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Professor Tobias Peterson 

English Department - Clark College 

Vancouver, WA 

  

Dear Professor Peterson: 

  

The following is our discussion of feasibility of military draft reinstatement in the United States. 

None of the Mechanical Prose have military experience, and only a few of our family and friends 

do. The knowledge gleaned from our research has led to a greater understanding of the 

nuances of life in and after military service, and we believe that our discussion will offer an 

equally enlightening experience to readers. 

 

Through this report, we suggest that military conscription is not an economically, politically, or 

socially viable option for the United States. Because of the small proportion of needed troops, 

widespread public disapproval, educational and familial risk, and lack of political motivation, 

reinstating a military draft threatens to undermine the interests and desires of the national 

population. Our unbiased research indicates that military service, while offering some significant 

advantages, does not exhibit positive effects in every individual equally. Interpreting our findings 

ethically also shows that the current expense of the U.S. armed force is reasonable when 

considering the quality of volunteers and benefits they gain. By reporting these facts explicitly, 

we trust that readers will gain a similar understanding. 

 

Beyond the enhanced knowledge from research, the Mechanical Prose learned the value of 

communication and cooperation in a technologically mediated environment. Assuredly, these 

skills will profit our future educational and occupational pursuits. We would like to thank you not 

only for affording us the opportunity to learn through our research, but also through the course 

you have built, and the advice and instruction that you’ve offered throughout this process. 

 

We are eager for your comments and are prepared to answer any questions that may arise. As 

always, we may be contacted through Clark Student email, or via Canvas messaging. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

The Mechanical Prose   
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Abstract 

 

Military draft was a source of heated debate until its abolition, by President Nixon, in 1973. The 

controversy remains, even after 42 years. Proponents of the draft criticize the expense of 

acquiring and maintaining an all-volunteer force (AVF). They also suggest that a volunteer force 

undermines national pride and encourages involvement in foreign conflict. Support for the 

volunteer force argues that conscription distributes the financial burden of defense unequally, 

revokes individual freedom, disadvantages veterans in civilian life, and reduces troop quality 

and morale. 

 

To make informed decisions regarding draft policy, a comprehensive exploration of military 

service is necessary. Public opinion continues to reflect draft disapproval, which influences the 

decisions of policy makers. Analysis of defense spending and military wage suggests 

significantly improved military quality in the AVF. Moreover, veteran outcomes have improved 

steadily in the years since draft expiration. Serving in the military is a life altering decision, and 

AVF offers more profitable outcomes than conscription. Likewise, the morale and health of 

troops affects the quality of national defense. All Americans pay equally for the AVF, and it has 

been found an affordable and worthwhile expense. 

 

Given these factors, it is our recommendation that the United States continue to build its 

defensive force with those who choose to enlist, rather than compelling those who do not. The 

AVF is proven effective, efficient, affordable, and equitable. Our report supports the all-volunteer 

force by examining the following concerns: 

 

● Public opinion 

● Veteran education, income, and employment 

● Costs of all-volunteer force and draft 

● Military wages 

● Political environment 

● Military personnel quality 
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Introduction 

 

In 1973, President Richard Nixon abolished the military draft. Moving to an all-volunteer force 

(AVF) was a complex process, requiring the work of military officials, prominent politicians, 

social analysts, and leading economists. No single factor can be cited as ending the draft; 

though, economic efficiency, military efficacy, and social fairness were driving forces. In over 

forty years of the AVF, the draft has periodically re-emerged for debate. Current policy requires 

that men aged 18-26 register for Selective Services should, in the event of an emergency, more 

troops be needed quickly. However, a draft would now require a Presidential request, and 

Congressional approval. This policy has never been exercised.  

 

Conscription in America, with the exception of WWI, relied on a random selection of eligible 

individuals to serve in the military. The AVF, however, is built on individuals’ willing enlistment. 

Consequently, it relies on increased recruiting efforts to attain adequate manpower. Obtaining 

this manpower has been a struggle at times, leading to consequences such as increased 

defense spending and recruitment shortfalls. A military draft may present solutions to these 

problems and have a positive effect on political issues. The military draft is a powerful political 

instrument, used at times to sway public opinion. With memory of the draft fading, powerfully 

conflicting implications, and broad national effects, the military draft requires comprehensive 

exploration. 

 

The political weight of military policy presses upon prospective recruits, taxpayers, and voters 

alike. This report will inform voters on all sides, introducing the issue's relevance through the 

downfalls of the AVF and conscription. Primarily, we present thorough analysis of all effects and 

implications. Using this analysis, we explore the feasibility of a military draft reinstatement. With 

an astute knowledge of the issue and definitive recommendations, voters can make confident 

decisions on a controversy that will no doubt remain in U. S. politics. 

 

Using studies on the AVF, as well as historical data and factual accounts, we infer the possible 

effects of draft reinstatement. Our survey data will be integrated with historical evidence of 

public opinion to support this feasibility analysis. Each section of this report--public opinion, 

social impact, economics, and political environment--will endorse recommendations for readers 

to take away. 

