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ABSTRACT

.TaditiOnally, the United States has reli&Cupon volunteers for its

military manpolier requirements during peacetime, with professional forces being

augmented.by militia, reserves, and cpnscripts in.time of warAongress first

41,

authorized peacetime Conscription in 1940 in response to the threat of'war.

During the post-World War II period, Congress considered universal military

training,(_UMT) and selective conscription as alternative methods of, supplying

future military manpower. Despite strong support from a large segment off. the
-itec

American public, and the recommendations ore presidential commission, Congress

rejected UMT in favor of the Selective Service System.
.

4

By passage, of the Selective Service Act of 1948, `congress recognised rhe

,
.

.

e"' A

t

need to maintain an.adequate dumber of scientific, professional,, and specialized
r \ !

personnel in both civilian and military pufsuits. SubsequentlySelectivie
0.

A V

'''
Service Director Lewis,B. Hershey proposed a student deferment plan whereby

.. .

candidates qualified.to continue their ,OdcaO.on on the
4

ebasis of standing:
: ks.. ..

or a specified score on a nationally-admitlistered educational aptitude test. In

i

t he-fall of 1950, Selective Service contracted with
.

Educational Testing Service
t

(ETS) for the development and administration of the Selective Service College

Qualification Tes (SSCQT), a 150-itemexamination-measuring a student's verbal_
? )

J _

and mathema/ tical ability. . L"
...,,

. ,

.. . -1 e
. .

On March 31, 1951, President Truman approved
_

Hershey's student deferment

plan by execuz.ive order and a storm 'of protest spoon followed. .James B. Conant,

President of Harvard Unive riity and principal. spokesman for the Cpmmitte on.

1 . ,

-,-/
)

the Present Danger, led the attac1C.by declaring the program "undemocratic" and



advocating universal military service in.its place, Proponents of the Hershey

plan,' including the American Council On Edudation, the U.S.' Officelof Education,

the Selective ServiceSystem, and ETS Bought to i4crease public understanding

of the program to,gain congressional support. In June",.1951, Congress passed

and President Truman signed-the Universal Military TriOng and Service Act,
4

signifying congressional and executive approVal of.th4 use of tests as a basis,
a

fOr student deferment.

From 1951 to 1954 ETS tested over 500,000 students in the first fout
t /

series of SSCQT administrations.T,It'also conducted a thorough Stadistical
. ..

analysis'.. program in order to Cupply the Sglective Service System with informw-

tion need dto operate the testing program. Science Research Associates (SRA),
% ..

.
.

in compet)1(i ive bidding against ETS, received the SSCQT contract in 1954 and

conducted the program th.?bugh 1958. The program switched back to "NT..; for SSC

admini rtior..1,6 from 1159 to'1962; to SRA for 1963; and thdn W-As suspended by

.
. ... .

.../

Sele ive Service. In 1966, as a result of military escalation in Vietnam,

General Hershey reinstated the SSCQT as a'criterion in determining studet

leferments. SRA adminKtered the test in the spring of 1966 and ETS conducted

the las ministrations in the fall of 1966 and .the spring of 1967.

The Vietnam War and related anti-war and antirdraft movements renewed

pilic debate over military manpower RoLicy.in the.mid-1960s. Congress extended

Selective SerVice by passing the Military Selective Service Act in 1967"and'

President Johnson ordered blanket deferments- fpr all undergraduate students.

Saident deferments were termin ated by President Nixon in December 1971. In

L--

1973, Congress replaced the Selective Service System with an all-volunteer. acmy,k

suspending the persistent debate over military conscription and student deferment
0

policy until 1980-. a
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YOUTH AND THE DR.kFT, April 8, 1951. Discussing the Selective Service System student

deferment program are from left to right: George Campbell, ccemnentator, Henry Chauncey,
?resident of Educational Testing Service, Arthur S. ?dams, ?resident of the American

Counall on Education, and Major General Levis B., He.rs.hey, Director of the Selective

Service System.



STUDENT DEFERMENT AND THE SELECTIVE SERVICE COLLEGE QUALIFICATION TEST

Introduction

"As a national nimprotit organization, ETS should be concerned with the

needs of govrnment, particularly o? the federal gOvernment, and most broadly

in times of national emergency," asserted Henry Chappcey,-Presidentof Educational
4

Testing Service (,ETS), in the 1949 ETS Annual Report.' -The nation fdced such

an'emergency in 1950 when the outbreak of the Kotlean War called for immediate
J,

mobilization of manpower and heightened awareness of the need for increased

commitment to military preparedness. To meet the manpower demand, the President

and Congress called upon the SeleCtive Service Sysiem to supply the military

with s-ufficient troops, while simultaaeausly'ptoviding for lontinuing flow of
,

highly rained civilians into scientific and technical fields. After lepOthy>

debate and deliberation, Selective Service designed a student deferment pr o gram'

that would, pertit students who demo rated a certain level of'scholastic

aptitude to continue their education. It turned to ETS for help in identifying

these students. The result, the Selective Service College Qualification Test
a.

(SSCQT), was consistent with Chauncey's objectives .for ETS.

O)

ti

'Educational Testing) Service, Annual Report ,to' the Boaid of Trustees,

1949-1950 (Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1950), P. 14.



I. ORIGIN,OF THE SELECTIVE SEiVICE:SYSTEM

Traditionally, the UniCed States has relied u n vol4unteers to provide
/ " ..

1' ,

military mean)bwer during peaciati4e, with profeast forces being aumetted

by militia, reserves, and conscripts in time of.war. Conscription in peacetime '

'r:

dtd'not occur until CO,ngress passed the Selective Training and Service Act of ,

A,
,

.

.

1940. .; ..

The earlJ y English' colonists- 'brought ,with then'the militia concept, although

.

the degree of obligation for each citizen varied-from'colou to,colonyr During

the Revolutionary War, voluntary procurement of men4for the armed forces proved

to be inadequate given the requirements of the Continental Army, andGeneral
, ;

Washington requested that the Continental- Congress authorize conscription in all

the states. No-acti-On was taken, 'and the war ended without the impiementatl'on
. _

of any such system. Congress considered a similar system of conscription during

the Wav of 1812, but again, the -idea was discarded and the military had to rely

upon statemilitias to meet its manpower need.-2 N,

During the early years of the Civil War, bpth the North and the South

,
founa.it

1 necessary to resort to conscripEion. The Confeaer# a6 began, con-.!

'I

scription in 1862, drafting men for one year of service: The Union.soon

1011owed with the Enrollment Acts of 1863, whiCh drafed. men .for a'period
.

L

2U.S. Serective Service System, Outliine of Historical Background of
Selective Service and Chronology (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing.

Office, 1952), pp. 1-6; Harry A. Marmiorr, "Historical Background.of Selective

1111 Service in the United States," in Roger W. Little, ed,, Selective Service and

American Society (New, York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1969), pp. 35-52.

J
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'of three to nine .months'' service. But this'ateimit at formal military con-
- 2

dcription was a significant,failure, largely becauie it was poo* conceived

and administered. -Exemptions were fiequent,-especially in the North where a,

man could.eitherpurchase_one for $300-or pay someone to serve term. The
.

draft system fell(mOst heavily upon the poor; its inequities produced ,iots in

6:

a number of large Northern 1:ies.. `The uly 1863 riot in New York City was

'the mdst-serious; several.'hundred people-t4yre killed. or wounded, and property

damage was.....astimated at one million dollars.

Following the Civil War, the nation relied upon volunteers for its military

manpoweruntil-World War I. In 1917, military cons' iption once again emerged

as the method fok supplying manpower In time of war ifsr the armedforces of the

United States.
--+

The Selective Service Act of 1917 was passed by Congress only after a

lengthy and acrimonious debate. The Act, signed by President Wilson on, May 18,

aUthorized the establishment of -local boards to-consider and determine all qUeStions

of exemption. On June 0: Selective ServiCe personnel registered 10 million then.

A central lottery in Washington, D.C. establishedtthe order of select and

the first drawing was held on July 20, 1917. The system functioned smoo

and almost' three- million men were selected and inducted into the armed forces

between the first lottery drawing and the end of World War 1.3

Between1926 -and.1940, the Joint Anti}, and Navy Selective. Service Commi tee,

convened.to study; revis and draft aSelective Service law for future emer encies.

3 Outline of Historical Background of Selective Service and Chronology,

pp. '7-8.

-



In the summer of 1945, but hot wiqout strenuous debate, Congress'finally passed

the SelectiVe Training and Service-Act; and atabilshed a Selective Service'

national headquarters. `Latet in the year, President Roosevelt ppointed

Dr. 'Clarence Dykstra, President of the University of Wisconsin, t te theofirst

,Directlr of the Selective Service System. He served_only six.months before he

resigned and was replaced in July 1941'by Hershey, who directed the

il. System until 1970:
4

The Selective Service Training and Service -Ar; t of 1940 required all males

r
between the ages of 21 and 35 to register with local draft bdards, and once"-

again, a lottery-was used to, select men wfio would be trained and erve. The

4lsoriginal Act initially set the period of service at one year b e, in Adgust of
. \ A

, .

1941,'new legislation extended it, to 18 months. After the aapanese attack'on

-Pearl Harbor, Congress extended the term of servicthrougkthe duration of the

war and six months thereafter. Additionamodifications due to the exigencies

tlf World War II included the expansion of the die limits for inductionmnd the

reduction of categories and standards for exemption from military service.

° During the period of emetrtry from November 1940 to October,1946, more thAn

men -mere inddcted into the armed forces.

Folloing President Truman's recommendation, Congress allowed the'Selective

0G,

°r Training and Service Act of 190 to expire .in March 1947, after which the'

arme des, for a year, had tp depend olely upon voluntary enlistments to

fill itA manpower requirements. Congress did, however,'establish the Office

of Selective Service Records, to maintain records,, data,-and.files on the

S'elective Service process, and General Hershey was named director oftthe Office.4



,.,

Universal Military Training and Selective. Service.
4

-As a replacement for the 'Selective Training and Service Act, Truman tried',

unsuccessf4lly for four-years to have Congress pasi a Universal Military

Training Act that would rvtae one year of training fdr all men. President

Roosevelt hadhad considered a similar plan early in 1940; and later called for

universal military training (UMT) as an "esssential factor in the maintenance o

peace in the future, in hid State of the Union messap inJanuary 1945. But
A

his plan for compulsory national service met severe opposition by some religious

brganizations,.labor unions, farmers, ad hoc citizens groups; qnd particularly,

,

by college and university administrators who, because of the impact., of defense

and manpower policies on their institutions;,took'an active role in OLe ensuing
es

national
(

debate.5

The educators' major argument centered on the need for a comprehensivq

approach to nations? security, while UMT was viewed as,a one-track program

that should be avoided. Prominent university presidents.such.as DonaldTresidder

Of Stanford; Harold Dodds of Princeton, James. B. Conant of'- Harvard, and Robert

Hutchins o Chicago all agreed that the President needed to appoint acommLssion

to study all phases and aspects of manpower policy and national svurity,

including Selective Service and UMT. Truman appointed the President's Advisory
Tly

Commission on Universal Training in December of 1946 and named Karl Compton,

president of MIT, as chairman. In May 1947, the Compton Commission issued its
i

final report, A Program for National Security, which stressed the need for

universal military training.

t

A 5David L. Marden, "The Cold War and American Education" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Kansas, 1975), II, pp. 359-399; James B. Conant,
My Several Lives: Memoirs of'a Social Inventor (New York: Harper and Row,

1970)r, pp'.- 351 -357.

j.
'bt



-6-
,

Tile COmptan.Commiisiob specificqlly recomMended six months of universal

(

Military training for all 18-year-Old males, anil. enlistment in.a. National
. .

