding factor of education effect on unfitness is
a bit under 2.0 (38/20 = 1.9). Rather than attempt a general interpretive state-
ment here, we shall go on to consider data concerning regional comparisons of
whites, since they seem to have a similar pattern; then we shall consider the

possibility of looking at these as similar patterns and assess the differences.

Table V.5 presents twenty different rates of unfitness for whites, but
they are not all so different. When we restrict our attention only to those with
education beyond the eighth grade, we are prompted to generalize with little
reluctance that the rates of unfitness are undifferentiated with respect to region
and urban/rural residence, as well as educational attainment. The "1little reluctance"

can be expressed in the following qualifications:
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1. There again seems to be a definite general tendency toward some
elevation of rejection rates among those with a college education, or more

compared with other high school graduates.

2. Rejection rates for men of rural background have a definite tendency
toward slight elevation as compared with the urban population, but only slight

among those with more than eighth grade education.

3. There is uncertainty about the low of 6 per cent rejéction among
southern urban white high school graduates and the relatively high rate of 23
per cent among southern rural whites with any college education. Are these devia-
tions from the grossly undifferentiated array of rates merely random fluctuations
associated with sampling error, or are they true reflections of something different
going on in these two sectors of the southern white population? For the time

being, this question must go unanswered.

With these three qualifications we have said that rejection rates for
whites with more than eighth grade education are undifferentiated as far as
regional and urban/rural and added education distinctions are concerned. Now,
what of those who never entered high school? It would appear that except for
the rural South, for whites, such deficiency in educational attainment doubles
the rejection rate. If the average for whites with more than eighth grade educa-
tion is around 12 to 14 per cent rejected, for those with eighth grade or less it

would appear to be around 24 to 28 per cent rejection.

But the rural South is the exception. What was said earlier of Negroes
is now found true of whites as well: the rejection rate for the rural South is
appallingly high by any comparison among whites. That rate of 51 per cent is
roughly twice as high as the average rejection rate for all others with eight
or fewer grades of schooling. It is between three and four times as high as the

average for those with more than an eighth grade education.

At any earlier point we injected the idea of modernization into the con-
text of a discussion revolving around urbanization. We suggest here that if
there is one major sector of the American social order that still awaits modernity,
it is the rural South, regardléss of race., The data seem to suggest that through-
‘out the social order education beyond eighth grade is sufficient to bring rejec-

tion rates down to rock bottom--between 10 and 15 per cent, However, in close
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“

agreement with Department of Defense interpretations of mental test rejection
level equivalents in educational attainment, failure to go beyond eighth grade

is accompanied by greatly elevated rejection rates.

Now we suspect that two factors contribute to the exaggerated deviation
in higher rejection rates for both whites and Negroes with eighth grade education
or less in the rural South. First, let us look at the distribution for the white
and Negro populations of the rural South with respect to education. (This can be
done in a crude manner by looking at the numbers of cases given in parentheses
in Table V.6 as the bases for the calculations of rates.) For the Negroes, first
of all, we find the distribution to have much more weight in the lower education
bracket in the instance of the rural South (94 iess thaﬂ high school but only 31
with high school or better). Compare this with the urban southern Negroes with
a balance of only 44 with less but 49 with education of high school or better,
while for the urban northern Negroes the balance is 66 less educated and 61 more
educated. Since there may be persons with as little as three or only one year
of formal education, or even none at all, we must imagine how this balance would
look if we had the data to distribute these cases in detailed categories below
eighth grade; e.g., seventh grade, sixth grade, and so on down to first grade

and "no schooling."

Were it possible to do this across the board with both Negroes and whites
(taken separately of course), we are certain from the patterns of our data that
such a detailed education distribution would have a far heavier lower tail for the
rural South than for the rural non-South or the urban population of any region.
Then with more population on the extreme lower end of the educational distribu-
tion one would expect this to contribute to an elevation of rejection rates in
a broad lowest education category which lumps together the extremely low detailed
categories of education. Since we know this happens more often in the rural
South, for both whites and Negroes, we believe this is a part of the explanation
of the "appallingly high rejection rates''--51 per cent among whites and 63 per

cent among Negroes--in the rural South.

The other factor we suspect is operating is in a way closely linked with
the first. In a sector of the social order which constrains substantially fewer

of its members to progress at least as far as the eighth grade minimum in education,
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we expect to find in the elementary schools provided by that sector of the
social order a somewhat lower quality of education for those who do come to get
it. This is only an expectation here, as far as the data of our study are
concerned, but this expectation fits the data and it fits our picture of the
rural South still awaiting fulfillment of modernization. Note that we are not
even talking about the entire population of the rural South. We are not talking
of those who go on with some high school education or more, whether white or
Negro. Rather we are speaking of those who have never glimpsed education beyond
the eighth grade--or did not even get that far--in the country grade schools,

Negro as well as white, of the rural South during the 1940's and early 1950's.

Thus we find these differences associated with the South: (1) Negroes
of low education and their white counterparts show exceptionally high rates of
rejection; and (2) urban northern Negro rejection rates tend to be high while
urban southern Negroes tend to compare favorably with urban whites of any
region. Except for these unique features we believe we have convincing evidence
of the comparabliity of rejection rates of the South with those of any other
region, when due consideration in given to regional differences in rural/urban,

racial, and educational distributions of the population.

Race and Education in the Geographic Differences

of Rates of Military Service and Deferment

Our final task here is to assess the variations in rates of military
. experience, in the light of what Table V. 5 tells about rejection rates, with
some attention to rates of 'deferment." For this purpose we shall consider
Table V. 6. Table V. 6 has the same breakdown into subpopulations as Table V. 5.
The notations concerning the rejection rates of Table V.5 are entered in the

upper left corner for each grouping and have the following meaning: Low: less

than 10 per cent; Average: 10-19 per cent; Moderately high: 20-29 per cent;
Very high: 30 per cent and higher.

Remember that the bases for the calculation of "overall rejection rates"
are the number examined rather than the total number of men in the subpopulation.
This means that the percentages of Table V. 5 when combined with the corresponding
rates of military experience and of "deferment" in Table V. 6 will not generally

total 100 per cent, nor should they, according to mathematical logic.

Except for the two rows presenting the Negro and white averages, each
cell of the Table V. 6 represents subpopulations based on regional and rural/

urban origin (across the top) and race and educational attainment (top to bottom).
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TABLE V.6

RATES OF MILITARY EXPERIENCE AND OF "DEFERMENT," BY REGION, CONTROLLING
FOR RURAL/URBAN ORIGIN, RACE, AND EDUCATIONAI, ATTATINMENT, WITH NOTATION
OF RELATIVE MAGNITUDE OF OVERALL REJECTION RATES (FROM TABLE V.5)a

Negroes
Educational Rural Urban
Attainment Non-South
South Non-South South West North
Less than high Very high Modizgﬁely Very high
school graduation 23 0 50 4l
23 (94) 23 (44) 24 (66)
High school Moderately Average Moderately
graduation or high high
more . 71 0 76 67
6 (3L) 14 (49) 15 (61)
Negro averagesb 35 0¢ 64 54 o
19 (127) 19 (92) 19 (128)
ites
Less than ninth Very high Modelately Modelately Mode?ately Mawafly
rade high high high high
grace. 38 55 59 55 72
21 (167) 23 (101) 16 (66) |28 G 5 47
Ninth to eleventh Average Average Average Average Average
grade. 71 70 82 75 77
15 (141) 21 (137) 5 (97) 115 (193)} 13 (139)
High school Average Average Low Average Average
graduation . 70 67 77 78 81
19 (148) 23 (245) 18 (136) |13 (319)] ¢ (275)
MOdEEZEEIy Average Average Average Average
Any college 54 63 63 62 69
27 (53) 25 (107) 23 (172) {22 (305)] 18 (239)
White averagesb 58 65 70 71 75
19 (510) 23 (590) 17 (470) |17 (868)] 12 (702)

aLegend for notation of unfitness rates:
Average is 10-19 per cent; Moderately high is 20-29 per cent; Very high is 30 per
The central figure in each cell is Military
Experience Rate; the lower left figure in each cell is the "Deferment' Rate; bases
of rates are parenthetical.

cent and higher (but see Table V.5).

b
These averages and case bases are directly from Table V.4.

Low is less than 10 per cent;

In general,

discrepancies in vertical addition are due to rounding of fractional case weights;
these is slight loss due to education NA.

Actually, there were twelve Negroes of rural nonsouthern origin, but being

so few they are included as "Urban.'
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The central figure in each cell is the rate of military experience for that
subpopulation, calculated on the basis of the total weighted number of sample

cases for that subpopulation, the rate base being the number in parentheses.

The figure entered in the lower left-hand corner of each cell is the
deferment rate for the subpopulation in question, based again on the number
of weighted cases in parentheses. Recall that we use the label "deferment'
presumptively, for a residual category comprised of all nonveterans who cannot
be identified as rejectees. This includes nonveterans giving insufficient
information concerning evaluation experience, as well as those with an indica-
tion of never being evaluated, and nonveterans claiming that evaluation found

them qualified.

If properly recalculated, the data shown in Table V. 5 added to the
combined central and lower left rates of the corresponding cells of Table V. 6

will always total 100 per cent, except for rounding error.

Taking the Negro portion of Table V. 6 as a start, note that the central
figures for Negroes attaining less than high school graduation show military
experience rates ranging from 23 per cent in the rural South to 50 per cent in
the urban South, with the urban northern Negroes in between at 44 per cent.

We also note virtually no variation whatever across the Negro subpopulations
regarding deferment rates, which are relatively high at 23 and 24 per cent.
This indicates that variations in military experience rates for these groupings
of Negroes are to be understood entirely in relation to variations in unfitness.
The cell that inveolved the extremely high rate of 63 per cent rejection also has

the extremely low rate of 23 per cent entering active service, and so on.

Among Negroes who at least completed high school we find a modest amount
of variation in military experience rates, from 67 per cent to 76 per cent, all
three above the overall sample average of 64 per cent for men 27 through 34 years
old. With caution due the few cases on which these rates are calculated, we
note that the military experience rates seem to follow the fluctuations of the
corresponding rejection rates of Table V. 5 in no consistent relation to the

deferment rate variations of Table V.6.

Now recall that in earlier stages of analysis the higher rates of

deferment were always associated with rural populations and/or with higher
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education. 1In Table V. 6, however, the rural southern Negroes attaining the
higher levels of education show only 6 per cent deferred, or less than one-third
the average for Negroes generally. Since in the present analytic effort we are
not attending to the volunteer/nonvolunteer distinction we cannot deal with the
problem of why these Negroes do not show a higher deferment rate and lower
service entry rate. Tt could be that their relationship to farm enterprise less
frequently wins them deferment even when they seek it, but it could be that

they prefer military service and less frequently seek farm deferment.

Ap additional problem here, calling for further analytic effort later,
is the general pettern of deferment rates among the groupings of Negroes in Table
V. 6. Hitherto we have generally seen deferment rates vary in two major ways,
regarding rural/urban origin and education: higher deferment rates with rural
origin, and higher deferment rates with education beyond high school. But with
Negroes we see, if anything, a reversal of the rural origin relationship and
consistently moderately high deferments with low educational attainment. There
is clearly much more to be understood here. It seems possible that one condition
which would exaggerate the deferment rates of Negroes never completing high
school is our inability to detect persons informally screened by draft boards
as insufficiently educated. Another possible condition which would locate higher
rates of deferment among the less educated Negroes is the probability that
discontinued education and migratory behavior are associated, and migratory
behavior is probably accompanied frequently by disruption of communication
between draft board and registrant. Such registrants, having escaped evaluation
for service, would fall into our "deferred” category as never examined. There
are perhaps other interesting possibilities for the explanation on which we

speculate here, but all this must await other amalytic investigationms.

— We—turnnow—to—the-portion—of-Table V.6 devoted to rates for the

whites of the sample. Among rural white populations we find a general tendency
for the South to show slightly lower rates of deferment than the rural non-South.
However, for the rural whites generally we see very little variation in rates

of deferment, either by region or by education. Altogether, the eight rates
given range from 15 to 27 per cent. Ignoring for the moment those of no high
school experience, deferment rates increase from 15 to 19 to 27 per cent with
increasing education attained in the rural South, but increase slightly, 21 to

23 to 25 per cent, for whites of nonsouthern rural origin.
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A related but reversed and more widely ranging pattern is present
in the rates of military experience. Rural whites of the non-South with
more than eighth grade range only from 70 down to 63 per cent active service,
with greater attainment of education. However, rural southern whites range
seventeen percentage points, from 71 down to 54 per ecent active service, and

nearly all the difference here is made by entering into some college experience.

Having sufficiently ignored the rural whites who never entered high
school, we now note that there is no appreciable regional difference among
them as far as deferment rates are concerned. Rather, the big difference of
seventeen percentage points--from 38 per cent rural southerners entering service
to 55 per cent rural nonsoutherners--relates directly to the big difference in
rejection rates (51 per cent in the rural South but only 27 per cent for the

remainder of the rural whites with such restricted education).

If we were to sum up all that has been observed so far about rural
whites in Table V. 6, it would go something like this: on the average there do
not seem to be great South/non-South differences, but education makes a great
deal more difference in the rural South than in the rural non-South at both
extremes; in the South low education is accompanied by much more rejection and
lower rates of military service, and education beyond high school is accompanied
by greater increments in deferment and rejection, and greater reduction in

service entry rates, as compared with the rural non-South.

Now we turn to the urban whites. Again we notice that on the average
there would seem hardly enough regional differentiation to mention. For
nearly every possible rural/urban comparison the rural deferment rates are
higher than urban, while the urban active service rates are higher than the
rural. The latter is of course directly related to the former, but it is
also related to our observation, in Table V. 5, that rural rejection rates are
virtually always higher than corresponding urban rejection rates (except when

we restrict our comparison to farm versus urban blue collar).

Now we shall attempt more "summaries," but involving three-way comparisons
this time: South, West, and North. With respect to education there seem to

be no neat patterns of deferment rates. However, the variability and range of
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deferment rates are differentiated by region. The range of rates by education
decreases from South to West to North--eighteen, fifteen, and thirteen percentage
points, respectively. Again we find the tendency for higher rates of deferment
to accompany both extremes in education. An exception to this is the urban
North, where one of the lowest rates (i.e., only 5 per cent deferment) occurs
among those never entering high school. In no other subpopulation with this
much educational handicap does the rate of active service reach 60 per cent,

but with the urban North it reaches 72 per cent, with a rejection rate that ié

par for this education level, but a very low deferment rate.

Finally, with the military experience rates we note the following pattern:
differentiated into educational attainment groupings, urban southerners
and urban westerners both have rate ranges of twenty-three percentage points—
froﬁ 59 to 82 per cent, and from 55 to 78 per cent, respectively--while the
urban North has a range of only twelve percentage points--from 69 to 81 per cent.
For the urban populations of all three regional categories the highest active
service rates and the greatest clustering of rates occurs among those with at
least some high school but no education beyond. However, in both the South and
the West large differences in service entry rates occur to set off both extreme
groupings in educational attainment from the high school but no more groupings.
The same pattern is present with those of the urban North, but here the education-
related differences in service entry rates are so modulated as to be considered
negligible were it not for similarities to the urban South and West, In general
we see service rates of 75 to 82 per cent among urban whites with some high
school but no college, across the board regionally. Among those with college
the rates are between 60 and 70 per cent. Among those never entering high
school, while those of the urban North can nearly match their educational betters
with a 72 per cent service rate, in the urban South and West men who never went
to high school experienced depressed active service rates--59 and 55 per cent,
respectively. The net result of these differences verifies a possibility noted
in connection with Table V.4, that if one controls for the differing composition
of white populations with respect to urban/rural residence and education, the
regional comparisons will yield very little military service rate differential

among white subpopulations.
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Summary

Comparing Negroes with whites, among these with a completed high school
education or more we find comparable rates of military service, around 70 per
cent and higher regardless of region or rural/urban differences, in spite of
moderately high rejection rates of rural southern and urban nonsouthern Negroes.
Comparing less educated Negroes and whites, we find evidence of heavy disadvan-
tage among Negroes in terms of high rejection rates, and their military service

rates vary in close inverse relationship to these rejection rates.

Looking only at Negroes, those of urban background--both southern and
nonsouthern--have military service rates varying in a tight inverse relation-
ship to rejection rates which in turn show great inverse variation with educa-
tion., This is also true for rural southern Negroes of low education, but for
rural southern Negroes who have attained high school diplomas or better there
is a military experience rate of 71 per cent, on a par with urban white
averages, in spite of a moderately high rejection rate. While rural southern
and urban nonsouthern Negroes show marked disadvantage in unfitness vis-a-vis
white counterparts, urban southern Negroes are very much on a par with their

white counterparts, taking education into account.

Among whites we might suggest that there are no notable differentials
with respect to region and rural/urban background, when education is taken into
account, except as the upper and lower extremes of the education dimension in
the case of rural southern whites. There we find substantially depressed
military experience rates--only 38 per cent among those never entering high
school and only 54 per cent among those with any college education. This low
rate among those with little education is closely linked to very high rejection
rates, while the low service rate of those with college education is related
to both relatively high rejection and deferment rates. This latter finding
can be viewed as an exaggerated form of the finding which applies to all white
groupings according to region and rural/urban background, when men with college

and graduate study are lumped together.



CHAPTER VI

MILITARY EXPERIENCE AND REJECTION IN THE UNITED STATES
SINCE WORLD WAR II

If one problem more than any other pervades the array of concerns about
military manpower procurement in the contemporary United States, surely it lies
at the nexus of freedom of the individual and his society-determined prospects
of military service. The customary terminology for this problem includes "equi-
tability of Selective Service' and 'draft fairness." The frame of reference
of such considerations is that the United States is a society of democratic
institutions and its military manpower procurement institutions had better be
no exception. Highly responsible and widely respected voices have vented these
concerns, now with a heated Vietnam backdrop as well as in 1964, antecedent of

the Vietnam escalation.

Apropos of the setting in which this 1964 manpower study was designed,
consider, as an example of equity concerns, two quotations from a speech on the
Senate floor in June 1964 by Senator Gaylord Nelson (D., Wisconsin). He was
proposing a Senate resolution not to renew the present Universal Military Train-
ing and Service Act in 1967. Furthermore, the Department of Defense was to be
made responsible for providing Congress with two detailed workable alternatives--
one a voluntary, the other an involuntary procurement plan--to be considered
as replacement for the present UMIS provisions (Nelson, 1964):

Because the draft in its "pure'" form supplies far more men than

we need, we have corrupted the system to favor: Those who can afford
to stay in college until they are twenty-six years old; those who

1

It will be evident immediately that our perspective here does not front
on the entire expanse of the individual/society nexus. Granted, there are ques-
tions being raised all the way from the grand level of the morality and legality
of foreign policy, and individual responsibility for policy in a democratic so-
ciety, to policy for dealing with individuals conscientiously opposing the ac-
tions of their government. Furthermore, aside from the quesitions pertaining to
manpower procurement, there are the questions of how military structure and
authority are to be shaped to fit into a society of democratic institutions,

_89-
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marry early; men with criminal records or moral shortcomings; those
who are mentally or physically below standard--and the standards are
increasingly arbitrary; those whose employers will claim that they
are essential.

This plan, Mr. President, aims at moving forward to end com-
plusion in the military service--to reinstate freedom in this vital
branch of American life.

For all citizens, it will remove a system which is inequitable

in operation, which emphasizes class divisions, and which is not in

accord with our democratic tradition.

At the time of study design this commentary on military manpower procure-
ment might have been thought of as only one side of an argument involving varying
kinds and degrees of political motive. But with the Montreal speech of Secretary
of Defense McNamara on May 18, 1966, there would seem to be little room left for

conjecture about the widespread existence of inequities (McNamara, 1966).

But what are the specifications of a "demorratic institution'? How can
we conceive of a complex of military manpower procurement institutions that
could be called "democratic'"? Avoiding the morass of extended analysis we sug-
gest in brief sketch two abstract models of manpower procurement that might be

considered democratic.

The voluntary procurement model makes one of two alternative assumptions.

Either 1. Manipulations of pay, allowances, fringe benefits, and any other

and the individual lives of its members. These questions are obviously not a
part of our task here,.

Rather, in this beginning of our summary chapter it has seemed neces-
sary to recognize that one kind of question--that of "equitability"--will have
been entertained by numerous readers all along our path, even though we have
taken great care not to deal with it directly. Neither do we find it possible
to deal with the question of equitability conclusively in this chapter. How-
ever, having taken upon ourselves the responsibility of presenting data which
could be used by some to deal with the equitability question, we find ourselves
responsible for suggesting ways in which our presentation may be related to the
question of equitability. Furthermore, the experience of carrying out the fore-
going analyses has yielded some insights about the ways in which one might be-
come involved in questions of equitability.

Recognition of these facts finds its limited expression in the fol-
lowing section with references to what some may think of as considerations of

equity, and by brief sketches of how '"democratic' manpower procurement models
might look.
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sources of satisfaction which might be created for men in uniform,
will be adequate in competition with the civilian job/career market
to keep both quality and quantity of military manpower at the

levels believed necessary.

Or 2. To the extent that manipulations of incentives and rewards are
inadequate to maintain specified levels of military manpower
quality and quantity it would be necessary to find functional
alternatives to military manpower such that lower levels of man-

power would not prevent solution of problems.

In a nutshell, for the voluntary manpower procurement model to be
acceptable, either it must always be possible to get enough of the right kinds
of volunteers, or there must be alternative solutions which do not involve
unavailable levels of military manpower quantity and quality. At least one of
these conditions must be satisfied if an involuntary procurement scheme is to

be avoided.

With the voluntary procurement model we like to assume that an insti-
tution which serves society through the behavior of voluntary participants is
surely a democratic institution, or at least is permissible in a democratic
society. Some might argue that such a "voluntary procurement system" discri-
miniates unfairly with respect to the interests of those who consider military
service a great opportunity but find themselves rejected as unfit for such
service. Others may object that obviously the incentives and rewards manipu-
lated in such fashion as to provide the specified quantity and quality of
military manpower would involve the result of differential (hence unfair) access
to these incentives and rewards. But if that is contrary to democratic values
and therefore objectionable, then the larger part of the economic system of
the United States might be found objectionable. This is not the occasion on

which to settle that question.

Now we turn to the problems of conceptualizing a nonvoluntary military
manpower procurement model which would be acceptable by criteria of a democratic
valué system. There is generally thought to be a principle of equity at work
in laws of universal application. If the Universal Military Training and Ser-

vice Act were what itsname implies it would be an example of the kind of
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equity we have in mind here. Several factors working together have prevented
this kind of equity from being realized under the UMIS laws since World War

II.2 Salient among these factors are:

1. Since 1945 the Department of Defense has never needed two years

of service from every man of an age cohort.

2. There has never been a cohort of which every member was fit for
service' by any realistic standard of evaluation. Thus approximation of
universality has been in part a matter of definition of minimal fitness for

service.

3. There have always been circumstances which were agreed to be good
enough reason--presumably in the public interest--to exclude those to whom
the circumstances applied. This agreement apparently has existed on the level
of general public opinion, as well as among policy makers and legislators. 1In
consequence there are agricultural and nonagricultural occupation deferments,
student deferments, dependency and financial hardship deferments, to name some

salient circumstances of exclusion.

Now the ''pure'" model of involuntary procurement--i.e., universal partic-
ipation--can be considered equitable only as long as one insists that '"nmo man
is different from any other man." As soon as certain distinctions are proposed
as representing circumstances under which service imposes a greater hardship
on some persons than on others, then the equitability of the universal partic-
ipation principle is called into question. It is not clear that there is a
circumscribed set of principles that limits what circumstances are to be accepted
as relevant to this kind of hardship/equitability consideration, other than the
specific provisions by which deferments are currently defined. TIf there were
no limiting principles one could interpolate the voluntary system of procure-
ment as a unique derivative of the universal participation form of equity, in

which unwillingness to serve is the circumstance under which military service

2There is a published discussion of the ideas of "equity' which were

thought by the National Manpower Council to apply to the UMTS Act of 1948, and
the successive acts, amendments, and implementations which followed, through
the period of the Korean war (See National Manpower Coun¢il, 1952, pp. 92-102).
In a later publication (1954, esp. pp. 21-23) the Council has sought to demon-
strate its influence through the 1952 publication just cited.
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becomes too much hardship to impose. This may seem absurd, but it is one of
the logically possible end points to be reached when one begins to modify a

universal participation system in the direction of "improving equity."

Taking a second look at the "universal service' approach to equitability,
we should note that this is really only a special case of a more general model
of involuntary procurement equity. If we translate our thinking into proba-
bility terms, the universal service model is "fair' because every man has full
--therefore equal--probability (i.e., 1.000) of service. The more general
model of equitable involuntary procurement, then, is to be realized under con-
ditions by which every man's probability of entering service equals the risk
of every other member of his cohort, whether the risk is 1 out of 1,000 or
95 out of 100 for every man. This is of course the general model which un-
derlies the idea of a "lottery'" system of involuntary military manpower pro-

curement.

It may be no problem to us to accept this "equal risk" model of pro-
curement in its pure form as a fair system--the statistician and our own logic
assure us of this. There are problems, though. One problem is that we are
not likely to see a system like this operate in anywhere near a "pure" form
for reasons similar to the second and third factors (above) in which the UMIS
legislation has not been realized in its pure form. But another problem is
that if an equal risk system were operated in pure form--i.e., equal risks for
every man--the actual experience of it would be increasingly unacceptable to
those individuals affected, as the risks fell farther and farther toward 50
per cent and under. Under such circumstances "bad luck'" becomes experienced
as increasingly severe bad luck. And with the current trends in military
strength levels and size of male population reaching age eighteen each year,

such continued lowering of risks is very much a part of long-run prospects.

The foregoing section has developed a terminology and expanded the
possibilities of conceptualizing the considerations pertaining to equity of
manpower procurement systems. It has also suggested that some criteria of
equity may be incompatible with each other. It is further suggested that the
facts of the real world may cut across and operationally modify attempts to

realize manpower procurement equity by any ideal standards. We are now
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prepared to summarize the preceding analytic chapters, at the same time sug-

gesting how the data may be related to considerations of equity.

Summary of Analytic Results

There is no question that the Universal Military Training and Service
(UMTS) Act upon which the United States has depended for military manpower
since about 1950 is an adaptation of the equal risk/nonvoluntary manpower
procurement model. Just why the legislation should bear the title it has is
not entirely clear. It has been far from '"universal'" in operation, but it

does not necessarily follow that it has been inequitable in operation.

Of those cohorts young enough to have avoided the heavy manpower
demands of World War II, available sources suggest that the highest overall
rate of serving has been between 70 and 75 per cent. This happened to the
cohort born in 1932 as the result of the high manpower demand of the Korean
war. Of the more than one-fourth of the male population not serving in that
period, it appears that about one-tﬁird enjoyed some form of deferment while

the other two-thirds were rejected as unfit for service.

Since the Korean war, the military participation rates of cohorts
have declined to less than 60 per cent. With this decline an increasing pro-
portion of those never serving--one-half and perhaps more of the roughly 40
per cent--were deferred while the rejectees were an increasingly smaller pro-
portion of those never serving. We should add, of course, that with these
trends, there may have been an increase in the perceivable severity of the
"bad luck'" of those unwillingly called to service. (These trends are of
course highly complex, involving for example size of cohort, changes in
military manpower strength levels, increasingly sophisticated military tech-
nology related to changing requirements of military manpower "quality," and

so on. An analysis of these complexities is not part of our task here.)

Throughout our analyses of military experience rates of men born in
1930-37 (Chaps. II-V) we have dealt with analytic questions along the lines
of the equal risk/nonvoluntary manpower procurement model. However, we took
care to use the model analytically, rather than in relation to democratic
values and considerations of equity. 1In other words, we were raising soci-

ological questions calling for some understanding of rate differentials rather
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than raising questions about ways in which some groupings of men are more

"advantaged" or ''disadvantaged" than other groupings.

At this stage of research the understanding sought has necessarily
been limited. TFor example, we have not sought a breakdown that will show
whether service participation rates of some groupings are constituted entirely
by voluntary entry while other groupings may be composed of men most of whom
entered only under coercion. WNor have we sought to uncover whether some kinds
of men found more or greater advantages in military service than other kinds
of men. These are but a few of the limits we have set on the sociological
understanding sought in these chapters, and it is within these limits that we

shall now review our analyses.

Our entire analysis has taken educational attainment and rejection
rates as the point of departure in understanding differentials of military
service participation rates. We went to some lengths to show a number of
ways in which education is intimately related to probabilities of military
service. Proceeding from that point two analyses were developed, one focusing
on a variety of aspects of socio-economic background, the other on aspects of
regional and rural/urban childhood residence. 1In both analyses educational

attainment and rejection rates continued to play central analytic roles.

For summary purposes we may consider the first of these--the analysis
of aspects of socio-economic background--to be brought into final focus in the
data presented in Tables IV.2 and IV.3. Chart VI.l is adapted from those data
and based on 3,823 cases representing the white and Negro populations of men
aged 27 through 34 in 1964. (Some 53 cases of men in this age range, mostly

of "other race," and have been omitted from this presentation.)

An important feature of this chart is that it represents the social
groupings of Tables IV.2 and IV.3 defined by distinctions in education, race,
and socio-economic background in such a manner as to show what part of the
total male population falls into each grouping. The groupings are laid out
along a horizontal scale from 0 to 100 per cent at the bottom of the chart,
to show their relative size. The percentage of the total population which a
given grouping constitutes is entered along the top of the chart. For example,

we see that low SES white men with eighth grade or less are 11.9 per cent,
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CHART VI.1--RATES OF MILITARY SERVICE, "DEFERMENT,' AND UNFITNESS, BY
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, RACE, AND SOCIO ECONOMIC BACKGROUND AMONG MEN
AGED 27-34 1IN 1964 (ADAPTED FROM TABLES IV.2 AND IV.3, PP. 54 AND 55)
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while whites with graduate study are 4.3 per cent (1.8 plus 2.5 per cent), of

the total population.

As noted in the previous chapter, Negroes with any college are so few
(only 1.4 per cent) that a breakdown in categories of ''college dropout,'" 'college

n

degree," and "graduate student" is not feasible.