 

This report explores the complex issues of the military draft. It attempts to analyze a forty year 

old subject. Current studies on the all-volunteer force are concrete, but the effects of a modern 

day military draft are inferred based on history. Making suggestions based on historical 

inferences can be limiting. Furthermore, the exclusive nature of military enlistment presents 

possible selection bias in empirical studies. With this in mind, careful analysis of numerous 

historical investigations will lend credibility to our recommendations. Our report will offer 

unbiased information on both sides of the issue, and guide readers toward a positive solution 

with fact based suggestions. 
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Public Opinion of Conscription 

 
Throughout its history, the American public has varied significantly in their acceptance of the 
draft. These differences often parallel the overarching view of military engagement. Public 
opinion has significant influence on the political structure of our country, and is, therefore, an 
important element of draft analysis. Following is a truncated history of public opinion, after which 
is discussed the survey data gathered for this report. 

Civil War: During the Civil War, the general attitude toward conscription was negative. The first 

true instance of draft in America, the Civil War employed policies such as substitution and 
commutation. The latter was a $300 fee, paid by draftees, to avoid military service (A Brief 
History). Substitutions allowed draftees to “hire” a stand-in to serve in their place. These 
practices were thought to be unfair by those who could not afford commutation, or the payment 
of a substitute. 

World War I: Although no substitution or commutations were allowed, draft acceptance was 

also poor during World War I. This stemmed from citizens feeling no stock in a conflict involving 
mostly European nations (A Brief History). The U.S. experienced no direct exposure during 
WWI, and citizens sometimes questioned the need to become involved. 

World War II: There was little opposition to the draft in WWII. Citizens often “felt that the war 

was justified, since Japan had attacked the U.S. first at Pearl Harbor” (A Brief History). Inspired 

by patriotism and a drive toward national defense, Americans enthusiastically accepted their 
duty to serve, even when mandated. 

The Vietnam War: In part because it was the first to be televised, the Vietnam War was 

extremely unpopular. Live coverage of soldiers bombing civilians, and of the mass destruction of 
warfare, left citizens angered by, disgusted with, and fearful of military conduct. Since the war 
itself was highly unpopular, citizens strongly opposed the draft. Also, because Selective Service 
offered exemptions for education and occupation to some draftees, the draft was thought 
inequitable (A Brief History).  

 

Current Research  

To generate an assessment of the atmosphere now surrounding the debate, we distributed a 
survey regarding some key issues of draft, as well as military service in whole. The survey 
consisted of six statements with which respondents could either strongly agree, agree, disagree, 
or strongly disagree. Additionally, two questions were asked to better identify the military 
experience of respondents. Our survey addresses the following issues: 

● Likert Scale Statements 
○ A draft should be reinstated 
○ Women should be required to serve in selective service 
○ Reinstating the draft will decrease tax amounts 
○ Forced enlistment is good for young men 
○ Forced enlistment will have negative psychological effects on conscripts 
○ Reinstating the draft will result in lower quality armed force 

● Prior Experience 
○ Have you been drafted into the military? 
○ Have you served in the military? 
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We received 102 responses to our survey. Below are the results of selected questions (see 
Appendix A, page 19, for all results) Thirteen percent of respondents have served in the military, 
three of whom were drafted. The majority (70 percent) would not accept draft reinstatement. 
Although responses were evenly split regarding the draft’s effect on military quality, most felt 
that it would not lead to a reduction of taxes. Most respondents felt that, whether forced or not, 
military service did not harbor negative psychological effects for soldiers.  

  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Our survey suggests that, although military service is not thought to have strong negative 
effects, a draft is not warranted or desired by the American public. Public disapproval 
undermines the military’s efforts to achieve effectiveness. The AVF serves the nation best by 
acquiring the support of citizens, and bolstering civilian ambition to serve. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                               Current Public Opinion of Draft Reinstatement 

                                           Current View of Troop Effectiveness 
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Social Impact of Military Service 

 
Motivation to join the military has increased since the AVF in light of improvements to the GI Bill. 
Military veterans now earn increased educational opportunities and better access to support 
systems. This alleviates much of the stress in transitioning to civilian life. The new GI Bill 
focuses heavily on education, helping veterans achieve degrees and successfully enter the job 
market. Veterans struggling with physical and psychological disabilities can find new hope after 
service as well. Research shows that eliminating conscription has benefited veterans with 
disabilities. An increase in PTSD, and other mental disorders, underlines the importance of 
enhancements in the Montgomery GI Bill. A return to conscription could jeopardize these 
supports and unravel the progress made and benefits earned by those who serve.     
 