Guard or Reserve To ce thereafter, with advanced., educatiQniand _training in

.
.e

,
9

various specialities as an alternative to the added military obligation. The

Commission and other proponentsargued that UMT would pravide,a trained pool"

of reserves that,would.improve both the. alerthe'ss and qualiti of the regular

g armed forces, It seemed to satisfy the -philosophical requirements of the

I. b.

American political7system--4 was universal, unifOrm, and therefore democratic;

_ the social mix would promote a sense of national unity and fellowship among

trainees from diverse backgrounds.

But its opponents declared UMT unnecessary because the atomic age had

made sheer manpower in the-military Obsolete. Some aigudd that six months of

training did not a soldier make, the.plan was prohibitively expensive, and."
-

it would be a precursor of regimentation and militarism in the UniteaStates.

The Compton Report, according to historian David Marden, "crystallized educatiorlal)

opposition to UMT by fostering a sense of urgency." Educators viewed the plan a

as a potential cause of major UsruPtionsin the educational' process and an

.

ediment to career advancement of the trainees. But the predominant criticism

. --p °

leveled\at the Compton Commission was that bdth its focus and conclusions were
s

too narrow.6 _

4

-E.,A Program for National Security: Report of the President's Advisory

Cammisaion on Universal Training (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing

Office, 1947), pp. 88-95; John Graham, "Military Conscription in the United

States Proposals, Issues, Legislation: An Historical'Survec" (paper presented

to the National Advisory Commissidn on Sel4ctive Service, Washington, D.C.,

October 6,:1966);, Marden, "Cold War and American Education," pp. 381-392;

Conant, 1.17 Several Lives, h. 520.
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fall of 1947, eAllistinents into Id armed.forcesAdtlined substan-
.

'

,

.

.

,,,,4

.tially, rebruary 1948,. ten\ sion heightened>betWeenIthe'UnitedISiates
4 6 -

and the Soviet UniOD,as a result of theBerlin crisis and the commuhtit,coup

d'etat in Czechoslovakia. Presjent Truman delivered a stern 4enuntiation of

( ,

Soviet aggression in EasterIllEurope to'/a joint session of Congress on.March

17, 19484 In the same message he called for enactment of the Compton dommiision

recommendations on universal military training and atemporary. Selective

Service Act in order to strengthen American defenses in Europe.7 Although

Congress; ailed to enact legielation. for UMT, it did.enact a Selective Servide

The. Selective Service Act of 1948 wagsigned on June /4, 1948, ma

4 peacetime induction of civilians into military service.

sting

.
The provisions of the,Selective SerVice Act of 1948 were similar to the

World War II legislation. All males hellween the ages of 18 and 26 were

required to register; however, the period of serviCe,was_extended from 18 to

21 months. Men in the 184-year-Old category were given one year to'decide

whet er to enlist or, join 'the Reserves, thereby avoiding.the draft. The
4

also permitted high school-students to continue their st'4dies until graduation

or until they reached the age of 20, whichever came first. College and

university students could have their induction po tponed until the'end of the

academic year., The Act,authorized the President to 'issue deferment regulations,

for those persons whose activity was found esstial to the national interest.

Approximately 0,000 men were inducted by January 1949, when enlistments

provided adequate'manpower to the' armed foces and all draft calls ceased.

''7U.S::President, Public Papers of the.Presidents of the United States

(Washington, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and
Records Service\:J.953- ,), Harry S. Truman, 1948, pp. 182-186.



t 'MILSTARY M1 OWER-;;POLITE AND STUDENT.-DEFERMENT

/
e

AlthbUgh/the7ied States. has.always shown considerable)concern
-

eitb military strength, particularly with-regard to $anpower levels, the

way,' 6 , 0

r , ,

problem of student deferment from military service did_nut receive serious

attAptiod until World War I.' In 1917,Congre established the Student e

Army Training Corfis to allow youths under the age of 21'to be relieved from

active military service in order to attend college for three years. Approx-

imately 145;000 students participated in this program at more than 500

colleges around the cduntry.G But before thes7 first enrollees matriculat ,

,Congress lowered the draft age from 21 to 18 and reduced the period of college

instruction for these students to nine months. The firat.students. were

-inducted in October Qf 1918, but the Armistice 4as signed in November and all

%.°
.

ttainees were demObilized before the end of the year: The life of the Student

Army Training Corps was shortrut it established a, precedent for some form of

e . .

.student defermentJ3
6

:The Selective Training-and Service Act of 1940 provided for deferment of

persons,engaged in employment or activity_ eemed,Tibcessary to the maintenance

of the national health, safety, or interest. College students were eligible,
A'

-and, by the end of 1941, more than 100,000 students had been deferred. As the

war proceeded and the manpower supply ctiminished, Selective Service placed

restric7ions o< student defermena7M)iudents preparing or tra..ning for critical
.

occupations in essential industries, such as engineering, chemistry, physics,

8Marmion, "Historical Background o Selective Service," pp. 39-40.



and health fields were generalli deferred. Studentsj.i.other 'fields were not,'

arid .by 1943 -44, .the civilian. Mille iii-011eges and universities
.

.and

.,
A 0 1 /

J r 7 , '*
dropved to about 30 percent of the 1939-40 base figure.9,

In establishing thlyelective Service Act of 1948, Congress-declared-that-

"in a free society the obligations and privileges of serving in-the armed forces

and the reserve components thereof should be shared generally:in accordance with

.1' system of selection which is fair and just, and which is consistent with the

maintenance of
*
an'effective national economy..!! It further'abserted-thet:
a.

41. ;

. adequate provision for national security requiresmaximum,
effort in the fields of scientific research anddevelOpment, and
the fullest possible utilizaiionof the nation's technological,
scientific, -and other critical manpower resources."10

Although the Selective Service Act of 1948 provided for the withdrawal of

..large numbers of men from their civilian pursuits, it offered only general

guidelines for the implementation of-military manpower polieypr The establishment.'

of specific rleferment.regulations was left to the President:

Manpower policy had always been based on what-was viewed as "essential" to

the war effort. Durplg World War II, decisions concerning who should serve in

the armed forces were made by local draft boards and were based on an assessment
4

n
7U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the United States,

Colonial Times_to 1970, Bicentennial Edition; Part 1 (Washington, I.C.: U.S.

Gov'ernment Printing Office; 1975), p. 383; National_ Manpower COuncil, Student
-Deferment and National Manpower Policy (New York: Columbia University Press,

1952), Pp. 25-26. _

10U.S. Congress, House, The Selective Service Act of 1948, Public Law
80-75?,Ath Cong., 1st sess., H.R. 64.01, 1948, p. 1; also quoted in M. H.

.Trytten, Student Deferment in Selective Service: A Vital Factor in National

Security (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, J952), p. 8.

15



of each iilAdi;fiduaCs potential contri'bu'tion to the 1Lation's defense. Iti!the

.
, /4 '

postwar years,cthis formula was not applicable. 'The policy.of peacetime
. - ,

.

conscription presented new proolems. .The President assigned two admlnistrative

agencies the task ofostud4ing the manpower situation and advising him on

deferment policy: the Natio19. Security .Resources Board (NSRB)-, established

by Truman' and authdrized Congrg sunder the National Security Act of 1947

to review and'recommend manpower policy, and the Selective Service.System,

which was responsible for making all policy recommendationsoperational.

In response to the PresildenC.s request, Selective Service Director
A

Hershey, &c5 th the concurrence of the N6RB, appointed six Scientific' Advisory

Committees oh August 20; 1948, "to advise me on the whole problem in general

in the fixing of policies in order that 'we may classic individuals concerned

the best interest of the national economy and the health, safety and

interest of the Nat.ion."11 The'Committees consisted of educators and

scientists and were grouped under the following titles: Agricultural and
4

Biological Sciences, Engineering Sciences, Healing Ai=ts, Humanities.,' Physical
1/4st"

Sciences, and Social Sciences. Under the chairmanship of Dr. M. H.

Diretor of the 'Office of Scientific Personnel, National Researc

six Committegs submitted their recomMaiations.on student deferment

General Hershey in. December1948. Inductions into the armed forcers

Trytten,

ouncil, the

policy to

under

Selective Service ceased after January 1949, however, lessening the Irgency of
aces

\-1 the manpower problem. The Trytten Committees' report did not receive further

11Quoted 'in letter, M. H. Trytten to Major General Lewis B. Hershey,

December 1, 1950, copy in ETS Archiyea, Selective Service College Qualification

Test Papers, TP/2Al2. (hereafter cited as SSCQT Papers); Box 1, Folde1r 1.



official attentiOn until the outbreak oele Korean War n'Juneof 1950 when,

'In responbe to the new crisiN, the United States Iad to make some crucial
.

e "4

decigioria about milPary manpower policy.

.The TiytteSZrport

Ttie.Trytten,,Committees reconvened in the fall of 1950 rev ew their

original recommendations; their final report on student deferment as resub

mitted to General Hershey in December and was published shortly they fter.

In reaching their donclusions,.the Committees considered, but rejected,.

several alternative proposals. Responding to the idea of deferring all

4* d
College_ students from military'service, the Committees agreed that any plan

adOpted by Selective Service "should be able of ready adjustment to make

possible the induction of larger and far er numbers\of the student age groups

y

in case'of Increasing emergency." The pccposal-f r deferring all students was

regarded as "inflexible and unrealistic and, they fore, impractical." To the

opposite argument that no students should be deferred from the armed forcea,

the Committees responded that such a prOpOsal "would lead to a serious hiatus

in the continuing supply of critically needed specialized pers nnel and thus

constitutes . . great danger to the national swirity .

The Committees also rejected the recommendation that only those. students

preparing for "essential" sciences-and profess ns )pe permitted to continue

their studies, arguing that these "essential" sci nces and professions were

not easily identified. "It is quite possible that fifteen years ago nuclear

physicists would have been dismissed as a scientific luxury -- as a group of -
1\..

theoreticians not essential to the national defense. The professolkpf Japanese
P

-11P

language and literattire who served in combat intelligence during World War II
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t

r-
i .

old certainly haxe,heen viewed earlier at a luxury." Furthermore,- according '44

tothe_Committees, report,. most students who entered their fieshman year in

'college did not Anow which science, profession,N,or special field they were
.

.7

best qualified to study. . College students in the first and secbnd
,

years can rarely, be' expected to make intelligent choices among special fields.

There is little reason to believe that university authorities-can Choose for

them."

rytten Committees' recommendatio

7
centered on the weed fd selective

deferme f college students. Their report stated that ". . modern nations,

to survive in peace or war, must have'an adequate number of scientific,

professional and specialized personnel in both civilian and military pursuits.