For slight easing of eye strain we have combined socio-economic cate-
gories of whites at the "college degree'" level. This is justifiable because
among the high-middle-low socio-economic groupings here there is only a range
of about three percentage points in military service rates, from 69 to 72 per

cent.

The overall rate of 64 per cent military service participation--in
effect, the level of military manpower strength levels set for the Department
of Defense--is represented in the chart by the bold horizontal line cross-
cutting the chart at the 64 per cent level. This can be thought of as the
average of all groupings. And if one were to use the equal risk/nonvoluntary
procurement model as the sole criterion of "equity," deviations.from this line

would be indications of inequity.

Our summary of the overall picture with respect to socio-economic

background consists of the following four observations:

1. There is no general pattern of differences in military participa-
tion rates with respect to socio-economic background, when educational attain-
ment is taken into account. However, that 11.9 per cent of the population
made up of low SES whites without any high school, and the 5.3 per cent (2.5
plus 2.8 per cent) who are Negroes without high school diplomas, show effects
of distinct socio-economic disadvantage corresponding closely with greatly
reduced risks of military service, when compared with the mid- and high SES
whites who never entered high school. While the latter are close to the
average at near 60 per cent serving, the more disadvantaged range from 46 per
cent serving (Negro high school dropouts) down to 25 per cent serving (Negroes
with no high school). Evidently it takes high school education or more to

smooth out socio-economic differences in probabilitites of service.

2. TFor the greater than 95 per cent of the population never engaging

in graduate study there is a strikingcomplementarity of fit across the entire
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gamut of population groupings between proportion rejected and proportion
entering service--another way of saying that the proportion "deferred" shows
little variability. With the overall rate of "deferred" at 19.3 per cent,
graduate students are the notable deviations at about 54 per cent "deferred."
Aside from these major deviations involving only & per cent of the population,
there are only two small groupings which involve deviations of more than 5
percentage points from the 19.3 average '"deferred." White high SES high school
dropouts and Negro high school graduates are uniquely below the 19.3 per cent
average 'deferred," at 9.9 per cent and 11.7 per cent "deferred" respectively.
These two small groupings with very low deferment (involving 2.2 and 2.3, or
less than 5 per cent of the population), and graduate students (4.3 per cent
of the population) are the only flaw in the picture of apparently very equitable
deferment rates. Enjoying a college student deferment does not contribute to
substantially lower risks of military service in the long run, except for the

few who go on to graduate study.

3. Educational attaimment is a crucial discriminator of risks--or
opportunities--of military service. But on the gross level of the overall
military participation rates in the present analysis, this is true only at
the extremes involving those never entering high school and those going beyond
college to graduate study. At either extreme the participation rates tend to
be well below 50 per cent, and range below 25 per cent. It is at this point

that one is faced with severe problems of equity.

a. Rejection of the poorly educated.--There may be those,

tending to view military service as a risk to be avoided, who consider
lower service participation rates as fair compensatibn for social
groupings which suffer excessive rejection--read ''social deprivation"
--rates. But it may be precisely these social groupings (poorly
educated Negroes and low SES whites) that consider military service

an opportunity to "get ahead," to be respected. On the other hand,
there are those who deplore lower status groups that entertain high
rejection rates, thereby getting the opportunity to "enjoy'" low service
participation rates. This i1s only a crude statement of opposing views
concerning the equity problem as it pertains to the educationally

disadvantaged.
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b. The privilege of graduate study.--At the risk of oversimpli-

fication, let us suggest that there may be two types of graduate students,
those for whom being a student is nearly a career and those for whom
study is a step toward a career. Further, let us affirm that graduate
study has great compensations for some and breath-taking costs for many.
Graduate study is the major formally established avenue by which this
society produces its literary, scientific, and professional intellectual
elite. It is an empirical question whether or not loss in such a pro-
duction process would occur if graduate study, instead of being a haven
from military service, were to always involve a two-year interruption

for service. An additional question, if loss there is, would be how

costly might the adjustments be to compensate the loss.

As it now stands, if military service is to be viewed as a generally
undersirable experience to be avoided if possible, then high SES whites
have an advantage over whites of lesser SES, in the following complex
fashion: Our data suggest that one out of eight of those with high
socio-economic background go on to graduate study, where about 75 per
cent of them "enjoy avoiding the service," while for whites of lesser
socio-economic advantage only one out of forty attains graduate study
status, and only about 65 per cent of these never enter service. While
they enjoy equal chances of deferment, the high SES whites have a higher

rate of rejection.

4. After our original presentation of the data in Chart VI.1, in Tables

IV.2 and IV.3, we adapted them to explore the interaction of effects of educa-
tion and rural life (Table IV.4). There it was possible to demonstrate that
regardless of education attained, the men of rural background enjoy deferment
rates averaging better than half again as high as men from urban blue collar
homes. At the same time we were demonstrating that the rural environment has
not been producing more unfitness than the urban blue collar home except among
men never progressing beyond eighth grade in their education, and that holds
true primarily in the rural South. The upshot of this, in terms of equity,
conforms to the picture represented by the chart, but with one new ingredient

of consistent inequity of service participation rates.
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Single family farm enterprises have long commanded a unique kind of
sacredness in the culture and economy of this nation, and military manpower
procurement has been no exception. Of course, the issue, rationally argued,
has been that agriculture is one major and indispensable sector of the economy
whether for war or for peace, and the value of one farm enterprise is far more
in the economy than the military value of the one man indispensable to that
enterprise, were he to be utilized as a fighting man at the expense of his farm

enterprise.

This would seem to be an empirical question amenable to some degree of
testing and quantification. A large proprotion of the single family farm enter-
prises are marginal now, and there continues to be a vast rural-to-urban shift.
It is not at all clear where the public interest lies, nor what all the consid-
erations of equity might be, in the matter of military utilization of rural
manpower , but this would certainly seem to be an area of major questions and

concerns.

Beyond this analysis of effects of socio-economic background, we proceeded
through an analysis of effects of geographic origins in terms of region and rural/
urban location. Perhpas it will be possible, in reviewing that second analysis,
to arrive at the broadest possible overall perspective of manpower procurement

equity problems (Table V.6 will provide the basic data for our reference here).

We visualize a map of the United States on which to etch the results
of our analytic findings (see Fig. V.l), It is a commonplace that we live with
the continuing processes of urbanization and industrialization, and the more
vaguely conceived and generalized process of modernization, as these processes

flow through the social life of this nation.

The geography of these processes shows individuals and families leaving
rural life for urban life, leaving farms and small town situations for a variety
of occupations situated nearer to or in the metropolitan area, and we see the
burgeoning of a wide range of industries adding more drawing power to the urban

centers.

These urban centers generate increasing modernization, among other things

including better and more widespread provisions for health and welfare, improved
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and more widely available education and more levels and kinds of education and
technical training, and in general more familiarity with the entire modern world.
(We have picked these features of modernity here in particular because of their
obvious relevance to fitness for military service.) Our data suggest that if
rates of rejection can be considered indicators of modernity in the population,
there is little regional differentiation as far as the modernity of the urban
population is concerned. The four regions--North, South, Midwest, Far West--all
have rejection rates within the range of 11.2 to 17.2 per cent in their urban

populations.

Only after comparing the rejection rates of the rural populations of
these regions does the South draw special attention. On closer scrutiny we
find several factors contributing to the uniqueness of the South. Of the men
we have studied who report their childhood as mostly if not. entirely southern,
a few over half are from farm families. The Midwest, next highest in proportion
of these men from rural origins, shows 34 per cent, or only two-thirds as high
a rural proportion as the South. The overall average of rural origins among
those not from the South is about one-fourth of their total population, or only

one-half the 50 per cent rural of the South.

Next, Negroes generally have gotten last and least to the opportunities
of modernity, as these opportunities were set forth above, and those of southern
" background include Negroes as nearly one-fifth of their total, with nearly 60
per cent of these Negroes coming from rural homes. The men of nonsouthern
origin are only about 6 per cent Negroes,of whom less than one-tenth have rural

backgrounds.

Furthermore, among rural whites from the South one-third report the
education they attained included no high school, while of the rural whites of

other than southern origin only one-sixth report such limited education.

Finally, we have noted that in general, among whites, the difference
between having and not having any high school education involves a doubling of
rejection rates. Among Negroes, even those with incomplete high school experience
suffer such a disparity of rejection rates. However, in this connection we
. found that while the rural non-South conforms to these findings, the rural South

has even higher rejection rates both for less educated Negroes and less educated
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whites, within the limits of educational attainment we have just defined.
Southern rural whites whose education never got beyond eighth grade ha&e had

a 51 per cent rejection rate, while rural Southern Negroes who have not com-
pleted high school have a 63 per cent rejection rate. (The only other grouping
with a rejection rate exceeding 30 per cent is urban nonsouthern Negroes,

at 38 per cent.)

With these observations in mind, we note a lag in the processes of
modernization in rural areas, but especially the rural South, and a lag in the
demographic aspects of urbanization and industrialization in the South as com-
pared with the rest of the nation. Using rejection rates as indicators of
modernity, we have shown what great correspondence there is between this set
of features of the American social system as a whole and the workings of the

military manpower procurement institutions in use since World War II.

These manpower procurement institutions are not antecedent to the
conditions we have observed. Our observations have by their focus shown most
of our concerns with inequities of manpower procurement to be rooted in the
workings of the larger system in general and particularly in its socialization
processes. That is to say, fitness for military service is not entirely unre-
lated to how well the individual copes with the conditions of modern life. 1In
fact, as has been pointed out by Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, and by the

authors of One-Third of a Nation, there is reason for great concern about

inabilities to cope with modern life in the civilian sectors of society in the

case of men found unable to meet the standards of life in the military sector.

This brings us back to the nature of these standards of military fitness.
It is in the nature of the development of these standards and the way in which
they are repeatedly modified that the military establishment might have any
antecedent responsibility in the rejection rates we have used as an index of

modernity.

There seem to be three points where there are ma jor questions to be

answered.

1. For what range of military occupations or activities can the
behavioral sciences show sufficient sophistication in tests
and measurements of the individual and in task analysis to

provide objective grounds for selection and allocation of
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military manpower? This can be a very difficult question. An
answer of '"mo range at all" could mean that the present elabor-

ate selection procedures are unwarranted. In fact, their use

would raise questions of equity. But if some substantial range

of military occupations or activities can be dealt with competently,

we arrive at the next two questions:

2. Obviously, there are alternative economies of manpower utili-
zation involved in the choice of standards by which to manage
the "quality" of manpower being procured. Presumably, the
higher the general level of fitness--or "quality'"--maintained,
the greater versatility and effectiveness of the Armed Forces
one might expect. However, have ''quality" standards been
manipulated as sluice gates to regulate quantity, instead of
quality per se, thereby introducing a bias or inequity not

required by any particular economy of manpower utilization?

3. Finally, recognizing that the present structure of manpower
utilization has built into it a vast rotation-of-manpower
scheme which seems to require a sort of universal standard
of fitness, we are faced with the question not only whether
alternatives to this notion are possible but also whether
a massive modification of manpower utilization policy away
from the generalized rotation-of-manpower scheme is becoming

unavoidable.

A part of the issue here is the possibility of an equity criterion
which says it is not fair to take only those men capable of all military
activities and reject all others. Another part of the problem concerns the
manner in which such a massive change as a shift from general interchangeability
to interchangeability within specialty areas may be feasible, desirable, and/or

necessary.

It has been necessary to this extent to deal with questions of the
validity and application of standards of military fitness because of the
relevance of these questions to any conclusions one might reach on the basis

of data we have presented. If the "standards of fitness'" in use are invalid,
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or if the manner of application of these standards has not been dictated by
some demonstrable and objective '"necessity" or "manpower requirement'" of the
Armed Forces, then to that extent differential rates of rejection are evidence
of unfairness or unjustifiable discrimination. On the other hand, if the
standards are valid and are applied in a justifiable manner, then differential
rates of rejection are indicators of inequities in the manpower pool provided
by society-at-large, rather than in the manpower procurement system. The data
here presented do not answer the questions about validity of standards or the

justifiable manner of application of those standards.

In order to proceed with our line of amalysis concerning inequity, we
shall make the following assumption for the time being: the application of
valid military fitness standards is determined by objective requirements or

necessities of the functioning of the military establishment.

If this assumption is true, then it should be clear that where differ-
ential rates of military participation are closely linked with differences in
rejection rates, the problems of equity do not have their roots in the military
manpower procurement system. Rather, these roots are in the greater social
system which has produced the inequities discovered in terms of the rejection
rates. Those who wish to ascribe responsibility for inequities of military
service rates to the manpower procurement system, when the differences are
linked with rejection rate differences, must first show our assumption to be

in error.

There is a fourfold significance in arriving at this stage of our

analysis:

1. Realization of the point we have just developed should contribute
to the avoidance of hasty and unwarranted conclusions about the
equitability of the military manpower procurement systems in use

during the period covered by our data.

2. 1In the process of developing this point, we have raised empirical
questions about the validity and application of fitness standards,
comprehensive answers to which would have great bearing on questions

of equity and on future development and application of such standards.
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3. We have been troubled in earlier considerations of equity by the
problem of how to assess the procurement system when it rejects
men who consider military service a valuable opportunity and
accepts more capable men who consider service a disadvantage to

be avoided. We can now recast that problem in two parts:

a. Are the fitness standards valid and is their manner of
application justifiable? If the answer is yes on these

counts, the procurement system is absolved.

b. If the military manpower procurement system is absolved and
one is still concerned with inequities indicated by rejection
rates, attention is then turned to the social system at large
and subsystems of it, such as the sectors of education, and
provision for health and welfare, as well as the stratification

system which perpetuates inequities of education and health.

4. Finally, this analysis has raised the useful question of how the
equitability of the military manpower procurement system is to be
realized optimally when it is a subsystem of a larger social system

in which there are serious inequities.

Conclusions

Two analyses have been presented, the one dealing with effects of socio-
economic background and the other with regional and rural/urban differences, as
these pertain to rates of military service participation and rejection. Through-
out both analyses it was found that education, race, socio-economic background,
‘rural background in general, and southern rural background in particular have
durable effects on the rates which concerned us. However, nearly all these
effects are to be understood in the light of the many roles played by education
and nearly all these effects are closely linked with rates of rejection. We
may begin our review of these findings with remarking two kinds of effects on

military participation rates which are not linked with rejection rates.

The first of these concern the somewhat higher rates of deferment which

are found quite consistently with those coming from rural background. We find
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deferment rates tending above 20 per cent for men from farm homes as compared
with rates averaging a little above 15 per cent for the remainder of the popu-
lation. We tend to interpret this in relation to the workings of argicultural
occupation deferments. However, the possibility must not be ruled out that
rural ages of first marriage and fatherhood may average younger than urban ages
for these vital events. To the extent this is true it could modify our under-

standing of this finding. An analysis of this remains to be done.

The second kind of military service rate difference not primarily
related to rejection rates occurs in the case of those who have gone beyond
college work to graduate study. In constrast to the national average of defer-
ment rates, slightly under 20 per cent, we find a deferment rate of a little
better than 50 per cent for that small part of the population--4 to 5 per
cent--which attains some graduate study. Correspondingly, while the overall
national rate of military participation was at 64 per cent, that of men attaining
graduate study was only 26.6 per cent, or little better than one in four. We
should note here that this also constitutes an inequity with respect to socio-
economic background since those of high socio-economic status have a graduate
study probability of one in eight, while those of mid- and low socio-economic
status have a one in forty probability. (We also found somewhat higher rejec-
tion rates among men with higher education, as compared with high school
graduates, but this may be due in part to more informed use of medical infor-

mation and services.)

We have presented these two findings concerning rates of deferment
separately to emphasize their unique character as being quite certainly the
results of administration of deferment policy. 1In other words, it is with
these findings that questions of equitable manpower procurement can be raised,
not complicated or blurred by any relationship with rates of rejection. The
part of the population of rural origin which enjoys a modest advantage in
deferment rates constitutes roughly one-third of the total, while the graduate
study segment of the population enjoying some 50 per cent deferment constituted

between & and 5 per cent of the men aged 27 through 34.

Beyond these observations we are confronted with the powerful and
complex interactions of effects of race, region, socio-economic background,

and rural origin, greatly modified by educational attaimment, affecting rates
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of military experience extensively through rejection rates. It is of course
at this point, where rejection rates play an important part in probabilities
of military service, that in matters of equitability we ask whether inequities
are the fault of the procurement system's unfair discrimination or the product

of inequities in the social system as a whole, or both.

By raising questions of inequity in relation to educational attainment
we have courted a problem which must be handled with care. This problem is
similar to the problem created if we were to inquire into manpower procurement
discrimination with respect to bodily weight. Armed Forces examining stations
will routinely accept men within a wide range of bodily weights. But depending
on other conditions linked with weight, such as height, glandular imbalance,
and so on, an enlistment applicant may be rejected, with his weight a criterion
condition of the rejection. Under these circumstances, how does one properly
ask questions of equity with respect to weight? And with education in some
respects playing a similar role as a criterion in evaluation of fitness, how

are questions of equity to be handled?

Our problem here is simplified by the fact that regarding rates both
of military participation and of rejection we find precisely the patterus of
participation and rejection we should logically expect. If the standards of
fitness are valid and their manner of application justified, then it is grati-
fying to note that the rejection rates for all levels of educational attain-
ment from high school dropouts (ninth grade or better) through college graduates
have a modest range between 12 and 18 per cent, and military service rates
range between 66 and 73 per cent (Table TII.l). In fact, excluding those who
get bogged down in the last two years of college, these ranges are between
12 and 17 per cent and between 70 and 73 per cent, respectively. Hence one
can hardly conceive of any increase in the equity of the system for an exten-
sive middle range of education attained. We have earlier made sufficient
issue of the upper extreme exception--those having done graduate study. We
now turn toward conclusions concerning rejection rates and military experience

rates at the lower end of the attained education dimension.

On the average, men completing eighth grade--no more and no less--have
twice the rejection rate, 33 per cent, as those with more education, and their

military participation rate of 50 per cent is little more than two-thirds the
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service rate of those with more education. But of those not even completing
the eighth grade, rejection occurs at the rate of 59 per cent--about three

out of five--and only 30 per cent serve.

. Now for:the moment it is useful to conceptualize education as a dichot-
omy involving those who have it and those who do not, with the cutting point,
in agreement with the above findings, between those who have more than eighth
grade education and those who do not. With this definition of the dichotomy,
very little qualification is required for the generalization that regardless
of race, urban/rural background, region, or socio-economic background, equities

exist among the educated and inequities exist among the uneducated.

Perhaps the most important qualification here has to do with what the
data suggest about the disadvantage of Negroes. The quality of education and
of socio-economic conditions granted Negroes, as measured by rates of rejection,
leave Negroes about one whole category below whites when compared on levels of
educational attainment. That is to say, rejection rates for Negroes completing
high school compare with those for white high school dropouts, and Negro high
school dropouts compare with whites who never entered high school. However,
as far as military service rates and rejection are concerned, the signs of
severe interracial inequities are no longer evident at the level of high school

graduates and above.

In a nutshell, this is how our findings looked at the beginning of
analysis: (1) Negroes appeared generally to have higher rejection rates and
lower service rates; (2) men of rural background had higher rejection and
deferment rates and lower service rates; (3) men from the South had higher
rejection rates and lower service rates; (4) men of lower socio-economic
background (especially in the sense of having fathers with no high school

education) had higher rejection rates and lower service rates.

Then we observed that in each of these instances that sector‘of the
population deviating in the direction of higher rejection rates was also a
sector of the population having, on the average, lower levels of educational
attainment. Properly taking this into account, we have learned that for whites
progressing beyond the eighth grade, and for Negroes getting as far as high

school graduation, the above appearances of inequities are lost.
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We are left with the suspicion that perhaps a good high school education
for all would come close to being a panacea for all the above inequities. It
is of course not as simple as all that. We believe that this matter of high
school education has in part been a powerful correlate of a number of important
features of relatively modern communities as well as indicative of relatively
capable, healthy individuals. Communities having a good school system are
likely also to have better facilities and programs for health and general wel-
fare. Individuals with better education are not only more likely to pass mental
standards for military fitness, but will have reduced their health and handicap

problems nearer a minimum.

As we have noted, progress beyond the eighth grade in education seems
to make the big difference. We have found this difference to be on the order
of a factor of 2--our '"uneducated" tend toward rejection rates just under 30
per cent, while the "educated" show rejection at just under 15 per cent. This
is true for urban whites regardless of region, for nonsouthern rural whites,

and for urban southern Negroes.

Our findings speak ill of the elementary education provided in the
rural South both for whites and for Negroes, and for Negroes of the urban non-
South. 1In addition, Negroes without complete high school education are consis-
tently at greater disadvantage, in terms of rejection rates, than whites of

comparable attributes, with the possible exception of urban southern Negroes.

Finally, our data show that, in terms of rejection rates, it is a
substantial advantage, among those of no high school experience, to be from
a mid- or high SES white home, that is, a white family of which the father
has more than an eighth grade education and/or a white collar job. In con-
trast, low SES whites and Negroes with no high school education are severely
set back in rejection rates--ranging from 43 to 61 per cent respectively, while
whites of higher sccio-economic status with no High school average 26.7 per

cent rejection.

Inequities such as these are of course common features of the overall
social system of the United States and those concerned with these inequities,
revealed here in relation to military manpower procurement, are likely also
to be concerned when these same inequities are manifested in studies of the

labor force and unemployment, access to higher education, and so on. The
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seriousness of these inequities is evidenced in part by the extent of the

American population in the categories of the disadvantaged.

Negroes without complete high school education constitute over 5 per
cent of the population and nearly three-fifths of the Negro population. The
low SES white component of our population, as here defined, is fully 50 per
cent of the total, and of these nearly one-fourth never get beyond eighth
grade, while only about 5 per cent finish college. 1In contrast, among those
of mid-8ES background only about 9 per cent are without high school experience,
and over 10 per cent have completed college. We earlier pointed out that over
one-half of the southern population of our study was rural, in the context of
evidence showing the socio-economic disadvantage of that region. We should
note that this rural southern population constitutes roughly one-sixth of the
total American population under study, thus warranting concern on the part of
all, as not simply the responsibility of those locally involved. Under these
circumstances, it should be difficult for anyone to argue that actions to

alleviate the conditions of Sothern Appalachia are unneeded.

In this final analysis we have not said so much about equities and
inequities of rates of military service. Rather, we have focused upon the
inequities in rejection rates, which in general are founc to be so closely
linked to military participation rate differentials. OQur reasoning has been
that by this strategy our attention has been bent more in the direction of
causal conditions. It seems apparent that while these causal conditions
continue to exist in the social system as a whole, the equity and inequity
questions concerning the military manpower procurement system will continue

to be live issues.

This need not mean--indeed it has not meant heretofore--that those
concerned with legislation, policy making, and administration of the many facets
of the military manpower procurement system must throw up their hands in despair
of dealing to a greater extent with issues about the equity of the system. 1In
fact, over the past few years more and more consideration has been turned to
the possibility of building into the military establishment and its manpower
procurement institutions by careful planning a broad function which it has

been serving latently and has served increasingly since the Depression.
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Of course, the manifest function of the military establishment, in
relation to the greater social system of which it is a part, has been the
management of violence. The latent function of which we are speaking has in
various degrees related to broad social conditions of manpower conservation
and utilization, employment security, technical training, access to higher
education, and increasing valuation of secondary school education. In addition,
institutions of the military establishment have helped to blaze a trail in
medical and vocational rehabilitation and across a broad spectrum of individual
and familial welfare considerations, by way of services provided verterans.
Finally, the military establishment has played and continues to play a power-

ful role in the elimination of socio-economic and racial discrimination.

There is the obvious possibility that the military establishment and
its manpower procurement institutions are readily adaptable to playing a major
role in the integration and coordination of the many manpower conservation and
utilization investments that are currently being made in the social system at
large. The implications are that we are confronted with a covergence of two
sets of quite pressing circumstances: on the one hand, the concerns with
adequate and equitable military manpower procurement, and on the other, the
broader total society concerns of manpower conservation and utilization. 1In
this case, the military establishment could be contributing to the elimination
of those general social conditions which have generated the discomfiture, if
not anguish, which is always found confronting inequities in a democratic

society.



APPENDIX I
THE ANATOMY OF A SURVEY SAMPLE
Introduction

Never before has there been an opportunity comparable to the one
at hand to view in scope and in detail the dimensions of military experience
in the population of the United States. The uniqueness of this occasion
springs from three sources. The first is a circumstance which is more and
more common in contemporary survey research. The collected body of data
contains such variety and detail of information for a substantial number
of individuals that an exceedingly wide range of questions concerning military

experience can be handled descriptively and analytically.

The second source of this uniqueness is in the nature of the population
represented by the available body of data. The data were gathered in part
by the Bureau of the Census, using self-administered questionnaires prepared
for this study. A sample of 9,593 respondents represents the entire civilian
noninstitutionalized population of United States males aged 16 through 34.
The entire active male military population of the Department of Defense
(except Reservists and general and flag officers) is represented by roughly
102,000 respondents of the three services and the Marine Corps. The question-
naires completed by members of this complex sample--roughly 10 per cent of
officers, 5 per cent of enlisted men--are virtually identical to the question-
naires used with the civilian sample. Thus by appropriate subsampling it
is possible to arrive at a survey sample which represents the entire non-
institutionalized United States male popuiation aged 16 through 34, both
military and civilian (for more details and some relatively minor qualifi-
cations, see subsequent sections of this discussion of methodology). The
important point is that here there is available a sample body of data

providing for appropriate representation of military men as well as
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nonveterans and veterans, making possible a full study of selection for

and effects of military experience in the post-World War 11 United States.

The third source of the uniqueness of this research occasion lies
in the qualities of the national sample for which the data are available.
In the month-to-month grind of federal pulse-taking, the Population Surveys
Division of the U. S. Bureau of the Census has blazed a trail in the realm of
national survey sampling which few have had the wit or the resources to
tread. For the present survey, because of its timeliness, it was possible
to take fullest advantage of the Bureau of the Census facilities and com-
petence in four major ways:

1. Their participation in the development of the questionnaires

2. Their provision of a high quality national sample of United States
males aged 16 through 34

Their collection of data from this sample

4. Their adjustments to independent estimates, improving the repre-
sentativeness of the sample to attain a practical maximum re-
duction of sampling error

The Monthly Current Population Survevy

The key operation of the Bureau of the Census concerning us here is
the little publicized but impressive monthly Current Population Survey
(CPS).l This operation provides the Department of Labor with the basis for
its series of monthly reports on employment and earnings. This yields,
for example, estimates of unemployment in the United States labor force
which enjoy the confidence of users who tolerate a margin of error of only
0.5 pervcent. While technical developments have permitted minor deliberate

deviations from a purely random sampling strategy, once the calculated

lThe materials presented at this point and throughout this research
when they concern the work of the Bureau of the Census have their source
almost without exception in the following documents: U. S. Bureau of the
Census (1963, esp. pp. 53-55, Part VII, "Preparation of Estimates"); U, S.
Bureau of the Census and Bureau of Labor Statistics (1964, esp. pp. 5-10,
but see the entire document). 1In addition, there are two unpublished sources
we have resorted to at points: intra-project memoranda from Robert B, Pearl,
chief, Demographic Surveys Division, Bureau of the Census, January 28 and
November 22, 1965.
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adjustments for these techniques have been made, any of the monthly CPS

samples may be regarded as among the finest in national random sampling.

However, the Population Surveys Division does not stop at this
‘point. The Bureau of the Census, taking each, decennial census as a critical
point of departure, performs the task of continuously updating available
information on the incidence of many of the more salient characteristics
of inaividuals in the population of the United States. Among these characer-
istics are:

1. Geographic region (e.g., North, 4., Sex

South, Midwest, Far West) ! 5. Age (in appropriate

2. Residence (rural or urban) groupings)

3. Race (white or nonwhite)
The updated information on these parameters is not maintained simply for
each parameter separately. Rather, it is maintained so that it is possible
to say that such and such a percentage of the population in the region stan-
dardly defined as "North'" are whites in rural residence, or a certain number
of the total United States population are nonwhite females aged 35 through
39. It is precisely such independent estimates, on these five particularly
salient characteristics of the United States population, which are utilized
monthly by the Population Surveys Division for reduction of sampling error,

in the operation commonly known as the 'weighting" of each CPS sample.

The Possibility of Reducing Sampling Error

The probability of a given level of sampling error, in the estimation
of the incidence of a particular characteristic in a population, is a function
of two things:

1. An jinverse function of the size of the random sample to be used,
in relation to the size of the population

2. A complex function of the characteristics (particularly the mean
and variance, or range) of the distribution of that particular
characteristic in the population

Now, when it is known that the distribution of some particular character-
istic--such as unemployment--varies in relation to such other character-

istics as region, residence, age, race, and sex, the availability of
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information on the parameters of these characteristics in the population
permits reduction of the probability of a given level of sampling error.

The following simple example demonstrates how this could be.

Consider the problem of estimating the national rate of unemployment.
Further, limit this consideration only to the fact that unemp loyment varies
substantially with the characteristic rsce in the population at large.
~ (Note that, as indicated above, several other characteristics--region,
residence, age, and sex--are taken into account in actual practice.) It
is known that unemployment rates are much higher for Negroes than for whites.
If, then, one were to draw a random sample only to discover that, purely
by chance, Negroes constituted 20 per cent of the sample (instead of the roughly
11 per cent that they do of the United States population) while whites
constituted only 80 per cent, this would provide sound reason for expecting
this hypothetical sample, as a whole, to overestimate the national unem-
ployment rate. 1In fact, if the current national unemployment rate (unknown
to the researcher) actually stands at 5 per cent, with 15 per cent among
Negroes and a bit under 4 per cent for whites, one would expect this one-
fifth Negro/four-fifths white sample to overestimate unemp loyment~--at 6

per cent instead of 5 per cent.

Confronted with the chance possibility of drawing a random sample
involving such sampling error, the great expense and the deadline might yet
prohibit discarding the data collected from such a sample, with the intentions
of drawing another sample. (We hasten to add that the monthly 35,000 house-
hold CPS sample of the Population Surveys Division is one of the least
probable places one would expect a 9 per cent sampling error.) A simple
alternative strategy presents itself.