The Post-9/11 GI Bill: On August 1, 2009, the Post-9/11 GI Bill was introduced. The 

motivation behind this revision was enhancement of educational opportunities offered to 
veterans. A 2010 RAND survey found that “A quarter of students surveyed said the existence of 
the new GI Bill had been a major 
influence on their decision to enroll in 
higher education” (RAND). The bill helps 
prepare veterans for success in 
employment, and ultimately helps ease 
the move to civilian life. Many soldiers 
now take advantage of these benefits. 
“More than half a million veterans who 
served after September 11, 2001, were 
enrolled in college classes last year under 
the Post-9/11 GI Bill” (Sander). In 2009, 
34,393 veterans used their benefits. By 
2011, that number had increased to 
555,329. Figure S-1 shows the dramatic 
rise in benefits earned and used by 
Veterans in recent years.  
 

Benefits of Post-9/11 GI Bill: The 

differences between the Montgomery GI 
Bill and the Post-9/11 GI Bill are largely 
focused on education. There are several 
different benefits to the new Post 911 GI 
Bill, including:  
 

● Market based living allowance let veterans devote attention to school rather than work 
● Book stipends grant veteran students access to necessary learning material 
● 36 months of tuition, up to the cost of the most-expensive state colleges 
● Tuition payments are made directly to the college 
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Another educational benefit is the Yellow Ribbon GI Educational Enhancement Program. This 
program allows veterans to enroll in a private institution. It is an agreement between the 
Veterans Administration (VA) and the school to share in the cost of higher education for eligible 
veterans (RAND). All of these benefits are meant to ease the stress a veteran faces when 
leaving service.   
 

 
 

Figure S-2 shows the educational status of all veterans who served after September 11, 2001, 
including (but not limited to) those receiving Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits (Sander). Compared with 
non-veterans, veterans have a significant advantage at the Associated Degree level, and 
maintain similar rates of graduation. 
 
Under the newest G.I. Bill, the VA offers educational assistance to veterans seeking all types of 
degrees at a much wider array of institutions. From 2009-11, the Post-9/11 GI Bill made up 
$4.41 billion in government spending. This was for tuition, books, and housing, and was no 
longer relegated to public institutions alone. 
 

● Private non-profit: $1.08 billion 
● Public non-profit: $1.68 billion 
● Private for-profit: $1.65 billion 

  
Education is Motivation: Military personnel now state that education is often the impetus of 

their decision to enlist. “In the AVF, desire to earn educational benefits has been identified as 
the primary incentive for military enlistment across service branches (National Priorities Project 
2006)” (Smith-Osborne 112). The Post-9/11 GI Bill offers new motivation to veterans with 
disabilities, new advantages for post-secondary education, and improved vocational 
rehabilitation (Smith-Osborne 112). 
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Colleges and Universities: In a 2012 article for The Chronicle of Higher Education, Libby 

Sander notes, “Though their passage through the college gates might not have the same 
sweeping effect it did on the post-World War II generation, optimism is running strong that the 
successful transition of today’s veterans to higher education—and gainful employment 
beyond—might be a balm for a nation nervous about its economic future.” Recognizing the 
positive economic effects of education for veterans, multiple colleges and universities have 
designed programs specifically geared toward them. Encouraging the transition from service to 
school, many of these institutions now enroll record numbers of veterans. Figure S-3 displays 
the institutions enrolling the largest number of veterans under the Post-9/11 GI Bill from 2009-11 
(Sander).  
 

 
  

 
 
Other educational benefits: The GI Bill is not the only educational benefit that veterans can 

earn. Other benefits include:  
 

● Veterans Retiring Assistance Program (VRAP) 
● Web Automated Verification of Enrollment (W.A.V.E) 
● Survivors Education and Assistance Benefits (chapter 35) 
● Vocational Rehabilitation 
● Veterans Education Assistance Program (VEAP) 

 
This supplemental support is available for all veterans who apply through the VA. However, they 
cannot be guaranteed acceptance to these programs (VA). 
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Non-Educational benefits for veterans 

  
Home Loans: The VA works with multiple private lenders to help veterans and their families 

obtain home loans. Many features of these VA loans help veterans transition to civilian life. 
 

● No down payments, unless required by lender 
● Limited closing costs 
● Negotiable fixed interest rate 
● Long amortization terms 
● A right to pre-pay without penalty 

 
All of these benefits differ markedly from those of civilian. The following criteria determine 
eligibility for veterans seeking housing assistance (VA): 

 
● Wartime: (September 16, 1940-July 25, 1947) 
● Korean conflict (June 27 1950- January 31, 1955) 
● Vietnam era (August 5, 1964-May 7 1975) 
● Persian Gulf War (August 2, 1990- Present day) 
● Non-veterans may qualify for an HUD/FNA loan benefit for veterans 

 
Support Groups: The residual effects of service can be damaging to veterans. Support 

groups are established to help them adapt to the stresses of civilian life. Veteran centers 
provide assistance and counseling in dealing with situations that veterans and their families are 
facing. Crisis lines offer round-the-clock assistance to veterans and their families in emergency 
situations. There is a myriad of non-profit institutions helping veterans with multiple needs. 
However, VA disability compensation programs remain the most dedicated and beneficial. 
These include:  
 