Therefore, suitable steps must be taken to recruit, train and maintain in

professional activity an adequate flow of competent individtals." They urged

that a special classification (II-S) be established under Selecve Service

regulations for registrants whose "demonstrated educational aptitude"war

the continuation of their training program. Educational aptitude would be

identified a specified minimum score on a general classification test and

evidence of ,revious cationaleaccomplishment.

More specifically, the ittees recommended that a student achieve a

score' on an aptitude test equivalent to a score of 120 or above do the Army

Central Classification Test (AGCT), which had been administered to military

personnel during World War II. Each student also would have to be certified by

an accredited school,, college, or university as showing promise of definite

progress in higher education'. Certificates would be issued to those students

whose rank in class among r students el4.blefor induction into thelarmed



.01.,'%.,,.
cforea was above a rank set by the director of'SeL4ctilie ServiCe. The Committees

.

also recommended that an advisory board be 'appoid'by Selective'Service to' ,,t

, . .

OF f distributionmonitor'tbe,program4 and make-po. icy recommendations conceNg of

1
,_ .

0
--tfairied personnel in relation to changing needs of essential civilian and

services. Finally, the Committees-Urged "in the stron &est possible

terms,'"' that the directOr of Selective Service recommend a government s larship

.program for all students qualifying for. deferment on the basis of "demonstrated

educational., apt itude.1. ' 12

ETS Involvement Begins 0

Trytten had appointed a subcommittee - consisting of civilian and militar

.

./
i

, .

psychologist's to recommend to the six Scient4fic'Odkrisory Committees, specifica-

tions for the aptitude test and to consider agencies best suited (f:Or administering
F'

a national testing progpam. Meeting in Fashington, D.C.,. on.September 27,

1950, the subcommittee "reacher a unanimous decision with respect to the two

respOnsibilities." They agteed that theaptitude test used-in the student

deferment program would contain,the following specifications:

It would yield a tingle composite score weighted about equally'

Ir

with verbal (li guistic) aad numerical (quantitative) abilities ;,
it would be cl. posed of it&is Selected for maximum validity in
predicting general college achievement; it would 'have a reliability

---.15kf-`O'' at least ,90 forrthe college studeftt population; it would have
timea sufficiently ample time l- imit so that it was not primarily a speed

test; it would require the minimum time consonant with the above

12"Re-o-p to the Director
on Scientific, Professional a

e Selective et vice System by the Six Committees
Specialized Personnel," attachment to letter,

Trytten to Hershey, December 1, 1950, copy in ETS Archives, SSCQT Papers, Box
1, Folder 1. The report is also included as an appendix to Trytten,Audent
Deferdent in Selective Service, pp. 81-93.
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wouldreliability; it_ wuld consist of items with reasonable facevalidit

Test, i.e, national median of 100 and standard deviation of 20; it
dit won]. ield scores equivalent to the Army General ClatWication

would be:maximallyAiscriminative at an initially proposed cutting.

score of x120; and it would be. developed in a number of equivalent

forms for-continuIng usage.
:',

he subcoMmittee recommended that General Hershey negotiate a contract

.

.

. with Educational Testing Service (ETS) for development of the test, since,

its involvement in admissions testing,' and its "effective collaboration" in

thedevelopment and administration of aptitude tests.for the military service

Made ETS "the best qualified agency o undertake the development of this-
,

A

aptitude test and the administration of the test to college students throughout

the nation." 13

The whole issue of student'deferment and Selective Service had been

closely followed at ETS, at least since the passage of the Selective Service

Act of 1948. When news began circulating About the possible use of an aptitude

test as a criterion for student deferment, ETS President Henry Chauncey wrote to

,James C. O'Brien Director of the Manpower Division of theNational'Security

Reso4ce4... Bs oard, out ining
4
the various testing programs conducted by the College

.

.

..1)- , f .

.
.

.
.

Entrance Examination Board during World War.II and the existing programs
.

13"Repbrtnf SubCommittee ..to RecoMmend Aptitude Test and Admi strative'

Afrangements for Its Use in Deferment of College Students," September 27, 1,950,

attachment to letter, M. H. Trytten to Henry Chauncey, October 1 1950, 'ETS.

Archives, Henry Chauncey Papers, GA/C3; Box 83, FOlder 869.

The-subcommittee members included Donald Baier, Adjutant General's

Office,DepartMent of the Army; Walter V. Bingham, Professor of Psychology

at Carnegie Institute of Technokogy; Leonard Carmichael; President of Tufts

.College'and a member of the ETS Standing COMmittee on Research;.Dael Wolfle,' .

American Association for the Advancement of Science; and E. Lowell Kelly,

Professor of Psychology at the University of Michigan and a member of the

Selective Service Scientific AdVisory Committee in the Social Sciences.
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adminiitered by ETS, which assumed responsibility for the College Board testing

programs in January of 1948.14 These prograMs included several sOlection

Trograms,for specific branches ofohe armed, forces. For
.

example, during World
t.-

. ,.
,

War II, the College. Board had administered the screening test used imthe

selection ofatudents for the ArMySpecialized Training Program (A-12).and

screening and achievement tests for the NaVy College Training program (V-12).

While talks on maitary manpower continued, ETS was engaged in administering the

screening test for the NROTC Program-tHolloway Plan), a program similar to the

A-12 and V-I2 testing in all major, aspects but one: the tests were taken at 600

supervised testing centers. kCandidates registered ford the test in advance and

were assigned to the most convenient center. This fea ure of test administration

appeared to be well suited for the proposed Selective Se .og..program.

On February 16, 1949, Chauncey, at the invitation f Trytten, attended a

smeetingof the Scientific Advisbry Committee in the Physical Sciences, one of

the six Trytten Committees. The Committee had agreed that the student deferment

4
program must include, not military classification tests, but "similar tests to

4

be prepared and administered by a separate (probably non - government) agency."

ETS was one agenc 'being seriously considered for,the program. DOring the

meeting,' when discussion' turned to_financing the pxogram, Selective Service
-} - ,

officials asserted that it was questionable whether the government would be able

to support a program of this size and suggested that students themselves pay to
k'

14Letter, Chaunce
Chauncey, November 12,

es C. O'Brien, October"19, 1948; O'Brien to
8, Henry Chauncey Papers, Box 79, Folder 834.
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take the deferMent test. The Physical Sciences Committee "vigorously objected" 7

(. C iii tio the possblty.15 ChanceStaterndicated.fo Committee chairman Roawel,IT
, .

C. Gibbs,.that,ETZ. might be unwilling to participate ipthe program if students

, - 1 , ." I

were required to pay an.examination fee: He.felt there would be enough public

orib-concern about the use of tests to determine whether, a itudent.continued his.

education or Was drafted into the armed forces, and'a financial obligation. on
I

. . _

the part of the candidates would only discriminate against those who were ess
4

.

able or. ess willing ,pay to take the test. In Chauncey's' view, personal

finances shoUld not be made a factor in deciding whether a student wo10-be

deferred or serve in the amy.16

Wile'General Hershey was considering the recommendAllotis of.the Trytten

Committees, the debate over student deferment focused, upon) two other plans.

The Thomas Plan: In December /1950,' the chairman of the NSRB appointed the

Scientific Manpower Advisory Committee, under the leadership of Charles A.

Thomas, to consider manpower polidy. The Thomas Committee proposed that all

qualified 18-year Aild males in four monthg of military training 4 High

school students would be deferred until graduation or age 19; whichever came
. / . -

. /

first. Following this period of training some men-could be selected through

competitive examination for college enrolltent in a Reserve Specialist Training

bi

15"Minutes of the Meeting-of.tbe Selective Service Committee in the Physical

Sciences" (February 16, 1949), .attached.to letter, R. C. Gibbs to ChaunCey,

February 24, 1949, Han-ry-Chauncey Papers, Box 77, Folder 815; see algo Henry

Chauncey, "Memorandum of Selective Service Committee in the'Physical Sciences,

February 16,-1949" (February 21, 1949), Henry Chauncey Papers, Box 83, Folder 869.

16 Letter, Chauncey to Roswell C. Gibbs, March 7, 1949, Henry Chauncey Papers,

Box 77, Folder_815; Henry Chauncey, 40ral History Interview, VI,. November 8, 1977,

ETS Archives,Oral History Program, p. 6c

2 c;
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Corps' (RSTC). After graduation these then would be available for tither civilian
., ,

, . 0
. ,

or military service considered essential to thehatianal interest.

Defense Department Plan In January,1951, the Department of Defense
kl . .

.

..
.

. submitted its own deferment plan that relied heavily upon the Thomas Committee

recommendations. According to the Department's plan, a number of,carefully

selected men would, after completing a period of basic training, be temporarily

.

relieved from active duty to attend college,' Seventy-five thousand students

would be chosen annually-by civilian agencies to study or conduct research in

all fieldi determined to be in the national interest. This plan also requested

consideration of implementing a national scholarship proigram to aid those

selected amen unable to afford the.cost of coll*e; t further suggested that

those who chose 6' work their way through school 'f given up to six years. to

complete their course of study.17

Planning for-thg Draft Defermeht Test

While Congress was prepAring to argue the meritsf Selective Service,

Ukr, and student and occupatignal deferment polici, General Hershey made

preliminary Arrangements for nationwide testing program. As of the fall of

1950,. Selective Service estimated that one million college and high school

17Congressional committee hearings, and reports on the Thomas Committee and
Defense Department proposals'are in U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Aimed

Serviced, Preparedness Subcommittee, Universal Military Training and Service

Act of 1951, ,Hearings, 82d corig., 1st sess., 1951,-pp. 06-837; U.S. Congress,

Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Universal Military Training an ervice

Act, S. Rept. No. 117, Report To. Accompany 'S.1, 82d Cong., 1st sess., 951, pp. '''''

d'"*\

41-52, 7.9i783; U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Universal

'
Military' Training, Hearings and papers, No., 4, $2d Conk:, 1st sess., 1951, pp.

43-181. Summaries of student deferment plans are in National Manpower Council,

Student Deferment and National Manpower Policy, pp. 27-29 and James M. Gerhardt,

The Draft and PUblic Policy: Issues in Military .Manpower Procureme'nt,: 1945-1970

(Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1971), pp. 1.53-157.
,

2'
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students, between the ages oteN and 26, would be participating in the program.

Hershey negotiated a planningontract with ETS that extended from November 13'

td December 31, 1950, and provid for ETS to."make its facilities available,

And to provide th necessary supplies. and services, to the Selective Service

System for the purpos of planning and developing a testing program designed

'
for use in connection with the identification Of college students to be considered

as eligible for deferment."1.8 Selective.Serkae .rtlyated that final

approval ,of the program would come by'tbe end:of December, and all plans and

preparation of services, materials, and PrOcekres moved forward on that assump-

'tion. ETS prepared test questions, conducted pretesting at Lackland Air Force

Base in San Antonio, Texas, finished the first final form of the test, designee
.)

and printed answer sheets and questionnaires for supplying data Kor special

statistical and research studies, drew up' plans and procedures for scaling and

.--equating the final forms,,,Addeveloped plans to study the validity of the test.

ETS also prepared, materials explaining the program;'such as letters to schools,

colleges, and lbcal draft bdards, posters, applicatiowforms, and bulletins of

information for distribution,by state Selective Service headquarters. And
+et . .