Since it is known that of the total U. S. population of 190,000,000
the Negroes in the sample represent about 21,000,000 and the whites in the
sample represent about 169,000,000, a2 rate of unemployment which is standard-
ized for race should reduce sampling error. To do this it is calculated,
if the hypothetical sample consists of 10,000 respondents, that each of the
2,000 Negroes bears a weight of 10,500 to the 21,000,000 Negro population
they represent. On the other hand, each of the 8,000 whites bears a larger
weight of 21,125 to the 169,000,000 whites they represent. Now, if this
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hypothetical random sample accurately reflected unemployment rates within
racial groupings, this weighting adjustment to independent estimates of race
will result in an estimate of the national unemployment rate that is pre-
cisely in agreement with the previously suggested unknown parameter of the

U. S. population--i.e.,, 5 per cent unemployment.

Weighting CPS Samples

It is exactly this sort of "adjustment to independent estimates™--
in two phases, first within region for residence and race; then with the total
population for race, age, and sex--that the Population Surveys Division
utilizes to substantially minimize sampling error in their monthly Current
Population Surveys. Note that this does leave room for sampling error in
three obvious ways. (The above hypothetical case yields a complete elimination
of sampling error only because of calculated perfection, "for example.')

1. If the sampling did not adequately reflect population features
of research salience within the various categories (subpopulations)
defined by the characteristics for which independent estimates
were used .

2, 1If the independent estimates were seriously in error.

3. If the questions asked of sample respondents for the purpose
of determining their labor force experience and/or their proper
location in one of the subpopulations did not yield valid and
reliable information for the survey.

(Of course, only the first may be termed "sampling error' in the strictest

sense of the term.)

Of these three doorways by which sampling error might yet enter a
weighted body of CPS sample data, the first is never dealt with in monthly
CPS operations. The second may be considered generally unlikely to occur
to a serious extent. The third is a matter of continuous research effort
and supervisory control, for refinement and correction, in the Population
Surveys Division. 1In part, the third problem is dealt with by seeking out
inconsistencies between the respondent's answers to related questions and

editing to the extent possible and desirable.

2Those familiar with the mechanics of the survey and the problems
of sampling error will be very much aware of the absence in this discussion
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Before leaving this discussion of the standard weighting procedures
applied to CPS samples, three observations seem called for, First, notice
that, given some prior knowledge of facts (to the effect that what is to be
estimated varies substantially with one or more characteristics for which
the parameters--or good estimates of the paramaters--in the population are
known) it is possible and legitimate to attempt to reduce sampling error

o

by "weighting,' with no attention wasted on the estimate that would have

resulted from the unweighted random sample.

Second, weighting a random sample in this manner in a very real sense
falls in the same category as these other familiar procedures in research:

1. In the analysis of rates one often hears the logic of the
necessity to "control for the relevant variables" in order to
make a mos £ meaningful comparison of rates between groupings
of individuals.

2. 1In studies comparing vital rates between populations it is
frequently necessary to arrive at age-standardized rates for
comparison, due to differing age structures of the populations
being studied by the demographer.

3. When studying the effects of experimentally induced conditionmns,
the experimenter frequently '"controls for variables" he suspects
are relevant to these effects by matching his control group with
his experimental ("treatment") group as much as he desires or
finds feasible.

Viewed in this manner, one limitation on the value of a weighting pro-
cedure is brought into sharp relief. This limitation inheres in the fact
that full reduction of error is achieved only to the extent that the adjust-
ments are made to independent estimates of really relevant variables, and

to estimates of all independently relevant variables. The implications

here are at least two:

1. Complete reduction of sampling error is never achieved.

of any mention of low response rates as another source of possible sampling
error, 'This too receives notable attention and adjustment at the hands of

the Population Surveys Division (see U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1963, esp.
p.53; U. S. Bureau of the Census and Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1964,

esp. .p. 9; and below, '"Adaptation of a Standard CPS Sample to the Military

Manpower Survey').
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2. When this strategy of error reduction is contemplated, prior
assessment of its potential value must take into account:

a. What is known about how the characteristic to be estimated
varies with other characteristics; and

b. the availability of good independent estimates of these
other relevant characteristics,

In simple language, "don't be fooled, and don't be a fool" in the strategy

of reducing sampling error by adjustment to independent estimates.

Finally, weighting of a random sample is a legitimate procedure
even after the fact. There may be those who view the business of survey
research as a religious calling and consider the willing dependence upon
an unadjusted (read "unblemished") random sample as the paramount act of faith.
Such as these (if they exist) may look with misgiving on the immediate
weighting of a sample as soon as the data are in. To them, weighting or
"reweighting" a sample when analysis of sample data raises serious question
of sampling error might seem anathema! There is some precedence, some
valid bit of rationale, to such caution. It would not be acceptable practice
to attempt weighting a sample ten different ways and then proceed with analysis
using one of the ten results because findings yielded there were most to
the taste of the researcher. And it would be ridiculous to become obsessed
with the possibility that "just one more'" (and "just one more,' etc.) ad-
justment to another independent estimate would save a given sample from
sampling error. Yes, there are reasonable though vague restrictions to

be imposed on the applications of adjusting samples to independent estimates.

But it is acceptable for the researcher to work out some substantial
increment of salvation for his sample with due caution, when this is evidently
possible. It is conceivable that after preliminary phases of adjustment

to independent estimates, some stage of subsequent analysis may reveal that
the sample fails in some manner tc adequately reflect some positively known

characteristic of the population that the sample was drawn to represent.
It may be possible to ascertain that one or more of the previously used

independent estimates was in error and/or that a different, more reliable

set of independent estimates would yield adjustments more adequately re-

flecting the population sampled. If this is so, then additional appropriate
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weighting adjustment is not only legitimate but called for, assuming the

value of the research to be worth the cost of the added effort.

Adaptation of a Standard CPS Sample to the Military Manpower Survey

Understandings were developed for this survey, in late spring 1964,
to the effect that the U. S. Bureau of the Census would be the collecting
agency for civilian data. Furthermore, all men aged 16 through 34 in a
CPS .sample of 35,000 households would constitute the civilian sample. A
number of emerging conditions contributed to the final shaping of the overall

plan.

By midsummer the pretesting of questionnaires being developed made
it clear that a somewhat different version of the survey questionnaire would
be required for nonveterans than for veterans. This required a hard and

n

simple definition of "veteran'" and '"nonveteran."

Concomitantly, the Population Surveys Division was making the decision
that this sample should be adjusted to independent estimates of veteran
status, While their "Control Card" form for each sample household carries
information on ''veteran status" of each household member, this is not con-
sidered a sufficiently reliable source. Hence a different, more tfusted
source of independent estimates of veteran status would be needed for rele-
vant age groups of the U. S. population. The Veterans Administration became
the source for these independent estimates. Thus, both for determining
what kind of questionnaire to send to each man and for the weighting operation,
there has been some question of adequate '"fit'" among three definitions of
"veteran status': that of the survey, that of the Bureau of the Census

"“Control Card,” and that of the Veterans Administration.

The definition of "men of veteran status" for this survey became
"anyone having two or more continuous months of active military duty either
for training as a Reservist or as a member of the Regular Armed Services."
The Bureau of the Census used a statement of this definition on the front
page of their two versions of the questionnaire to prompt their respondents
to request the alternative version if they Feceived the wrong one in the

mailing. By this approach the problem of fit between survey and "Control
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Card"” definitions may have been virtually eliminated.

It may be that Veterans Administration figures do not parfectly fit

"yeteran

the Bureau of the Census and Militaery Manpower Study definitions of
status.” As nearly as can be ascertained, thé Veterans Administration
figures include all men of the specified age groups who entered active

duty for training as Reservists for two months or more, as well as all

who entered on active service as Regulars or as draftees. This would in-
clude those who for one reason or another were separated prior to completing

two continuous months of active military experience, while the survey

definition excluded this type from ''veteran status."

The original thinking was that the data for this survey would be
gathered simply as an extension of the regular CPS, for either the week of
October 12 or the week of November 12, 1964. Several conditions prohibited
this. The questionnaire as it approached its final draft stage appeared
too lengthy to add to the regular monthly inquiries of those respondents
in any given CPS sample. 1In addition, "end the draft" had become a Presi-
dential campaign issue by midsummer, with the survey scheduled for very near
the time of the national election. Finally, after midsummer there were
rumblings in some quarters concerning the possibility of a buildup of U. S.
forces in Vietnam in connection with the political issues involving U. S./
Vietnam policy and the Gulf of Tonkin incidents. The possibility that these
three conditions might "contaminate' the regular monthly survey, so im-
portant to the Department of Labor, resulted in the Population Surveys
Division decision to “"resurrect" an earlier CPS sample. TFor this they
chose their May 1964 survey sample and thereby made this Military Manpower

Survey independent of any of the regular surveys of fall 1964.

In this manner it developed that a standard: CPS sample which had
already been adjusted to the usual independent estimates and for nonresponse
in the May 1964 survey would be utilized in the Military Manpower Survey.

It was judged that deleterious effects of such a strategy, if any, certainly
would be negligible. There seemed to be only two minor possibilities of such
disadvantage. 1In this attempt to return to the respondents in a survey

done six months earlier there was the negligible risk of having lost track
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of a few, thereby having a minor effect of depressing the response rate

for the survey.

The second negligible disadvantage had to do with the technique
by which the Population Surveys Division deals with nonrespondent members
of a survey sample. 1In order to appropriately represent in the data those
who are not responding, a subsample is drawn of those who have not responded
by a certain deadline. This subsample is likely to be one-third to one-
half of all nonrespondents. Then when a satisfactory response rate is
achieved among these nonrespondents this subsample is weighted up to repre-

sent all nonrespondents.

Thus, if 20 per cent were nonrespondents, 10 per cent (one-half
of these) might be randomly drawn for the subsample. Now if a two-thirds
response rate is achieved among these, this constitutes a one-third portion
of all nonrespondents. This one-third of the nonrespondents is then weighted
by a factor of 3 and added to those who were respondents as an adjustment
of the entire sample that represents "nonrespondents' as well as "respondents."
Since this is incorporated in the standard CPS weight, in the instance of
the Military Manpower Survey the procedure will have been applied twice--
once in May 1964 and once for the present survey. If there is some proba-
bility that a nonrespondent in May will again be a nonrespondent in November/
December this sort of adjustment will have affected the individual weights

of such sample members twice.

Evidence now available on this study indicates that the effects

of this must have been negligible.3

Now we return to what is perhaps the most unusual feature of the
manner in which the CPS sample was adapted to the needs of this survey:
the adjustment of this sample to independent estimates of the veteran popu-

lation. There are two main ways in which this is unusual:

In a later section of this Appendix we shall present information that
only about 200 cases were found to be weighted by a factor of three (3.0)
Oor more above the average weight, and the highest weight is only about six
(6.3) times the average weight. We consider this negligible.
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1. It was necessary for the Bureau of the Census to go outside
the bounds of their own universe of information to find ade-
quate basis for adjusting this sample to properly reflect a
key dependent variable. This involved the need of identifying
an agency which could provide sufficiently reliable independent
estimates and to communicate precisely to that agency what these
estimates were to consist of.

2, The next unusual feature is that the relative balance, or dis-
tribution, of the sample with respect to a key dependent variable
is being established independéntly of the usuzl sources of sampling

error, being directly determined by these independent estimates.

The nature of this particular adjustment to Veterans Administration
independent estimates can best be appreciated by considering Table A-I. 1.
We are here concerned only with the first three columns in the body of the
table. Begin with the third column ("Subtotal" for '"Civilian Men Aged 16-
34")., These figures represent basic, continuously updated information on
the noninstitutionalized population of the United States. This is one set

of the independent estimates that have earlier entered into the weighting

TABLE A-T.1
NORC ALL-AMERICAN SAMPLE WITH FULL CPS WEIGHT
CPS Standard CPS Sample: DOD 16-34 Al1-A .
Age Civilian Men Aged 16-34 on Active Sam Ter%Zizl
Group Nonveterans Veterans Subtotal Military Service ple
QL
16-17 . 3,532,834.91 0.00 3,532,834.91 65,843.92 3,598,678.83
18-19 . 2,428,228.64 46,251.29 2,474,479,93 345,112.94 2,819,592,87
20-24 . | 4,424,111.58 |1,196,788.55 | 5,620,900.13 | 1,076,207.47 | 6,697,107.60
25-29 . | 2,318,027.49 |2,740,421.13 | 5,058,448.62 | 408,686.40 | 5,467,135.02
30-34 . 1,708,489.85 3,385,560.53 5,094,050.38 292,891.92 5,386,942.30
Total . [14,411,692.47 7,369,021.50 21,780,713.97 | 2,188,742.,65 23,969,456.62
Per cent 60.1 30.7 (90.9)2 9.1 100.0

aDiscrepancy in summing of percentages due to rounding error.
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of the sample, and it warrants about as much confidence as any set of fig-
ures, short of those coming directly from the Decennial Census. This tells
us that the sample adapted to this survey, with its 9,593 respondents,
represents a population of nearly ZZ,OO0,000 men aged 16 through 34. It

also gives the distribution of these men for the standard age groupings.

The figures in the "Veterans" column are the independent estimates
provided the Population Surveys Division by the Veterans Administration.
Because of the confidence the Bureau of the Census placed in these figures
and in those in the "Subtotal" column, they simply obtained the figures
in the "Nonveterans'" column by subtraction. These three columns of figuxes
tell us two things:

1. The distribution of the U. S. population of noninstitutionalized

men aged 16 through 34, as applied to this survey;

2., 'The relative weight that each of the age-by-veteran status

groups will bear to the total of 9,593 civilian respondents in

this survey.

The last two columns of the table will be discussed later.

NORC Modification of the CPS Weight
for Analysis of Military Manpower Survey Data

From what has been said above concerning the nature of the weighting
scheme used with CPS samples, one could expect to find the numbers involved
in presenting the civilian data of this survey ranging up to 21,780,713.97.
Were this to be the case, such figures would be serving two purposes at
the same time.

1. Each individual case of the sample would be represented in such
figures by a value which we here call its "weight." This weight
may be above or below the average for the sample, according to
the characteristics of the individual case (in the categories
of the six kinds of independent estimates used) and according
to what the independent estimates indicated to be true about
the population which the sample is intended to represent.

2. The tabulations of cases as produced for the analysis would con-

stitute projections of the sample to total population figures.
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The methodological bent and technical facilities of NORC suggested the de-
sirability of the first of these uses of the CPS weight and the undesira-

bility of the second.

1. The methodological inclination consists of the preference to
present tables with figures that are a constant reminder of the
size of the sample. The number of people, in any part of the
sample under investigation, should be a part of the basis for
judgment applied in drawing inferences. For example, we gener-
ally refuse to draw conclusions from a percentage based on less
than twenty cases--and do so with reluctance when less than fifty
cases are involved. In order to apply such a rule of thumb
when the full CPS weight is being used it would be necessary
to remember constantly that the average individual weight was
21,780,713.97/9,593 = 2,270.4799 per case. Thus roughly 100,000
weighted would be the threshold for becoming "reluctant,” and
the "refusal" threshold would be roughly 45,000 weighted cases.
Perhaps more bothersome, in the reporting the readers would
need repeated reminders of this.

2. The consideration of technical facilities of NORC, particularly
the array of computer programs available, indicated that there
was a satisfactory range of programs for producing output run-
ning to eight digits when a maximum of four digits of weight
was involved. (The maximum, with standard CPS weights, would
require a capacity of output up to ten digits, including a two-
decimal fraction, and involving weights ranging up to seven

significant digits including a two-decimal fraction,)

The most simple-minded approach to data processing operations with
sample cases is to count each case once to yield case frequencies in the
cells of a cross-tabulation. Of course, such an approach to the 9,593
civilian respondents would bypass the adﬁantage of weighting adjustments
to independent estimates, which give each kind of case its representation

in the sample proportiomal to its incidence in the population.



-126-

The data processing involved when the CPS kind of weight is used
requires adding the weight of each case (instead of counting each case once)
to arrive at cell frequencies in a cross-tabulation. Thus adding all the
weights of our 9,593 cases totals the 21,780,713.97 which is the population
figure for the civilian sample. Then the average weight is 21,780,713.97/
9,593 cases = 2,270.4799, and dividing the total weighted number of cases

by the average weight yields a result of 9,593, the unweighted sample size.

Now, if one has a set of values--such as the weights of the 9,593
cases of our sample--and chooses a constant by which each of these values
is to be divided, such a division of each value will result in a new set
of values. This new set of values will have a sum that is equal to the
quotient obtained by dividing the sum of the original set by the constant.
Each value of the new set will retain the same relative magnitude inmtio
to any of the other new values, as its original value is in proportion to
the other corresponding original values. Finally, the characteristics of
the distribution of the new set of values will differ from the distribution
of the original set only by a factor equal to the constant used to generate
the new set. Thus, for example, the mean of the new set is equal to the

quotient of dividing the mean of the old set by the constant.

This tells us that a new set of weights can be generated from the
standard CPS waights simply by dividing those standard weights by a constant
we choose., We can choose as our constant the average standard weight of
2,270.4799. The new set of weights will have a sum--i.e., a "total weighted
N"--of 21,780,713.97/2,270.4799 = 9,593, equaling the unweighted number of
cases, By these new weight valu;s all cases will retain the same weight
in ratio to each other as they had in the original weighting scheme. For
example, when the original CPS weight value of 1,173.48 for the least
weighted case is divided by the average, the new weight for that case be-
comes 0.517 while the maximum case weight of 14,408.48 when divided by
2,270.4799 becomes a 6.346 weight. The ratio of the least weight to the
greatest weight is then 0.517/6.346 = 0,08147, while with the original
weights 1,173.48/14,408.48 = 0.08144, showing the relative weights of indi-

viduals to remain identical (except for rounding error).

Furthermore, having used the average CPS weight as the constant,



~-127-

the division of the average weight by this constant--that is, 2,270.4799/
2,270.4799--has the quotient of unity (1.000). In other words, with the
constant which we have chosen to generate this new set of weights for our
sample, on the average each case will have a weight of 1 in this new
weighting scheme. This comes as close as we can get to the desired result
of tabulationswhich remind us of the sample size and at the same time take
full advantage of the adjustment to independent estimates, In addition,
choosing as sufficient decimal accuracy a three-digit decimal detail, com-
puter output--if ten thousand cases are involved-~will consist of eight
digits based on a maximum of four-digit weighting--in each instance in-
volving a three-digit decimal. This is of course the maximum limit we men-
tioned earlier, as far as the adquate array of computer programs is con-
cerned, at NORC. We shall hereafter refer to the new weighting scheme

as the "NORC modified weight."

In addition to the points already made about the desirability of
the NORC modified weight, one more advantage, having to do with convenience,

will become apparent in the following section.

Characteristics of the NORC/DOD All-American Sample

In the second paragraph of this Appendix the point was made that
one big feature contributing to the uniqueness of this study is the avail-
ability of data representing the male military population comparable to
data representing the civilian male population. Obviously, a sample repre-
senting only nonveterans and veterans in the civilian popﬁlation fails to
represent the part of the male population which has chosen military ser-
vice as a career. In fact, it underrepresents those in the 16 through 34
age groups who have entered service at-all, this being the more true for
groupings of men serving longer or multiple "hitches" than for those serving

relatively short terms of active duty.

Of course, there are other populations not represented in a CPS
sample. We are constantly reminded that the institutionalized population
is excluded as well., The 1960 Decennial Census informs us that as of that

year the number institutionalized, for the male population age groups represented
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by the adapted CPS sample, were as follows:

CPS Age Group U.S. Male Institutionalized
Population, 1960
16-17 39,851
18-19 36,411
20-24 88,102
25-29 : 84,224
30-34 85,770
Total 334,358

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1963, Tahle 3, "Age of Inmates
of Institutions, by Color and Sex, for the U.S." (p. 3).

If for the present purposes these figures are considered good enough
estimates for the same population groupings in November 1964, the weight of
2,270.4799 for the present survey shows that it would take 147.26 additional
cases to represent the institutionalized portion of the male population aged

16 through 34.

We have no way of knowing how many would have veteran's status and
how many would be nonveterans. One might expect a relatively high rate of
institutionalization among those nonveterans classified as unfit for service.
On the other hand, as we may be able to demonstrate later, those nonveterans
who escape service due to deferments may be an above average subpopulation,
thereby having a relatively low rate of institutionalization. Thus it may
be that veterans have an intermediate rate, not too far off from the general

rate for men in these age groups. This will be of more interest later.

The universe of men in military uniforms is not entirely represented,
either, by the military personnel samples made available for this survey.
The Coast Guard (which is not under the authority of the Department of Defense
except when war is declared), and those Reservists (members of any of the
seven National Guard or Reserve components) who were on active duty status
at the time of the survey, as well as the general and flag officers of the

Regular Armed Forces, were deliberately not included in the sampling.

This was for reasons peculiar to the Department of Defense. Such subpopulations
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of course would not be included in a civilian sample either.

At the time of the survey we were told that the Coast Guard con-
sisted roughly of 30,000 men on active duty. Not all of these men would
be under 35. Hence to represent them in the sample for this survey would
involve adding somewhat less than the 13 cases we calculate by dividing

30,000 by the average weight of 2,270.4799 for this survey sample.

While precise figures are not available to us on how many Reserve
component members were on active duty at the time of this survey, there were
232,407 (a bit under a quarter-million) as of November 30, 1963 (this in-
cludes Coast Guard Reservists; U.S. Office of the Secretary of Defense,

1964, Table R13.0, "Ready Reserve Strength Compared to Statutory Limitation,"
p. 85). It would take an additional 102.36 cases in our sample to pro-
portionately represent this subpopulation. This number would have to be
reduced by a small fraction to adjust for those in this subpopulation aged

35 and over, hence not to be represented.

There are roughly one thousand general and flag officers in the
military population. This subpopulation is largely age 35 and over and,
even if it were entirely under 35, could ke represented by less than one-

half sample case (i.e., 1,000/2,270),

Now, within the limits imposed by the above qualifications, it
is possible to constitute a complex sample from the data made available
by this survey that can be said to represent the entire U. S. male popu-
lation, both civilian and military, aged 16 through 34. This has been
done in the following manner, and the result will hereafter be called the
"All-American Sample.'" (For the details of the necessary calculations and

the resultant specifications of the subsampling involved, see Rivera, 1965.)

The end result to be realized here is the selection of a subsample
of appropriate size of the roughly 102,000 respondents to the Military Per-
sonnel Surveys in this study. This military subsample must be randomly
drawn from that part of the 102,000 under age 35. It is to be proportional
to the size of the civilian sample (9,593 cases) as the total military male
population aged 16 through 34 is proportional to the 21,780,713.97 civilian

male population represented by the 9,593 cases.
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The Department of Defense could not provide the parameter of the
size of its total military male population under 35, as of the time of this
survey. As the best available alternative NORC calculated the proportion
of men under 35 in each of the nineteen pay grade groupings of the four Armed
Services, from the data of the 102,000 cases surveyed. These proportions
were then applied, as the best available estimates, to the population size
of each of these pay grades (this set of figures on pay grade population
size for the time of the survey was provided by the Department of Defense).
This application of these proportions to the pay grade populations was con-
sidered to be the NORC estimate of the number of men under 35 in each pay
grade. The summing of these estimates yielded a figure of 2,189,905 men
under 35 out of the total military male population (excluding general and
flag officers as well as Reservists on active duty) reported by the
Department of Defense at 2,635,719 for October 31, 1964. The ratio of
2,189,905/2,635,719,0r 83.1 per cent, compares favorably with a correspond-
ing ratio of 83.4 per cent, derived from a tabulation of an earlier survey
done in a similar manner (U.S. Office of the Secretary of Defemnse, 1964,
Table P25.2, "Estimated Percentage Distribution by Age of Male Military

Personnel on Active Duty," last col., p. 34).

Utilizing the earlier statement of an equation of ratios, where
M symbolizes the size of the military subsample of men aged 16 through
34 to be added to the civilian sample, M/9,593 = 2,189,905/21,780,713.97.
Then M/9,593 = .100543, and M = 964.508999 cases of military respondents

needed.

Partly out of curiosity and partly for checking, an alternative set
of calculations was made. Prior to this stage of data organization NORC
had drawn three "all-DOD" subsamples. The maximum-size subsample is 57,000
cases; the intermediate-size subsample is every second one of the maximum-
size one, hence 28,498; the small economy-size subsample is every third case
of the intermediate subsample, hence 9,496 cases. It would be of basic sampling
reliability concern to know whether an estimate derived from the smallest
of these subsamples would be in fair agreement with the results from using
the entire 102,000-odd cases. The agreement was reassuring: Of the 9,496

cases of the smallest all-DOD sample, 9,472 provided data on their current
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age, and 7,890--or 83.3 per cent of the 9,472 with age data--were under
35 (compare the 83.1 per cent by the other method).

On the basis of these steps, specifications were provided to apply
a sampling ratio of 0.122245 to the 7,890 cases of men under 35 in the smallest
subsample. This would yield the 965 (rounded figure) cases of military
respondents which, added to the civilian sample of 9,593 cases, would con-
stitute the NORC "All-American Sample." The procedure in fact yielded
964 such cases, the discrepancy being a rounding error that can be expected

from the form of computer program used here.

It was previously mentioned that there was an additional reason
for the desirability of the results of the NORC modification of the standard
CPS weighting scheme. It is this: Having accomplished a modification of
weights such that the average of individual weights is unity (i.e., 1.000)
it is a simple matter to add these 964 military cases to that sample, assign-
ing a weight of 1.000 to each case. The end result, with a weighted civilian
sample of 9,592.906 (slightly off from the 9,593 unweighted count, again
because of rounding error) and a self-weighted subsample of 964.000 military

cases, is an All-American Sample with a weighted size of 10,556.906 cases.

The age-grouped characteristics of the All-American Sample, using
the NORC version of CPS weights, are presented in Table A-I.2. This table
in fact presents the same data as those shown in Table A-I.1. The present
section of course explains the last two columns of both tables. One need
only multiply the average CPS weight of 2,270.4799 by a given number of
military cases to find the size of population that number of military cases
represents. That sort of calculation is the basis for the figures in the
earlier table. More commonly this NORC research will present data in magni-
tudes on the order of those seen in this latter table, which utilizes the
NORC version of CPS weight. On those occasions when the reader is curioué
to know the size of population a given number of cases represents, he need
but multiply 2,270.4799 (or roughly 2,300) by the number of cases which have

aroused his curiosity, to find the answer to his question.
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TABIE A-I1.2
NORC ALL-AMERICAN SAMPLE WITH NORC MODIFIED WEIGHT

(The NORC modification consists of reducing the
full CPS weight by the factor of
2270.4799, which is the mean CPS weight)

“““ sge | Nomveterans| Veterams | Subtotal | Om AMS  |Sumplo Toral
16-17. . . .| 1,556.0 0.0 1,556.0 29 1,585.0
18-19. . . .| 1,069.5 20.4 1,089.9 152 1,241.9
20-24. . . .| 1,948.5 527.1 2,475.6 474 2,949.6
25-29. . . .| 1,020.9 1,207.0 2,227.9 180 2,407.9
30-34. . . | 752.5 1,491.1 2,243.6 129 2,372.6
Total. . . .| 6,347.4 3,245.6 9,593.0 964 10,557.0
Per Cent . . 60.1 30.7 (90.9)% 9.1 100.0

a

Discrepancy in summing of percentages, as well as the specific
values of these percentages, are necessarily identical to those of Table
A-I.1 due to the arithmetic relationship of the two tables.



APPENDIX II
THE MILITARY SERVICE QUALIFICATION INDEX: AN INDEX
BASED ON AMBIGUOUS QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

The Threat to Reliability of Data: The Intricacies
of Evaluation for Service

Inherent in the problems to be dealt with in this Military Manpower
Survey has been the necessity to deal extensively, much more than generally
characterizes survey vesearch, with a data reliability problem. Early in
the development of a questionnaire, the results of which would be adequate
to the task of achieving a comprehensive understanding of military experience,
it was recognized that unfitness for service was a crucial consideration.
‘From the very beginning oé this recognition, evidence accumulated showing
it would be necessary to lavish great caution in formulating the means by
which reliable data could be collected to identify those rejected as unfit
for military service. Take special note of the phrase 'those rejected as
unfit." From the start it was clear that, with the speed and size of this
survey, it was out of the question to reliably deal with identifying men who
might be found unfit or fit if they were to be evaluated for service at

Armed Forces Examining Stations.

The accumulating evidence that gave cause for concern consisted largely
of realizations about how many ways, taken singly or in multiples, one man
might experience acceptance or rejection for service. This is complicated
by the fact that a man's status of military service "liability" (for draft
or other forms of entrance) involves other considerations--most notably a
variety or kinds of deferment--besides fitness. And this status, whether
defined in terms of his formally determined 'draft classification” or other

indicators, changes with his age in nearly all instances.

A man distinctly mentally retarded, or severely crippled, or blind

(etc., etc.) may be rejected by his draft board without examination, at
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the time when they learn of his condition., Before that time he is likely
to have been classified "I-A, Available' (assumed fit for service). Not
having been examined, his only knowledge of being rejected might depend on
his understanding that such is the meaning of the "I-Y" or "IV-F" typed on

the "Notice of Classification' card sent him by his local board.

On the other hand, there are those who in repeated attempts to enlist
have been found below the threshold of acceptability on mental ability tests
or in medical examination. However, by their own effort to modify their
condition, or because of changing thresholds of acceptance, they may later

be certified as enlistees or draftees fit for service.

If virtually all registrants with the Selective Service System in
due time were evaluated as to fitness--and federal law requires that all
‘civilian men register upon r eaching age 18--the problem would be simplified.
This simplification would be true especially if no men found qualified ever
failed to enter the service. If that were the case, one could assume that

all men who had not entered service were unqualified for service.

Both conditions are quite far from true, although in relative terms
the incidence of men found qualified and then never entering is much less
frequent than the incidence of men never being evaluated, by all available
indicators. Our survey data indicate that under the heavy manpower demands
of the Korean war, in the prime military service age groups (31-34 years
old in 1964) the evaluated may have been slightly over 90 per cent of the
total. Among those reaching prime service age after the Korean period (now
ages 27-30) our data suggest that perhaps only slightly over 80 per cent
were ever evaluated (the reliability of these figures will be questioned
and dealt with hereafter). The indication that from 9 to 20 per cent of a
given age group may go unevaluated for service is to be taken even more
seriously when it is recognized that, depending on the age group, from 55
to 75 per cent will have seen service. This suggests that of those who
never serve, a large proportion--ranging perhaps from one-fifth to as high

as one-half--are never even evaluated for service.