● Individual employability 
● Automobile Allowance 
● Clothing Allowance 
● Hospitalization 
● Convalescent Support 
● Dental Programs 

 
Since the introduction of the Post-9/11 GI Bill there has been a clear need for veterans to earn a 
higher education. Enhanced educational benefits and support systems have reduced the strain 
the soldiers often experience when leaving the force. Veterans now receive more education, 
paving the way for better employment. Reinstating a draft would threaten cuts in all of these 
areas. While these programs increase the expense of defense budgets, they are integral to the 
healthy function of our soldiers and our military force in whole. Through the expansion of 
veteran aid, soldiers can now view service as the wellspring of opportunity and a distinct career 
possibility. The effectiveness of the AVF depends on the profit that it awards to its enlistees, and 
the results are well worth the costs.  
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Economic Costs and Personnel Outcomes 

 
Analyzing the economics of manpower procurement is crucial in determining the utility of a draft. 
Roughly 25 percent of the defense budget is maintained for acquiring, training, and paying 
military personnel. Critics of the AVF argue a draft would reduce tax costs by compelling 
citizens to serve rather than spending millions on recruiting. The resulting savings would bolster 
civilian economic growth. However, the AVF promotes more equitable tax distribution and 
protects civilians from wrongful induction to service. Moreover, studies find wage benefits, as 
well as increased employment for AVF veterans (Routan 32-33). Conscription-eras produced 
less positive results in all respects (Long-Term Consequences 337). The following exploration of 
defense spending, draft costs, veteran outcomes, and military pay demonstrates why 
conscription is not economically feasible. 
 

Defense Spending: In 2014, the Department of Defense (DoD) reported spending $593 

billion, roughly 26 percent of this for personnel procurement and pay (FY ’15 Green Book 155). 
Army recruiting campaigns alone account for over $1 billion (CBO 35). Savings offered by a 
draft are difficult to estimate; however, the Congressional Budget Office purports that up to 
$1.25 billion (2015 dollars) in wages and recruiting costs could be stripped from military budgets 
(35). Proponents of conscription claim these savings would translate into tax reductions. 
Nonetheless, a draft would shorten service terms by two years, reducing experience and 
generating increased training costs. The draft administration process would also require 
increased personnel and wages, and thus, more expense (Sabin 24).  
 

Draft Efficiency: Draft supporters assert that the cost to civilians through taxation is not 

reflected in market values of defense. Not since WWII has American soil been directly 
threatened; consequently, civilians tend to discount the benefit of national defense, feeling they 
pay more than its worth. The resulting overpayment amounts to social cost, or deadweight loss 
from taxation. Losses are increased when citizens make financial adjustments to high taxes, 
conserving money that would otherwise be spent (Sabin 21). Deadweight loss grows with force 
size for two reasons:  

 
1. Larger militaries require more wages and 

training costs, increasing spending and 
taxes 
 

2. As recruitment increases, human capital 
is separated from civilian markets, 
leaving fewer individuals to finance the 
AVF 

 
Table E-1 shows total expense, force size, and 
personnel spending for selected years. We see 
overall costs rising only slightly since the AVF, 
while enlistment declines. This suggests a better 
paid, more efficient force. Furthermore, turnover 
fell from roughly 21 percent pre-Vietnam, to near 
15 percent in the AVF (Warner and Asch 179). 
Conscription would likely reverse this trend, 
requiring significant manpower expansion and 
escalating training and acquisition costs. 



Feasibility Analysis                                                                                                                      9 
 

 

Camouflaged Expense and Irregular Taxation: According to economist Joshua Angrist, 

“The Volunteer Armed Forces is the largest single employer… in the United States” (Estimating 
Market Impact 249). The wages and benefits paid to its employees are provided by taxpayers. 
Conscription simply shifts this portion of defense spending to a tax in-kind—a procurement of 
labor from the eligible population to support national defense. Therefore, draftees assume the 
cost, while those not drafted enjoy cash savings and avoid service. A draft taxes only a portion 
of the population. For example, the military drafted 1.9 million men between 1964 and 1973, 
about 0.9 percent of the average population between those years (CBO 3, U.S. Census). This 
small population carried an unequal share of defense costs. Not only is this inequitable, it 
obscures the otherwise clear prices of the military, prices that can be exposed by examining the 
effect of conscription on civilian markets. 
 

Individual and Market Costs: Every individual has potential in the civilian market, known as 

opportunity costs. These were the basis for exemptions and deferments in draft eras. 
 

● Education: Individuals pursuing higher education promise benefits to an economy 
through potential for higher occupation status. Furthermore, they contribute substantially 
to markets through tuition and housing expenses. 

 
● Occupational status: Certain occupations promote market growth through increased 

spending and production. In the Korean War, for example, farmers received large 
proportions of exemptions: 85,000, compared to 24,000 non-farm workers (Perri 4). 
Others are simply more important to society; physicians, nurses, and teachers were 
frequently deferred on this basis. 