) ,

inally, preliminary arrangements were made for the aCquisition of necessary

,space, equipment, and supplies.19
.-

ETS test development staff assembled a three-hour, 150-question edu'cational

aptitude test, equallydivided between items testing verbal or linguisitic

ability and items testing mathematical or quantitative reasoning -ability. Four

0

184Memorandum, Richard H. Sullivan to AdminiAtrat

1950, ETS Archives, Administrative Committee File.

19"PeriormAnce Report to the, Director of Selec ive Service on Contract's

SR-114," attachment to letter, Richard H. Sulliva eral Lewis B. Hershey,

January 12, 1951, SSCQT Papers, Box 1, Folder 4.

Committee, November 14,.
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typeof items were chosen for their "established.validity as predictors of .

academic athievement":20
-

Reading comprehension: passages to be read, each followed by five or

six questions.

°

Verbal relations: antonyms, verbal analogies, and sentence completion

ArithmetiC reasoning: short problems, including a few elementary gebra

and plane geometry problems, but with necessary

'basic formulas provided

Data.interAetation: - charts, graphs, tables, and maps, some accompanied

by expositbr)* passages, each folfowed by seven or

eight questions

On November 20 and 21, 1950, they submitted tkis plan to members of the

ETS Testsand Measurements Committee, ETS Research Committee, and members of

the test-research agencies of the armed forces, who met jointly to consider

how ETS would conduct the Selective Sdrvice testing program. The committees

approy'ed the plan with slight modifications but urged that material
o

.

rselected that covered the natural sciences, social sci nces, humani ies ,ies, and

mathematics "with emphasis on interpretation and functional use rather than on

factualknowledge." The committees also supported'the use of a single two-

digit score scale falling between zero and 100; this scale was strongly

desired by Selective Service. In recommending research studies to be confte4ad____

in conjunction with the program, members of the committees emphasized the_

20Warren G. Findley; "The Selective Service College Qualification Test,"
American Psychologist, 6, No. 5 (May 1951), pp. 181 -183.

2,J/



r

importance of selecting a reference population with which to compare the

performance of groups applying for and,receivinedeferment on the basis of

their test scores. In particular, the committees suggested studying the

effects of coaching for the test, the relation of Scores to'beckground

charaCteristics of candidates, scores achieved by arious subgroups in relation

to a criteriln, the effects on scores of delay in test-taking, and the effects

of motivation on scores on the test.21

When ETS's planning contract with Selective Service expired .on December

31, 1950, without final approval for the testing program from the President or

Congress, Hershey proposed rescheduling all deadlines so that,ETS'could \
continue test development work and also proceed with arrangements for obtaining

necessary supplies. Selective Service and ETS agreed upon an extended contract

to cover service from January 11 to February 9, 1951.22 i

Deferment Debate C. tinues

early sp of 1951, the student defermentdebate continued in both the

Senate and the House of Representatives, and several plans were considered.

them:

Hershey's own plan on manpower policy and student deferment. This

plan, largely based on the Trytten Committees' recommendations, outlined

. S

21William W. Turnbull, "Minutes o Joint Meeting of the Committee on Tests

and Measurements, Committee on Research, Educational Testing Service, November 20-..

21, 1950," (December lq, 1950), ETS Aichives, Tests and Measurements Committee,

File.

22Letter, Chauncey to General Hershey, December 28, 1950; Colonel George A.

Irwin to Chauncey, January 5, 1951, Henry Chauncey Papers, Box 83, Folders

869 and 870.
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specific provisions for rank-in=class qual ications and test scores: upper-half

of the class and /0 for fre-shmen,\upp wo.- thirds 'of the ,class a.pd 70 for

'
sophomores, upper three-quarters.of the ciasaland 70 for juniors,, and the upper"

half of the ciao and A for seniors continuing on to graduate or professiongl

school. One major 'difference was the use of the test score and rank in class on
, \

an- either -or basis. A student near the'bottom pf his class could still be

deferred1V the basis of his test score; a.student who failed to pass e the test

4

could qualify for deferment on the basis of his class standing.23,____This new s
. .

. .

°
----/

provision allowed both the hi ly and less selective ccaleges and universities

to maintain an 'adequate fl of students. Tiyttep 1ater justified thi change:

It became clear . . . that this double reqAtement (test score and
class standing) would unduly affect certain types of institutions in such

f a way as possibly to defeat the intent of the program. American insti-
tutions.of higher,fducation differ materially in kind and character.
Their standards of admission vary considerably. The highly selective

:1
institutions, i. they were to suffer the same pert ntage loss of students
as the less selective institutions, would not be able to turn out the same

numbers of highly qualified oung. men as formerly, 'hnd in many cases their

graduates are of considerab e significance- to the nation. /

But other reasons ake it undesirable also that less selective
institu4ons should 1 se too large a percentage of their students, as
theYmight if. the aptitude criterion were made absolute. These schools
servean important social and training purpose.for their clientele and

their region. There are other values than strictly academic,ones.24

The Defense Department's deferment plan that hadbeen proposed in January.

The Senate Armed Services Committee reported favorably on this plan for the .

23U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, 1951 Amendments to
the Universal Military Training and Service Act, H. Rept. No. 271, Report-to
Accompany S.1, 82nd Cong., 1st sess., 1951', pp..22-24; General Lewis B. Hershey,

"Classification of College and University Students," Operations Bulletin pio. 28,

Selective Service Systet March 30, 1951, copy in SSCQT Papers, Box 6, Frilder 4'

50

24Trytten,-Student Deferment in Selective Service, p. 35.
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annual selection of 75,000 men for a special college program. It also specified

the creation of a presidential, commission to select men for the program and

authorized the Commission to offer scholarships.as might seem appropriate.

The House Armed Services Committee plan. The House Committee disagred

with the Defense Department proposal and, in writing its own bill,.insisted

..401

on retaining the proviso of the 194,11"ct that left discretion regarding deferment

poliC)wto the Brqident. The Committee also insisted on establishing the draft

age at 19; the Senate had requested that it be set at 18. Thedifferences

between the Senate and Ho4e versions of the manpower proposal set the stage

for a Senate-House Conference on manpower legislation.2

Deferment Plan Announced

On March 31, 1951, Iresident Truman signed Executive-Order No. 10230

amending the Selective Service Act of 1948 and establishing the basis for General

Hershey's student deferment plan.' A-student who was accepted for admission to

a college, university, or similar,institqion and was planning to pursue-a

full-time course of instruction, or sibstuder.t who was enrolled in such a school
a

and was satisfactarily pursuing such a course, would quari,fy for deferment

based upon such categories as the Director of Selective Service, with the

appraval of the President, may prescribe, . . . a required scholastic standing,

. . . [a score] on a qualification test, or both sucti standing and score, to

.4*

41,

4

25U.S. Oofigress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Universal Military

Training and Service Act, S. Rept. No. 117, Report To Accompany'S1, 82d

Cong., 1st sess., 1951, pp. 79-83; House, Committee on Armed Services;-1951

Amendments to the Universal Military Training and Service Act, H. Rept. No. 271,

Report To Accompany S.1, 82d Cong., '1st sess., 1951, pp. 9-13, 20-24.
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a

be prescribed by the Director of Select)ve Service with the approval of the

President."... The Order also authorized General Hershey "to prescribe such

qualification test or tests as he may deem necessary for carrying out [the

above] provisions.."26

ETS had been preparing for the testing program for five months. On March

19, 1951, with full expectation that Truman would be signing the afore ntioned

order within a few days, Henry Chauncey and General Hersh signed contract .

SR-121, making,the Selective Service testing program a reality. The contract

called for ETS Co administer the Selective Service College Qualification Teat

(SSCQT) on May 26, June 16, and June 30 ioapproximately,one million Oandidhtes.

The large number, of expected participants was used on=the estimated number of

students in high school and college who were eligible for induction into

military service as of the fall of 1950. A final review ADE the deferment

plan by Arthur Flemmingys Manpower Policy Committee of th4 Office of Defense .

Mobilization resulted in'the elimination of high school students from the

testing program.28 Despite this limitation, the'Selective Service-Program

4
became the largest testing program conducted by a civilian agency up to that

time.

26.13. President, Executive Order,- "Abe-tiding the Selective See
Regulations," Federal Register, XVI, March 31, 1951, p. 2905.

27A fourth date, July 12, was added-to accommodate candidates whose
religious convictions prevented them from taking the examination on Saturday.

2$Catherine G.-Sharp, "Minutes of Adthinistrative Committee Meeting of .

March 20, 1951," (March 20, 1951), ETS ArchiVes, Administrative Committee File.
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III. THE STUDENT DEFERMENT PLAN AND THE PUBLIC'S REACTION

The President's announcement of the student deferment plan aroused mixed

1* reaction throughout the nation. Most of the criticism of the planoentered upon

Selective Service policy and not on the use of the SSCQT itself. Some opponents
t

viewed the program as undemocratic; college stu ents were treated'as a privileged

:I?class: Other's saw the deferment plan as a meth d of creating an intellectual

aristocracy within the United Stateis. Many critics misinterpreted "deferment"

as "permanent exemption," and,this misconception temporarily increased the
4

frequencSr of attacks on the inequity-of the program. But even amonglthose who

understood the program,, there were sincere opponents. Among the most ardent

were the presidents of Princeton, Yale, and Harvard -- three of the highly

selective institutions of higher education. President Harold DcOds of'Princeeon

4

stated: "1 . . .
view the almost blanket deferment of college students is wrong

for the nation and detrimental to the best interest of the colleges in the long
. .

run." A. Whitney Griswold of Yale favored a plaesimilar tp the D fenge Depart-

.

Ment's violiogar forallowing 75,000 men to be relieved frcn active tudy
4

i fields believed-to be essential to the national interest. 9 The most vocal

critic of the deferitient program among educational leaders was James B. Conant,

.President of Harvard and an ETS trustee...,

James B. Conant vs. Selective Service

Conant had continually expressed his concern about manpower policies

and the strength of the United States defenses in Europe throughout the war

years. Although he was opposed to universal military training (UMT) when

29New York Timis: April 9, 1951; also quoted in Gerhardt, The Draft

and Public Policy, p.

-
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President RooseVelt introduced the idea in 1945, he declared that, if an authori

tative commission found UMT "indispensable,",he would support that finding. In

his Education in a Divided World (1948), Con nt expounded upon the serious

threat posed by the Soviet Union and called for a complete review of manpower

,policy and, especially, Selective Service. In his view, the Selective Service

Act of 190 was "only a stopgap." He suggested a plan for enrolling every

male, when he reached eighteen or graduated from high school, in a national

militia for a period of 10 years. "The local unit of the National Guard would

be the medium for training, to be accolplished in three or four years of summer

camp and evening drill." In 1950, following the invasion of South Korea, Cobant

modified his pla eet the new conditions." He now favored enrollment in

the armed forces for servi rather than enrollment in aenational militia for

training. In October, he prepared a memorandum to Members of the Associavion

of American Universities (AAU), setti orth his ideas about universal military

service (UMS): "I doub' if anyone will question the need for- increasing the

size of the armed forces. . . . nor challenge the statement that this process.

will have a forceful impact on formal education beyond the high school."