There are of course good reasons why this is so. The Selective

Service System has not customarily gome to the expense of having a man examined
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when the nature of his deferment gave reason to believe he was not likely

to be inducted into service within the next six months or so. The impor-
tant point to be made rather concerns the necessity of distinguishing, for
purposes of analysis, among men lacking military experience, those who have
been evaluated from those who have not, as well as whether or not, if eval-
uated, they were rejected. If the unevaluated were as rare among nonveterans
as hermaphrodites seem to be in the human population, questions about the
reliability of data on evaluation for service might be as uncalled for as
reliability questions concerning survey data on the biological sexual char-
acteristics of respondents: 'Male"? or "Female'? The unevaluated could be

ignored. But this seems not to be the case with the unevaluated.

The Ambiguous Questionnaire Items

The net result of concerns about the need for reliable data on the
incidence of unfitness, in the questionnaire-formulation phase of this sur-
vey, was the inclusion of four questions in the version of the questionnaire
intended for nonveterans. There was no cause for concern about the prospect
of treating all men with military experience as mentally and physically
qualified. Such concern would be beside the point for this study. The
four questions addressed to nonveterans are given in Figure A-II.1. Note
that the questionnaire items were not all immediately adjacent--the respond-
ent who wished to give a false picture of himself in most cases would have

“had to take some care to make it consistent.

The Rationale for Reducing Ambiguity

A rationale for the utilization of these questionnaire items goes
somewhat as follows: We are informed by the Selective Service System that
once a man is classified as unfit--barring a few exceptions where reevaluations
result in qualification for service--the man retains this classification
of I-Y or IV-F until age 35. Since our sample is limited to men under 35
it should not concern us that at 35 men designated I-Y or IV-F are reclassi-

fied as V-A, meaning "over age.'" What must concern us, then, in data from
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Fig, A-TT.1--Questions Addressed to Nonveterans

page 5:

What is your draft classification NOW?

(If your draft board has classified you, then you have re-
received the card "Selective Service Notice of Classifi-
cation.” On that card, your classification appears as a
Roman numeral and a letter, for example L-A, II-S, IV-F, etc.)

I am classified and my present draft classification is

I have registered, but have not been classified.

. ' I have not yet registered for the draft.

Question 29,

29.

page 5:

Have you ever been called for examination by your draft board?

Never examined 5 Failed only the
written test

Have been examined and found
qualified for draft

6 Turned down by draft
for other reasons

Failed both physical and

. 7 Do not know the results
written test

of my examination

Failed only the physical
examination

U

Question 31,

31.

page 6:

Have you ever been turned down for enlistment?

No - NEVER ATTEMPTED to enter any military service

Yes - turned down WITHOUT being examined or tested

Yes - applied but failed BOTH physical and written tests

Yes - applied but could not meet PHYSICAL standards

Yes - applied but could not pass the WRITTEN test

Yes - applied but turned down FOR OTHER REASONS or DID
NOT KNOW REASON why they turned me down
No - joined Reserve or National Guard@

UL

8This last pre-coded answer was in fact not included in the questionnaire;
Data using this code are the result of several frustrated respondents who, since
they had been found qualified for enlistment as Reservists, could not find an an-
swer applicable to them and wrote an explanation of this into their questionnaires.
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Fig. A-T1I.1--Continued

Question 33 (do you expect to enter?), part c, page 6:

IF "NO" -~ ¢. Why do you expect you will not enter?

1

Deferment or exemption because of family responsibilities,
job, religion, or school

2

Already failei or passed physical or written test (or both)

Expect to fail physical or written test (or both)

Do not believe I will be called - the draft will stop
before it reaches me

000

5 Do not believe I will be called - even if the draft con-
tinues

Over age 26 and not yet drafted

}

the draft classification question is that the respondent correctly reports
what is typed on the draft card which law requires him to have on his person
at all times, and that he does not refer to an out-of-date card. (Draft

card burning was not in vogue at that time. With few exceptions, probability
dictates that for a reject an out-of-date card would bear a I-A, Available,
I-S or 1II-S, Student or III-A, Dependency deferment classification, if not

& I-Y or IV-F reflecting his rejection.) Thus, if a respondent reports

a draft classification of I-Y, "unfit for military service except in case

of national emergency,'" or IV-F, "totally unfit for military service," it

is reasonable to treat him as evaluated (either by formal examination or

otherwise) and unfit for service.

On the other hand, if he does not report a I-Y or IV-F classifi-
cation we cannot make a definite assumption about his being evaluated or
found fit for service. He may have reported to us from an out-of-date card,
whose contents we believe many do not understand. It is also possible that
he has been rejected by a recruiting officer on the basis of an obvious
defect or at an Armed Forces Examining Station in a attempt to enlist. Such
instances do not all become a matter of record with local draft boards,

though such rejections are relatively clear indications that if and when
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ordered to report for a preinduction examination, a man will be rejected

and hence classified as I-Y or IV-f.

We understand that since fall 1955 a combination of Armed Forces
Examining Station regulations and Selective Service System directives require
that enlistment applicants 18 years of age and older, if found unfit for
service, be certified to their local draft boards as such, with documents
showing the nature of their unfitness.l The local board is then required
to reopen the cases of such men and classify them I-Y or IV-F according
to the information received. While it is permissible for men to enlist
with parental consent as young as 17, we are told that men under 18 are not
reported to local boards upon rejection by Armed Forces Examining Stations
because they will not become registrants with their local board by law until
their eighteenth birthdays (there is conflicting information about this)

(U.S. Selective Service System, 1958, pp. 33-34).

There are various implications to be inferred from this informationm.
Statistics properly based upon local board recording of unfitness, since
1955, should be among the more comprehensive and reliable for men beyond
their eighteenth birthdays, if they were examined at an Examination Station
since that age. More important, for our purposes, is the fact that a true
reporting by survey respondents on the question of being turned down in
attempts to enlist will deal with some inadequacies of the draft classification
item discussed above. Reference to data from the "ever examined for the

draft" question will deal with additional inadequacies of draft class data.

Both the "turned down for enlistment' and the '"draft exam' items
help to deal with the problem of out-of-date draft cards. Both also give
promise of differentiating men by whether it was on the basis of mental
ability, medical (physical or psychiatric) conditions, or both, or other
perhaps "administrative" or "moral" reason, that they were rejected. Our
anticipation that this was indeed a slim promise has been fairly borne out

in the data: as expected (and as reported by other researchers), an alarming

1See, for example, U.S. Selective Service System (1958, pp. 33-34).
This is the most recent mention known of draft board files containing AFES
rejectee reports even for men under the age 18 restriction on registration,
This may have been discontinued since 1957.
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number of men knowing thémselves to be rejected seemingly don't know why.
More will be said of this later, and what use can be made of such data will

be reported.2

The "turned down for enlistment" item serves to bridge the gap for
those rejected before age 18 and therefore not reported to local boards for
reclassification. It also provides for identification of those turned away
by recruiting officers without examination. However, not all of these will
be rejectees due to obvious mental or medical inadequacies. Some will be
high school dropouts instructed to return later when they have earned di-
plomas. Others may be men with criminal records, or a miscellany of other

problems.

Finally, both items--an enlistment rejection and draft examination--
used together presumably will yield a maximum reliability of data on whether
or not a nonveteran has been examined at an Armed Forces Examining Station.
The argument here is that at least a respondent will be prompted to remember
a fairly unforgettable experience, if he has had it and understood it as
an examination for enlistment or for being drafted. Both popular and tech-
nical descriptions of experience at Armed Forces Examining Stations--and
especially the medical part of this experience--attest to its fairly un-
forgettable features. Viewed from the perspectives of common modesty about
nudity, the frankness of questions asked, and a rapid impersonal handling
of individuals in some of the most intimate of personal matters, there are
few comparable contemporary occasions. The suggestion is that if a re-
spondent has experienced an Examining Station evaluation he should be able
to recall it. For those who have been rejected without such experience--
such as on the basis of a report from the family doctor to the draft board,
or because a fairly obvious inadequacy was brought to the board's attention

by other means--the questionnaire item concerning draft classification can

be utilized.

2

Perhaps the best known source for reporting the prevalence of 're-
jection reason unknown'" is the report to the President entitled One-Third
of a Nation (U.S. President's Task Force on Manpower Conservation, 1964).
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One additional strategy presents itself, in the problem of identi-
fying nonveterans by whether or not they have been evaluated for military
service and, if so, rejected or not. This involves the item on reason for
expecting no entry into military service (presented as the fourth item,
above). Only those who said they did not expect to enter were asked this
question. Note also that even if they had been rejected, they were free to

choose some other reason as more salient to them, if so it seemed.

There are really two strategies here--first, that this item be thought
of as a reliability check against the use of the other three questions; and
second, that this question be used to sift out additional men to be identi-
fied as rejects for service. We have applied both strategies, but the latter
has negligible results, for reasons that are obvious and reassuring. These

strategies will be presented in their appropriate place below.

The First Stage in Development of an Indicator of
Military Service Qualification

Because of their similarity and the interrelatedness of their mean-
ing, the two questionnaire items on rejected attempts to enlist and exam-
ination for the draft have been dealt with together in this first step

toward a "Military Service Qualification Index" (MSQ1).

Consideration of the variety of combinations of answers one might
get from respondents to these two questions suggested the following mean-
ingful categories:

1. Examined and qualified (no inconsistent information)

2. Examined and qualified for draft, rejected for enlistment

3, 4, 5. Qualified (entered) as Reservist, rejected in draft examination

6. Examined and rejected for draft and/or enlistment (reason un-

known or unspecified)

7. Examined and rejected for draft and/or enlistment on mental

test but not medical examination

8. FExamined and rejected for draft and/or enlistment on both

mental test and medical examination

9, Examined and rejected for draft and/or enlistment on medi-

cal examination but not mental test
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Figure A-I1.2

QUALIFICATION INDEX (NONVETERANS AGED 24-34)

Ever Examined for the Draft?
(2) ey N (6) &) (5) (3
Ever Rejected for Qualified NA Never Ex-|Exam{fai led-|Failed{Failed| Failed
Enlistment? in (5) amined |{No Re-| Other | Medi-|Mental | Mental | Total
Exam YAfor Draft|sults| or D.K} cal and
Yet | Reason Medical
In Reserves/National (7) (:) (:) <:> (:) (E)
Guard. -- -= 2.5 -= -= -= -- -- 2.5
No 6] @ @
answer . . . . 25.1 L2 62.9 2.4 8.2] 5.2 -- 2,0] 115.0
Never attempted @N)] C)
enlistment . 244 .1 14,2 804.2 131.3 72.01292.1 29.8 47.311,635.0
!
Rejected without (2) <:) (:) :
exam . . 3.4 -- 23.8 4,2 2.7 6.8 -- -- 40.9
Rejected for other (6)
reason or D.K. . 15.1 -- 25.7 23.5 11.5 1.5 - -- 77.3
Failed %) O
medical. . . . . . 8.4 -= 26,5 -- 4.0 87.0 -- 1.0 126.9
Failed (5) ©) @
mental . . 2.6 .8 8.6 5.4 11,2 4.1 9.9 .8 43.4
Failed both mental (3) @
and medical. . - -- - .9 -- -- -- 10.1 11.0
Total . 298.7 |24.2 954.2 [167.6 109.5} 396.7 39.7 61.2]2,051.8
Codes (see text for detailed development).--(y) insufficient information;

(x) never evaluated; (0) de facto qualified, i.e., veterans and active men--not in
figure; (1) examined and qualified; (2) qualified for draft but rejected for en-
listment; (3-5) qualified Reservist but rejected for draft; (6-9) rejected for draft

and/or enlistment due to:

(6) reason unknown or unspecified, (7) mental test but

not medical, (8) both mental test and medical, (9) medical but not mental test.
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The numbers given here constitute a new set of codes to be used in

identifying these types.

Among the nonveterans of the All-American Sample there are of course
two other general types to be distinguished. These two types, and the codes
used in identifying them hereafter, are as follows:

x., Never examined for enlistment or draft (includes those who
claimed to have been examined but not yet informed of the
results).

y. Insufficient information (this includes those giving no answer
on either question, and those saying they were not examined
for draft, or not examined for enlistment, and at the same time

failing to answer the other of the two questions.

Figure A~II.2 illustrates the derivation of the above categories
by use of the two questionnaire items. The encircled figures and letters
are the new codes assigned to the above defined categories, located in the
general areas of the diagram where such combination types are to be found.
Note that this scheme permits the distinctive identification of any man
reporting experience of rejection; it recognizes those whose combined an-
swers may involve an inconsistency, and it classifies respondents as ''mever
examined" only on the basis of positive evidence (hence involving no

assumption about being examined, in the absence of positive information).

One additional use of Figure A-II.2 has been made. The figures
to one decimal accuracy represent the weighted counts of cases for each
possible combination of answers to the two questions. No entry of such
a figure means there were no respondents who gave the indicated combination
of answers. Thus we observe that no nonveterans reported themselves in
the Reserves and at the same time said they had been rejected at draft ex-
amination (new codes 3, 4, 5, along the top row). As another example, there
are 804.2 + 131.3 = 935.5 respondents identified by the new code "x" as

having never been examined for the draft (or not knowing the results yet) and
having never attempted enlistment., To assess how Figure A-II.2 represents

a first move toward an adequate MSQI, two things must be noted:

1. The figures here represent only nonveterans aged 24 through 34.

To make sense of a rate of rejection it has seemed important to restrict



-143-

our view of the data to those of an age at which most of the liability of
being evaluated for service has been exhausted. Relatively speaking, most
of those of a given age group who will ever be evaluated and will ever enter
active service will have had these experiences by age 24. There will be
the addition of a few more after ages 24 and 25, and exceedingly few beyond
age 26. Thus by limiting the figures to be entered in the diagram to the
age groups 24 through 34 we have provided ourselves with a view of what we

might call "total accumulated experience" for the age group in question.

2. Note also that no account is given in the diagram of those of
the same age group who have been or are on active duty as of the survey
date. In fact, an additional code "0" has been reserved in the MSQI for
such men in the All-American Sample, to have the meaning of ''de facto
qualification for service." Of the weighted number of 5,326.1 respondents
aged 24 through 34 in the All-American Sample, the diagram accounts for the
2,051.8 who are nonveterans. The other 3,274.3 men of this age group consist

of 387 currently on active service and 2,887.3 veterans.

With this information in mind it becomes possible to present the
above data to show what, in preliminary exploration, was a source of concern
for reliability of the data involved. By accumulating the cases entered
in each of the general areas of the diagram we get the percentage distribution

in Table A-II.1 for the age group in question.

TABLE A-I1I1.1

FIRST STAGE OF THE MSQI, FOR MEN OF THE ALL-AMERICAN SAMPLE AGED 24-34
Code First Stage MSQI Category ' No. of Cases |Per Cent

0 De facto fit (serving or have served) 3,274.3 61.5

1 Examined, fit for draft (nonveterans) ., . , 271.7 5.1

2 Examined, fit for draft, not for enlistment 29.5 .6

3,4,5 Categories of inconsistent answers 0.0 --

Total examined and fit for service . |(3,575.5) (67.2)

6 Examined, unfit (reason not specified) 171.6 3.2

7 Examined, failed mental tests but not medical 65.7 1.2

8 Examined, failed both mental and medical tests 66.2 1.2

9 Examined, failed medical but not mental tests 423.1 7.9

Total examined, found unfit for service . (726.6) (13.5)

Total examined . e e e (4,302.1) - (80.7)

X Never examined (or no results yet) . . . . . 935.5 17.6

y Insufficient information for indexing . 88.7 1.7

Total weighted sample aged 24-348 5,326.1 100.0

ap;iae . .
Discrepancy in sums due to rounding error.
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Of this age group we see about two-thirds (67 per cent) found fit
for service, slightly over one-eighth (13.5 per cent) unfit, and about one-
sixth never examined. As expected, a relatively large portion (about one-
fourth) of those reporting disqualification for service do not specify the

grounds for their rejection.

The cause for concern about the reliability of these data lies with
the overall rate of rejection for service, at 13.5 per cent of the total.
Even when taken as a percentage only of those who have undergone examination
(4,302.1 cases), these 726.6 constitute a relatively low 16.9 per cent re-
jection rate. Admittedly, this is but the first of two major stages in the
development of our index, and we expected that some number who are classified
as I-Y or IV-F to have been so without formal examination., However, various
sources of information would lead us to expect ultimately to find a rejec-
tion rate above 20 per cent, and this stage of the MSQI seems seriously

below that.

Throughout the past decade there has been talk of rejection rates
above 30 per cent. As early as October 1950, President Truman *called for
universal military training to end the 'disgrace' of 34 per cent of the
nation's youth being rejected by the Armed Forces preinduction examination. . ."
(U.S. Selective Service System, 1953, p. 9). Concerns about continuing rates
such as this and higher have not failed to be publicized since then. The
annual reports of the Selective Service System for this period document this
steady flow of alarm. The pinnacle of these concerns was perhaps reached

under President Kennedy.

During the Kennedy administration there were perhaps two major de-
velopments in this connection. In January 1962 the President approved a new
"unfitness" classifiction of I-Y, by which not all men found unfit would
be thought of as totally so. The new distinction would identify men re-

jected but sufficiently fit in case of war or national emergency.

More important than this, for our purposes, was the Presidential
announcement of September 30, 1963, establishing a '"Task Force on Manpower

1

Conservation." 1In this announcement the President noted the expectation

that "one out of every three young men in this country does not meet the
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minimum standard for peace time military service" (U.S. President's Task
Force on Manpower Conservation, 1964; '"Statement by the President,'" Appendix
A, p. A-1). A major product of this task force is the published report

just cited, with its strikihg title, One-Third of a Nation. That report

briefly documents a study by the Department of Defense, done between August
1958 and June 1960, yielding the finding of an "overall" rejection rate

of 31.7 per cent. It further suggests that with an upward shift in test
score criteria effective May 1963, this rate increased to an estimated 35

or 36 per cent.

The question is of course whether the present survey data, when
adjusted to identify as unfit those who report a I-Y or IV-F classifica-

tion without experiencing formal examination, will reflect such rates.

Refinement of the MSQT

The major refinement possibility here can best be shown and ex-
plored by a cross-tabulation. This must relate the first stage categories
of the MSQI to nonveterans' reported draft classifications, for the same
age group--24 through 34 years. This is done with as much simplification

.as possible in Table A-II.2.

TABLE A-II.2

FIRST STAGE MSQI BY DRAFT CLASSIFICATION, FOR MEN AGED 24-34

. e . No. of
- e s mate dassisicgeion | rora1 funtict o
gory Be Gained
0 "De facto" qualified. . . . . . . -- -- 3,274.313,274.3 --
Examined, found "fit" . . . . . . 6.5 10.7 254.,5 271.7 17.2
2 Examined, "fit" for draft but
not for enlistment. . . . . . . 1.7 - 27.8 29.5 1.7
X Never examined., . . . « . « « . . 37.1 120.4 778.0 935.5 157.5
y Insufficient information. . . . . 1.1 6.0 81.6 88.7 7.1
6-9 Examined, found "unfit" . . . . .| (140.8) [(354.3)] (231.3] 726.4 0.0
Total no. of cases aged
O 187.2 491.4 |4,647.5]5,326.1 --
No. of cases "unfit" to be gained 46.4 137.1 0.0 -- 183.5
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Decisions concerning the usé of this information for refinement
of the MSQI have developed as follows. Remember that we have had reason
to believe that some do not understand the results of their examinations
and perhaps many do not understand the combination of Roman numeral and
alphabetic notations used to symbolize draft class. On the other hand we
have expressed more confidence in the reliability of the respondent to
simply copy onto his questionnaire the symbol typed on his draft classification -
card, regardless of its meaning or lack of meaning to him. On these grounds
we have made the somewhat "soft" decision to recategorize from code 1,
"examined and found fit," to an "unfit" category those whose reported
classifications are I-Y or IV-F. Of the 271.7 weighted cases of the code
1 category, 17.2 could be reclassified, as shown in the last column of
Table A-II.2.

Of the handful of men (29.5) in category 2, 'examined, fit for draft,
but not for enlistment," a bit of checking has shown that, aside from the
1.7 weighted cases in the I-Y class, they are for the most part telling us
something that is entirely possible and acceptable information when only
a few are concerned. Qualification for draft after being found unfit for
enlistment does happen. Only if a relatively large number were in this
category should we begin to doubt their veracity. For purposes of sim-
plicity the 1.7 have been recategorized as unfit on the basis of the I-Y,
while the other 27.9 are being combined under category 1, "examined and

found fit."

The extent of the problem of men being classified as unfit--I-Y
or IV-F--by their draft boards without having a formal examination experience
to report is suggested by the figures in the table for row x, '"never ex-
amined." Here there are 935.5 weighted cases, of which 37.1 report a I-Y
on their draft card and 120.4 report a IV-F. These two groups are now re-

categorized as unfit, and the other 778.0 remain as "never examined."

It may be of interest that of the 88.7 with "insufficient infor-
mation" (code y), there are only 1.1 with a I-Y, and 6.0 with a IV-F, classi-
fication. Of the remaining 81.6 we find no means of determining whether
they have been examined and, if so, found qualified. These remain coded as

"insufficient information," while the other 7.1 can be recoded I-Y and IV-F.
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The net result of this exploration and the decisions just de-
scribed, can be presented in the following simple table. The 3,274.3
veterans and servicemen are not included here, since the assumption of "de

facto qualification' makes them irrelevant for the time being.

Draft Class

First Stage MSQIL 1% or TV-F Other | Total
Rejected in examination. . . | 495.1 231.3 726.4
Not rejected in examination. | 183.5 1,141,9 1,325.4

Total nonveterans aged
24-34 ., . . 0 o . 678.6 1,373.2 2,051.8

The essence of previous discussion is evident here. O0f the 678.6 with a
I-Y or IV-F classification, 495.1 report rejection in formal examination
while 183.5 do not indicate such rejection. On the other hand, of the
726.4 reporting experience of rejection in formal examinations,‘whilé 495.1
also report a I-Y or IV-F classification, the other 231.3 report other
draft classes (such as ITII-A, II-S, I-A, etc., representing the variety

of deferment and availability classifications used). These 231.3 may rep-
resent largely men who looked at out-of-date draft cards. However, there
is the possibility that some of these represent instances of '"slippage"
between Armed Forces Examining Stations' rejections of enlistment applicants
and local draft board reclassification of such as I-Y or IV-F., In addition,
some of those in the "other draft class" category have a V-A, Yoverage"
classification, the workings of which are exceedingly complicated, and the
meaning quite ambiguous. It is possible practically for rejectees to have
been reclassified at a later date as V-A though this is not supposed to

happen, by Selective Service statute, until reaching age 35.

One might be tempted to look at the above table for some indication
of reliability. But because of the not entirely airtight logical and em-
pirical relationship of the categories involved that would be risky, if

not entirely unprofitable endeavor.

The possibility was mentioned earlier of one partial check on the

reliability of the indexing, as it has now progressed to the point shown
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in the fourfold table we have just presented. This involves the use of

the fourth relevant questionnaire item, reason given for not expecting entry
into military service, among those not expecting such entry. We say ''partial
check," since the respondent was free to pick any of the major types of
reason suggested to him in the questionnaire. However, if he chose as

his most salient reason for not entering the answer "Already failed to pass
physical or written tests (or both)," we should expect a high probability

that this person will have been categorized as unfit in the refined MSQI,

We shall look into this by arranging the four cells of the fourfold
table vertically in Table A-II.3. The "Total" column of this new table simply
presents the four cell entries from the table on page 147. Then in the first,
third, and fourth columns the cases entered in the "Total' column are ac-
counted for by whether they gave "Already Failed" as their salient reason,
or gave some “Other" reason, or reported a positive expectation of entering
the service. It also identifies a total of 130.7 weighted cases of those
expecting to enter active military service (or already in a Reserve Forces
component, though there are only 2.5 of these). Since those giving "Other"
reasons are considered to have an indeterminate status, in this reliability

check, the percentage distribution is not given for the third column,

TABLE A-II.3
EXPECTATION OF ENTERING MILITARY SERVICE’ BY FIRST STAGE MSQI AND DRAFT CLASSIFICATION
First Stage Draft Do Eiﬁegzpe;t.?Mg Entry Because DoEEipeczMgo Total
MS G Classifi . y Faile nter :
QL Groups assification Number |Per Cent Other Number |Per Cenf
Rejected in I-Y or IV-F 245.6 74.5 223.6 26.0 19.9 495.1
examination Other 53.7 16.3 169.0 8.4 6.4 231.3
Not rejected inf I-Y or IV-F 21.3 6.4 148.0 14.3 10.9 183.5
examination Other 9.2 2.8 1,050.7 82.0 62.7 i1,141.9
Total nonveterans aged

24-34 - 329.8 100.0 1,591.3 130.7 99.9 {2,051.8
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Remember that up to this point in the refinement of the MSQL it is only
the cases in the lower left cell of the earlier table, here represented by
the total of 1,141.9 aof the last row in Table A-II.3, which are not cate-

gorized in the MSQI as unfit.

We find that of the 329.8 respondents giving "already failed" as
reason for not entering service, only 9.2 cases, or 2.8 per cent, have not
yet been classified by this stage of the MSQIL as "unfit" for service. This

suggests a substantial degree of inter-item reliability.

Even in the somewhat anomalous category of men aged 24-34 who still
expect to enter military service--of which there are 130.7 weighted cases--
we find over 60 per cent of these in the bottom row of the table, among
the ones not coded as "unfit" at this stage of the MSQI development. The
14.3 cases, or about 11 per cent '"mot rejected in examination but I-Y or
IV-F" are perhaps understandable as men not realizing their rejectee status
with their local draft boards. The 26.0 and 8.4 cases of men reporting
having been '"rejected in examination,' yet expecting military service, may
represent the possible experience of having been rejected in attempts to
enlist in high prestige recruiting programs, and expecting that now the
Draft Board will induct the rejectee into the Army of the United States.
Our concern is relieved by the fact that such a small number of cases is

involved.

If the two columns here considered to provide a meaningful basis
for internal--or "inter-item''--reliability judgment are considered together,
it would go something like this. Take the combined total number of cases
of the two columns (329.8 + 130.7 = 460.5) as a base for computing a per-
centage. Take the 9.2 cases of the first column as the extent of clear
discrepancy in the data. This 9.2 cases constituté slightly less than 2

per cent of the 460.5 cases in the two columns.

The final step in the refinement of the MSQI has consisted of in-
cluding such men as these 9.2 cases who answered "already failed" in a cate-
gory of "unfitness" in the MSQI. The final form of the MSQI, as applicable

to the entire All-American Sample, has the following appearance. (Note that
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the earlier meaning of code 2 has been resolved, and the initial use of codes

3,4, and 5 resulted in finding no such cases in the sample.)

Final Form of NORC Military Service Qualification Index

Code Definition of Category

vy Nonveteran with insufficient information to index

b4 Nonveteran, never evaluated

0 Veteran or currently in service--de facto qualification

1 Nonveteran with clear indication of being found qualified

3 I-Y men not in categories 6-9 of first stage of MSQI

4 IV-F men not in categories 6-9 of first stage of MSQI

5 "Already failed" is reason will not enter AMS (applies only to those
not in categories 3 or 4 above, nor 6-9 below)

6 Unfit according to first stage of MSQI, with type of unfitness un-
specified

7 Failed mental but not medical exam according to first stage of MSQI

8 Failed both mental and medical exam according to first stage of MSQIL

9 Failed medical but not mental exam according to first stage of MSQI

It will be convenient to use various groupings of these categories in sub-
sequent methodological exploration and analysis. For example, code 0
identifies virtually all who have two or more continuous months of active
duty experience, so that--when focusing on that variable--all other codes
can be lumped together, subsuming all nonveterans. If "all men found quali-
fied" is the important distinction of the moment, then codes 0 and 1 can

be taken together. When "all men ever evaluated" represents the universe
of our interests, those men coded y and x may be excluded while various
combinations of the remaining codes may be used. When the nature of dis-
qualifying conditions are of prime concern the groups coded 3, 4, 5, and

6 may be combined under the rubric "unfit, type of unfitness unspeci-
fied." Other combinations are obviously possible. However, if the concern
is with the I-Y and IV-F distinctions it will be necessary to use the draft

classification item in combination with this final form of the MSQI. In
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that manner one is able to make the important distinction of severity of
unfitness for all who reported I-Y or IV-F classifications, and at the same
time give due attention to those not reporting such classification yet giving

reason to believe them evaluated and found unfit for service.

At various points in the following treatment of data a full variety

of these schemes will find their place.



APPENDIX III

ONE-THIRD OF A NATION? ONE-FIFTH OF A NATTON?

Introduction

"A generation ago President Franklin D. Roosevelt spoke of seeing
'one-third of a nation ill-housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished.'" So begins
the second paragraph of the Letter of Transmittal for the report One-

Third of a Nation (U.S. President's Task Force on Manpower Conservation,
1964) .

The report itself gives a new meaning to the phrase "one-third
of a nation." A Department of Defense study of 1958-60 is touched on
briefly. 1Its central finding is an estimation that "if the entire male
population of draft age were examined, about one-third would be disquali-
fied [for military service]" (U.S. President's Task Force on Manpower
Conservation, 1964, p. 11). The precise rate given is 31.7 per cent,
with the suggestion that a May 1963 boost in the threshold of mental
ability requirements would raise this rate to 35 or 36 per cent. From
that point on, this "one-third of a nation" finding has been treated
virtually as a known parameter. To our knowledge this Department of
Defense estimation of the parameter of disqualification for service has

never been seriously questioned.

The report includes basic information on the nature of evaluation
procedures used by the Selective Service System and Armed Forces Examin-
ing Stations. Then extended attention is given, using a 2,500 case sam-
ple of rejectees, to demonstrate the disadvantageous socio-economic
conditions found to be associated with the disqualified, as compared
with the general population of the United States. But the point of de-

parture for the entire report is the "one-third disqualified" rate, with
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an elaborate pattern of information developed around it.