 
Conditions for exemption, however, were highly subjective. Therefore, those best serving 
civilian markets were often drafted. In this way, conscription presents significant economic 
expense (Perri 7, 21). Similar expense arises from non-pecuniary, or non-monetary costs. 
These are an individual’s aversions to service: 
 

● Assessments of risk and long-term disadvantage 
 

● Distaste for subordination or institutionalization 
 
These social costs fluctuate with public views of service; during times of war costs may be quite 
high. They present themselves through efforts toward draft avoidance. Enrolling in school to 
escape service, for example, incurs long-term financial hardships and displaces students who 
would enroll despite a draft. Distorted career decisions and emigration also carry immediate and 
long term economic effects (Sabin 35-36). 
 
Thus, conscription misappropriates important resources: high opportunity citizens are drafted, 
while others do not serve (Perri 2, 21-22). If civilian opportunity is greater than conscription 
wage, the draftee suffers economic loss. Moreover, by “purchasing” individuals from civilian 
economies at prices less than their value, the economy is debited. Economist Walter Y Oi 
estimated opportunity and non-pecuniary costs of $7.74 billion (2015 dollars) (Henderson 363). 
These estimates highlight the unjust taxation and hidden expenses of conscription. 
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Civilian Outcomes 

Perhaps most important in the eyes of the public are the individual consequences of military 
service. Veterans of the AVF generally enjoy increased job opportunity, higher civilian incomes, 
and competitive pay in military careers. However, a commitment to serve the armed force, 
whether voluntary or not, harbors tangible consequences. The effects of delayed education and 
work experience take time to overcome. 
 
Because of its publicity, and the large number of still-living veterans, the Vietnam War is the 
most widely examined in terms of conscription-era outcome. Looking at civilian incomes for 
Vietnam-era veterans, and juxtaposing them with a current study of Gulf conflict veterans, this 
discussion supports the AVF by exposing the possibility of more profitable outcomes in the latter 
cohort. 
 

Limitations: It is important to note that analysis of both drafted and volunteer veterans 

presents possible bias. For each, the military conducts physical, cognitive, and psychological 
evaluations prior to enlistment. Thus, possible selection bias results from higher-than-average 
ability of those qualified for the armed forces. Moreover, volunteer enlistees may exhibit 
characteristics such as ambition, discipline, and team orientation prior to enlistment. To reduce 
bias significantly, all samples in the following discussion contain high school graduates only 
(Estimating Market Impact 251).    
 

Conscription-Era Outcomes: In his 2007 study, using data gathered from the U.S. Census 

Bureau, researcher Joshua Agrist simulated the lottery draft by assigning random sequence 
numbers to a sample of Vietnam draft eligible males. His methods were identical to those used 
by Selective Services. The sample contained roughly 1.4 million white men, and 155,000 
nonwhites. Census data on employment, income, and education was gathered through the year 
2000 (Long-Term Consequences 3). 
 
Angrist found that earning differentials for Vietnam cohorts were slightly negative, but nearing 
zero. Previous studies show as much as 15 percent negative earnings for Vietnam veterans. 
Comparing this data, Angrist suggests that conscription into Vietnam resulted in an income gap 
that was beginning to close by the year 2000 (shown in Figure E1). This setback may have 
been due to the two years lost work experience suffered by draftees (Long-Term Consequences 
12). 
 
In 2000, when veterans were nearing middle age, the two-year experience loss was rather 
inconsequential, and average income had recovered to civilian levels. Including his previous 
work, Angrist identified a 22 percent wage disadvantage for Vietnam veterans entering the 
workforce, but they also showed accelerated income growth (1 percent per year). By the early 
1990s veterans were close to matching the income of same-age non-veterans and, in 2000, had 
succeeded in doing so (Long-Term Consequences 12). 
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AVF Outcomes: Research on the AVF illuminates more promising trends than conscription 

eras. In a sample of 700,000 veterans, enlisted between 1974 and 1991, Angrist (1998) found 
that nearly all experienced wage premiums after service. Veterans’ annual earnings were as 
much as $2,900 more than non-veterans. Figure E-1 details the veteran advantage for enlistees 
from 1979-82. Employment rates present similar results: AVF veterans were 11 to 18 percent 
more likely than non-veterans to be employed in all years (Estimating Market Impact 266, 270). 
  
Similar studies of Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom found 9.1 to 10.7 
percent wage advantages for all veterans, compared to same-age non-veterans. Minorities 
earned as much as 15.7 percent more than their non-serving contemporaries. Soldiers were 
also more likely to attend college and achieve degrees, leading to higher civilian wages (Routan 
26-36). 
 
As these results exhibit, when contrasted with conscription-era cohorts, the AVF affords more to 
veterans in civilian life. An AVF promotes more experienced soldiers by supporting greater 
specialization, better pay, and generally improved morale. These qualities bode well for soldiers 
in civilian life. 