Conant advocated that every male spend two to three years, between the ages of

18 and 25,,in government service. Those who were physically and mentally fit

would spend their time in military service; others would serve their terms in

civilian government service at the same pay rate. He believed that only students

studying medicine, dentistry, or engineering should have their. term of service

postponed, prepPiled they committed themselves to at least four years in govern

ment service. The "Conant Plan" was published in the December 19, 1950 issue of

Look under the title, "A Stern Program for Survival." By this time the AAU
A

-4.
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had issued a resolution on "The Mobilization of Manpower" which endorsed the

Conant Plan and emphasized AAU's firm opposition to the student deferment plans

of Selective Service.30

'On December 12, Conant formally announced the formation of the Committee

on the Present Danger (CPD), a citizens' group that called for the adoption

of universal military servimC), increased commitment of ground forces in

Europe, and an increase in foreign aid to American allies. Conant and the

CPD gathered the support of other prestigious groups, including the Association

of American Colleges (AAC), and the editorial approval of the New York Times.

Members f the CPD testified before the Senate Subcommittee on Preparedness,

'and Conant, himself, appeared before the House Armed Services Committee to

attempt to win congressional support for their defense Proposals.

Presidential approval of the Selective Service student deferment program

prompted the CPD to sponsor a series of radio broadcasts.in an,attempt to gain .

for UMS. In one particular broadcast, Conant and Edward R. Murrow,

who also was a CPD member, appeared on a CBS broadcastito discuss the executive'

order. Conant viewed it as "undemocratic" and believed it would "establish a

privileged class." Murrow askedConant if it was fair to say that the Presi-

dent's order "stinks." "Well," Conant replied, "I shouldn't disclaim that

word."31 When:the specifics of the deferment program'were announced,

30Conant, My Several Lives, pp. 521-524; Marden, "Cold War and American

Eduction," II, p. 322. For a rebuttal to the Conant Plan, see. Charles Woolsey

Cole, "A Reply to Harvard's Dr. Conant: A Total Conscription Will Hurt America,"

Ldbk, 15 (January 2, 1951), pp. 54-55.

31Conani,,My Several Lives; p.527; the formation and activities of the

Committee on the Present Danger is described in Ibid, pp. 505-519.
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ta'14,44luding.ithe use o st scores and class rank, Murrow coptinuedVe attack on

behalf of the CPD. 'Acc ding to Murrow, a plan that afforded college students

the opportunity of being deferred from their military obligation, while ignoring,

those men whose-famili could not bear the expense of college, was "quite a

departure from our traditions." He believed that t to student deferment plan was

based upon the assumption that enrollment in college was enough proof of a MapL.1

"usefulness" 1 in maintaining the national health, safety or interest. "If this

rule had been'applied lt1 earlier days, people 19sethe_Wright Brothers, Mark

Twain, Phil Murray, Andrew/Carnegie, Henry Ford, Thomas Edition, and Harry SA

Truman, among others, wouldn't have had a c ance of,being deferred because none

of them went to college." Murrow agreed that it was essential-to "nourish the

minds of the youth of the nation," and to "fertilize research in all disciplines

of learning,'(' but it was also equally important to remember that throughout

our history, "the word'equality has been as important as test tubes, laboratories,

and research into the lower forms of 1 life;u32

Conant's attempt to gain further sup ort for the CPD program among

educatots was contested by the American Council.on Education (ACE) and the

U. S. Office of Education. When the Trytten Report was issued, ACE 1resident

,

Arthur Adams, Who, like'Eonant, was an ETS trustee, and Education Commissioner

Earl McGrath embraced the Committees' recommendations on student deferment; in

fact, both Adams and McGrath became actively involved in public relations for

the program it the educational community.

32Edward R. Murrow, "Dtaft Smart- Stu entsi Mark Twain, Henry Ford,
Thomas Edison, Harry $4. Truman Could Not-Have Been. Deferred -- They Didn't Go
to College," CBS radio broadcast, April 5, 1951,.transcript attached to Letter;

Murrow to Henry Chauncey, July 13, 1951; Henry Chauncey Papers, Box 2, Folder 27.

3
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During the planning phase.of the'program in the fall and.winter of,1950-51,

Selective Service and ETS had developed procedures to disseminate as much

information about the deferment plan as possible to the general public. All

press releases and announcements concerning Selective Service regulations and

the effects of thetesting 'program on student deferment policy' were handled by '

the Info tion Branch of Selective Service Natio 1 Headquarters while ETS

supplied in ation on the specific nature and technical aspects of the test.

ETS secured an office in the ACE building in Washington to be used as a head-
,

4ii004

qUatters for publicity and public relatioqW for the SSCQT and the draft defermiNat

program. ACE agreed to serve as liaison between college and, university campuses

and Selective\ Service and ETS and to 'function as a clearinghouse for information

concernin

Afew days after the anwuncement of Truman's order, Selective Service and

ETS officials were approached by the Liberty Broadcast

.

asked to participate in'a radio panel discussion

Company and

led, "Youth and the

Draft." This nationwide broadcast series deals with 11 phases of the student

deferment program. r Amongethe participants were: reral Hershey, Director,

and Brigadier General Louis Renfrow,Associate Director, of Selective Service;

Henry Chauncey, President, and William W. Turnbull, Vice-President, of ETS;

Arthur S- Adams, Pres.idantlia0 Francis J. Brown, Staff `Associate, of ACE;

James C. O'Brien,Assistant'Commissioner of Education, U. S. Office of

33Memorandum, Jack K. Rimadver to Henry Chauncey, September 18, 1951,

SSCQT Papers, Box 2, Folder'9.:



I

729

Education; and M. H. Trytten. Other prominent government Officials and

educators Appeared in later broadcasts. "Youth and the Draft" also received('

extensive,press covevage.34 The combined efforts Of Selective Service, ETS,

the American Council on Education, and the Office of Education were probably

44114°
effective in gaining public Support for the deferment program.and the SSCQT.35

Passage of the Universal Military Training and Service Act

On June 19, 1951, President Truman signed into law the Universal Military

Training and4Service Act (Public Law 51), signifying executive and congressional

approval of the use of tests as a hasis fo tudent deferment. The bill Truman

signed had been prepared by the Setate-House Conference Committee which had

endorsed the essential features of General Hershey's plan extending the provisions

of the Selective Service Act of 1948 to July 1, f955. Hershey's plan had been

'modified by members of the House Armed ServiCes Committee who expressed concern
tP,

t the possibility of deferments becOming exemptions. The House Committee

4

added to its bill a proyiso which extended the eligibility of all deferred men

1

34See for example, New York Times, April 9, 16, 23, and May 13, 1951;
Washington Post, April 9, 1951; San Francisco Chronicle, April 16 and 23, 1951;
Christian Science Monitor, April 17, 1951; Boston Globe, April 15, 1951; Denver
News, April 9, 1951; and Minneapolis Tribune, April 19, 1951. An extensive file

of newpaper clippings relating to the SSCQT is available in the ETS Archives.

350n May 26, 1951, the American Institute of Public Opinion reported that
55 percent of the public favored the deferment of college students who passed a

test of general ability; see [George Gallup], "College Draft Deferment Based On
General Ability TgstRy Gets Public's Okay," (May 26, 1951), copy of press release

in SSCQT Papers, Box 2, Folder 9.
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4

to age 35.36 The Conference Committee accepted this extension of liability as

well as an amendment to the'House bill introduced by Representative Paul J.

Kilday (D-Texas) that assured local draft boards and appeal boards that they

would make the final decisions on occupational and student defermenti.37 The

Committee did reject the Senate proposals originally suggested by the

Defense Department for a special program fbr 75,000 students and federal scholar-

ships.38 With Truman's signature, the debate over universal military training

versus Selective Service subsided and attention fo4sed on the effe, of thi

law on individual citizens, the armed forces, and higher education.

4

36U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Artei Services, 1951 Amendments to the

Universal Military Training and Service Act, H. Rept. No. 271, Report To Accompany

S.1, 82nd Cong., 1st sess., 1951, pp. 9-13, 20;24.

37Congressional Record, XCVII, p. 3679.

38U.S. Congress, House, Universal Military Training and 'Service Act;

H. Rept. No. 535, Conference Report To Accompany S.I, 82nd Cong.', 1st sess.,

1951, pp. 11, 18-23.
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IV. THE'StLECTIVE SERVICE COLLEGE QUALIFICATION TEST (SSCQT)

While Congress was deliberating over manpower legislation, ETS was adminis-

tering, scoring, and reporting results of the SSCQT. 5'.00e of the more technical

.-
problems the ETS encOunteretiwas scaling and equating the test. This was

-important because eligibility for deferment could not be affected by which fora
y

of the test a candidate took.

Scaling and Equating the Test

The Selective Service System specified that scores on the SSCQT were to be

reported on a scale ranging from 0 to 99, "with the only raw score convertible

u

to a score of zero being a raw score of zero, the only raw score convertible-,

4 411.

to a score of.99 being the maximum raw score on t e test." It further emphasized

.

that the reported scale score of 70\be such that the percentage of college

students who received scores of 70 or better would'equal he Percentage of

college students who would receive. Army.Standard Scor of 120 or better on

the Army General Classification Test (AGCT). SimilarkIy; a reported score of

75 on the SSCQT wab to be such that the percentage of stud s who received

scores of 75 or better, would equal the percentage of college students who would

receive Army Standard Scores of 130 or better on the AGCT.39 The decision

1

by Selective Service to have SSCQT scores on a scale comparable to the AGCT was

based on data accumulated during World War II. On an arbitrary AGCT 'scale

ranging from 40 to 160, the average score ,for male adults during World War II

was 100; slightly more than two-thirds of the army personnel achieved scores

39Educational Testing Service, A Summary of Statistics on Selective
.Service College Qualification Test of May 26, 1951, June 16, 1951, June 30,

1951, July 12,.1951c3 ,Statistical Report 52-1 (Princeton,
Educational Testing Service, 1952), p. 4.

'a
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falling between 80 and 120. Only 16 percent, or one out of six. men, scored

above this point but, significantly, four out of five college graduates exceeded

this score.' In an oral report of the Six Scientific Advisory Committees

delivered before officials of the Selective Service System on December 1$,

1950, E. Lowell Kelly emphasized this salient point:

It is true that a man with a score of 135 or above can becom a good

soldier. It is also true that he owes as much to his country s the lad

with a score of 80 or 110. But can we a$ a nation; faced with the necessity
of developing and maintaining our technological and military supremacy,
afford to utilize these/two men in the same manner? . . . these facts
concerning differences in human ability mtist be allowed for if we are not
to squander one of our most precious nationa/-resources.40

C

Because the SSCQT was to be administered on four separate dates, Selective

Service requested that ETS develop four different forms of the test, one for each

administration date. For security reasons, there were to be no common items from

form to form; however, each form was to be designed so ;at it was equivalent in

difficulty and item content to the other forms. In order to place all four

forms of the SSCQT on the same score scale and also to maintain the relationships

to the AGCT score scale specified by Selective Service, ETS contructed a special

control form of the test in the spring of 1951. This form, Form ZVN, contained

items draw equally from the first four operational forms of the SSCQT:

TABLE 1

SSCQT EXPERIMENTAL FORM ZVN

Analogies 15

Arithmetic Reasoning 45 MS
Reading Comprehension 45 items

Data Interpretation 30iitems

Sentence Completion 15 items
150 items

"E. Lowell Kelly, "The
Committees 'delivered to the
18.50), included in Trytten,

Facts" (oral report o the Six Scientific Advisory
Director of Selective Service System, December 18,
Student Deferment and Selective Service, p. 101.