Concerning the rejection experience of the period covered by One-

Third of a Nation, and of periods of time between 1950 and 1960, other

materials have come to our attention (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1954, 1955, 1959; Karpinos, 1960, 1962). We shall consider these and
other sources individually in some detail later on. Here we shall only
note that this combination of sources yields a picture of overall rejec-
tion rates estimated to have been around 22 per cent in 1950-53, 27 per

cent in 1954-58, and 32 per cent since 1958.

The title for the present éppendix grows out of the fact that we
have found it necessary to question these findings. It has become neces-
sary to evaluate the sources of rejection rate estimates in order to
evaluate in turn the reliability of the NORC/DOD All-American Sample
data, as formulated in the Military Service Qualification Index (MSQI).
According to the MSQI, the men of our sample aged 24 through 34 have a
rate of disqualification of 20.5 per cent of those evaluated, while men
aged 16 through 23 show an overall rate of 32.2 per cent of those

evaluated.

In order to evaluate these different rates one must look at their
respective sources and at the statistical context into which these rates
must properly fit. Relatively much has been said in two preceding ap-
pendices about the source of the "one-fifth disqualified" rate of this
survey. We shall summarily show some distributions of the MSQI for the
All-American Sample. Then we shall hasten to reduce our information

vacuum about govermment sources.

This appendix will stop short of detailed treatment of the sources,
not to mention any attempt to reach the stage of summarizing and the formu-
lation of conclusions. These tasks are of magnitudes which call for two
separate appendices beyond the present discussion. Those who wish are
free to proceed to the summary and conclusions of Appendix V, with the
possibility of then returning to look at the details on which these con-

clusions have been based.
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The Application of the MSQI to the Entire
All-American Sample

In the preceding appendix the main concern was with the develop-
ment of an index of qualification for service and with the internal
validity of the index being developed. We take the position at this
point that, given our knowledge of how the system of selection actually
operates and how the questionnaire items of this survey work together,
there is a sound rationale for the development of the MSQI to its final
form. There remains the matter of what this index can tell us about the

universe which the All-American Sample represents.

To this point the data we have presented consisted only of men
aged 24 through 34. The reason given for the exclusion of men under 24
was that in that younger age group it would be difficult to evaluate the
reasonableness of rate levels (especially of "unfitness") to be derived
at any stage in the development of the MSQI. It was pointed out that
this is so because age groups under 24 are increasingly far from having
run the full gamut of liability to evaluation and entry into military
service. This concern about "full" or "completed" exposure to liability
will continue to harrass us in what follows. For such younger age groups

we shall call rates of unfitness "incomplete," or "premature."

Specifically, in addition to retaining the 16 through 23 age
groups as a separate category, we shall introduce a distinction between
age groups 24 through 26, 27 through 30, and 31 through 34. Our reason
is that, with our own data as well as from information on the chronology
of military manpower, the men aged 31 through 34 at survey time can be
identified as representing those cohorts which bore the brunt of man-
power requirements for the Korean war (1950-53). Those cohorts aged 27
through 30 were "too young for Korea" but old enough that apparentiy
they did not catch the weight of the "Berlin crisis" manpower build-up
(fall, 1961). The age group 24 through 26 at survey time is unique in
two major ways: apparently it was a prime target for the Berlin crisis
manpower build-up; furthermore, except for most of the 26-year-olds,
this age group has come close but has not entirely exhausted its lia-

bility for military service.
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These four age groups are distributed across the categories of
the MSQI in the manner shown in Table A-~III.1 on the following page.
Every percentage in the table, in any given row, is computed on the basis
of the "Total Weighted N" for that row. ILf one wishes to look, in a given
row, at a set of percentages which presents the greatest possible detail,
such a set is constituted of all the figures in the columns with code num-
bers (0), (X), etc. The most gross set of percentages of interest to us
here consists of the entries in the columns labeled "Total Qualified,'" "Total
Unfit," and '"Never Evaluated" (which together with the small residual of 'Non-

veterans with Insufficient Information’ account for the full 100 per cent).

Ignoring the age group 16 through 23, we see percentage "Unfit,"
of all in a given age group, ranging from 16.2 to 18.8 per cent. How-
ever, we also note that rate of men qualified ranges from 60.8 to 74.0
per cent, and the number never evaluated ranges from 8.6 to 18.8 per
cent. If one were to consider the percentages "Unfit," of the total, to
be the appropriate rates to compare with the 31.7 per cent unfit reported

in One-Third of a Nation from a Department of Defense study, the dis-

crepancy would be striking. However, that report states "if the entire
male population of draft age were examined, about one-third would be dis-
qualified" (U.S. President's Task Force on Manpower Conservation, 1964,
p. 11). Clearly, the reported rate must have been based only on those
evaluated and then projected to the total population. Hence our compar-
able figure should be computed as the percentage "Unfit" of the "Total
Evaluated." A set of such computations for each of the rows in the table

‘results in the following percentages:

Military Service Age Group Total
Qualification Subtotal _ _ _ Subtotal Sample
lo-73 | 24-26 | 27-30| 31-34 o34

Qualified 67.8 76.4 78.9 82.0 79.5 76.2
Unfit 32.2 23.6 21.1 18.0 20.5 23.8
Total per cent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total evaluated 1,735 1,154 } 1,614 1,707 4,475 6,210
Never evaluated + NA 3,495 295 369 187 851 4,346
Total Weighted N 5,231 1,450 | 1,983] 1,893 5,326 10,557
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Now we find, in the 27-30 and the 31-24 age groups whose liability may
be considered completed, that rates of unfitness among those evaluated
range from 18 to 21 per cent. The 24 to 26-year-olds, with some remain-
ing liability, have a rate just under 24 per cent and the 16 to 23-year-
olds, far from having exhausted their liability to evaluation and
service entry, have an unfitness rate of 32.2 per cent. The entire All-
American Sample, looked at in this manner, shows an unfitness rate of
about 24 per cent. Hereafter, it will be this set of unfitness rates
that will be assumed to be the approprate grounds for comparison with
the various government sources. Furthermore, to conform to the Depart-
ment of Defense terminology, these rates will always be called rejection

rates.

Other Sources of Military Manpower Information

The problems concerning civilian and military manpower which
threatened throughout the 1950's came increasingly to a head in the man-

power policy developments of the early 1960's. One-Third of a Nation

and the research that lies behind it are only a part of those develop-
ments. It is in this context that we attempt in a highly selective
fashion to reconstruct the story of developments most relevant to a

solution of our military manpower information problems here.

The main sources for the kinds of data which concern us are the
Bureau of the Census, the Department of Labor, the Department of De-
fense, and the Selective Service System. The Bureau of the Census pro-
vides the broad base of highly reliable population figures which can be
used as a framework or context within which other figures are to be lo-
cated and understood. The Department of Defense is the primary location
of statistics concerning how many men were members of the Armed Forces
at a given point in time, and how many entered or left during a given
period. The Selective Service System contributes from its reservoir of
information concerning all registrants of the nation, their shifts in
status of availability, rates of evaluation and rejection for service,
and so on. Finally, the Department of Labor, along with the Bureau of
the Census, stands ready to contribute in the matter of what kinds of
information are needed, how the data are to be'organized, and once or-

ganized, how they are to be interpreted.
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We find several occasions on which various combinations of these
agencies have worked together on matters of immediate interest to us.
The earliest we have found is a Bulletin of the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(1954; see esp. pp. 36-38 for derivation of rejection rates; see also
the supplement to this Bulletin [Pettengill and Garfinkle, 1955]1). The
Bulletin is an impressive assault on the total picture of military man-
power supply and projection in all its complexity, our interest here is
focused on the three pages allotted to the derivation of a "rejection

rate."

The rate estimate computed there was derived to represent the
entire male population aged 22 through 24 in April 1953, including those
never examined (at that time). The estimate of 22 per cent of the popu-
lation unfit is based on a Bureau of Labor Statistics adaptation of the
Selective Service One Per Cent Sample Inventory of April 1953 (more atten-
tion will be given to that source later in this appendix). For practical
purposes we need not concern ourselves that this 22 per cent unfitness
rate involves an array of assumptions and estimating for men not exam-
ined, since the breakdown between those examined and those unexamined
yields 22 and 21 per cent, respectively. What does concern us is the
set of assumptions and estimates necessary simply to derive the 22 per

cent rate of those who had been examined.

Two major problems must have concerned the Bureau much as they

concern us now (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1954, pp. 36-38):

1. The adaptation of the Selective Service One Per Cent Sample
Inventory involved estimating how many should be added to
the sample (their Table C shows 1,484, or 3.7 per cent of
40,289) as enlistees unregistered--therefore technically
unknown--to the Selective Service System.

2. Because of the ambiguities of the V-A, "Over age," classi-
fication which becomes operative with registrants beyond
age 25, the Bureau of Labor Statistics chose to use as basis
for their rate derivation the part of the sample represent-
ing three age cohorts that had not yet lived out their lia-
bility to military service (ages 22, 23, and 24 in 1953).

In this appendix and in Appendix II we have commented at some length on
the serious implications of these two problems, and more details will be
added before this appendix is completed. On grounds yet to be fully

elaborated we fully concur with the suggestions of the Bureau of Labor
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Statistics to the effect that a final and definitive measurement of unfit-
ness is yet to be accomplished: "The estimates may contain a consider-
able margin of error. However, assumptions and methods leading to con-
servative estimates of availability generally have been used (U.S. Bureau
of Labor Statistics, 1954, p. 7; see also p. 10). With the uncertain-
ties of the estimates involved they included Table 5 of the Bulletin,
which demonstrates how different the projections to 1960 would look de-
pending on whether actual unfitness rates were 23, or 25, or 27 per cent.
There they give their best estimate as 25 per cent for the total popula-
tion, instead of the 22 per cent described in their technical appendix.
0f course, inclinations in the direction of "conservative estimates of
availability" imply tendencies to overestimate unfitness. While this

can be considered obviously acceptable in light of the underlying con-
cerns of the policy making involved, it can lead to serious biases

overestimating the actual levels of unfitness in the population.

Taken in chronological order, the next authoritative attempt,
to our knowledge, to deal with the problems of measuring unfitness is
Karpinos (1960; see pp. 240-45, esp. p. 244). This article on the "Un-
fitness of American Youth" was produced in the Medical Statistics Divi-
sion, Office of the Surgeon General, Department of the Army, applying an

entirely different strategy to the task of estimating the rejection rate.

Though published in 1960, the Karpinos article deals with the
perjod July 1950 through July 1953, the time of the Korean war. 1In so
doing it deals in a sense with rejection rates of the same time as the
March 1954 Bulletin of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. However, in-
stead of taking certain key cohorts of men as its frame of reference,
Karpinos' research takes all men processed in initial evaluation for
service during the specified period. And instead of using a sample,
Karpinos is dealing with national statistics, from the Selective Service

System and from the Department of Defense.

Karpinos' strategy can be conceptualized somewhat as follows:
The military manpower procurement spectrum can be dichotomized into
Selective Service System procurement and "Other" procurement. Of the
two sectors of procurement, the Selective Service sector is unique in
maintaining records of essentially every United States male beyond age

18 (unless he enlists before age of registration at 18). That record
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will show whether or not the registrant has been evaluated by Selective
Service procedure and the outcome of that evaluation. There are national

statistics available summarizing such records.

The statistics of accessions of manpower in the "Other Procure-
ment" sector are to be gotten from Department of Defense records of gain
and loss. However, by Karpinos' strategy the matter of evaluation and
rejection in this sector is irrelevant for our practical purposes, be-
cause those who enter service are by that fact known to be fit, while
men who become rejects in this sector will become a matter of record as
rejects in the Selective Service procurement sector and thereby enter

into our analysis.

In the logic of this framework, Karpinos was able to present the

following figures:

a. The combined disqualification rate, D, equals 382.5 per
thousand of all men processed for induction (i.e., 38.25
per cent are unfit, of those evaluated in the Selective
Service sector); thus rate qualified, Q, equals 617.5 per

thousand;

b. The 2,514,779 men procured through Selective Service for
the time period are the qualified, i.e., the 617.5 per
thousand of those processed for induction (61.75 per cent
fit of those evaluated in the Selective Service sector of

procurement) ;

¢. There were 2,521,949 men procured through the "Other Pro-

curement'" sector.

Beyond this it is not necessary to go into the intricate logical and al-
gebraic manipulations of the Karpinos article. With the information of

(b), if we let x = all men processed in the Selective Service sector, then
.6175x = 2,514,779 and x = 4,072,516.6.

Getting the number disqualified as the difference between the total pro-
cessed by Selective Service (x) and the number qualified through Selec-
tive Service procedure, we get the following overall distribution of the

total processed in both sectors:
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Qualified through "Other Procurement" 2,521,949 38.247%
Qualified through Selective Service 2,514,779 38.13
Disqualified through Selective Service 1,557,737.6 23.62

Total processed/evaluated fiscal years

1951-53 6,594 ,465.6 99.99%

Thus we have arrived at the overall rejection rate reported by Karpinos:
23.62 per cent of the total of men evaluated during July 1950 through
July 1953. This is in very close agreement with the rate derived by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics as reported above, though it is based upon
different statistics and has a slightly different meaning, because of

the different strategy.

Actually, Karpinos used a somewhat different algebraic treatment
of the same logical relationships we treated above to arrive at the 23.62
rate, and it is fortunate for us that he did. 1In so doing he has called
our attention to the comparative sizes of the procurement by Selective
Service and by "Other Procurement'--i.e., the 38.13 and the 38.24 per
cents, respectively. We cannot duplicate Karpinos' strategy, since there
are six cohorts involving men not yet age 26 in July 1950 who are too old
to have been included in the 1964 Military Manpower Survey. However,
there are four cohorts in the All-American Sample that were of prime age
for the Korean war. Here we find the ratio of "Other Procurement" en-
trants to Selective Service procurement to be 59.5 per cent/40.5 per
cent, or with the arithmetic a ratio value of 1.4691, instead of the
nearly 50/50 ratio of Karpinos' data. (We have included all reporting
initial entry as draftees and volunteers for induction as Selective
Service procurement, and the remainder are the 59.5 per cent "Other"

for the four cohorts in question.)

The questions this raises are not so much concerning error in
the usual sense. One question is whether there are kinds of accessions
to the military--e.g., enlistments in reserve programs, the National
Guard and Air National Guard, the Coast Guard, and so on--which the All-
American Sample includes but which Karpinos' data may exclude. (And it
may not be a matter of these lesser programs of the 1950-53 period in-
volving so few men as to be negligible, since every increment of pro-
curement left out of the "Other" sector has the direct effect of bringing

up the rejection rate.)
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On the other hand, the accessions of fiscal years 1951, 1952,
and 1953 (the period covered by Karpinos) which come from the cohorts
too old for the All-American Sample involve men who were entering ser-
vice at ages mostly beyond the average age of induction. This would
suggest that the accession experience of fiscal years 1951-53 would be
underrepresented in the All-American Sample data more in the Selective
Service sector than in the "Other Procurement" sector. Of course, for
the four All-American Sample cohorts we are talking about, the rates we
are discussing are completed rates. In other words, for these cohorts
we are taking into account all their experience with any kind of pro-
curement; the problem is that a considerable portion of their Selective
Service procurement experience occurred after the Korean period, during

reduced draft calls.

This serious difference between the cross-sectional strategy of
Karpinos and the cohort strategy of our own analysis leaves it an open
question whether some sort of adjustment would be possible by which to
more appropriately compare the '"Other Procurement'/Selective Service
procurement ratios of the two studies. Short of such an adjustment, we
must live with the gap between the approximately 1.47 and the 1.00 ratios
with the knowledge that if appropriate adjustment were feasible it would
narrow the gap, and to the extent that gap is narrowed it would bring
the rejection rates of the two studies into closer agreement. If the
1.47 ratio of the All-American Sample were applied to Karpinos' problem,

his rejection rate calculation would be brought down to 20.06 per cent.

A third question about the comparability of the All-American
Sample data and Karpinos' article involves the incidence of men being
found qualified for service, but for some reason never entering service.
In the survey data of the All-American Sample we find 3.8 per cent, or
nearly one in every twenty-five of our 31-to 34-year-olds (the Korea co-
horts) reporting "qualified but never entered." It is unclear whether
Karpinos' analysis takes account of such men in any way. Exclusion of
men found qualified but never entering, in the process of calculating

a rejection rate, would result in overestimating the rejection rate.

It should also be noted that Karpinos' treatment may miss some

rejections which the Military Manpower Survey takes into account. We
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have in mind those who made voluntary attempts to enter which resulted
in rejection, without the knowledge of Selective Service, and then due
to marriage, fatherhood, or other deferments never became known to Se-
lective Service as rejectees. The survey data would treat these as re-
jectees, if such rejectees there are, while Karpinos' logic would com-

pletely exclude them from the "Total Processed/Evaluated" population.

Our final position concerning Karpinos' work, given our present
understanding of it, is this: It does not appear to be sufficiently
comparable to the All-American Sample data to justify our expectations
that rejection fates of these two sources should conform any more than

they do, i.e., 23.6 per cent versus 18.0 per cent respectively.

The mnext and perhaps most important sources for our methodo-
logical needs were developed in 1962. This is important for several

reasons, chiefly because:

1. It now becomes possible to deal with rates of both the time
of the Korean war and of the turn of the decade (late 1950's,

early 1960's).

2. This involves cohort data which are certainly more compar-

able to the data with which we are working.

3. The sources we shall now discuss are the sources from which

the "one-third of a nation" finding emerged.

For our purposes, the most significant of the 1962 sources to be
considered here is the Karpinos (1962) report entitled Qualification of

American Youth for Military Service--probably the most sophisticated and

comprehensive available treatment of evaluation procedures and rates of
rejection and accession for the period July 1950 through June 1960. (For
July 1950 through July 1953 this report simply recapitulates the contents
of the 1960 article we assessed in the preceding paragraphs. Added to that
are the details of comparable figures for the subsequent periods August

1953 through July 1958 and August 1958 through June 1960.)

We cannot begin to convey to the reader here the elsborate system
of the logic of probabilities which Karpinos has utilized or the vast
body of statistical and other information on which he brought to bear

this logic of probabilities. Our assessment of his work has turned up
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only one definite problem, adjustment for which could result only in
minor reductions of perhaps 1 per cent in the estimates of overall re-

jection rates he arrives at, and ends with some unanswerable questions.

The problem for which an adjustment can be readily developed
goes something like this: Built into Karpinos' exhaustive system of
probabilities is the proposition that all those who pass preinduction
evaluations under draft board orders later will appear in final proce-
dures for induction, to be evaluated again. If the time lapse at this
final reappearance has been negligible--generally less than 180 days
(before 1959, less than 120 days)--they are subjected to routine physi-
cal inspection. His statistics show the rejection rate in this process
to be 2.81 and 5.49 per cent for the 1953-58 and 1958-60 periods, re-
spectively. 1If the time lapse has been greater than the limits speci-
fied, the inductees undergo a complete physical reexamination. Karpi-
nos shows statistics of 10.89 and 13.66 per cent rejection in this

process for the two periods in question.

Now, Karpinos has applied these rates, in his system of proba-
bilities, to all who passed preinduction evaluation, but the statistics
he gives indicate that this does not occur in actual experience. His
Table 1 (p. 15) gives 1,042,216 and 233,355 as the number of men ac-
cepted at preinduction in 1953-58 and 1958-60, respectively. However,
from his Table 2 (pp. 17-18), for the first period only 479,599 (or
46.02 per cent of 1,042,216) were inspected at induction and only
306,593 (or 29.42 per cent) got complete physicals again. For the second
period, 51,928 (or 22.25 per cent of 233,355) were inspected and 102,912
(or 44.10 per cent) were completely reexamined. He is thus not acknow-
ledging the other 25 per cent of those men who passed preinduction in
the 1953-58 period and who did not return for induction, and some 34 per
cent in the 1958-60 period who did not return. Yet he applies the 10.89
and 13.66 per cent rejection rates of the complete reexamination process
to these very men which his figures indicate never returned. We believe
that these men who never returned for induction correspond to those in
our All-American Sample who report being found qualified but who remained
nonveterans. The following scheme summarizes the figures we have dis-

cussed.
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1953-58 1958-60
Category Description
: Men Per Cent Men Per Cent
(1) Inspected for induction 479,599 46.02 51,928 22.25
(2) Reexamined for induction 306,593 29.42 102,912 44..10
(3) Total reevaluated 786,192 75.44 154,840 66 .35
(4) Total accepted at pre-
induction 1,042,216 100.00 233,355 100.00
Difference between rows
3 and 4 256,024 24.56 78,515 33.65

If it is safe to assume the correspondence between the men represented
in the differences entered in the bottom row of this scheme as having

not returned for induction after preinduction acceptance and the quali-
fied nonveterans of the All-American Sample, then no further rejection
probability should be applied to them. An appropriate arithmetic adjust-
ment of Karpinos' overall rejection rate estimates reduces his 26.81 per

cent for 1953-58 to 25.82 per cent, and his 31.68 per cent for 1958-60
to 30.44 per cent.

We consider these to be negligible reductions of Karpinos' esti-
mates, their only significance being that they raise the possibility of
the actual parameters being somewhat less than the published estimates.
We are confronted with a possible anomaly if the All-American Sample re-
jection rates of 23.6 per cent for the 24 to 26-year-olds in 1964, and
the 32.2 per cent for the 16 to 23-year-olds should correspond to Kar-
pinos' rates of 26.8 and 31.7 per cent respectively. For with our pro-
posed adjustments resulting in reduction of both of these we have a 25.8
per cent approaching our 23.6 per cent, but a 30.4 per cent moving away
from our 32.2 per cent. A moment's thought will give us at least two
good reasons why this correspondence is not supported by an airtight
justification for the comparison. First, our All-American Sample rates
are based on a cohort strategy while Karpinos is continuing to use a
temporal cross-section approach, and there is no way for us to apply his

approach to our data.
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Second, though there is obvious overlap between times during
which our cohort rejection experience occurred and the time periods of
Karpinos' analysis, the fit is far from perfect. Men 26 years old in
1964 were only 15 years old in 1953, and 23-year-olds of 1964 were be-
coming 17 in 1958. Furthermore, in 1964 the All-American Sample respond-
ents obviously were reporting some rejection experience which had not
even occurred by July of 1960. 1In fact, if rising thresholds of accept-

ability indicated by One-Third of a Nation to be scheduled for May 1963

had already begun to take their toll by November 1964 (the time of the
Military Manpower Surveys), this could serve to explain our 32.2 per
cent being higher than Karpinos' 31.7 per cent rate, which we propose

to adjust downward to 30.4 per cent.

As we noted to begin with, we have only been able to detect one
minor hitch in Karpinos' analysis, for which we have proposed an adjust-
ment of negligible reduction in his estimates. TIf there are any serious
defects in his analysis we have failed to uncover them. We are left
with unanswerable questions as to how closely his rate estimates should
correspond to All-American Sample rate estimates. We must again ask
whether Karpinos has included by his strategy all the types of qualifi-
cation for service--i.e., qualified nonveterans but also Coast Guard and
all other types of accessions--which have been counted as qualified in
the All-American Sample strategy. In sum, we might marvel at how remark-
ably close the rejection rate estimates turn out to be, when all grounds

for expecting discrepancy are taken into account.

We now turn to another important 1962 source. We find a full
combination of federal departments and agencies working together in an
unpublished report of the Department of Defense entitled '"Project 61:
Extension of Selective Service Act." This report commands interest here
because the "one-third disqualified" rate traces back through it, to
Karpinos' reports and other sources: "Our current estimates indicate
that the 'over-all' rejection rate for the entire military-age population,
under current standards, is about 33 per cent, as contrasted to an average

of 22 per cent prior to 1958 (Table 10)."1 The table to which this quota-

1Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense--Manpower (1962; cf.
p. 23 and Table 10). This report, dated October, 1962, was developed to
define the Department of Defense position concerning the renewal or revi-
sion of the 1951-1955-1959 UMIS Act which would expire July 1, 1963.



~168-

tion refers adds that the 33.0 per cent estimated overall disqualifica-

tion rate applies to the years 1958-61, while the 22.0 per cent applies

to the years 1950-57. Of equal importance is footnote 1 of Table 10:
Overall Disqualification Rate--Disqualifications for service,
as percentage of total examinees, including volunteers and

draftees. Estimated on basis of Selective Service sample in-
ventories and related statistics.

This tells us how to understand the rates being reported and

where to go to evaluate the sampling and data collection on which the

rates are based.

Concerning the sampling and data collection we know the follow-
ing: A partial "One Per Cent Sample Inventory" was developed by the Re-
search and Statistics Division, National Headquarters, Selective Service
System, as of April 30, 1953. This was "partial" as of that date only
in the sense that it did not include registrants who were in the V-A,
"Over age,”bclass at that time. It thus excluded a large proportion of
men of a number of age groups, men whose important classification and
evaluation experience in this way would be left indeterminate for re-
search of these age groups. (This source was used, and this problem
noted, in U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1954, as we described ear-

lier.)

This limitation of incompleteness was subsequently overcome when
the One Per Cent Sample Inventory of 1953 was updated and completed as
of January 31, 1959. At that more recent date all registrants new since
April 1953 were sampled, as were those classified as V-A in April 1953.
If one were concerned only with the sampling of registrants we find no
serious objection to the pronouncement of the Office of Statistical

Standards, Bureau of the Budget (Statist. Reporter, 1953):

The sample was selected on the basis of the eleven-digit Selec-
tive Service numbers, every hundredth number being included....
Since [the last four digits are] originally assigned to men
in similar sequence for each year of birth, the sample is strati-
fied by age; otherwise it is believed to be random.
We are suggesting that while it may as a random sample adequately repre-
sent a sample frame of all registrants, the Selective Service sample is

not drawn from a sampling frame that includes all service-age men. It

is important to remember that men who enter service before age 18 usually
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do not get registered with Selective Service until after separation from
service, if they register at all. (This problem also was noted and dealt
with in U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1954.) We also know that the

Selective Service sample will provide no basis for estimating the number

of men who never enter service and never register with Selective Service.

This may of course be a small, perhaps negligible number. Thus the Se-
lective Service Inventory will fail to represent that part of the popula-
tion consisting of nonregistrants and will underrepresent those who by
entering service early and voluntarily may often remain nonregistrants.
Where this latter condition exists, calculation of unfitness rates will
be based on a sample which does not include all men qualified and there-
fore will tend to overestimate rates of unfitness. The All-American

Sample of the Military Manpower Survey lacks these shortcomings.

We have now described and given general evaluative discussion of
the five major sources on the incidence of unfitness which have come to
our attention: The 1954 Bureau of Labor Statistics Bulletin No. 1161;
the 1960 Karpinos article from the Office of the Surgeon General of the
Army; the 1962 Karpinos report; the Department of Defense "Project 61"
report; and the release on aspects of the 1959 Selective Service One Per
Cent Sample Inventory. In the chapter immediately following we shall
return to the latter two sources for detailed comparisons and appropriate
adjustments in an attempt to find firm ground on which to arrive at con-

clusions.




APPENDIX IV

ADJUSTMENTS AND DETAILED COMPARTISONS WITH RATES FROM
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND SELECTIVE SERVICE SOURCES

Comparisons of Cohort Rates of Active Military Service Experience

We are confronted with information which suggests that All-Amer-
ican Sample data may underestimate and other estimates may overestimate
the overall rates of unfitness. Within the general proposition that the

Military Service Qualification Index (MSQI) may underestimate the un-

fitness rates there are logical implications of some use to us. These im-
plications stem from the nature of an exhaustive array of categories such
as those of the MSQI. For convenience we shall repeat this array in sum-

mary form here.

Outline Summary Stated More Simply

I. Evaluated for military service
A. Evaluated and found qualified
1. Entered military service. . . . . . . . Qualified/entered
2. Did not yet enter military service. . . Qualified/never entered
B. Evaluated and found unfit--disqualified . . Disqualified
II. Never evaluated . . . . . « +« « « +« « « + « . . Never evaluated
I1I. Nonveteran with insufficient information (since this is essentially
a methodological category, and since so few men fall in this cate-
gory, little if any mention will be made of it hereafter)

With a set of exhaustive categories such as these, if it is thought
the misclassification of some sample respondents (or certain types of over-
or under-representation of the population) is resulting in underestimation
of the proportion of the population in a given category, then some other
category must be involved in a problem of overestimation of a proportion.
This suggests that, to deal with the possibility of underestimation of re-

jection rates, we consider the proportions of the All-American Sample in
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each of the four summary categories of the MSQI, in our comparisons with
other sources. We shall frequently call this procedure of taking an ex-
haustive set of rates into account "considering a rate in its statistical

context."

Thus, when one is concerned with what might be a reasonable esti-
mate of a proportion unfit of a given age group, some other statistics will
be of considerable use. For example, if it is known that 70 per cent actually
entered active service, and that 8 per cent were never evaluated, then it
follows that not more than 22 per cent could have been found unfit. This
is the sort of "statistical context'" we have in mind, to be taken into ac-

count in comparing rates from different sources.

For these purposes some comparisons can be made quite readily, while
other important comparisons are virtually impossible with the data at hand.
For example, we have a great deal of confidence in some of the rates of ex-
perience of active service as found in "Project 61" (U.S. Office of Assistant
Secretary of Defense [Manpower], 1962)--in fact we believe the rates of
active service experience for the cohorts born in 1932, 1935, and 1936 may
be exceedingly close estimates of the parameters. That is, we understand
that the "actual total population" figures and the "actual number entering
service' figures may be precisely what they are labeled in the tables, and
rates based on them would be virtually the parameters which other sources
may approximate by sampling estimation (Tables B-4 and B-5 of Appendix III
in "Project 61" are thought to provide such data for the cohorts mentioned).
Thus we are fairly confident that of men born in 1932 (age 32 in 1964), 70
per cent have seen active military service, while of 1,100,000 born in 1935,

58 per cent saw service.

Now, with the idea of the statistical context in mind, we shall
consider the information gathered together in Table A-IV.1, These rates
are of primary interest to us at the moment because of the important part
they play in the statistical contexts of the unfitness rates which concern
us and because we feel more confidence in some of these than in any other

rates; they may be quasi-parameters.