 
  
FIGURE E-1: 1979-82 Veteran Wage Premiums 
Earnings by veteran status and application year. Actual earnings for 1982, earnings + $3,000 for 1981, + $6,000 for 

1980, + $9,000 for 1979. 
Source: Angrist, Joshua D. "Estimating the Labor Market Impact of Voluntary Military Service using Social Security 

Data on Military Applicants." Econometrica 66.2 (1998): 249-88. ProQuest. Web. 8 May 2015. 
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AVF Compensation: Regular Military Compensation 

(RMC) increased greatly with the AVF. RMC consists of basic 
pay, housing and grocery allowances, childcare, medical 
provisions, and clothing stipends. Basic pay is based on rank, 
and amounts to roughly 60 percent of RMC (Howlett and 
Tighe 1). Until the AVF, basic pay was well below the 
average civilian wage. Table E-2 shows selected years’ pay 
for E-1 (lowest rank) enlistees. Fewer troops, better training, 
and more experience have allowed the AVF to increase the 
pay scale dramatically, and enlistees now earn basic wages 
on par with civilians. In 2006, average annual RMC for E-1s 
was $29,700 (Howlett and Tighe 1). Figure E-2 shows basic 
pay and RMC for the average enlistee, as well as the 25th, 
50th, and 75th income percentiles for civilians in 2006. We see 
that RMC alone places the average soldier’s income beyond 
the 75th percentile of civilian earnings (Howlett and Tighe 3). 
This, however, only reflects RMC. The U.S. military also 
offers additional pay for various assignments. These wages 
add thousands to monthly earnings. Including special pay, 
average wage for a single, E-1 soldier in 2006 was $54,900. 
Married soldiers with dependents can earn nearly 30 percent 
more. Some special pays include (DoD):  
 

● Flying duty ($110-250/mo) 

● Parachute duty ($165-225/mo) 

● Hostile fire pay ($225/mo) 

● Hardship duty ($50-1,500/mo) 

● Diving pay ($240-340/mo)      

 

 
 
 

Source: Military Pay Charts - 1949 to 2015. 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service. 
United States Department of Defense. 2015. 
Web. May 2015. 
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Veteran’s benefits and military bonuses are relatively generous as well (Routan). The most 
common are reenlistment bonuses, ranging from $15,000 to $150,000 (Howlett and Tighe 1). 
Additionally, the DoD spends over $2 billion each year on spousal care and disability, and 
another $11 billion on retirement (Howlett and Tighe 6). Following are various bonuses and 
benefits offered to soldiers: 
 

● Bonuses 
○ Enlistment 
○ Selective reenlistment 
○ Officer accession 
○ Nuclear Officer accession 
○ Nuclear career annual incentive 
○ Critical skills retention 
○ High priority unit assignment 
○ Branch transfer 

● Veterans G.I. Bill & Benefits 
○ Up to 100 percent college tuition 
○ $1,000/year for books and supplies 
○ Special interest home loans 
○ Supplemental health plans 

 
Because of the head-start earned by today’s veterans, civilian outcomes have improved 
drastically. Moreover, increased skills training predicts much greater employability. Veterans of 
the modern AVF achieve more education, increased employment, and greater income than 
conscription-era veterans. Likewise, the career opportunities now offered by the military can be 
highly rewarding. With wages surpassing the majority of civilians, continued employment in the 
U.S. armed force offers strong advantages that were lacking in draft eras. 
 
A move to conscription would necessarily involve a reduction in wages, service terms, training, 
benefits, and morale. These contractions would render service less desirable, representing a 
devaluation of the U.S. military. Moreover, a draft, by reducing the advantage to the soldier, 
would reduce the advantage to the nation—it would demonstrate a misuse of invaluable 
resources. From any standing, national defense bears a large cost to its beneficiaries. In an all-
volunteer force, the expense is clear and the charges transparent; the price of a draft is 
ambiguous. Military size has decreased in recent decades, which accordingly reduces the need 
for new accessions. There is every reason to believe these trends will continue. By remaining 
an all-volunteer armed force, the military will continue to improve efficiency, strengthen the 
prosperity garnered by its personnel, and inspire ambitions civilians to dedicate their lives to 
service. The health of U.S. defense is important in the health of the nation, its citizens and its 
servants.     
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Political Environment and Military Force Effectiveness 

 
Draft is a very influential issue in U.S. politics. The president must first request a draft bill, which 
then must be voted into law by both the Senate and the House of Representatives. The votes of 
these bodies, as well as the decisions of the President, are often influenced by their election 
and re-election campaigns.  
 

Political Campaigns  
 
Along with impacting the citizens, military draft has a significant effect on voter participation. A 
study by Tiffany C. Davenport analyzes the political participation of the parents of potential 
draftees during the Vietnam War draft. She found that, “Parents who faced a greater risk of 
losing a son to the Vietnam War as a consequence of conscription policies were more engaged 
in the presidential election of 1972 than parents of sons who were determined to be safe from 
the draft” (Davenport). Her study determined a probability estimate of 0.14 for parent voter 
turnout during presidential elections in 1972 versus 1968. This data indicates a 4.5 percent 
increase in voting by parents with a son who was likely to become drafted. This study provides 
strong statistical evidence that voter motivation is affected by a military draft (Davenport). 
 