44
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In order to equate the SSCQT to the AGCT, ETS found it necessary

administer ZVN and a form of the AGCT to a population that would be ineligible

for the draft. It therefore secured the cooperation of three groups bf

"examinees "widely divergent in expected test performance": U.S. Military

.Ac:Nly cadets, U.S. Merchant Marine Academy cadets, and Air Force enlisted men

at Lackland Air Force Base in-ISan Antonio, Texas. The Personnel Research

Section of the Adjutant. General's Office, Department of the Army, supplied Form

lc of the

During the week of May 1951, Forms ZVN and AGCT lc were administered

to virtually all men routinely processed at Lackland Air Force Base. On May 26,

ti

the date of the first nationwide SSCQT administration, the two tests were

given to random halves of groups of examinees at West Point and the Merchant
1

Marine Academy. A total of 2250 examinees participated in the experimental

testing program. Form ZVN was equated to the AGCT and placed on the desirdd

0-99 score scale. There was a marked difference in performance on ZVN between

the Air Force group and the cadets. Since the scholastic ability of the academy

groups was closer to that of college students than to that of Air Force personnel

the lines of comparability for SSCQT and AGCT scores were drawn to fit the data
4

of the cadet group. The.results of the experimental testing yielded the

comparability of scores between the SSCQT and the AGCT shown lit Table 2.
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TABLE 2

COMPARABLE SSCQ4CORES AND AGCT SCORES

..(comprable scores applItable for college men only)

SSCQT Score Army Standard Score

80 and above 144 and above

79 141-143

78 138-140

77 135-137
132-134

75 . .
130-131

74 128-129

73 126-127

72 124-125

71 122-123

70 120 -121-

69 and below 119 and below

Source: Educational Testing Service., A Summary of Statistics on.
Selective Service College Qualification Test of May 26,
1951; June 16J 1951, June 30, 1951, July 12, 1951.
Statistical Report 52-1 (Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing

Service, 1952); Table 12, p. 30.

Immediately following the first operational administration of the SSCQT,

a conversion sample was drawn and statistics collected by ETS statistical

analysis staff to equate scores on Form ZSS2, the form used for the May 26th

nationwide administration, to the ZVN raw score scale. ETS followed this

procedure for equating all subsequent forms of the test from 1951'to 1953.

Thus, ZVN, the experimental or' control form of the deferment test,'made it

.possible to insure that scores on each operati.onal form of the SSCQT could be

used interchangeabl 41

41Educational Testing Service, "Scaling of the Selective.Service College

'Qualification Test Administered May- June -July, 1951," [August 1, 1951]; memorandum,

William H. Angoff, "Selective Service College Qualification Test, April 23, 19511

and May '21. 1953: Outline of Operational Procedures for Scaling," March 3,

1953, SSCQT Papers, Box 4, Folder 28.

4
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6
Test Administration and National Results: First Series, May-July, 1951

The SSCQT was administered to 339,042 candidates during the first four

testing dates. This number/represented about 21 percent of the total male

pupu dtion in-tb-United States, Psrimated at 1,569,000 in

thefal,l of 1950. More than half of this latter figure consisted of students

either ineligible to take the test or with no reason to do so. Included in

this group were veterans';'non-veterans who were,puruing part-time study or-who

were non-degree stude.,k non-veterans studying full time but who were under 18

or over 26tyears old, ROTC students, and those classified by Selective Service

as physically or mentally unfit for military service. ETS estimated that 70-80

percent of those students both eligible and not already deferrable from military

service on other grounds actually took the test. Of those students who took the-

SSCQT during the first series of testing, 64 percent achieved a score of 70 or

better.42 Table 3 provides a breakdown for each testing date.

TABLE 3

SSCQT: FIRST SERIES, RESULTS, 1951

No. of Percent Scoring
Candidates 70 or Better

d ( V.65,010 65%

' 106,829 , 62%

63,997 61%
3,206 58%

Totals 339,042 64%

Date Form

May 26, 1951 ZSS2

June 16, 1951 ZSS3

June 30, 1951 ZSS1
July 12, 1951 ZSS4

o

42Test results for the first series of the SSCQT are included in
A Summary of Statistics on Selective Service College Qualification Test of
May 26, 1951, June 16, 1951, June 30, 1951, July 12, 1951, Statistical
Report 52-1 (hereafter cited as Summary of Statistics on SSCQT, 1951,
SR-52-1); Henry Chauncey, "The Use of the Selective Service Colls.e
QualificatiOn Test in the Deferment of College Students," Science, 116, No.
3004 (July 25, 1952), pp. 73-79; and Trytten, Student Deferment in Selective
Service, pp. 67-80.

4u
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ETS conducted an extensive program of statistical analysis on the results

of the SSCQT. This effort was intended to serve two main purposes: to supply

the Selective Service System with quantitatimeinformation needed for, immediate

operation of the testing program and to assist in the future development of the

testing program and of the Selective Service student deferment plan by "supplying

more detailed information than was previously available concerning test perfor-

mance of college students." Three particular types of statistical studies were

identified as the most, appropriate for yielding the necessary data: 1) internal

analyses of the test: its difficulty, reliability, consistency, and speededness,
a

2) descriptive statistics of the numbers tested and of the test performance of
- 4

various subgroups of the population tested, according to geographical region,

major field of study, and college year of study, and 3) the relation of-college

grades'-to the SSCQT scores and to other educational aptitude test scores.

By studying test characteristics of the SSCQT on the basis of the first

series results, ETS statistical Tersonnel concluded that the scores were

stable, and they estimated that "99 out of 100 candidates, if retested, would

probably achieve scores differing no more than five points from their original

scores." The high proportion of studentscompleting the examination (57 percent

answering all questions, 79 percent leaving no more than four questions unanswered,

and 92 percent answering at least one of the last five, questions) indicated

that the test was primarily a "power" test and the time allotted to complete

Jthe examination (3 hours) was sufficient.

The percent of candidates scoring 70 or higher on the SSCQT differed

significantly from one geographical region to another and from one major field

of study to another. The range for students achieving 70 or above ran from
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73 percent in the New England states to.42 percent in the East South Central
Ita

states. Estimates based on a 10 percent sample of candidates according to

major field of study indicated that engineering, physical science and mathematics

had the highest percentage of students 'equalling or exceeding the critical

scores of 70 and 75. Social science majors were also consistently above average

pile education was the lowest-ranking field.43

To conduct its validity studies of the SSCQT, ETS selected 23 colleges-

and universities representing a reasonable coverage of geographical divisions,

types of colleges and universities, and various academic divisions. The tombina-

tion of`liata obtained from these institutions with score tabulations from a 10

percent sample of all candidates tested enabled ETS to estimate that 68 percent

of all freshmen, 81 percent of all sophomores, and 88 percent of all juniors who

took the SSCQT were eligible for deferment under the Selective Service provisions

for class standing and test scores (see Table 4). Data from the. 23-college

sample was also used to compare the correlation between grades and scores on the

SSCQT with that of two widely-used tests of educational aptitude -- the College

Board Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the American Council on Education,

Psychological Examination -- both of which were effective in predicting-college

43The.category"education" included all male students who reported
education as their-present or intended major field of study, including"elementary
education, commercial education, physical and health education. It did not
include subject-matter specialists preparing for high school or college teaching;
these students designated themselves_as majoring in a particular subject area.
The education group, therefore, was not a representative sample of future
teachers. Based on the low performance ;of the education group on the test, ETS
concluded that "a large number of mow- ability studenta[were] preparing to enter

the teaching field." See Summary of Statistics on SSCQT, 1951, SR-527.1; pp. 13-14;
Educational Testing Service, Annual Report to the Board of Trustees, 1951-1952
(Princeto, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1952), pp. 14-15.
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success. The comparison showed that the SSCQT had a very satisfactory correla-

tion with college perfortnance.44

TABLE 4

STUDENT DEFERMENT ELIGIBILITY, FALL 1951
By Percentage)

Reason for Deferability

College Year Test Sccire
Only*

Test Score and
Class Standing**

Class Standing
Only***

Freshman.
Sophomore
Junior

18

14

13

35
48

58

15

19

17

Total

68
81

88

SQURCE: Educational Testing Service. ar of Statiitics on

Selective Service Colleg ualifi ation Test of May 26,
1951, June 16, 1951, Ju e 30, 1951, July 12,.1951.

Statistical Report 52- (Princeton, N.J.:. Educational

Testing Service, 1952)1, Table 9 p. 23.

* Percent scoring 70 or higher but stan ing in lower portion of class.

** Percent scoring 70 or higher and sta ing in upper portion of class.

*** Percent scoring below 70 but standingin upper portion of class.

SSCQT, 1951-1954

The student deferment program proved to be effective in maintaining an
4

adequate number of students in colleges and universities and Selective Service

Ct.

44Summary of Statistics on SSCQT, 1951, SR-52-1, pp. 60-62.
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determined to continue the SSOQT4 Selective Service and ETS had handled their

first contract on a negotiated basis. Unlike the more frequently used costplus

type of contract, ETS performed SSCQT work for a fixed price, plus a per candidate

fee, an arrangement of greater risk to ETS if unforeseen problems arose. As it

happened, the program ranunOxpectecrly smoothly and ETS di-&v' rywetI financier}-i}75-

For the 1951-1952 SSCQT program, Selective Service decided to issue .program

specifications and invite competitive bidding on the contract. ETS and Richardson,

Bellows, and Henry submitted bids; the contract'was awarded on August 27, 1951

to ETS, which, 4rn the basis of firstyear experience, had-lowered its bid.

Three new forms were developed by ETS test developMent staff for the

1951-52 program And test was administered on December 13, 1951 and April 24,-
1

and MSY 22, 1952:° Form ZSS5, administered on December 13, contained the save

item types used in the first four-forms of the SSCQT: Verbal Relations,

Arithmetic Reasoning, Reading Comprehension, and Data Interpetation.46

April, however, "quantitative reasoning" items were introduced; th se.itemS

required a candidate to demonstrate4a combination of data interpr<etatian and

reading comprehenSion skills. Though it still consisted of 150 qUestiOns, the

SSCQT now included six item types.

A total .of 74,327 canidates took the examination in 19151-52, With 58

percent achieving a score of 70 or higher. The results of the program were

quite similar to those of the first SSCQT'series in"1951. The only substantial

45Henry Chauncey; Oral History IntervieW', VI, November 8, 1977,.ETS

Archives Oral History Program, p. 11.- For a discussion of the merits of-fixed

price versus cost-1'plus see memorandum, Robert F. Kolkebeck to Henry Chauncey,

September 25, 1950, SSCQT Papers, Box 1, Folder 4.

"Verbal relations items included antonyms or verbal analogies along
with either sentence- completion or double definition items.
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difference lay in the lower number of candidates tested (see Table 5). Since

memberS'of the sophomore, junior, and senior classes had-had the opportunity to

take the test during the previous spring and summer, freshmen constituted a much

larger'proportion of the total group tested than was the case in the first

series.