Each horizontal row of figures in this presentation pertains to a
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specific age group of the U.S. male population. Hence, each horizontal row
is identified for convenience in three different ways according to which
age group 1t represents:
1. The calendar year (or years) of birth of the age group
2. The cohort age in 1964--the year of the Military Manpower Survey
3. The cohort age in 1959--the year of the Selective Service Sample

updating

The main body of the table is divided into three parts of two columns
each, corresponding to our three sources (the NORC All-American Sample,
"Project 61," and the 1959 updated Selective Service One Per Cent Sample
Inventory). The two columns of each part contain rates and the base fig-
ures on which the respective rates were calculated. The blank spots in
the sets of figures are due to absence of information or irrelevance of

available data in the sense of "premature rates."

For example, for cohorts born in 1930 and 1931, and 1933 and 1934,
"Project 61" provides no data for the kind of rates sought here. As another
example, the 1959 Selective Service data do include material for the co-
horts born in 1938, 1939, and 1940. However, since in 1959 these cohorts
enjoyed the tender ages of 21, 20, and 19, respectively, their active service
rates are so far from completion at that age as to be judged irrelevant

for our use here.

The parentheses have been used with the intention of eliciting caution
when it seemed that a serious degree of estimation, or anticipatory projec-
tion, or "incompleteness of liability" pertained to the rate made paren-
thetical. Closely related to our use of the parentheses is the use of double
horizontal rulings which lend the appearance of three steps--one for each
source--going up the table to the right. This has been done in the instance
of each of the three sources, at the level below which the age groups had
not reached age 26, as of the date of the source. Thus the step effect
derives from the dates of the sources: 1964, 1962, and 1959 (from left
to right).

The rates given for each of the individual cohorts and two subtotal

groupings (27-30, and 31-34 years of age) for the All-American Sample are
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based simply on the total weighted number of sample cases in each age group.
If the second column for this source were extended downward to a 1964 age
of 16 years it would total the full weighted All-American Sample size of
10,556.9 cases. The rates are only a matter of the percentage which the

veterans and active military personnel constitute of their age group.

With "Project 61" as the source, there are only two sets of figures
for which we enjoy high confidence--those for the cohorts with years of birth
1932 and 1936. The Appendix III, Table B-4, together with comments in the
text of the report lead us to believe that these--and perhaps the figures
for those age 29 in 1964--are quasi-parameters. If this is true, then we
note that the All-American Sample overestimates rates of active service
experience for men born in 1932 and 1936 while the Selective Service data
underestimate these rates, and both sources underestimate the rate for men
born in 1935. (However, with men born in 1935-36, their Yimmaturity" in

1959 is grounds for discounting this comparison.,)

The Selective Service rates given here have been calculated from
figures given by the Selective Service Sample Inventory Release No. 4C
(1959), "Classification and Age" (p. 8, Table 3). Taking all sample re-
spondents of a selected year of birth as rate base, for each cohort we
summed the number of men in both I-C classes and the I-D, IV-A, and V-A
classes, to find the percentage of the base constituted by this sum. We
have assumed that all V-A men have military experience. (As a rule, de-
ferred and rejected men are not to be reclassified as V-A, "Over age' un-

til reaching their thirty-fifth birthday).

Comparing All-American Sample rates in this presentation with three
DOD quasi-parameters we are led to believe that we have a moderate margin
of error in this regard without a consistent bias (two overestimates and
one underestimate). We have earlier anticipated a Selective Service under -
estimate in these rates, with our observation that a sampling frame restricted
to registrants may be seriously short of representing men who enlisted at
early ages without first registering. Whatever the explanation, the dis-
crepancies between the DOD "Project 61" rate and Selective Service and All-

American Sample rates for the 1932 cohort constitute serious gaps.

As a measure of this seriousness, consider what it would take to
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bridge the DOD/Selective Service gap. If we assumed the 70 per cent DOD
rate to be the parameter, and the 66.3 per cent to be an erring estimate,
one way to close the gap would be to add men with military experience to
the Selective Service 1932 age group until their addition would yield a

70 per cent rate. To do this, it would take for this age group the regis-
tration of an additional 1,486 men in the Selective Service One Per Cent
Sample with service experience--this implies that at least 11 per cent of
this age group had entered military service without registration and at age
27 were still not registered with the Selective Service. And there would
be very slight chance of this much sampling error, assuming a random sample
size of over 12,000. (Note that such addition to the 1953 Selective Service
Sample is precisely what was done in the BLS Bulletin, as we described in
Appendix III.)

Now, one would expect some fair amount of sampling error to ac-
company operations involving the cutting of a sample as finely as single-
year-of-age groups. By this token, it seems desirable to consider a com-
parison of the rates of an age grouping of the 193C-33 year-of-birth co-
horts. While DOD affords no grounds for comparing rates of military ex-
perience, a comparison is possible between the All-American Sample (1964)
rate of 70.2 per cent and the 1959 Selective Service Sample Inventory rate
of 65.7 per cent. The 4.5 difference between these two averages is much
less alarming than the 7.8 percentage point difference for the 1932 cohort

taken by itself.

The comparison of the All-American Sample averages of 70.2 per cent
and 58.1 per cent (for those aged 31-34 and 27-30 in 1964) with the single-
year cohort rates of 70 per cent and 58 per cent reported in "Project 61"
may seem strikingly close. However, caution is necessary here, particularly
in the case of the older age group, with only one of four cohorts repre-
sented in the "Project 61" data. If we consider the All-American Sample
rates for the four cohorts born in 1930-33 as indicative of parameter
fluctuations for these single-year-of-age cohorts, the parametric average
may turn out to be closer to the Selective Service average of 65.7 per cent

than to the All-American Sample average of 70.2 per cent.

We have less reason to distrust the All-American Sample rate for
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the cohorts born in 1934-37. For these cohorts the All-American Sample
yields an average rate of 58 per cent entered service, to be compared with
the corresponding Department of Defense rate, which we have interpolated

to be 58 per cent.

Comparison of "Overall Disqualifications Rates"

In the preceding appendix we made reference to One-Third of a Nation

as the published source and "Project 61" as an earlier unpublished source

of the 33 per cent disqualification estimate. We also noted that "Project
61," with its October 1962 date, cites the Selective Service One Per Cent
Sample Inventory as the source both for this 33 per cent estimate for the
period 1958-62 and for an estimate of 22 per cent unfit for the period 1950-
57. 1In addition, "Project 61" gives an operational definition of the "Over-
all Disqualification Rate'": It is the percentage found disqualified of the

total number examined.

Following the guidelines suggested by such information as this,
Table A-IV.2 has been prepared. Again, the table looks spotty--'"Project

61" gives no data for specific cohorts older than those born in 1935,

Table B-5, in Appendix III of "Project 61," presents a series of
actual population figures apparently in combination with various estimates.
As our table shows, it seems that our assumptions about Table B-5 are borne
out, in rates from 31.2 to 33.3 per cent for cohorts born in 1935, 1936, and
1937. For two of these cohorts (born in 1935-36) the exceedingly close
correspondence between "Project 61" rates and 1959 Selective Service Sample
rates may seem striking, because of the possibility that the latter are not
the direct sources of the former. (The Karpinos report of 1962 very likely

played a part here.)

Now, note that in Table A-IV.2 we have again used the double-ruled
line, horizontally. This is to indicate the cohort level below which rates
must be thought of as "premature" or "incomplete," relative to the age of
the cohort at data collection time. Note that it is necessary here, for
"Project 61" rates, to draw the line three cohorts higher than we did in

Table A-IV.1. 1In that table the "Project 61" rates of serving were not
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dependent upon the 1959 updating of the Selective Service Sample Inventory,
Rather, they had their sources in Bureau of the Census figures and mili-
tary personnel rosters (the "actual figures" mentioned earlier) as of 1962,

the date of "Project 61."

On the other hand, the disqualification rates presented here may
very well depend upon the 1959 updated Sample Inventory. We cannot consider
as final the 1959 rates for men born as recently as 1934 and later--such
rates as these are approximately final only after the cohort has reached
age 26. That this is important is suggested by the fact that in instances
of comparison of "overall disqualification rates,'" when one of the rates
represents cohorts of "completed" liability to service and the other rate
involves cohorts of uncompleted liability, the completed rate is likely to
be around 25 per cent or lower, and the incomplete rate is generally above
30 per cent. We will further explore this phenomenon later on. Now we
simply point with interest to the similar pattern of "overall disqualifica-
tion rates" between the 1964 and the 1959 data: the "completed" rates--i.e.,
rates for cohorts aged 26 or more at the time of data collection--tend to

be under 30 per cent, but the "incomplete" rates tend to be over 30 per cent.

Finally, there is one more problem to be described in Table A-IV.2,
Earlier, the point was made that Selective Service data seem likely to under-
estimate the rate of military service experience. One meaning of this is
that the number found qualified and hence the number examined will be under-

estimated by Selective Service data.

As we have indicated previously, our calculations of "overall dis-
qualification rates" from the 1959 Sample Inventory data are based on the
number given as examined. If that number is underestimated, then the number
found unfit will be disproportionately large and the resulting "overall

disqualification rate" will be somewhat of an overestimate.

Our table shows the unfitness rates based onithe 1959 Sample Inven-
tory, for cohorts born in 1927-33--hence "completed" rates in 1959--to range
from 21 to 28 per cent. If it became necessary to judge these as over-
estimates of unfitness, and to find a basis for a substantial downward ad-

justment, such an adjustment would come increasingly close to the 18 per



., “PBUTWEXd Iaqumu,

sTY3 jo ,pe3dofay, ‘d-Al £q peanitisuod 9dejusdiad ay3 se paje(ndIed> udyl ST 33el, dYL -dno18

o8e uaAIS e JO ,pAUTWEXd 13quny, SYy] PIIIPTSUOD USAQ SBY WNS STYL '¥-A Pue ‘J-AI ‘v-AT ‘a-1I ‘D-I

posseld usw T[Tt Yyits Suole ‘3IST] °y3 Jo sjurod ,pe3jdsdoe pue pautwexs, inoj ayj jo Lue e Sutaead
-de isqunu 2Yy3 poumms aaey 9m ‘Oh-/76] YIITqQ JO siesk ‘sn 03 uidouod Jo dnoald 98e yoes 104

(*suoTle[ndIed INO UT paioulT ussq dAeY dIdYJ POATOAUT USW MIF 3Y3

pue |, ‘19yjejyuoN, °0-I a9pun sT aseiyd SIYl Jo Isn 13Yyjo ATuo 3YJl) "paISn ST ., p21dadoe pue pauruwex?d,,

asexyd syl yoTym 18 ,,°TqETIRAE ‘Q-V-1 ® V-I, I°pun SuiisI] POTTe3Idp 243 ul sjurod jJusisIJTp 1nojy aie

219yl ‘@1qe3l 3jey3z ul ‘g °9ed ‘¢ a1qel , ‘@8y pue uorledTIISse[d :(6G,) OF °ON @seaidy, sidijienbpesy
90IAIDS ©AT309T9S woaF dwod Bjep Arojudaul oTdweg Juld) 134 DUQ IDTAIIS ISATIOITIS 6561 SUL

(.19 2399f0ag,, 30 €7 °d
sMoT103) 5938 UOTIedTJIT[enbSIQ 90TA1dS AIBITTIN, ‘0T 2Tqel WOiJ AT3°31Tp udie] aie L9yl 2Inpad
—oxd sTy3 03 suorideoxe °Yyj °i1e $3BI POX0q OM] YL (OY-8E6T UIIIq Fo siedd y3iim udw 103 saandry But
-UTQWOD PUOP USY3l SeM duwWes 9yl /€61 ‘9€6T ‘GE6T YIATq Jo siaea£ yiim ‘sdnoad a8e aeaf-a73urs 991yl
Jo yoes 103 ‘uns STyl Jo ,3IFun, 93ejusdiad syl ue3llof pue ,90TAIDS paIdJUd,, dAeYy 03 pdjaodax rdqunu
241 Y314 ,,3TFUn, o O3 poIeWIISd iaqunu 9Yy3l Sutumns Lq SI3ed ISdY3 [[e paje[nd[ed aey sm ‘om] Isoy]
103 3deoxy °sexoq 9yjl ul 919y pajudssxd seiel Jusd iad ¢¢ pue Zz dYyz Jo uotridaoxa 9yl yawm “3aodeaa
1eYy2 3o ‘G-g @1qel ‘III x1pueddy woxy padofaasp aie sdjex 9 3Io3foig, 310d3¥ QO 7961 2Ul

‘96T ©8ed uo 21qe3
23 woaF AT3I09ITp ud¥e) diae 213y usaId sejex aTdweg uedTIBWY-TIY QOd/D¥ON %961 @Yl :sS3d1nog

o
5
' (81-11T) g'celT | (%z72e) | (€z-91) 87-1%761
(T2-61) (%65°3) ZT " %2) | 000°000 € (GANAY) O HeL T | (29 ¢e) | (9z-%2) 0%7-8€61
e——————r————an
(Sz-22) (56Z2°€E) (%5°62) §°E19° 1| %L°1C (0€-120) LE-HE6T
Z¢ (€7E°9) (6°2¢) |000°096 (€°¢tL) X4 LE6T
4 (918°8) (z°0€) | 000°0%6 (6°1€) 8T 9£6T
42 (£68°8) (7'1€) | 000°0€6 (T 1) 62 SE61
Gz €726 (%% 1€) 79-8G61 SUTANp Z¢t 0¢ %€61
(62-92) 79LTTY %8°S¢ 8°90L°T | %0°81 (%£-1¢€) £€-0€6T
9¢ €91 01 0°8¢ 1€ £E61
Lz 700°11 697 z€ ze61
8¢ 929°0T L°€T €g 1€61
62 1.6°01 AR 76¢-0G61 Butanp J7c vis 0€6T
(Z€-0%) 761 1¢ 76 1¢ (L€-6€) 62-1761
pauTwexy pouTWexy pa3ienteAy %961 yaxig
QMMM .H@@ESZ 238y HN@ESZ, 238y Hwn_E.DZ 238y ut wm< MO Hmww
AxojusAug W19 3oaloag,, o7dueg uUROTIWY-TTV jaoyon Jo
33040) ooﬂhwwwaNWHWMWWmmmmeﬁ 3x0day @OQ 2961 aoa/o¥oN %7961 £373U9p]
L .

WSHIVE NOIIVOIAITVADSIA TIVHIAO,, 40 NOSTUVIWOO
C'AI-V HT4VL



-180-

cent overall disqualification rate of the 1964 NORC/DOD survey, for the
1930-33 cohorts.

Perhaps the major point to be made here is this: the 22 per cent
overall disqualification rate estimated for the time before 1958, in "Pro-
ject 61" Table 10 (and based on the 1959 Selective Service Sample) is not
seriously discrepant from the 1964 NORC/DOD estimate of 18 per cent for
roughly the same age groups. However, contrasted with the lesser gap be-
tween 18 and 22 per cent for the 1930-33 cohorts, we cannot ignore the
larger discrepancy between the 21 and 31 per cent rates for the 1934-37 cohorts.
The higher rate is an "incomplete rate" for the same age group having the

low "complete rate."

Comparison of Draft Classification Distributions
To Evaluate Reliability of Unfitness Data

Another strategy for comparison has been suggested to us by the
possibility that the 1959 Sample Inventory may underestimate the rate of
military experience. Table 3 of Selective Service Headquarters Release
No. 4C ('59) has been the source of Sample Inventory figures we have pre-

sented so far and will serve our purposes here as well.

The problem of adapting the data of Release No. 4C ('59) is indeed
complex. We shall continue to restrict the "testing'" of the 1964 data to
comparisons with data of the same year-of-birth cohorts, as of the 1959
Release. This comparison will be further restricted to men who in 1959
were sufficiently old that most of the Selective Service classifying and
evaluating would be over with by 1959. Fortunately, the cohorts aged 26-29
in 1959 are the same cohorts who were aged 31-34 in 1964. Thus it be-
comes possible appropriately to compare the oldest available 1964 NORC/DOD
survey age-group with the Selective Service 1959 age-group, which was the

youngest group past age 25 in 1959.

Much effort has been lost in attempting to determine how informa-
tion published in Release No. 4C would be translated into rates of ''never
evaluated," "unqualified," "qualified," etc. The major difficulty here is

the V-A, "over age," draft class. We earlier mentioned the kind of assumption
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we felt forced to make about this. Glossing over the complexities, we note
to begin with that once a man has survived his period of liability--i.e.,

is no longer liable to compulsory service--he can be classed as "over age."

This is done with veterans classed IV-A after they have gotten their
final discharge papers, having served years as "standby" or "ready" Reserv-
ists after separation from active service. On the other hand, this reclassi-
fication is received also by a nonveteran who by chance has passed the age
of 1liability without deferment, as well as by the nonveteran who by deferment
has passed even the age of extended liability which accompanies his defer-
ment. Finally, even the I-Y and the IV-F is to be reclassified as V-A,

"over age,' though technically this is not to happen until the thirty-fifth
birthday.

Thus, when we discover in the 26-29 age group of the Selective Service
Sample that over 18,000 (or about 38 per cent of the 48,284) are classed
1-A, "over age," it is not possible to determine which are veterans, which
escaped their service obligationm, and which were rejectees. However, if
rejectees under 35 are seldom reclassified as "over age'' (and the regulations
say they are not to be so reclassified), a new strategy presents itself.
We find the possibility, with a minimum of contrivance, of comparing draft
classification data between two samples representing the same age group.
We are speaking of men born in the years 1930-33. In the Selective Service
Sample the classification will be as of age 26-29, whereas our data will
be as of age 31-34, but if we properly contrive to deal with the "over age"

draft class the comparison may be considered an acceptable reliability check.

Note that with our survey there are no draft class data for veterans
or for the men still in service. However, we know that their draft classes
must be among the following: I-C, I-D, IV-A, V-A ("in Regular service,"
in Reserve service," "veteran with unfulfilled obligation," and "over age--
no more liability"). What problems are there in considering these four draft
classes as equivalent to the statuses of the veterans and servicemen of
our sample? We are fairly certain that men classed V-A at ages 26 through
29 could not include many rejectees. They may include a few who have com-

pleted their exposure to liability without ever serving, but these will likely
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be a small group. (As reported earlier, "Project 61" indicates that no

more than 0.5 per cent are in this category.)

Taking Table 3 of the Selective Service Sample Inventory Release
No. 4C ('59) as our source, we are concerned first of all with these broad

draft class distinctions:

1. All the detail from I-A at the top, down to I-5, "college'" (in-
clusive), plus the I-W (both "at work'" and "released"), plus the detail
I1-A down to III-A (inclusive) and IV-B down to IV-D (inclusive)--all of
these particular detail entries will be lumped together into what we shall

call "total classified nonveterans, excluding unfit and over age."

2. "Nonveterans rejected for service'" will consist simply of those
classified as IV-F in Table 3 of the Release. (Later, in developing All-
American Sample data to compare with those of this Release, we will lump
together with IV-F cases in this same category those reporting I-Y classi-

fications or giving other indications of rejection.)

3. The third broad class will consist of those listed in the Release
as I-C (inducted, enlisted, or commissioned), as I-D (ROTC, National Guard,
or other Reserve service), and as IV-A (veteran or sole surviving son).

We shall think of this category as consisting of men with "obligation ful-

filled or in process."

4. Finally, we will establish a separate category for men of the
Selective Service Sample in the V-A, "over age" draft class, and we shall
think of these--based on our assessment of Table 3 and information from Se-
lective Service Headquarters--as consisting virtually entirely of veterans

with fulfilled obligations.

Now we can present Table A-IV.3 and proceed to explain the deviations
from the four simple categories suggested above. Note that the first rows
of the table correspond perfectly with the first two groupings defined above,
the third row being si—ply the subtotal "all classified nonveterans except

V-A, 'over age.'"

One of the key comparisons to be developed in this table is '"'propor-

tion fulfilling obligation," which involves the dichotomy ''nonveteran" versus
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TABLE A-1IV.3

EXTENT OF REJECTION FOR AND FULFILLMENT OF MILITARY SERVICE
OBLIGATION AMONG MEN BORN 1930-'31-'32-'33, AS '
REFLECTED IN THE 1959 SELECTIVE SERVICE SAMPLE INVENTORY
AND THE 1964 MILITARY MANPOWER SURVEY?

Military Service Obligation ] 1955 Selective ] 1564 Military
and Classification Groupings Service Sample Manpower Survey
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
Total classified nonveterans
(excluding unfit and over age). . . . . 5,533 (11.4) 140.4 (7.7)
Nonveterans rejected for service. . . . . 11,050 (22.9) 305.5 (16.7)
Subtotal: All classified nonveterans
except V-A "over age" . . . . . . . . . 16,583 (34.3) 445.9 (23.3)
V-A, "over age'' known nonveterans . . . . 0 ~= 48.9 (2.7
All known and classified nonveterans. . . 16,583 34.3 494,.8 27.0
Obligation fulfilled or in process:
draft class is I-C, I-D, IV-A . . . . . 13,277 (27.5) 9.5 (.5
Known by survey to be veterans or :
in service. . . . e e e e 0 - 1,329.9 (72.5)
Selective Service Sample V—A ”over age”
(virtually all veterans). . . e 18,424 (38.2) 0.0 --
Subtotal: obligation fulfilled or
In ProCesSS. o« « o« o o o o s 0 0 .. e 31,701 65.7 1,339.4 73.0
Total: All "classified" men. . . . . . . 48,284 100.0 1,834.2 100.0
Insufficient survey data. . . . e e e -- -- 35.2 --
Survey data indicated unc1a351f1ed
registrant. . « « « + o ¢ o 4 . 0 . e -- -- 11.2 --
Survey data indicate nonregistrant, . . . - -= 13.0 --
Total number of cases, , . . . . . . 48,284 -- 1,893.6 --

a . . . .
Note: Occasional discrepancies are due to rounding error.

"serving or have served." We have arrived at the limits of the "nonveteran"
category, for the Selective Service Sample, with the first three rows of

the table. However, there are several other groupings of nonveterans to

be considered in the All-American Sample. While with the Selective Service
Sample we believe all V-A men to be veterans, with the All-American Sample

we are quite certain that cases reporting a V-A class are nonveterans. Thus
the weighted count of 48.9 nonveterans reporting a V-A classification com-
pletes the All-American Sample “elassified nonveteran' part of the dichotomy.
The other three small groupings of nonveterans in the All-American Sample
have no equivalence in the Selective Service Sample: While Selective Service

presents data only for men whose draft class in known (i.e., "classified”
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men), the All-American Sample in this 31 to 34-year age group includes 11.2
cases reported registered but not classified, 35.2 cases of nonveterans with
insufficient information on the MSQI, and 13.0 cases of nonveterans claiming
to be nonregistrants. Being types for which the Selective Service Sample
does not account, we will account for these nonveterans at the bottom of

the table and note especially when adjustment in rates takes this number of

nonveterans into account.

The table as now explained accounts for all nonveterans, the figures
comparable between the two samples being 16,583 and 494.8 men, or 34.3 per
cent as compared with 27.0 per cent, respectively. This 7.3 percentage

points of discrepancy seems substantial, and we shall discuss this later.

The other side of the coin comnsists of accounting for men, in both
samples, who have fulfilled or are in process of fulfilling their service
obligation. For the Selective Service Sample the remainder of the table
fulfills this task with two simple groupings: 13,277 are in draft classes
I-C, I-D, and IV-A pertaining to fulfillment of obligation; 18,424 are in
class V-A, "over age," and we can say with certainty that they are virtually
all veterans. This results in a total of 31,701 men, or 65.7 per cent of

the 48,284, who are serving or have served to fulfill their obligation.

With the All-American Sample, 10l men in this 31 to 34-year age group
are on active service, and 1,228.9 weighted cases are veterans. This totals
the 1,329.9 entry in the table. In addition, there are 9.5 cases among the
"nonveterans' of this age group who claim some form of obiigation fulfill-
ment. Since there is a variety of ways in which this is possible, and would
be counted as such in the Selective Service Sample, for the All-American
Sample we simply add these 9.5 to the 1,329.9 for a total of 1,339.4 with
obligation fulfilled or in process. These are 73.0 per cent of the 1,834.2
weighted All-American Sample cases to be compared with the 65.7 per cent

of the Selective Service total of 48,284,

The important thing about having reached this point in exploring
our reliability problems is that it suggests the possibility of the entirely
new kind of question raised a bit earlier: Could the root of the discrep-

ancy have to do with the different rates yielded by Selective Service data
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as compared with Veterans Administration records? As shown before, (Ap-
pendix I), the proportional part taken by veterans in the All-American Sample
is determined by figures from the Veterans Administration and not by sampling.
If the Veterans Administration figures have yielded sufficient overestimation,
or Selective Service figures sufficient underestimation, of rates of serving
out the military obligation this would shed light on the discrepancy of

7.3 percentage points.

We have already noted that the Veterans Administration figures in-
cluded all veterans regardless of being institutionalized and/or being
beyond the geographic bounds of the CPS sample. If we ignore the geographic
bounds problem and assume that veterans hawe the same rate of institution-
alization as nonveterans, the adjustment would work like this: At a rate
of institutionalization of about 85,770/5,846,000 = .01467,1 we find about
18.0 of the 1,228.9 weighted veterans to be the undesired result of in-
cluding inmates in the independent estimates of veterans. Taking these
18 away from the 1,339.4 serving or having served, and adding 18 to the
494 .8 "classified" and 59.4 "unclassified" nonveterans aged 31-34, we get
1,321.7 with military experience and 571.9 nonveterans, and there is still
a total of 1,893.6 weighted cases for the 31- to 34-year age group. The
1,321.7 are 69.8 per cent of this total, as compared with the 70.7 per cent
which 1,339.4 cases are of the same total. So this adjustment, for insti-
utionalized veterans who should not have been included in the independent
estimates provided by the Veterans Administration, only makes roughly one

percentage point difference.

We do not know what other possibilities there are of the Veterans
Administration estimates involving overestimation. It is known that the
Selective Service data involve underestimations of both nonveterans and of
men serving or having served. Underestimating nonveterans occurs when non-
registrants and unclassified registrants do not get counted. Underestimation

of men with military experience results from the fact that men entering service

1
This ratio is taken from the Bureau of the Census source cited on
p- 114 of Appendix I.
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under age 18 cannot have registered yet and may actually never register,
quite certainly never if they elect a lifetime military career. If these two
tendencies toward underestimation fairly balance each other, then we might
compare the 65.7 per cent of the Selective Service Sample with the 69.8 per
cent adjusted rate of the All-American Sample (as we developed it above).

If they do not balance each other it is necessary to compute the rate that
1,321.7 cases are of the 1,893.6 total less the (newly reweighted) number

of 61.3 cases unclassified or nonregistrants. The rate of 1,321.7 to 1,832.3
is 72.1 per cent, still 6.4 per cent away from the 65.7 rate of the Selective

Service Sample.

Now it may appear that all this has taken us far afield of our con-
cern with the rates at which men are disqualified for service. However, if
the problem lies with the matter of overestimating men found qualified (e.g.,
veterans) then the way to compare rates of unfitness between the two samples
is to exclude "qualified men" from the percentage computation. Table A-IV.4
presents the data of the Selective Service and All-American Samples in this

fashion.

Again we find a striking similartiy of percentage distributions.

Perhaps of greatest interest to us is that, when taken this way, the rate

of unfitness in the All-American Sample data is 68.5 per cent, or nearly
two percentage points above the 66.6 per cent of the Selective Service Sample.
This suggests that if most of the discrepancy between the two samples can
be ascribed to the matter of over- or underestimating men with military
experience, the All-American Sample data on unfitness may be exceedingly
reliable.

TABLE A-1V.4

DRAFT CLASSIFICATION DISTRIBUTION, EXCLUDING VETERANS, SERVICEMEN, AND
UNCLASSIFIED, FOR MEN BORN 1930-33 (AGES 26-29 IN 1959, 31-34 IN 1964)

1959 Selective 1964 Military
Draft Classification Group Service Sample Manpower Survey
Number | Per Cent | Number | Per Cent
Availables: TI-A, I-A-0. . . . 680 4.1 27.4 6.1
Student deferment: I-S, II-S. 112 .7 2.8 .6
Dependency deferment: III-A . 4,290 25.9 103.3 23.2
Miscellaneous deferments: I-0,
I-w, II-A, 1II-C, IV-B, IV~-C, IV-D 451 2.7 6.9 1.5
Unqualified for service: I-Y,
IV-F, and unspecified unfit, 11,050 66.6 305.5 68.5
Total (Third row of
Table A-IV.3) . . . . . . 16,583 100.0 445.9 99.9
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Comparison of Rates of Noninvolvement

As we developed our ideas about "statistical contexts' in an earlier
section, we presented an exhaustive set of categories to summarize ex-
perience--or lack of it--concerning evaluation for and entry into military
service:

Qualified/entered Disqualified

Qualified/never entered Bever evaluated
We have so far compared rates of men having entered, and rates of men being
disqualified, for sources available to us. In terms of the "statistical
context! strategy for evaluating the reliability of rates, we have yet to
make comparisons which involve rates of 'qualified/never entered" and "never
evaluated" types of experience. These comparisons are to be developed in
two different ways: First, we shall want to compare the same kind of rates,
across the several sources of information available to us, seeking agree-
ment among these sources. Second, we need to see what implications there
may be for each surce as a whole, in the way these rates fit into the sta-
tistical contexts--i.e., into sets of rates--provided by e ach of the avail-

able sources.

From virtually all quarters of military manpower concern there is
considerable sensitivity about these two kinds of rates, presumably because
this has to do with "letting some get away' (without serving). We believe
that it is generally assumed, or hoped, that the type '"qualified but never
entered" never occurs (or occurs so seldom as to be negligible). When it
does occur it is of course a simple matter to explain such instances as con-
sisting of men who should never have been examined, since obviously they
must have properly claimed deferments, thereby making evaluation uncalled
for. By this line of reasoning it is convenient to include those "quali-
fied/never entered" among those '"mever evaluated," but one is then toying
with the assumption that those ''qualified/never entered" had legitimate
grounds for deferment and hence were unnecessarily evaluated for service.
Even more serious, for the task before us, we are fairly certain that such
cases should not be left out of calculations of rejection rates, as such

rates are defined in "Project 61."
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Aside from our concern with getting an accurate reading on the rate
of rejection--in which case it becomes necessary to have "examined and quali-
fied" represented as well as those "rejected'--aside from that concern we
do well to simply combine the two categories, "qualified/never entered" and
"never evaluated," for calculating a rate of "noninvolvement." Thus in what
follows we will first give attention to some data in which we retain the dis-
tinction between those '"qualified/never entered" and those '"mever evaluated."
Then we will go on to information where it was not possible to make that
distinction conmsistently--hence in this latter case we will speak of rates

of "noninvolvement.'