Politicians in the past have used draft policy to sway this engaged population of concerned 
parents. In the Presidential Election of 1968, Richard Nixon’s campaign relied heavily on the 
termination of the draft. In a 1968 CBS Radio Network campaign address, Nixon promised, 
“Just as soon as our reduced manpower requirements in Vietnam will permit us to do so, we 
should stop the draft and put our Selective Structure on stand-by.” He sought to allay the 
concerns of many citizens, explaining that this was the nation’s “commitment to freedom by 
preparing to assure our young people theirs” (Nixon). 
 
This campaign platform helped Nixon win the 1968 election by a substantial margin, even during 
a controversial war. The Vietnam War draft was the last semi-modern use of a military draft in 
the U.S. While voter profile and motivations may have changed the military’s foreign 
involvement, it is still a concerning issue for many people. 
 

Current Implications: According to our empirical study, a strong majority oppose draft 

reinstatement. Furthermore, recent campaigns have centered on reducing military operations in 
the Middle East. In a New York Times interview leading up to the 2008 Presidential Election, 
Barack Obama details his future military plans: 
 

What I have said is that over the course of 16 months we will have removed 
combat forces. In the sense that brigades and battalions that are designed to 
engage an enemy in an offensive way, a war, as we understand it, would have 
been brought to a close. But if you are in an environment where remnants of Al 
Qaeda might still be operating, then they still have some combat capability. 
(Obama) 

 
Barack Obama emphasized plans to reduce foreign military operations. While a strong national 
defense is on the minds of politicians, reducing military size is a campaign tool still used today. 
Relating the implications of the military draft during Vietnam to the continued political practices 
of today emphasizes the influence of defense policies. A strong national defense in times of 
emergency may heighten military involvement, but the effectiveness of terminating a military 
draft in political campaigns would decrease the likelihood of a successful return to conscription. 



Feasibility Analysis                                                                                                                      15 
 

 

Political Decisions  
 

Experimental Data: Beyond the 

impact to political campaigns, a 
military draft can influence the 
decisions of politicians in office. To 
win voters in re-elections, politicians 
often make decisions siding with the 
majority of constituents. As analyzed 
above, voters become motivated in 
times of heightened warfare. 
Politicians’ choices may often be 
affected by the degree of public 
dissent, and a conscripted force could 
influence political decisions more than 
an all-volunteer force would. 
 
As indicated in a recent study by 
Michael C. Horowitz and Matthew S. 
Levendusky current public support for 
war decreases significantly with 
conscription. Using this hypothesis, 
these and other authors predict that, 
“A shift back to a draft military might 
influence the willingness of the 
American public to support military 
action abroad in limited wars” (532). 
 
Assuming that democracy holds, and 
politicians make decisions based on 
the public’s support, conscription 
would limit U.S. war involvement. In the event of a military draft, politicians would oppose 
warfare more than with an all-volunteer force. Current observations help to analyze this train of 
conjecture. 
 
In the AVF, motivated troops who volunteer to defend our country, along with a more war 
tolerant public in absence of a military draft, may cause our nation to involve itself more deeply 
in foreign conflicts. Retired Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Navy Admiral, Mike Mullen 
has observed this growing disconnection between public and government war policies. In an 
interview, he suggests that, “Those who are elected ought to vote on what we do, and we ought 
to have a fulsome, raging debate about [war] in this country” (Mullen). James Fallows has 
compiled an analysis on the American military, and using Mullen's firsthand experience, 
concludes that the United States is easily pulled into conflicts due to the disconnection of the 
public from their military (Fallows). A military draft may support the connectedness that some 
see missing, and thus, impact our nation’s foreign war involvements. Looking at past troop 
deployments, we can analyze this claim. 
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Department of Defense History: From DoD data analyzed by Tim Kane, Ph.D., we can 

estimate trends based on military involvement before and after a draft was used. U.S. military 
involvements are difficult the judge due to political conflicts throughout history, as in the years 
following World War II, the occupations during the Cold War, and the current War on Terror. A 
visual analysis of data indicates that after the military draft was terminated, following the end of 
the Vietnam War, foreign troop deployments decreased.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Yet, experiments and observations seem to conflict. These figures graph foreign troop 
deployment and worldwide involvement. We see many fluctuations over time. This includes a 
sharp rise in troop deployment coinciding with 9-11, and increased international involvements 
during the Cold War, indicating coincidence with historical events. The decrease in military 
deployments after the Vietnam War may be caused by a reduction in manpower resulting from 
the change to AVF. Overall, the evidence seems to issue unclear effects from conscription on 
the decisions of government officials. It appears that the historical events have a much greater 
impact than the nation’s war involvements. 
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Effectiveness of a Conscripted Force  
 
There are several factors of an AVF that lead to a higher quality military: 

● Type of volunteers enlisting  
● Recruiting efforts 
● Improved screening  
● Increased motivation 

 
Overall, a general rise in the quality of personnel is seen through an AVF, as opposed to 
conscription. A study of the AVF by Janice H. Laurence reiterates this improvement. Laurence 
reports the effects that high quality personnel have on a military force, concluding that, 
"Together, recruiting, organizing, equipping, training, and educating the requisite numbers of 
high quality military personnel enhance operational readiness. The objective, short of fighting 
and winning a war, is the preparation of personnel and weapon systems to carry out assigned 
missions without delay" (15).  
 