TABLE 5

SSCQT: SECOND SERIES RESJJLTS, 1951-1952

°
Percent scoring

Date Form No. of Candidates ' 70 or better

December 13,'1951 ZSS5 19,574 61%

April 24, 1952 ZSS6 48,809 57%

May 22, 1952 ZSS7 . . 5,942 57%

,Totals 74,327 . 58%

Once again there was a marked difference in the percentage of candidates

equalling or exceeding the critical scores of 70 and 75 when comparing geo-

graphical regions and major fields of study.' Students residing in the New

England, Middle Atlantic, and Pacific states performed much better on the SSCQT

than students'of the East South Central and West South Central regions. The

percentage of candidates equalling or exceeding the critical-scores was higher

for those candidates indicating_engineering,physical sciences and mathematics

as their major area of concentration than for those studying education, and

business and corareerce.47

In the fall of 1952; General Hershey, noting the number of students enrolling

in graduate and professional schools, asked for a "strict tightening up" of

47Educational Testing Service, A Summary of Statistics on Selective
Service College Qualification Test of December 13, 1951, April 24, 1952,

May 22, 1952, Statistical Report 53-1 (Princeton, N.J.: Educational

-Testing Service, 1953), passim.
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requirements for graduat This led to discuwsions between Selective

Service officials and E

SSCQT. The manpower

the. impact of changed g scores .for theaetttn
. , .

lable to the armed forces wa also being affected by

an increase in ROTC.prog ins. Selec Service officials felt that "inferior"

students were escaping the ."48 Hershey requested the Selective

'Service Advisory Committees'on Specialized Personnel-to review the student

deferment policy and offer suggestions to alleviate the4problems of graduate

deferment and ROTC.

Responding to this request, M. H. Trytten, General Chairman of the Committees,

recommended several changes in student deferment requi ements General Hershey

in February 1953. He proposed increasing the cutting score to 80.and class

standing to the upper one - fourth for seniors proceeding to graduate school, 75

or upper three-fourths for juniors,- 75 or upper two-thirds for sophomores, and i

70 or upper one-third eshmen. He also. suggested that all ROTC students be

required to meet II -S stand rds for .deferment. The final proposal offered by

the Committee, and the only o e that received serious Consideration, was to
S

permit high school students to take the SSCQT, qualifying for(deferment when

they were accepted by college and had achieved a score of 70 or above on the

test. ETS estimated that an additional 140,000 to 175,000 high school seniors

would take the SSCQT in the spring of 1954 if this proposal were adopted by

Selective Service, but a sudden increase in the number of volunteers into the

' ",oJack K. Rimalover, "Memor)%alum of Conference with'General Hershey
-at-8.elective Service Headquarters, Washington, D.C., September 2, 1952,"
September 10, 1952; John T. Cowles, Memorandum f the Record, "Conference

at Selective Service Headquarters, November 6, 1 52," November 24, 1952; memo-
randum, Jack K. Rimalover to Henry Chauncey, "Visit to Selective Service Head-

quarters, December 12, 2," December 16, 1952; SSCQT Papers, Box 2, Folder 10.
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1iIied forces eliminated the necessity for high school testing.49

Selective Service awarded ETS the SSCQT contracts for the -53 and

1953-54 programs; in fact, there were no other bidders:\rhe results of the

testing for -these years were fairly consistent with those of the two previous

series in 1951 and 1952. The only substantial difference was the decreasing

number of candidates taking the SSCQT due to the winding down of hostilities in

Korea and the subsequent reduction in numbers of men being drafted into the

service (see Tables 6 and 7).50

TABLE 6

SSCQT:

Date

THIRD SERIES RESULTS:952-1953

No. of Percent Scoring

Form Candidates 70 or Better

,Dec'ember 4, 1952 ZSS8. 17,939 63%

April 23, 1953 ZSS9 41,164 55%

May 21, 1953 ZSS10 9,931 52%

Totals 69,034 57%

SSCQT:

Date

TABLE 7

FOURTH SERIES RESULTS,

No. of

Form Candidates

1953-1954

Percent Scoring
70. or Better

NoveI mber 19, 1953 ZSS11 20,175 64%

April 22, 1954 ZSS12 ... 30,279 70%

May 20, 1954 ZSS13 4,267 61%

1 Totals 54,721 67 %.

49Letter, M. H. Trytten to Major General Lewis B. Hershey, February
25, 1953, included as Appendix to Minutes of February 19-20, 1953 Meeting of

Scientific Advisory Committees; memorandum, William B. Schrader to Robert V.

Bartnik, November 16, 1953; memorandum, Jack K. Rimalovet to Robert V. Bartnik,

et. al., February 9, 1954, SSCQT Papers, Box 2 Folder 11.

50Educational Testing Service, "Extract of Descriptive StatistiCs on

Selective Service College QualifiCation Test, December 4, 1952, April 23,

1953, May 21, 1953, NoVember 19, 1953, and May 20, 1954" (April 1953-August

1954), SSCQT Papers, Box 4, Folder 25.

54
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Science Research Associates (SRA), ETS, and ItiChardsmn, BellOws and Henry

submitted bids on the 1954-55 contract and Selective Ser1V allarded the contract

. to SRA, whose bid was the_lowest. Reflecting on the lass of the'contraqt,

Chauncey suggested II\, . they just sharpened their pencils a little sharper

than. we had and they got the program."51 SRA kept their pencils sharpened and

succeeded in outbidding ETS'for the SSCQT contract from 1954 to ,1958,

Science Research Associates and the SSCQT, 1954-1958

The size of the Selective Service student deferment program continued to

decrease as the Korean War came to an end and the number of men.being called

into military service was reduced. One interesting development in the results

,of the SSCQT was the concomitant increase in quality of test performance and

decrease in numbers of candidates:

SRA conducted its first series of testing on December 9, 1954, and April

21 and May 19, 1955. SSCQT candidates numbered 27,654, with 87 percent scoring

70 or above. 'During the 1955-56 program, administered in November, 1955, and

April and May, -4.956, 17,003 candidates were,,tested, of whom 84 percent achieved

70 or higher. And in Novembert 1956, and April and May, 1957, 11,122estudents

were administered ihe SSCQT with 85 percent reaching or exceeding the score of

70. Reasons,for the increase in quality of test performance, based on reports

from participating colleges and'universities, were offered by SRA in its-

1954-55 summary report to the Selective Service System:

51Henry Chauncey, Oral History Interview, VI, November 8, 1977, ETS
Archives Oral History Program, p. 12; see also letter, Lt. Colonel T. E. Roberts

to EducatiOnal Testing Service, August 10, 1954; memorandum, Richard Sullivan to

Henry Chauncey, August 19, 1954;.memorandum, Robert V. Bartnik to Sullivan,

August 25, 1954, September 2, 1954, SSCQT Papers, Box 2, Folder 11;
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. [poor] students indicated that they° preferred to avoid the "tough"

SSCQT. Further, rightly or wrongly, they felt that their chances of draft
defaiment were better if theydid.ont take 'the test at all,, as against
taking the test and having's below-70 score reported to their lOcal draft
boards.

. .
these studentA [also] indicated that, if .they eventually had to take

the test,they preferred to take the testlate in their college careers

-- in order to take advantage. of. the learning experiences in ddditional

college courses.
In contrast to such reporta on inferior students, superior students

were quoted as indicating that "I'd. like to get the test behind me and
forget about the possibility of being drafted now.52

Candidate volume for the 1958 SSCQT was sufficiently low to accommodate

all students in one nationwide administration. On May 1, SRA,aaministered the
4

, e .

SSCQT t 5,403 examines of,which 79 percent scored 70 or-above:53 This

trend of low candidate vorUme:and high performance on the deferment, test

continued for the next five years.

ETS and the SSCQT; 1'959-1962

ETS regained the Selective Service'program contract in 1958 and ..conducted SSCQT

administrations from 1959 to 1962. The program switched back to SRA in 1963 and then

Selective Service suspended the program because of diminishing 'candidate volume.

Compared;to the initial SSCQT in 1951, or other testing progRams conducted

4
by ETS, the SSCQT in this period. r,elative ry. smal I program. Test administrations

continued on aktionwide basis once a year, with the volume of examihees.never\

exceeding 6,000 (se Table 8).54-

52Robert Bauernfeind and John Paisios, Summary Report for the Sel ctive
Service System College Qualification Tests, Academic Year 1954-1955 (Chicago:

,,Science Research Associates, j19551), pp. 15-16.

53Results of,ibe SRA testing, 1955-1958, are in letter, Robert Perloff
to Colonel:Dee IngOld, July 31, 1958, copy in SSCQT Papers, Box 4, Folder 24.

54WiLliam B, 'Schrader, "Statistical Reports for SSCQT Administrations,
1959-1962," SSCQT Papers, BoX. 4, Folder 25.
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, TABLE 8

SSCQT RESULTS, 1959-1962:

No. of Percen Scoring
Form Candidates. 70 or Better

82%
85%
78%

83%

April 30, 1959 ZSS14
April 28, 1960 ZSS15I
Aprit 27, 1961 ZSS16J
April 17, 1962 ZSS17K

SSCQT Keinstated, 1966-1967

t 5,258
3,316
3,520
4,648

Following suspension of the SSCQT.in 1963, students continued to be

deferred from military service on the basis of three factors: full-time

student status "satisfactory progress" in their studies, and-relative class

standing among other.regiatrants'in school. Because of- the low draft quotas

set by Selective Service and sufficient voluntear enlistments in the armed

services, college-Students were able to continue their'studies without"inter-

ruption until the United States escalated its involveme t in the Viet am War.

In August 1965, President Lyndon Johnson called for a substantial i crease in

military manpoWer. Selective Service began to raise "monthly quo as and it

became evident that the supply of eligible men wou be ly exhausted. In

March 1966, with an expected monthly quota of.4`0,000. men to be ca d into

'military service, General Hershey announced the resumption of the SSC T as a

criterion in deterMining student deferments.55

Selective Service National Headquarters provided/y.A.-e general guidelines,

but the decision on, individual student deferment con inuedtto rest with the

local draft boards. Revised Class- standing requirements were issued as upper
rc

55A:, esti_Lated 3 million men were enrolled in American colleges and
univcl-sicies during the 1965-1966 academic year.
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one-half for students ending their freshman yea, upper two-,thirds for sophomores,

upper three-quarters for juniors, and upper one-fourth for seniors planning to

enter graduate school. The cutting score for the SSCQT continued at 70 for

undergraduate students but was raised to 80 for graduate studenti. The test

was not mandatory, but all male high school seniors and college students were

urged to take the examination. This was clearly reflected in the Candidate

volume for the SSCQT program in 1966.

Science Research Associates, in competitive bidding against ETS, received

the SSCQT cora-ra-CLfor the spring'of 1966. The test was admininstered to 767,935

candidates on four separate dates: May 14, May 21, June 3, and June 24. An

analysis of the scores achieve& by the examinees indicated that 81 percent

scored 70 or bAter.56

SRA and ETS participated in the bidding for the 1966-1967 SSCQT program.

Both bid's were initially rejected - SRA's because it was "unreasonable as to

price," and ETS's _because it proposed a candidate fee based on "applicants

registered" rather than "registrants tested." SRA declined to change its price,

but ETS agreed to alter its bid if it was compensated for those candidates who

registered but did not take the examination. General Hershey accepted this

alternative and awarded the SSCQT contract to ETS in August, 1966. 57

56 Selective Service press release, September 23, 1966, copy in SSCQT

Papers, Box 2, Folder 14.