Comparison of "Straw in the Wind" Selective Service Data with NORC/DOD Data

In the original groping for suitable checking of reliability, the
Selective Service System seemed the obvious source of information. One
of the important requisites for an adequate check would be the restric-
tion of comparisons to data which could be considered representative of
the entire United States male population. Next, the data should permit
classifying by age groups to justify appropriate comparison. Finally, the
data must be recent enough, or represent an age group old enough, that very
little reclassification could have taken place between the time the Se-
lective Service data were gathered and November 1964, the time of the present

survey.

At first it seemed that little could be done. None of the annual
reports of the Selective Service System give a sound basis for such checking.
We were reminded by the National Headquarters that the Selective Service .
System 18 an extremely decentralized organization. We were told that they
themselves have only two avenues generally available by which to get answers
to questions such as ours, from the millions of registrant files of the

several thousand local draft boards.

The most obvious avenue is the use of monthly reports sent in from
local draft boards via state headquarters. But those reports seemingly do
not permit unambiguous distinction of how many have and how many have not
been evaluated. (The term "evaluated" as used here refers to any of the

procedures by which a man is determined qualified or not qualified for service.
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This is not to be confused with the term "classified,' which may take place
with or without "evaluation." A man may be classified I-A, or II-5, or
III-A, or a variety of other ways without being evaluated. He cannot be

classified T-Y or IV~-F without being evaluated, in our use of the term here.)

Furthermore, the monthly reports are not analyzed by age of registrant.

The second possibility seemed to be the use of the One Per Cent
Sample Inventory of 1953, which was updated by Selective Service in 1959
and is updated again, as of late 1964 or 1965. Again, we found it would
bot be possible to unambiguously distinguish the unevaluated from the
evaluated. However, several releases resulting from the 1959 Sample In-
ventory updating, as well as an unusual set of August 1964 percentage dis-

tributions were sent for what use could be made of them at NORC.

The set of August 1964 distributions were of greatest initial interest
since they do permit unambiguous distinction of the never evaluated. This
is one of the ways in which they were unusual. The second unusual feature
is that each of the age-group distributions came from different draft boards,
generally two local boards per single year age group. (The various state
headquarters had been requested to pick out for this ''straw in the wind"
sampling procedure only draft boards which could be considered "typical."
We were advised, in the transmission of these statistics to NORC, that
they should be taken only as indicators of what distributions are possible,

not necessarily probable.)

Table A-IV.5 presents the unusual Selective Service data and the
comparable data from our survey. It must be understood that we do not know
the number of cases which serve as basis for any of the Selective Service
percentage distributions. We know that for the age group 27-30 years in
1964 eight "randomly" selected local boards provided the statistics. For
the age group 31-34 years nine local boards provided the statistics. Two
draft boards are the source for each of the eight single years of age in-
volved, except that three boards provided the figures on men aged 32. To
arrive at the percentage distributions for the Selective Service columns in
our table, we make the assumption that each of the single-year age group dis-
tributions of the source document should be weighted equally with each of

the others. Thus for each of our two columns representing four-year age
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groups we have gotten each percentage as an average of four percentages given
in the original document. We have then repercentaged the figures to exclude
"deceased" from our percentaging (we did include "cancelled" as "no infor-

mation').

TABLE A-1IV.5

COMPARATIVE DATA INDICATIVE OF THE EXTENT TO WHICH
MEN ARE NEVER EVALUATED

(Percentage Distributions of Age Groups)

Age in 1964
Mll;i:ﬁi‘:iif;:iﬁ:m ST S I?IgRC/DOD SeT Sery. frch/Don
Aug. 1964 |Nov.1964 jAug. 1964 |Nov. 1964
Sample Sample| Sample Sample
Qualified and served. . . . . . (66.0) (58.1) (67.5) (70.2)
Oualified, did not serve. . . . (3.7) (6.1) (3.3) (3.8
Total qualified . . . . . . . . 69.7 64.2 70.8 74.0
Total unqualified . . . . . . . 14.7 21.1 17.0 18.0
Total evaluated . . . . . . . . (84.3) (81.4) (87.8) (90.2)
Never evaluated . . . . . . . . 14.6 16.8 10.1 8.6
No information.” . . . . . . . . 1.1 1.8 2.1 1.2
Total per cent . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total number of cases .| ( )%  [1,983.0 ¢ )* |1,893.5

%otal numbers of cases for the August 31, 1964, Selective Service
System sample are unknown. We do know as indicated in the text above, that
data for each of the single year age cohorts in the eight year span have their
origin with two "randomly chosen" local draft boards (with the exception of
the age 32 cohort data which originated with three local boards). Source of
the Selective Service System data is a one-page statistical document entitled
"Percentages of Selective Service Registrants by Examination, Qualification,

Service, Etc., Status and by Year or Age, August 31, 1964, "

The reassuring discovery, with this table, is the striking degree
of similarity of corresponding rates the length of the table, for both the
27-30 and the 31-34 year age groups. The irony of the situation is that
we were well advised in the first place, on grounds of random sampling prin-

ciples, not to consider this particular body of Selective Service data
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properly representative of the universe. In fact, if there had proven to
be enormous discrepancies in the comparisons just made we would have insisted
it was inconclusive. We must now also insist that these comparisons are
inconclusive, though it is reassuring toc see the agreements. Qur data do not
seem to be seriously overestimating or underestimating any rates, judging

by these comparisons.

The Use of Rates of Noninvolvement

Beyond the above material, we are forced to fall back upon "rates
of noninvolvement!" four our ''statistical context' strategy. The simplest
operational definition of ''moninvolvement rate" is the residual percentage
unaccounted for when the sum of the percentage entering service and the per-
centage of the age group found to be unfit does not total 100 per cent.
This is not to say that all the ‘noninvolvement rates presented Table
A-TV.6 involve such a basically negative strategy, but many of them do.
Certainly the reverse is never the case--i.e., at no point in this presen-
tation do we arrive at either a "per cent unfit" or a 'per cent serving'"

on the basis of some data concerning the "noninvolved."

The most extreme instance of the strategy of a calculated residual
in Table A-IV.6 is with the "Project 61" Table B-4 data for the 1932 cohort.
As we have discussed before, we believe the 70 per cent rate of serving to
be a very close estimate of the parameter for that cohort. 1f we are willing
to accept the 22 per cent overall disqualification rate reported in "Project
61" as the average for the period 1950-57, we can then use it (the 22 per
cent) as an unbiased estimate for the 1932 cohort. We can now find "per
cent unfit," using the information given, and by subtraction find the "rate
of noninvolvement."2 Such are the dynamics of the statistical context strategy

and the usefulness of the 'rate of noninvolvement.,'

2Simple algebra, and one assumption, will fairly accomplish this task.
Given: 1. Number of men in 1932 cohort = 1,100,000;
2. 70 per cent, or 770,000 of these men served;
3. Of an unknown number of men who were examined, 22 per cent were
disqualified, while 78 per cent were qualified (.22 + .78) = 1.00.
Assume that the 78 per cent qualified are constituted by the 770,000 who served.
Let S = number who served; D = number disqualified; then

D
s+ - %%
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Some general comment on Table A-IV.6 is necessary. First, notice
that we have inserted parenthetically in the '"Selective Service Sources"
columns the rates derived from the August 1964 statistical document provided
by the National Headquarters of the Selective Service System. We have earlier
explained the basis for the restricted usefulness of these 1964 Selective
Service data, and this is the reason for entering them here parenthetically.
A1l the other data on the right-hand side of the table are from the 1959

Selective Service One Per Cent Sample Inventory.

Second, in this final summary and comparison of available sets of
rates we are excluding any materials from "Project 61" except for the 1932
cohort, and from the Selective Service One Per Cent Sample Inventory of 1959,

for cohorts born after 1933. The discretion involved here, concerning the

inclusion of the "Project 61" data for the 1932 cohort, was spelled out in
the preceding footnote. The discretion involved in excluding all the rest
of the "Project 61" material reviewed in earlier sections is based on one
central point:
While we believe that we are given a quasi-parameter of 58 per cent
served, for the 1936 cohort, this leaves a '"degree of freedom" to be
filled by another estimate--either of the rate of unfitness, or the
rate of noninvolvement--which is accompanied by some independent
grounds for our confidence. We have not found such a second estimate

with independent grounds for confidence. (The August 1964 statistical

D = .22D +.228,

.78D = .22S,
.78D = 169,400, (since S = 770,000)
D = 217,179.4. (number of men disqualified)

This 217,179.4 is 19.7 per cent of the total 1,100,000 cohort. Sum
this rate (rounded to 20 per cent) with the 70 per cent who served, and we
deduce that with 90 per cent evaluated, 10 per cent must be our "noninvolve-
ment rate."

There may be skeptics concerning our assumption. However, if we
agree that of a given cohort those found qualified but never serving might rise
as high as 8 per cent (and it could not be over 8 per cent if 70 per cent served
and 22 per cent of those evaluated were disqualified) we are not allowing for
the substantial number who are never evaluated due to deferment. Even allowing
an assumption of 4 or 5 per cent qualified but not serving, the nature of the
"noninvolvement rate' is such that it would remain at about 9 per cent and the
unfitness rate would still be as low as 20 or 21 per cent.
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document was provided us by Selective Service Headquarters with the
insistence that this in no way be thought of as national sample data,
and we have shown the "Project 61"/1959 Selective Service sample
rate for the 1936 cohort to be a "premature'" cohort rate of unfit-

ness.)

One of the most general ways of taking all the appropriate comparisons
into account here is to adapt some concepts from plane geometry for comparing
triangles: congruence and similarity. Let the three sets of rates pertaining

to the age group with years of birth 1930-33 serve for an example.

The 1964 DOD/NORC survey yields the set of rates 16.2--70,2--13.5;
the 1959 Selective Service Sample rates are 22.9--65.7--11.4; the Aﬁgust
1964 Selective Service source provides the set of rates 17.0--67.5--15.5

(the rates in parentheses for the 1930-33 cohort group).

Since none of the corresponding rates are equal we shall say that
there is no perfect congruence among the three sets. However, since within
each set the three rates have the same rank order as in each of the other sets
we can say that there is perfect similarity among the three sets. That is,
the "per cent serving' is consistently greater than the "per cent rejected"
which in turn is consistently greater than "per cent ncninvolved,'" for the
three sets of rates pertaining to the 1930-33 age group. The matter of con-
gruence will never be perfect, in all likelihood, so we will speak of it in
relative terms. In our example there is more congruence between the 1964
Selective Service and 1964 DOD/NORC sets of rates than between either of
the other two pairings possible among the three sets. Note that the presence
of relatively high congruence will generally include similarity between

two sets of rates.

As an opener, we note a substantial disjuncture between the 1959
and 1964 sets of rates for the cohorts 1927-29--by our terms these sets are
not even. "similar," far short of "congruent.'" We have better reasons for
confidence in the 1959 than the 1964 data, as we indicated in an earlier

section.

Now, for the age groups born in 1930-33 we see "similarity" in every

possible comparison--across the 1959 single-year cohort comparisons as well
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as among the possible comparisons for the 1930-33 cohorts taken as a whole.
Recall that for the 1932 cohort we consider the 70 per cent serving to be

a quasi-parameter, and that the three 1959 Selective Service rates for the
1932 cohort are very nearly congruent when adjusted to this 70 per cent.
That is, by such adjustment the 24--66--10 set becomes 21--70--9 to be com-
pared with the 20--70--10-- set of "Project 61" rates for this cohort.

Thus we have added evidence of what we anticipated would be a problem
with the 1959 Selective Service sample: It tends to underrepresent those
serving, hence it tends to overestimate the proportion found unfit. But
the 20 per cent unfit we are presenting here from the “Project 61" report
for this cohort may come from the same 1959 Selective Service data, as an
average for Armed Forces Examining Stations experience during the years
1950-57. 1t is of course possible that it comes instead from BLS Bulletin
No. 1161, or from one of the Karpinos analyses. We are faced with the question
of whether the 20 per cent we show here representing “Project 61" somehow
misrepresents the 1950-57 experience reflected in the 1959 Selective Service
Sample. It is to check this that we brought into our array of rate sets
the 1959 Selective Service data for the older cohorts (years of birth 1927,
1928 and 1929). With 18.5 per cent unfitness of those three cohorts to be
averaged with the rates ranging from 21.1 per cent to 24.7 per cent, the

result would not be far from the 20 per cent, though a little above it.

Now, if underrepresentation of men serving is a constant bias in the
1959 Selective Service sample, then even the 22 per cent overall disqualifica-
tion rate which is represented in our present discussion by the 20 per cent
unfit would turn out to be an overestimate. Certainly not a very alarming
overestimate, it is nevertheless an overestimate of a parameter which would
be even closer than 20 per cent unfit to the 16 per cent unfit found in

the 1964 NORC/DOD data for men born in 1930-33.

As further evaluation of the 1959 Selective Service sample data for
this 1930-33 cohort group we have run through calculations "adjusting" it
to the 70 per cent served rate. From the now familiar 1959 Release No. 4C,
Table 3, we find a total of 48,284 registrants born in 1930-33 in the One
Per Cent Sample Inventory. Of these there is a total of 31,701 in the "entered

service" draft classes (I-C, I-D, IV-A, V-A; again, we are assuming the V-A,
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"over age," draft class at ages 26-29 consists largely of veterans). This
is the basis for our 65.7 per cent. There are 11,050 or 22,9 per cent IV-F,

"Unfit," while 5,533 or 11.4 per cent are "Noninvolved.'

Our "adjustment to 70 per cent served" begins with solving the answer
to the question "How many who have served must be added to the 48,284 for
these age groups, so that the number having served will be 70 per cent
(instead of 65.7 per cent) of the 48,284 plus the number added?™ The al-
gebra of the equation 31,701 + %/48,284 + x = .70 results in the finding
that about 6,993 men who have entered service must be added to the 48,284
total. This of course implies that the 1959 Selective Service sample for
these age groups '"should have had" nearly 7,000 additional "men serving'--
i.e., the sample for these ages should have been 55,277 instead of 48,284,
the latter being only 87.4 per cent of what it "should be'" when those entering
service are fully represented. It is somewhat hard to believe that the 1959
Selective Service sample could have a bias this serious, but this is pre-
cisely the area in which we must expect this particular sample to have an
underestimating bias.3 The results of this adjustment, in terms of a new

set of rates, locks like this.

1959 SELECTIVE SERVICE SAMPIE, MEN BORN 1930-33

Military Unad justed Adjusted
Service Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
Status

Entered
service. . . 31,701 65.7 38,694 70.0
IV-F, unfit. . 11,050 22.9 11,050 20.0
Other. . . . . 5,533 11.4 5,533 10.0
Total . . 48,284 100.0 55,277 100.0

3Having belabored the matter to this degree perhaps we should be a
bit more elaborate about the kind of sample bias we suggest. This is not
"random sampling error." 1In fact, in a very real sense it is not "sampling
error' but a matter of overlooking that the Selective Service 1959 sample design
leaves out nonregistrants many of which have been accepted for service and
entered, thereby remaining nonregistrants. This is error in design, if it
is error at all.
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We believe that this is a legitimate kind of adjustment to contem-
plate. Now suppose we had been called upon to evaluate a comparison between
this set of rates (20--70--10) and the corresponding set of rates from the
DOD/NORC 1964 data (for this age group 16.2--70.2--13.6). If we could have
assured ourselves that nothing but random sampling error entered into the
discrepancies, we would have found it possible to believe that such lack

of congruence could be due to sampling error.

The "if" is of course patently not acceptable--both on the part of
the 1959 Selective Service sample and on the part of the 1964 NORC/DOD All-
American Sample we know that conditions other than random sample error enter
into the determination of the respective sets of rates. We have in fact
made a massive adjustment to an independent estimate to arrive at the modi-
fied 1959 Selective Service set of rates. In the appendix describing the
constitution of the 1964 NORC/DOD All-American Sample we tried to explain
comprehensively the manner of adjustments involved in the nonrandom determin-

ants of that body of data.

With this appendix we have introduced a problem--the need to under-
stand the possibilities of appropriate comparisons between rate estimates
from various government sources and rate estimates from the 1964 Military
Manpower Survey. At no point should it be supposed, given the mass of in-
formation being organized and integrated in this chapter, that we f£ind con-
clusive explanation for the discrepancies among rates of unfitness simply
in the realm of sampling error. On the other hand, we do not propose that
we have uncovered a definitive explanation of the discrepancy in any other

form of error.

Among the readers of this report there are very likely some so cynical
about the reliability of the Selective Service data and the '"Project 61"
anayses and projections that they are prepared to pounce upon alternative
sources as immediate grounds for criticism of the "in-house'" research. Some
even insist publicly that as many as one-half of a generation of young men

may be unfit.

On the other hand, there will be those who have almost literally

lived and breathed the essences of the Selective Service and Department of



-198-

Defense data, as we have come to know those data here, to the extent that

for them attempts to conceptualize the structure and flow of service-age man-
power in other terms now would seem incredible. In either case the present
appendix may have generated some substantial level of dissonance or uncer-
tainty. The following appendix is intended to alleviate that dissonance

as far as possible and to suggest the general direction in which its re-

duction might be quite fully achieved.



APPENDIX V

PROVISIONAL SUMMARY CONCERNING RATES OF UNFITNESS

Summary

In the first four appendices a great deal of detailed material has
been presented in an effort to provide a total perspective on the problems
of data reliability relevant to unfitness rates. It is now time to take
stock of this material, set forth what propositions may be plausible, and

formulate as firmly as may be possible some concluding judgments.

The first appendix presents material on the characteristics of the
NORC/DOD All-American Sample. It shows in what way this sample can be con-
sidered a representative sample of the noninstitutionalized male population
of the United States, both military and civilian, aged 16 through 34. Ran-
dom and nonrandom features of the sample were presented, with special attention
devoted to Bureau of the Census weighting of the sample--that is, their ad-
justments to independent population estimates. Particular note was made
of the fact that Veterans Administration estimates of the number of veterans
in appropriate age groups were used as one basis for such adjustment. Thus
the relative number of veterans in the civilian portion of the All-American
Sample is set by Veterans Administration figures rather than by random sam-
pling. Finally, an operation was described by which an appropriately sized
active service personnel subsample was added to our especially adapted Current
Population Survey sample in order that the All-American Sample might properly
represent both the military and civilian sectors of the population, aged
16 through 34.

The second appendix elaborated how evaluation for military service
takes place in the experience of American men and the resulting problems
of collecting data about this experience. The emphasis was on developing

a strategy of collecting and utilizing data which would reliably reflect
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respondents' experiences of evaluation procedure. This strategy must distin-
guish experiences according to whether or not evaluated and, if so, the out-
come of the evaluation. Adequate reliability must be sought in the resulting
data regardless of the respondent's age now or age when evaluated, regardless
of draft classification changes, and regardless of the manner--formal or
informal--in which evaluation took place. A large part of that appendix

was then spent in the construction of the Military Service Qualification
Index (MSQI). The MSQI was constructed in such a manner tha t--given the
characteristics of the survey data collected--the number of nonveteran re-
spondents who could be identified as evaluated and found unfit for service

would be maximized.

The key part of the report One-Third of a Nation relevant to estimating

extent of unfitness in the male population was introduced at the beginning
of Appendix IITI. Then we presented distributions of the All-American Samp le
across the categories of the MSQIL by age groups. This raised the problem
of how appropriate comparisons could be made between the All-American Sample

data on unfitness and the central "fact'" of One-Third of a Nation.

We then traced the research underlying the "one-third" estimate
through the report "Project 61" (U.S. Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense [Manpower], 1962) to a number of government sources. A combi-
nation of Bureau of Labor Statistics and Department of Defense (Karpinos)
reports indicated overall rejection rates ranging from 22 per cent in 1950
to 32 per cent in 1960. We found "Project 61" to provide two cohort rates
of service entry--70 per cent for the 1932 cohort and 58 per cent for the
1936 cohort--which have served as important quasi-parametric anchorage points
in evaluation of all the other data before us. This gave us some certainty
that the 1959 Selective Service Inventory Sample underestimates the cohort
rate of entering service. This aroused major concern, for then the 1959
Selective Service One Per Cent Sample, if unad justed, would seriously over-
estimate unfitness rates. This proved of greater concern because of our an-
ticipated dependence on it in evaluating the reliability of the All-American

Sample data.

This concern prompted some experimentation with adjustments and com-

parisons of rates. We have learned a number of things:
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1. The 1959 Selective Service One Per Cent Sample Inventory prob-
ably consistently underestimates the rate of serving, thus
tending to overestimate the overall disqualification rate (prob-
ably as a result of substantial numbers of men never becoming
registrants because they entered service before registering with
their local draft boards.)

2. The discrepancy between All-American Sample and Selective Service
Sample rates of unfitness when based on an age group which was
26 years of age or older in 1959 is much less than discrepancies
appearing in comparison of rates when one of the rates is "pre-
mature" (i.e., involves groups of men below age 26) and the other
is "mature" (i.e., involves no men under 26 years of age).

3. Using the "Project 61" quasi-parameter (for the 1932 cohort) of
70 per cent entering service, and applying the 22 per cent over-
all disqualification rate to that cohort we found that this
particular cohort would consist of 70 per cent served, 19.7
per cent found unfit, and therefore 10.3 per cent noninvolved.

4. Another 1932 cohort adjustment experiment used the quasi-param-
eter of 70 per cent entering service, and the 1959 Selective
Service sample data. Those of the 1932 cohort in the 1959 sample
who had entered service were weighted up from 66.3 to 70 per
cent. The concomitant changes of unfitness and noninvolvement
rates yield 21.3 and 8.7 per cent, respectively.

5. These adjusted sets of rates--and similar sets which could be
generated by the same kind of adjustment--point to a set of
rates for the 1964 group aged 31-34 consisting of 70 per cent
served, 20 per cent unfit, and 10 per cent noninvolved, based
on "Project 61" and 1959 Selective Service data, to be com-
pared with the All-American Sample data for that age group with
rates of 70.2 per cent entered service, 16.2 per cent found un-
fit, and 13.5 per cent noninvolved.

At various points throughout our efforts with unfitness data we have
touched on the question of usefulness of such data when they involve men
younger than age 26. We have referred to rates based on such data as "im-
mature' and have tended to discount their value when comparisons of rates

were called for.

The overall rejection rate, based as it is upon the number evaluated,
is uniquely not like the other rates we have dealt with. Service entrance
rates for cohorts must inherently have a cumulative character as the cohort
matures--they cannot get lower as years of age pass. But the overall rejection

rate is subject to both upward and downward fluctuations with the aging of
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a cohort, depending on whether the ''quality" of men evaluated in the early
liability years of a given cohort is worse or better than the quality of
those evaluated in the later liability years, just preceding age 26. We
have found some evidence that there may not be a great deal of such fluc-
tuation, but other evidence such as the generally higher rejection rates
among draftees suggests that one might expect substantial upward trends with
aging of a cohort. We have been reluctant, therefore, to draw conclusions

1

about comparisons where "'immature'! overall rejection rates were involved.

For example, it was noted that the '"Project 61" rates for the two
periods 1950-57 and 1958-62 show about the same range in the comparison of
22 per cent and 33 per cent as does the comparison among age groups of the
All-American Sample. If we look at the All-American Sample rates for
different age groups, the age groups having "matured" beyond age 26 have
rates of 18 and 21 per cent; the age group almost '"matured" (ages 24-26)
has a rate of nearly 24 per cent, and the entirely "immature" age group
(ages 16-23) has a "premature" rate of 32.2 per cent. But because immature
rates are involved here we have been reluctant todraw firm conclusions about

the apparent agreement.

We understand that those involved in the analyses and interpretations
of "Project 61" see the difference between the 22 per cent pre-1958 rate
the the 33 per cent post-1957 rate almost entirely in relation to constantly
heightening standards of acceptance. In fact, to some this may seem so
obvious that it requires no discussion. 'Project 61" speaks of raised mental
standards especially as of early fiscal 1958 and August 1958, but this is
not discussed in relation to the shift from the 22 per cent to the 33 per
cent (cf. U.S. Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense [Manpower],
1962, pp. 5-6). We find no attempt to relate this directly to the 22-33

per cent rate shift.

It is striking to us that with All-American Sample data a '"premature'
rate is above 30 per cent as compared with a "mature" rate of around 20 per
cent and that the same is true of the 1959 Selective Service data, even when
the combinations of cchorts involved in these comparisons are different due

to the different time orientation. This has combined with other questions
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to motivate an exploration of the comparison between those not yet evaluated

and those who have been evaluated.

Comparisons of Those Never Evaluated with Those Evaluated,
among Men Aged 16 through 23

First we need some indication of what segments of the population
yield relatively high rates of unfitness and what segments relatively low
rates. For a very cursory and nonanalytic view of this we shall consider
only the rate of unfitness, among those evaluated, among men aged 16 through
23. Furthermore, we shall look at such rates only in relations to one vari-

able, for the time being: father's socio-economic status.

Father's Socio-economic Status

Men Aged 16-23 Negro White SES
€8 Low Medium High
Per cent
unfit. . . . 58.5 33.8 25.8 22.8

No. of men
evaluated. . 222.8 644 .6 505.0 340.6

This set of rates simply verifies what one might have expected about the
differing rates of unfitness for different levels of socio-economic background.
Lower socio-economic levels yield higher rates of unfitness. Accepting for

the time being the common-sense validity of this finding, the question to

be answered is whether those never evaluated include higher proportions of

men with higher socio-economic background than do those who have been evaluated.
(While the introduction of this table and the follwoing one leads one to

a variety of conjectures about race and socio-economic advantage and dis-
advantage in relation to military service, these matters were dealt with

in Chapters III and IV; we are only considering one issue here.)

We have now illustrated the point that unfitness rates vary inversely
with socio-economic background. Similar demonstrations could be made with
other variables, but for the sake of brevity here we will not press this
further. The key point to be considered is whether there will be higher
portions of men with higher socio-economic background among those never

evaluated than among those evaluated.
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The next table makes this clear. 1In fact, it shows that, as far
as socio-economic background is concerned, those never evaluated are even
more select than those found qualified, who in turn are a markedly more
select group than those found unfit. If we split the table down the
middle, on the left-hand side we find that 40 per cent of those never
evaluated are either whites of low socio-economic background or Negroes,
while the qualified include about 45 per cent, and the unfit include nearly
63 per cent with such low socio-economic background. Looking at the last
column of the table, of those never evaluated 30 per cent are of high socio-
economic background, but of the qualified only about 23 per cent, and of the

unfit only 14 per cent, are of high socio-economic background.

Evaluation White SES Total Total
Group Among | Negroes 3 Medi dieh Per Cent No. of
Men Aged 16-23 ow ecium 18 er Len Cases
Never
evaluated. 10.2 29.8 30.0 30.0 100.0 3,369.0

(344.9) (1,004.0) (1,010.2) (1,009.9)

Evaluated and
qualified. 8.0 36.9 32.4 22,7 100.0 1,157.1
(92.4) (426.9 (374.8 (263.0)

Evaluated and
found unfit | 23.5 39.2 23.4 14.0 100.1 555.9
(130.4) (217.7 (130.2 (77.6)

Another question remains. One might wonder whether this state of
affairs is overcome, after the Selective Service System "catches up" with
men at ages 24 and 25 who comnsist disproportionately of college and graduate
school students whose studies are completed. A look at the 24 fhrough 26
age group would not lend closure to this problem, but the two older groups,

ages 27 through 30, and 31 through 34, should deal with the question.

Among the 2/~ through 30-year-olds (those "too young for Korea'') we
find the distribution of background among those never evaluated to be quite
identical with that of those found qualified, and both much different than
the background distribution of those evaluated and found unfit. While a little
over 40 per cent, of the never evaluated and of the qualified, are middle

and higher socio-economic background whites, only about 25 per cent of the
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unfit are of similar background. On the other hand, Negroes (virtually
all of the lowest socio-economic advantage) constitute about 20 per cent
of the unfit but only about 8 per cent of the qualified and of the never
evaluated. Low background whites are 54 per cent of the unfit but about

47 per cent of the qualified and of those never evaluated.

Finally, the picture for the age cohorts of prime service age for
the Korean war suggests a trend which can be encapsulated in the statement
"war is the great equalizer." The picture for these men seems to reflect
mainly that men of farm background or with premature family responsibility
(no father at age 15) are the only ones with relatively pronounced rates
of never being evaluated. This age group for this reason cannot bear out

the point being made.

The proposition for which we have now rallied support is to the
effect that a study of unfitness rates which includes age groups whose lia-
bility to evaluation for military service has not been exhausted can be ex-
pected to overestimate the ultimate unfitness rates of those particular age
groups. In addition, if the study were to combine such age groups (with
their "incomplete" unfitness rates) with age groups having relatively 'com-
plete" unfitness rates, the effect would be to find a somewhat elevated
overall unfitness rate (overestimating the ultimate rate of the entire

group studied).

It may have occurred to the reader that a word of caution is in order
in drawing any conclusions about this proposition, on the basis of this one
analytic foray. This analysis is in the nature of what is usually called
"ecological correlation." It has in it the assumption that the rejection
rate of those evaluated, for given socio-economic groupings, can be considered
representative of men of these socio-economic group ings who have yet to be
evaluated, should that ever occur. The possible seriousness of this assump-
tion becomes apparent when we note that in its peculiar way it is contrary
to, or is at least jeopardized by, the proposition which is supported by
this analysis. That is, this exploration has suggested to us that those
not evaluated may have a different rate of rejection than those already
evaluated, while the assumption says that the unevaluated will have the

same rejection rate, if and when they are evaluated, as those already processed.
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Our excuse for going ahead with this tactic lies in our expectation that
perhaps within socio-economic groupings the rejection rate fluctuations across
years of maturation will be greatly reduced or even negligible. Further-
more if the self-selection processes, about which we shall concern our-

selves in the next section, operate to bring about downward trends in all
socio-economic groupings, this should serve to reduce distortions growing
from a somewhat shaky assumption. We insist that no firm conclusions are
warranted here, but the evidence points to the possibility that as a cohort

ages beyond average draft age and its rates "mature," its overall rejection

rate may decline.