In addition to higher quality personnel, the all-volunteer force is able to hold its volunteers for 
longer due to their increased motivation. Conscripted soldiers serve the time they are required 
(historically, 2 years) whereas AVF personnel serve a minimum 4 year term, and reenlist at 
higher rates. Laurence presented in her study that, "Clearly, the AVF can tout more years of 
service for the rank and file than was the case under conscription" (10). 
 
Time of service is important in the modern military. Technology is constantly improving, which 
requires increased training. Technological advancements favor the use of an all-volunteer force 
due to these training constraints. As the military becomes ever more hi-tech, the effectiveness 
of a small number of high quality personnel may outweigh a larger force. AVF is more able to 
accomplish the delicate political missions that today’s military encounters. In a study of 
effectiveness using drones in counterinsurgency operations, the Strategic Studies Institute 
found they are not as effective as promised, but it clearly highlights their potential: 
 

These technological characteristics of armed drones could make them more 
effective than traditional airpower delivered from manned aircraft. Their potential 
to collect intelligence and to strike targets accurately provides them with many of 
the advantages that ground forces offer in counterinsurgency operations. (Walsh 
7) 

 
This highlights the shift in military practice occurring today. Drones are just one example of the 
increasing educational demand on soldiers during war related objectives.  
 
These data suggest that foreign involvements are not significantly impacted by a military draft. 
And, while there is concern of the growing disconnect between the public and the military, a 
draft may not be the answer. Furthermore, due to technological advancements and improved 
personnel, the AVF is simply a better fit. Maintaining Selective Service registration, in cases of 
extreme crisis, is likely as far as draft policy should be pursued.    
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Conclusion 

 

Doubtless, defending our nation is a costly enterprise. Recruitment expenses, personnel wages, 

and veteran support programs are immensely important, but highly expensive. And despite 

improved assistance programs, the risk laden nature of military service impacts the lives of 

servicemen in myriad ways. Nonetheless, by allowing citizens to volunteer for enlistment, the 

AVF avoids coercing individuals to assume these risks. Conscription thus endangers persons 

unprepared to make sacrifices that others would freely choose. This choice impresses the 

quality of the military. 

 

Since the end of conscription, the U.S. military has benefited from the strength and esteem of 

individuals who want to serve. This strength has translated into efficiency and effectiveness of 

the armed forces. The degree of quality has afforded nearly 50 percent reductions in troop size 

since draft eras. The result is a smaller, stronger force—more easily mobile, and technologically 

savvy. Given the caliber of personnel within the AVF, American citizens can feel confident that 

their tax dollars, at least for national defense, are well spent. 

 

While a draft may allege budgetary savings, it amounts to a shift in taxation to those compelled 

into service. It presents a small population of eligible citizens with the double burden of paying 

taxes, as well as personal sacrifice. Conscription amounts to an unequally financed defense 

system. Further, defense budgets have grown little since the AVF, and those increases reflect 

the improving care and quality of U.S. troops. The AVF is both fair and affordable. It allows 

those who choose not to serve in body the opportunity to support those who do, thus 

indiscriminately strengthening public spirit.  

 

A fiat to serve the U.S. military does not inspire patriotism; it proves only to erode it. Who better 

to build an armed force than those willing to commit such earnest portions of their lives? From 

the draft riots of the Civil War, to widespread disapproval during Vietnam, the public has spoken 

vehemently against the military draft. Current public attitudes show no improvement in favor of 

conscription. Political power relies heavily on voters’ patriotic sensibilities, and conscription 

historically undermines them; to serve the interests of the people, and their representatives, the 

AVF is the clear choice. 

 

Our discussion has clarified the compelling arguments of both conscription and volunteerism, 

and it urges the continued advancement launched with the AVF. Draft reinstatement is wholly 

unnecessary, inequitable, and unfeasible. Relying on volunteers has ushered over 40 years of 

military success, and we suggest that this record will endure. As a contingency, however, we 

suggest that Selective Services continue the registration of males aged 18-26. Additionally, 

Presidential request, followed by Congressional approval, should remain so that Americans 

continue to be the deciding voice. These procedures have yet to be employed in the history of 

the AVF, and this alone is testament to its performance. 
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Appendix A  

 

Survey Results, Graphed by Response Frequency 
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