57Memoandum, Robert J. Solomon to Joseph L. Boyd, et. al., August12,

1966; Memoranda for the Record, Robert J. Solomon, August 16, ugust 17, 1966;

letter, Lewis B. Hershey to Educational Testing Service, Augu t 19, 1966, SSCQT
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Scaling the SSCQT, 1966 A.

During the early administrations of the SSCQT,, the percentage of examinees

who achieved scores of 70 or.better averaged approximately 62. But in the
- _

spring of 1966, this percentage rose To 81.. This magnitude of difference

provoked considerable speculation among educators and the general public. Were

the high school and college students of 1966 more able scholastically than the

students of the 1950s and early 1960s? Had the population of students taking

r.
the SSCQT changed drastically? Or was the difference in percentages the result

of a difference in the score scale? Thl,is latter hypothesis was of, particular'

concern to ETS.. As part of the agreement with Selective Service to conduct

the fall 'nd spring 1966 1967., of testing, ETS was required to construct

forms of the test scaled so that a score of 70 was comparable to 120 on the AGCT

and "otherwise scaled in terms of the AGCT to be equivalent to the Spring 1966

score scale." Were the methods of scaling used by ETS and SRA comparable? Was

there a pbssibilitythat the cutting score of 70 reported by ETS did not have

the same meaning as a,70 reported by SRA?58

The results of an equating study conducted by ETS in t 1 of 1966 were

inconclusive as to how closely the SRA score scale agreed with ,the ETS scale.

But the study did indicate that the two scales were. sufficiently different

that( ETS employed direct equating nf its form of the SSCQT to the SRA form in

order to increase the equivalence of scores reported in the spring and fall

of 1966.59

58Letter, Robert J. Solomon to*Lt. Colonel N. A. Hawkinson, October 24,
1966, SSCQT Papers, Box 3, Folder 15.

59Gary Marco, "Establishing the Score Scale for Forms OSS1 and OSS2 of
the SSCQT" (December 1966), SSCQT Papers, Box 3, Folder 15.
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Results, 1966-1967

ovember 18 and,19, 1966, ETS administered the SSCQT to 109,813

candidates. .The percentage of examinees who scored 70 or above was 81, the same

percentage as reported for the SRA administrations in the Spring of 1-966 (see

Table 9). -

TABLE 9

SSCQT RESULTS, Fall 1966

No. of

Date Form Candidates

November 18, 1966
November 19, 1966
Totals

OSS1
OSS2

Percent Scoring
70 or Better

13,244 82%

* 96,519 80%

109,813 81%

Once again, candidates from New England and the Middle Atlantic atateA

scored higher than examinees from the other geographical regions, although

the percentage of candidates from the East South Central.statei who achieved or

exceeded the critical score-did increase from 53 percent in the spring to 72

percent in November.

College freshman were the largest student group taking the SSCQT in

November, constituting 48 percent of the total number of candidates, as compared

to 42 percent of the group tested by SRA in the spring. The percentages of

candidates in other student'groups were similar to those reported for the groups

tested in the spring, with the exception of high school seniors. Of the total

number of candiplates who were' administered the SSCQT in the spring, 5.3 percent

were high school seniors, but only 0.6 percent of the fall student4. were in this

group. The performance of the various student groups was cons/stent with
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educational level; the higher the educatiOn level, the higher the mean and

median score.60

The last three administrations of the SSCQT occurred in the Spring of

1967. On March 3, March 31, and April 8, a total of 57,133 candidates took the

draft'deferment test, with 81 percent scoring 70 or above (see Table 10).

As before, candidates from the New England and Middle Atlantic states

scored higher than examinees from the other regions of the country The

proportion of candidates who scored 70 or above according to geographical

region was relatively consistent with the November administrations.

TABLE 10

.SSCQT RESULTS, SPRING 1967

Nb. of Percent Scoring

Date Form Candidates 70 or Better

March 3, 1967 PSS1:\.: 34,878 80%

March 31, 1967 PSS2 3,040 83%

April 8, 1967 PSS3" 19,5 84%

Totals 57,133 81%

Once again, college freshmen were the largest student group taking the

SSCQT. Compared to the Ishvember, 1966 administrations, there was a greater

pfoportion of high selool seniors an college freshmen and a lesser proportion

of college sophomores and juniors. The percentages of college seniors and

graduates remained approximately the same. Candidates who indicated physical

60Ed ucational.Testing Service, Summary of the Performance of Candidates
Who Took the Selective Service College Qualification Test in the Fall of

1966. Statistical Report 67-13 (Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service,

March, :967).
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science and mathematics as their' major field of study were amon the highest

scoring on the SSCQT in the spring. Agriculture and edOcation majors were among

the lowest-scoring.61

61Educational Testing Service,
(

S ary of the Performance of Candidates

Who took the Selective Service Co lege Qualification Test in the Spring of

1967. S tistical Report 67-57 (Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service,

July, ) .

3

1
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.V. STUDENT DEFERMENT AND SELECTIVE SERVICE, 1967-1973

The Vietnam War and the related anti -war and anti-draft movements renewed

public debate over military manpower policy in the mid-1960s. President

Johnson responded on July 2, 1966 when he appointed a 20-man National Advisory)

Commission to conduct a study of the Selective Service Syitem. Burke Marshall,

Vice President of IBM and former Assistant Attorney General for Civil Righti

in the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations, s'erved as chairman. Concurrently,

House Armed Services Committee Chairman L. Mendel Rivers (D-SC) formed the

Civilian Advisory Panel on Military Manpower Procurement and named General

Mark Clark, President Emeritus of the Citadel, as its leader. Both the Marshall

Commission and the Clark Panel reported their recommendations in February, 1967;

both proposals pleased supporters of Selective Service.

The Clark Panel Called for the continuation of the Selective Service

System and urged Congress to change the name of\manpower legislation to

the "Selective Service Act" to emphasize its military aspects. In reviewing

student defermeiit policy, the Panel felt-that deferring full -time college

students had been a "wise and necessary procedure" because national security

required a constant supply of educated citizens for civilian and military

needs. It specifically proposed that all qualified individuals be granted

deferments to attend postsecondary educational institut.ions. Those deferme9ts

would be terminated when the in uals reached the age of 24. The P anel

favored implementing a "modified g em" for conscription, whereby A19-

and 20year old males would be selected rst, as opposed to the "oldest-first".

principle, which Selective Service had followed in the past. Students whose

deferments had been terminated would be returned to the 19-20-year old group

61
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for selection and possible induction, Defer;ment uld be extended beyond

age 24 only for those full-time students in medical, dentalieterinary, or

lrelated health fields and "critically-needed occupations and professions

designated by the National Security Council." In summary, the Clark panel

believed that these deferment procedures would eliminate the practice of

requiring eddcational institutions to report each sludent's relative class

standing and further elimrigate the necessity of administering the SSCQT, which

the Panel judged as having "questionable value."62

The Marshall Commission agreed with the Clark Panel recommendation to

continue Selective Service, but it favored consblidatiog and centralizing the

system. It concurred with the proposal for introducing the "modified a4e

system," but differed with the Panel in that itoopposed granting further

student or occupaLonal. deferments. According to its plan, only students in

school-and men in ",recognized apprentice tvaining""would be permitted to

complete their degrees and programs when new legislation went into effect.

1
y

Upon termination of their deferments, these men would be entered'a-1-6hg with

the 18-year old group for random selection into military service. After the

plan_ was adopted, men who were already in college when they:were selected for

service would-be allowed to complete their sophOmore year of instruction

before in uction.63

62 Civilian Advisory Panel on Military Manpower Procurement, Report to
the Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives, 90th Cong., 1st

sess., February 28, 1967 TWashington, U.S. Government Printing Office,

1967), pp. 10-12, 21-23. The Report is also included as an appendix in Harry

A. Marmion, Selective Service: Conflict and Compromise (New York: John Waey

and Sons, 1968), I-1.

63In Pursuit of Equity: Who ServesWhen Not All Serve? Report of the

National Advisory Commission on Selective Service, February, 1967 (Washington,

D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967). A summary of the Report 'appears

as Appendix II in Marmion, Selective Service, pp. 11,1-9.
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June 1967; Congress followed closely the Clark Panel recommendations

on student deferment when it passed the MilitarySelective Service Act. As.in

past legislation, ,Congress authdrized the President to 'determine the rules and

regulations for deferment of perso "satisfactorily pursuing fulltime instruc

tion at a college, university, or similar.'institution of learning and who

request such deferment." He also had t e authority to - restrict or terminate

student deferments to meet the manpower needs of the armed forces.64 President

Johnson issued an executive order implementing blanket deferment for undergraduate

students and continued deferme'nt of graduate students in medical and related

health fields and of other students beginning their second or later year of

graduate study before the fall of 1967. He further authorized oneyearonly

deferments for firstyear graduate students,,a decision which was reversed early

in 1968 when the National Security Council asserted that graduate deferments in

)

fields outside of medicine and health were no longer considered essential to the

national interest.65 Selective Service immediately notified its local boards.

As a result, graduate school enrollment declined slightly while the proportion

of college graduates among new draftees increased substantially after mid-1968.66

This reinforced opposition to Selective Service and renewed the call for its

reform.

64U.S. Congress, Senate. An Act to Amend the Universal Military Training
and Service Act, Public Law 90-40, S. 1432, 90th Cong., 1st sess., 1967.

65U.S. President, Executive Order, "Amending the Selective Service
Regulations," Federal Register, XXXII, June 30, 1967, p. 9787; Gerhardt,
The Draft and Public Policy, p. 343.

66See Scientific Manpower Commission and the Council of Graduate Schools
of the United States, The Impact of the! Draft on Graduate Schools in 1968-69
(Washington, D.C.: Scientific Manpowei. Commission, March 1968), p. 1.

6
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Throughout 1966 and 1967, Ri,thard Nixon had been calling for the introduc-

tion of a lottery system for military conscription. After he became President,

he proposed the plan to Congress in the spring of.19,69, and appointed a commis-
,.

sion chaired by Thomas Gates, llormer Secretary of Defense, to study the feasi-

bility of an all-volunteer army. Congress voted in favor of th'e lottery in the

%,

fall and the first drawing took place in December of 1969. In February 1970,

ti
theates Commission reported favorably on the proposal for introducing an

alf-volunteer armed force.67 PreSident Nixon named Curtis Tarr to replace

General'Hershey as the Systems Director in March 1970. The following month

he requested Congress eliminate Ple provision making undergraduate deferment

mandatoty. On December 10,;1971, student deferments were terminated by. the

President. Two years later, an all-volunteer armed force r4lAed the Selective

Service System and suspended the persistent debate:over military conscription

and student deferment policy until 1980, when President Jimmy Carter's proposal

to reinstate draft registration again made Selective Service a political issue.

67U.S. President's Commission on a All-Volunteer Force, Report (Washington,

D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970); see also Lawrence M. Baskir and

William A. Strauss, Chance and Circumstance: The Draft, the War and the

Vietnam Generation (New York: Aldred A. Knopf, 1978), pp. 26-29, 237.
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