Two Alternatives toward Reaching Conclusions in the
Comparisons Involving Immature Rejection Rates

In a nutshell, we find reason for reluctance in accepting "immature"
rejection rates as satisfactory for comparisons, but there is conflicting
evidence as to the sbundness of this reason for reluctance. In this quan-
darous situation we have felt constrained to provide two alternative solu-
tions to reaching conclusions about the rejection rates for which so many

efforts at estimation have been reviewed and compared.

The first of these altermatives starts from the position that since
the All-American Sample rejection rate of 32.2 per cent for men aged 16 through
23 in 1964 is patently an "immature" rate, and since some evidence suggests
immature rates may be overestimates of the mature rates of cohort groups,
the apparent agreement of Karpinos' 1958-60 finding of 31.7 per cent and
the All-American Sample immature rate of 32.2 per cent may be seriously mis-
leading. And, as the Karpinos strategy is a 'cross=-section in time" while
the All-American Sample rate uses a cohort strategy, we cannot insist that
the estimates derived should be in close agreement, especially when that de-
rived from the All-American Sample is patently an immature rate. For this
alternative solution we have tried to derive a '"plausible rationale" for
anticipating fluctuations of the rejection rate for a cohort group, involving
a complex but generally downward trend from the group's first liability to
evaluation through to the end of the liability period and a matured rejection

rate.
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The second alternative starts from the position that there is no
great fluctuation of rejection rate of cohort groups across their periods
of liability to evaluation, and that it is therefore not a matter of great
concern when both mature and immature rates of rejection are involved in

comparisons.

Rationale for Discounting Agreement between the '"One-Third of a Nation”
Rate and the All-American Sample Rate

The foregoing analysis of the characteristics of the subpopulation
never evaluated could lead to hasty and oversimplified conclusions. Per-

haps the most obvious conclusion would go something like this.,

Given a particular age group of the general population, those of
its members who volunteered shortly after reaching age 17 would experience
fairly high rates of rejection--perhaps 30 to 40 per cent or more. Then
as the group ages its volunteers and perhaps its draftees might be found to
have increasingly lower rates of rejection, consisting more and more of men
with generally higher educational attainment. Thus a premature reading of
the "overall" rejection rate--say, when the cohort is only 20 or 21 years
of age--would yield an overestimation of what the ultimate rate for the entire
cohort would be. As more and more men with high education become evaluated

they would gradually bring the overall rate of unfitness down.

Here there is a serious problem, though. This has to do with the
apparent outright contradiction of this point of view by the annually observed
and published experience of the Selective Service System. We have found
no exceptions to their evidence that the men inducted under Selective Service
orders rather than volunteer for military service have rejection rates con-
sistently higher--frequently above 50 per cent--as compared with the 33 per
cent rate reported as the "overall disqualification rate."” We have found
no basis for seriously questioning these pre-induction and induction re-
jection rates. But the official interpretation of these higher draftee re-
jection rates appears in nearly direct opposition to the suggestion advanced

briefly above, with the support of the Military Manpower Survey data.




-208-

In "Project 61" the explanation is given: '"The 'draftee disqualifi-
cation rate' for registrants referred by draft boards for preinduction ex-
aminations is much higher--currently 44 per cent--[than the overall rate of
33 per cent] since men who volunteer for service, and are accepted, normally
enlist before they are reached for such examinations'" (U.S. Office of the

Assistant Secretary of Defense [Manpower], 1962, p. 23).

One-Third of a Nation states the proposition more clearly. It says
of draftee preinduction rejection rates that they are 'clearly not repre-
sentative of the entire military-service age population, mainly because
large numbers of young men are examined and accepted for voluntary enlist-
ment or officer training programs at younger ages, before reaching the‘age
of referral for draftee examinations. As a result, the residual group re-
maining in the draft board manpower pool tends to include a smaller propor-
tion of men who meet military service standards, and a higher proportion of
rejectees" (U.S8. President's Task Force on Manpower Conservation, 1964,

p. 11. Another source for this argument is Karpinos, 1962, pp. 4-7, esp.
p. 6).

It is possible to fit this explanation to the proposition suggested
with the support of the Military Manpower Survey data, but this involves
an intricate and delicate hypothesis which it may not be possible to test
with the survey data immediately available. For the development of this
hypothesis it is useful to think of the ways in which men enter service,
along the lines of three very broad categories. Our basic differentiation
of these three categories is in terms of motivation. The first of these
consists of men with positive and primary motivation to enter military
service. These are the ones who for the most part will have committed them-
selves to service felatively early. We anticipate that most such commitments
are made before age 20, almost entirely by men who never were interested

or who lost what immediate interest they had in college degrees.

For the second broad category of service entry we shall borrow the

phrase "draft-motivated entry.'" Here we include any who voluntarily enter
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but would not have entered if there had been no draft law. Operationally,
this would be a most difficult category to define. Probably it could be
defined best in peacetime experience, in relation to age at entry. When
average age of conscription is relatively high--say 23 or 24--we expect
the draft-motivated entrants to be emerging at ages 21, 22, and 23, under
the pressures of imminent coercion. This, of course, may be in connection

with failure or completion of college work or failure to find work.

The third important category consists simply of those who made no
voluntary move toward service entry. Presumably for the most part these
men would avoid military service if they were given a choice. We will not
complicate matters here with questions of 'draft-dodging," seeking de-
ferment conditions for the sake of deferment, the failure of attempts to

gain a deferment classification, and so on.

The first part of our complex hypothesis: The subpopulabtion of
men with positive and primary motivation for entering service is character-
ized by a relatively high rate of unfitness as a result of which anywhere
from 25 to 40 per cent may be rejected when they attempt entry. The older
their age the more likely a higher level of educational attainment and hence
a considerable lowering of rejection rates for this subpopulation, as it
passes on to age 20 and beyond. But we expect relatively few of these to
occur beyond age 20. (We will be concerned to see whether the positive and
primary motivation occurs more among those subpopulations which produce

high rates of unfitness.)

The next part of the hypothesis involves a sort of "in the meantime"
perspective, in relation to the first part of the hypothesis: Here we have
in mind that subpopulation of men without positive and primary motivation
for entering military service. One could elaborate this matter with pro-
positions about preoccupations--rational or otherwise--with developments
in civilian life, such as continuing for higher education, finding or planning
a lifetime career, formation of a family, and so on. But the important

point here is the lack of the positive and primary motive to enter service.
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There is a widespread figure of speech concerning liability to con-
scription, which has to do with one's name '"nearing the top of the list."
It is supposed that the experience represented by this figure of speech
plays an important part in the draft-motivated entry. Of course, it may
be that some l6-year-olds--with aversions to service but convinced of its
inevitability--became draft-motivated enlistees at age 17, "to get it out
of the way." But regardless of these considerations the point is that only
those who felt a high degree of certainty of being drafted would feel draft
motivated toward voluntary entry. We do not mean to imply that only fit men
will feel draft motivated, but it seems fairly certain that men patently
unfit for service--men who are illiterate or physically disabled--will be

1
fairly scarce among the draft motivated.

This suggests that Armed Forces Examining Station experience with
draft-motivated men should involve relatively high rates of fitness, and
"Project 61" contributes some support to this view. It is reported that
under accelerated draft-motivation conditions (the Berlin "build-up," fall
1961) rates of entry of the most fit subpopulations increase the most.
"Mental Groups I and II" (the highest quality levels) constitute a larger
percentage of the total for the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps
(pp. 10 and 11 and Tables 2 and 3 of "Project 61"). We are told that non-
prior enlistments of the Army went up nearly 18 per cent among men with at
least high school education, from fiscal 1961 to 1962, while they actually
decreased 3 per cent among men with less than high school, for the same
two years (see Table 3 of "Project 61"). We cite these figures only as tenta-

tive support for the proposition that draft-motivation occurs primarily among

1Since the writing of this section we have discovered a similar
kind of "self-selection" argurment used by Karpinos (1962, pp. 4-7 and esp.
p. 6). 1In contrast to our present application of the "self-selection” pro-
position, he was attending to the problem of draftee rejection rates being
higher than enlistment rejection rates.
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men with high probability of being found fit for service. Thus, and in-
asmuch as draft-motivated men tend to enter at later ages than those with
primary motives, we expect a given total population age group to show sub-

stantial lowering of rates of unfitness among all volunteers examined for

service as that particular age group approaches and passes the mean age of

conscription.

We have supposed that the men who remain civilians beyond this point
do so because they cannot or will not volunteer. At least one of three
things must be true of these men (these are not intended as entirely ex-

clusive types):

1. "Engaged civilians": There are those who will have gained defer-
ment or exemption on grounds other than unfitness, hence are likely never

to be evaluated as to fitness.

2. '"Rejectees'": There will be those who are unqualified for service,

some knowingly while others unknowingly are unfit--those knowingly unfit if
averse to service entry need not seek to avoid evaluation which will certify
their being unfit; those unknowingly unfit may seek to avoid evaluation for

fear of induction or may take a fatalistic or indifferent attitude.

3. '"Waiters'": There will be those who while not volunteering are
not arranging avoidance of service either--these fho may be fatalistic or
indifferent or ambivalent about service and the draft) constitute the total
of those who are drawn upon by draft boards to fill the quotas of the Depart-

ment of Defense.

Now, of course, the draft boards are drawing on the second group
as well as the third (by definition they cannot draw on the first, who have
deferments or exemptions). Therefore, the rate of unfitness among those
undergoing preinduction and induction evaluations will be a function of the
ratio of the second group to the sum of the second and the third groups.
There is no basis or reason for our venturing a guess about the magnitude
of this ratio. We are told that in 1962 it averaged 44 per cent and ranged

above 50 per cent, and in some southern states above 80 per cent.
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The problem, however, about the significance of such a rate as this
(i.e., group two/group two plus group three) has to do with the size of its
denominator in relation to how many were evaluated as volunteers, as well
as the comparison between this induction reject rate and the reject rate
of volunteers. We know that the number inducted (or conscripted or drafted)
has been generally a minority of the total number entering service, during

the post-Korean war period.

The All-American Sample data for age groups 24 through 30 indicates
that, of those who entered active service, from 11 to 16 per cent were
involuntary draftees. Among those prime for Korea, aged 31 through 34, of
those who entered service 35 per cent were involuntarily drafted. Actually,
to provide for an appropriate comparison with Selective Service draftee re-
jection rates, one should include with the involuntary draftees those who asked

to be drafted early: the "volunteers for induction."

Taking the 24 through 34 age groups together, the All-American Sample
shows 1,034 inductees (both voluntary and involuntary draftees), 299 quali-
fied but not inducted, and 607 examined for the draft and rejected. The
607 are about 31 per cent of these 1,940 men. In the same age groups 24
through 34, 2,243 men entered as other than draftees, and 300 had been re-
jected in an attempt to enlist. (About one-half of these 300 rejectees also
report rejection in evaluation for the draft and hence are among the 607
we mentioned earlier in this paragraph. We are also including in this 300
some 30 who report qualification as draftees.) The 300 rejections here consti-
tute about 12 per cent of the 2,543 men. Note that of the 3,277 who entered,

1,034, or only about one-third, were draftees.

Inasmuch as this discussion is strictly for the exploration of
plausibility we shall press details no further. We began with several
"eivens':

1. Tt would appear that among those men volunteering for service

(both draft motivated and positively motivated) moderately high

rejection rates (30 per cent or more) occur at the younger ages.

2. Selective Service consistently finds remarkably high rejection

rates (50 per cent and higher) among draftees.
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3. The All-American Sample data and a careful reappraisal of "Project
61" and 1959 Selective Service One Per Cent Sample data suggest
that perhaps the "matured overall disqualification rates” have
been running closer to one-fourth than the much publicized one-

third.

Around these "givens" we have attempted to show that there is a
fairly simple-minded plausible rationale for understanding any apparent dis-
crepancies among the ''givens." One point is very important here: We be-
lieve an important problem has been discovered and perhaps illuminated in such
a manner that better informed research could reach definitive closure on the

questions which have confronted us here.

If Agreement between the "One-Third of a Nation' Rate and the All-American
Sample Rate Is Not To Be Discounted

We see the possibility that apparent agreement between the three Kar-
pinos rejection rate estimates and the four All-American Sample estimates
might be valid grounds for judging the MSQL of All-American Sample data a
reliable indicator. This alternative view seems to have greater merits than
the alternative expressed in the preceding section. However, that such a
judgment for the reliability of the All-American Sample estimates has the
aspect of a very favorable and reassuring outcome of our research effort has

prompted a great deal of caution.

The agreement between the two sets of rates can be seen in the follow-

ing presentation:

Karpinos' Rejection Rates All-American Sample Rejection
for Given Time Periods Rates for Given Cohort Groups
Time Periods Rejection Rates Rejection Rates {1964 Cohort Ages

1950-53 23.6 18.0 31-34
1953-58 26.8 21.1 27-30
1958-60 31.7 23.6 24-26

32.2 16-23
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We have proposed an adjustment for the two more recent Karpinos
rates which--if the adjustments are as legitimate as we believe them to
be--result in estimates of 25.8 per cent for the 1953-58 period and 30.4
per cent for 1958-60. Assuming these adjustments to be acceptable it would
appear that the agreement for the comparison of 1953-58 and men aged 24-26
is fairly good, while rejection for men aged 27-30 is slightly more under-
estimated by the All-American Sample. That men aged 16-23 areslightly higher
in rejection than Karpinos' estimate for 1958-60 may be due to the All-
American Sample encompassing the 1960-64 period in which slightly higher
standards of qualification were set. The Karpinos estimate for 1950-53 pro-
vides more evidence that All-American Sample estimates may be somewhat under
the mark. However, we have shown that that Karpinos estimate is based on
a period that includes a sizable number of men from cohorts older than those
of the All-American Sample, and this results in a different balance of
inductees versus ''other procurement" accessions. We have shown that an
adjustment for that difference should bring the rates into much closer
proximity. The 1950-53 Karpinos rate, given our adjustment, would be 20.1
per cent, compared to the All-American Sample rate of 18.0 per cent that

we reported above.

Agreement as close as this, with a source as reliable as Karpinos
seems to be, bears a great deal of weight in favor of the alternative judgment
that the indicator of rejection developed in the All-American Sample is
adequately reliable for our purposes. Against this weight we have shown some
evidence that perhaps the 32.2 per cent rejection rate of the All-American
Sample should be discounted because it is an immature rate. Some of the
"Project 61" material about shifting quality of accessions in the 1961
Berlin Crisis buildup suggested that men "ordinarily" never evaluated might
be of generally better quality than those "ordinarily' evaluated. Our
study of comparisons of cohort rates involving Selective Service sample
cohorts as well as the All-American Sample cohorts suggested that immature
rejection rates might generally be higher than matured rates. Finally, an

analysis of All-American Sample data using an ecological correlation
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strategy with rejection rates of different socio-economic groupings sup-
ported the possibility of a rate of unfitness lower among those never eval~

uated than among those evaluated, when the population considered is 16-30.

While these findings lead in the direction of distrust for compar-
isons involving immature rejection rates, there is conflicting evidence in
this regard. The Bureau of Labor Statistics Bulletin No. 1161 made a
careful study estimating unfitness in the not yet evaluated portion of the
male population aged 22-24 in 1953, using education in a mannerx similar
to our ecological correlation use of socio-economic groupings. They arrived
at a projected rejection rate for the never evaluated of 21 per cent, or
only about 1 per cent below their estimate based on those already evalu-
ated. This evidence, combined with our understanding of the comparison between
Karpinos' 1958-60 rate of 31.7 per cent and the A11—American‘Samp1e rate
of 32.2 per cent for 16 to 23-year-olds, leads toward less distrust of
immature rejection rates. This in turn leads to reassurance that the All-
American Sample indicator of rejection experience is reasonably reliable.

If it is not absolutely reliable in the sense of providing new independent
estimates of overall rejection rate levels for selected cohort groups, it
does appear sufficiently reliable for its intended use, as exemplified in

the analyses of Chapters II, III, IV, and V.

As for the problems that have been covered in Appendices I through
1V, our conclusions are simple. We take the position of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics Bulletin 1161: As far as cohort rates of overall rejection are
concerned, definitive research has yet to be done. Karpinos' report on
rejection rates for periods of time is probably without serious defect.
However, the pitfalls involved in attempting to relate those estimates to

analyses based on a cohort strategy are not entirely clear. They seem to

involve variations across time in the relative and absolute sizes of acces-
sions by different modes of procurement, complicated by shifts in the ex-
tent of draft-motivated volunteering, and by changing levels of fitness
standards applied in evaluation for service. We like to think that these
appendices will be a contribution in the direction of making more exhaustive

and definitive research of rejection rates possible.



APPENDIX VI

SELECTED RATES BY SELECTED VARIABLES, FOR THE
ENTIRE ALL-AMERICAN SAMPLE

This appendix covers rates (1) of active military service and (2)
of ""deferment,'" as percentages of entire age groups; (3) rejection rate.
as a percentage of those evaluated; and rates (4) of regular enlisted; (5)
of drafted; and (6) of those entering as officers or officer candidates,
as percentages of those entering active military service for two months or
more. For each of these six kinds of rates we have provided five separate
breakdowns: (a) respondent's education; (b) father's education; (c) father's
occupation (in summary categories); (d) race and socio-economic background;

(e) geographic origin.

We have chosen to present these materials by 1964 age groups 16-23,
24-26, 27-30, and 31-34. These age groups are already familiar and meaning-
ful to the reader of the main body of this report. We have identified the
cohorts 31-34 as those of our sample significantly involved in manpower
requirements of the 1950-53 Korean War. Those 27-30 experienced the major
part of their service liability in the period between the Korean action
and the "Berlin Crisis' buildup {fall 1961). Men 24-26 in 1964 will have
experienced the demands of the Berlin Crisis and will show some perhaps
negligible degree of premature rates, in the sense of not having run the
full age gamut of liability to service, up to age 26. Men aged 16-23 we
shall continue to treat as patently immature in the various rates presented
in this appendix. The significance of this immaturity varies indetermin-
ately with the rate under consideration and the kind of breakdown--i.e.,
the independent variable one wishes to assess. In general, in the commentary
of this appendix we will ignore the rates of the two younger age groups

because of the problems we have just mentioned.

The reader will note that throughout our commentary on rates of
serving, of "deferment," and of rejection, the general and analytic meaning
of the arrays of rates given here has already been dealt with at great length

in the main body of the report, for men aged 27-34 as group (technical
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questions concerning rejection rates have been dealt with extensively in
Appendices 1-V). Because of this the only points of interest we touch upon
here concerning these three kinds of rates--of serving, of "deferment,"

and of rejection--have to do with comparisons of cohorts aged 27-30 with
those aged 31-34, and this treatment is brief. Our analytic suggestions

must be considered tentative, subject to more elaborate analysis.

Comparing the service rates of men aged 31-34, the Korea-involved
cohorfs, with those of men aged 27-30, the general effects of 1950-53 mili-
tary manpower requirements seem evident. One must recognize here that aside
from a brisk downward trend in military manpower requirements after Korea
there is another component underlying the downward trend in percentage serving,
namely increasing size of cohorts of men reaching age 18. This trend in
cohort size is not as marked, however, as the trends in the two indicators
of military manpower requirements we have chosen to cite. Total Department
of Defense Active Duty Personnel strength levels trended quite steadily down-
ward from 3,635,912 on June 30, 1952, to 2,483,771 (two-thirds the earlier
figure) as of June 30, 1961. Department of Defense totals for enlisted rank
procurements per fiscal year also show a fairly steady downward trend from
2,100,598 in fiscal 1951 to only 591,244 (less than one-third the 1951 figure)
in fiscal 1960 (U.S. Office of the Secretary of Defense, 1964, pp. 19 and
45, respectively).

In this connection we make a general observation, based on Tables
A-VI.la--A-VI.3e in this appendix: On the average, the twelve percentage
point reduction in service rates concomitant with reduced manpower demands
reflects increasingly permissive deferment policy, hence an average defer-
ment rate higher by eleven points. There is only a very small contribution
to reduced service rates (if it can be called that) coming from slightly
higher rejection rates, with an average increase of only three percentage

points.

OQur treatment of rates of drafted, of Regular enlisted, and entry
for officer service is very brief, restricted to a general discussion of how

the information presented in Tables A-VI.4a--A-VI.6e is to be understood.

The characteristics of the variable categories for which rate breakdowns
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are given are covered in the main body of the analysis, Chapters II-V, with
one exception. Where a combined race and socio-economic breakdown is given,
what we previously defined as "white medium SES" and "white high SES'" have
been lumped together here as "white high SES." This means that here the
abstract definition of high socio-economic status is the same for whites

as for Negroes, even though nearly all of the Negroes classified as high

SES here are of homes with characteristics comparable to what was previously
defined as medium SES for whites. (The definition of high SES here is iden-
tical to what, for the reasons just given, was set forth as medium SES for

Negroes, in the analysis of Chap. III.)

Military Service Rates

In Table A-VI.la, in every category of respondent's education the
service rates of men aged 31-34 are higher than those of the 27 to 30-year-
olds. The average difference is twelve percentage points, from 70 down
to 58 per cent, and only two categories are below this average difference.

The rate for high school graduates declined nine percentage points, and those
with graduate study declined only four points, suggesting that in these two
groupings Korean war requirements were making the least difference. Of
course, we would expect different reasons for such deviations. The minor
deviation among those who finish high school without immediately going farther
hardly warrants comment. Table A-VI.3a shows that those oriented to gradu-
ate study constitute the only education category in which Korea-involved

men had a higher rejection rate than younger men of the same education attain-
ment. This can be thought of as attenuating the reduction in service rate

in this education category.

Tn Table A-VI.1b, with the breakdown by father's education, com-
paring 27-30 with 31-34-year-olds, we find a set of differences with very
little variation. The reductions range mainly from twelve to fifteen per-
centage points, though men whose fathers got college degrees show a nine-
teen-point reduction and those whose fathers experienced college without
realising a degree show only a five-point reduction. A glance at other
tables in this appendix shows that among 27-30-year-olds the latter are

below average in deferment rate and the former are unusually high in deferment
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rate. Without elaborating analysis here we suggest that in the younger
age group those with college-degree fathers may show disproportionate in-
crease over the Korea-involved age group in going on to graduate study, com-

pared to sons of fathers with other levels of educational attainment.

With the breakdown by father's occupation in Table A-VI.c, the
differences in service rates between the Korea-involved 31-34 and the 27-
30-year-olds show the least reductions in the two areas associated with
highest availability of deferments. Those of farm background have the
agricultural occupation deferment uniquely available to them, and sons of
the more select sector of the white collar fathers more frequently continue
into graduate study, so generally associated with high deferment rates.
However, slightly reduced rejection among those of farm origin, contrary
to the general trend of increased rejection, underlies the attenuation of
their shift in service rate. But it may be that under some circumstances
where deferment is uniquely available in both war- and peacetime the effects
on service rates of wartime manpower requirements will be attenuated. This
seems to apply to men whose fathers were in the more select part of the

white collar occupations.

In Table A-VI.1d, giving service rates with a breakdown by race and
gross socio-economic background distinctions, the only deviations in deffer-
ences between Korea-involved and non-Korea-involved men occur among Negroes
as a group and with respect to Negro socic-economic distinctions. We must
recall our preliminary observation that, of the overall average reduction
of twelve points in service rate, the largest component of this overall shift
is the increase of eleven percentage points in overall deferment. With this
in mind, our look at the change in Negro service rates, from Korea-involved
men to younger men, becomes more illuminated. The contrast between the
shifts in Negro service rates and shifts in white service rates is the result
of large shifts in rejection rates of Negroes in general, plus a large shift
in deferment of high SES Negroes. The data suggest that under the pressures
of manpower demand for Korea the lower "quality" standards resulted in the
dccession of a disproportionate number of Negroes who would not have been
accepted under higher, post-Korea standards. In addition, among Korea-in-

volved men, high SES Negroes got virtually no deferment, but among men too
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young for Korea high SES Negroes enjoyed average deferment chances. (Later
we shall see that, among men of the Korea-involved cohorts who did enter
service, 50 per cent or more of the Negroes, both of low and high SES, were
drafted, but the overall average rate of men drafted for those cohorts is
only 35 per cent.) In consequence of these two observations--one about
rejection rates of low and high SES Negroes and one about deferment rates

of only high SES Negroes--we understand better why service rates of Negroes
in general and especially high SES Negroes shifted downward after Korea much

more so than those of whites.

In considering geographic origin related to percentage serving, in
Table A-VI,le, there are four regional distinctions within each of the three
"size-of-place" categories, and with this amount of differentiation we ex-
pect a bit more sampling fluctuation in the resulting arrays of rates.
Consequently we suggest that with nine of the twelve geographic origin cate-
gories showing reductions in rate from seven to fifteen percentage points
there may be little meaningful variation to speak of. The three categories
with rate shifts outside of this range of service rate reductions draw our
attention. Thqse of rural background from the Far West actually have an
increase of seven points, from 59 to 66 per cent, while the rural North and
the small town population of the South show exceptionally great reductions
of 28 and 22 points in service rates, respectively. Though without elabora-
tion of our analysis the question "why?"” cannot be answer ed conclusively,
Tables A-VI.2e and A-VI.3e help to understand this in terms of shifts in
rejection and deferment rates. The Far West actually shows a decline in
rejection rates from Korea-involved cohorts to younger men, across all three
size-of-place categories, in contrast to the overall average increase of
three percentage poihts, and the biggest decrease is seven points for those
of rural origin. While the far westerners of both small and large city back-
ground show exceptional increases in deferment which balance out with de-
creased rejection to result in average service rates, those of rural far
western background show no increased deferment, and with notably reduced
rejection show an actual increase in service rate after Korea. (During

Korea their deferment rate was nearly double the overall average of 14 per
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cent ; thus one might say that after Korea, deferment rates of most of the

other geographic origin categories came into line with the rural Far West.)

The two exceptionally large decreases in service rates, involving
the rural North and small town South, are to be understood largely with
greatly increased rejection rates, although exceptional increases in de-

ferment rates especially in the rural North also played a part.

Deferment Rates

The term "deferment" as used here bears the same meaning given it
in the main body of this report. There we gave reason for lumping together
all nonveterans not rejected for military service in a residual category
which we have labeled "deferred." Here we concern ourselves only with
differential shifts in deferment rate occurring in the comparison of the
younger 27 to 30-year-old cohorts with the Korea-involved 31 to 34-year-
olds. 1In line with the fact that we are not launching a full-scale analytic
effort in this appendix it is also true that the salient analytic interest
we have followed in this appendix has already been realized in the compar-
ison between service rates of the Korea-involved and younger cohorts. 1In
what folldws, concerning rates of deferment and rejection, we shall make
more brief summary statements concerning what we see in the tables, pausing

only at those deviations which are eyecatchers.

Table A-VI.2a, with the breakdown by respondent's education, shows
very little rate shift variation, all in the direction of increased de-
ferment after the Korean war period. The changes, with but two exceptions,
fall in the range from ten to fifteen percentage points of increased defer-
ment, to be compared with the overall average increase of eleven points,
from 14 to 25 per cent. The two exceptions are the six points of increased
deferment among those with over two years of college but no degree, and only

seven points' increase among those of less than eighth-grade education.

We find the breakdown by father's education of Table A-VI.2b showing
all shifts in deferment rate to be increases after Korea, with all but two
in the range of seven to fifteen percentage points. Respondents with fathers
having completed college (including those with graduate study) have a dis-

proportionately high incidence of going on to graduate study themselves,
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but this has been more true, where fathers have only baccalaureate degrees,
after rather than during the Korean action, This seems to underlie the
large shift of twenty-one percentage points increased deferment for these
men. Men of fathers with graduate study show an exceedingly small shift
of only three points' increased deferment, having been especially high in
deferment among the 31- to 34-year-olds, and remaining comparatively high

among the 27- to 30-year-old men.

What has just been said concerning father's education seems to apply
with minor modification to post-Korea shifts in terms of father's occupation
as shown in Table A-VI.2c. Men from the more select of the white collar
homes were highest in deferment during the Korean conflict and then made
a minor upward shift of six points to remain on a par with the rest of the
population after Korea. On the other hand, men of less select white collar
background were among the lowest in deferment during Korea but made a major
shift of eighteen percentage points' increase in deferment to become among

the highest in post-Korea deferment rates.

In Table A-VI.2d, with a breakdown by race and socio-economic back-
ground, there would be no deferment shift variations to speak of but for
the high SES Negroes. In our weighted sample data only one high SES Negro
enjoyed deferment during Korea (the 3 per cent of thirty-nine cases) but
after Korea high SES Negroes are found very much on a par with 24 per cent
deferred, where the full range of deferment rate by race and socio-economic

status in only 23 to 26 per cent, and the average is 25 per cent.

For our convenience, and without obscuring a significant amount of
geographic variation in deferment rates shown in Table A-VI.2e, we can re-
arrange and summarize the part of the table which interests us, in the

manner shown on page 224.
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DEFERMENT RATES FOR MEN AGED 27-30 AND 31-34 IN 1964,
BY REGIONAL AND URBAN/RURAL DISTINCTIONS

Renio Residen Age in 1964 Post-Korea
egion Steence 727-30 | 31-34 Shift
Urban 16 10 6
Noxth . . . . . . . . . .. Rural 32 14 18
. Urban 22 8 14
Midwest . . . . . . . » e Rural 33 15 18
Urban 31 13 18
Far West . . . . . . . . . Rural 24 24 0
South Urban 22 10 12
outh . . . . . . . . . .. Rural 23 15 8
Overall average rates 25 14 11

Source: Table A-VI.2Ze.

Now we see that the North and the Midwest have quite similar ap-
pearances, in the comparison of urban with rural deferment rates both
during and after Korea, and in the pattern of magnitude of increased de-~
ferment after Korea. Both during and after Korea, in these two regions
the rur