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IMPACT OF VARIOUS E N L I S T M I N T  STAN I )AR I ) S
ON TI lE PROCUR EMEN T :l RAIN I N ( .  SYST I -M V

I. 1NTRODI (‘TI~~N

In the acconi p l i sh ilien t of i t s  i~ mssion , the Air ur ce invests millions of dollars in train ing to improve
the skills of the mt n and s~onien wh it  are accepted or enl is tment .  Air 1 1) 1CC personnel planne rs seek ways
t I I  redu ce Co stS as SlICI:I t e d with a t t r i t ion  horn train ing pr ogr an~ and , at the same time , ni aint au i the highest
qualit ) pot ent ial  possibl e. Thus obje cti v e has been sough t throug h imposition of stringent qualifications for
initial enl i s tment  in an e t t l l r t  to raise the qua l i t y  Il l  the basic recruit. Two variables which have been
estab lished as in dic a t u r s  of qual i ty arc level of demonstr ated apti tude and gr aduation from high school
(Gt ~ nLke , ( ;uinn . & Stautie r , 1970: Ka nt or  & Gu in n ,  1975 : Vitola , Gu inn , & Magncss . 1976).

En li s t t i i en t  standards r e lat ed i l l  apt i tude  base remained r e lat isek CIIfl sthtl t over the past 20 years
althoug h the emphasi s on recruit i ng young men ha vi ng a hi gh school education has varied considerably.
Frcni 1956 to 1972 . a no np ri or -se rvice male app l ican t Was required to obtain a score of4O on at least one
of u s e  four aptitude in dexes of t h e  Ai r ma n Qua l i t v in g  Examination (AQE) and a score of 21 or hi gher on
the ,sr ined Forces Qual ification Test (A l - Q T ) .  In the 1972 through 1974 time frame , male app licants were
reqoired to obtain a score of 40 0 ,  the General Apt i tude Index and an additional score of4 O on either the
Me 1 ha inca l . Ad ministrat ive , ur Electronics index of the AOL The AFQT requirement remained the same as
the 1956 thr -cugh 197 1 requireme n t  (a minimum of 2 1) . For female app licants , AQE aptitude requi remen ts
we re the same as those requ ired III mi.dcs. However. from 1956 to 1974 , all non-pri or service femal e
perso nnel wer e required to take the Arii~ d Forces Women ’s Selection Test (AFWST) in lieu of the AFQT .
A q n a l i t v i n c  score on the AFWST was between 42 and 47 . In 1974 , female accessions , like their male
cou r -t erp art s , we re administered the AFQT.

I duc ation al requir ements for male entistees durin g the 1956 through 1974 time frame did no t include
a l u g t , school dipl oma. However , dur ing t h e  earl y 1 960s. as well as in the current time period , there has
been incr ease d em ph asi s on re crai t ing hn~h schoo l graduates or high school nongraduates with hi gh aptitude
p u I t e I l t i a l . I -or the femal e r ecruits , a high school diploma or its equivalent was mandatory from 1956 to
~~74 fr i 1Q74 . enl is tm ent  r equ ircr ilent s c~erc changed to perm it females to enlist with less than 12 years of
formal educat ion.

i’herc is one other enlistment requir ement  in which males and females have differed. From 1956 to
1Q74 , fe mal e enlistees had to be at leas t 18 years of age whereas 17-year .old males~could enlist if their
parents or legal guardians ssould give their consent. Since 1974 , both males and females may enlist at 17
)e ar s  n t ’ age with par en tal or guardian consent.

In 1 1)75 , the V \i r FlIr ec established enlistment standards for all accessions which are more stringent
than tt PI5C required in the past . Today ’s accessions must quali fy on thre e criteria : (a) the total score on the
four combined apt i tude  indexes III  the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASV A B) must be
equal to or exceed 170 , (b) the General Aptitude Index score must be 45 or higher , and(c )  if an enlist ee is
c lassi fied as (Thi~~CIIr~ !ll or IV on the AFQT. that enlistec must be a high school graduate.

In a t iv i r ah lc selection env ironment:  i.e. . one in which there is an abundance of volunteers having the
desired education and apt i tude levels , the stringency of the enlistment standard is not of major concern.
l h s s c v c r . if tile sel ection ra t i o  becomes unfavorable , Air Force manage rs need in formation on how to
( I l I c d I t ~ e n l i s t m en t  s t an dards  so that  recruiters will have a broader segment of the population froh i which
they rima ~ r e crui t  wh il e m inim i iimig the 1 I-a of input  quality.

It is the pu lpose i t  this s tudy to provide Air Force managers and planners a methodology by whi ch a
comp ar i sl I l I  i t t  possib le elI l i s t  ili n’flt stand:i  I l ls  an ri requirements may he made and standards selected for

l p L r . I I m o n J l  use in ,IceI R~ance  w i th  ei ther  a favorable or unfavorable recrui ting climate .

II. MI’ TilOt )

wer e C ( I l lCetC ( l  on male and femal e non-prior service personnel (Table 1) who graduated or were
e h I m l I I a ? e f  t r I l i l i  \ i i  I OF~ C I T aS I C i l i m h i t a r \  I i a n u i n g  ( BMT ) II I technical training (TI) during the CY 1972
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through 1974 time period. The technical tra inin g data were restricted to personnel ta k ing 3AQI( and 3ABR
course s only. Source s of the data were tlle~ of in form ation prov ided to the Computational Sciences Di v ision
of the Air Force h uman Resource s Laboratory by Air Training Command. Information on the enlistees
include d date of birth , sex , racial subgroup, AQE/ASVAB and AFQT scores , years of form al education, and
disposition from BMT and Ii’. BMT and TT cost data were provided by the Comptroll er ’s Division , Air
Train ing Corn niand.

As a basis for decision-n saking, various enlistment stan dards were develope d for gaming purposes. The
proposed standards were comprised of combinations of aptitudinal data , specific levels of aptitude , age . and
educational qualifications . These statidards were applied to the 1972 throug h 1974 populations to
determine their impact on quality of input,  a t t r i t ion in BMT and TI, and racial subgroup mix.

The 1972 throu gh 1974 data base was chose n because it represents draft- induce d and vo lunteer  input
and because a less stringent standa~d was in use than the 1975 standard. The tabulated data that are
presented for discussion are derived throu ~h direct application of the various standards to the 1974
accessions, and success/failure rates are based upon empiric al coun ts of the 1974 experience.

Distributions were obtained for accessions in each year to indicate rate of elimination from BMT and
FT by age , sex , and level of education. BMT at t r i t ion cost data indicated the cost per eliminee to be about
$1 ,400 and about $1, 700 per graduate. In Ti’, the cost per gr aduate ranged from $1 , 700 to $34 ,000. An
arbitrary and extrem ely conservative cos t of $1 ,000 per individual a t t r i t i on  from IT was selected so that
dollar values could be computed to provide a basis for comparison between enlistment standards.
Therefore, although it is an importan t criterion , the cost-avoidance dollar values associated with any one
standard should be considered as a relative rather than an absolute estimate of the standard ’s potential from
a cost standpo int.

In addition to cost , the following criteria were selected to assess the enlistment standards: (a) amount
of reduction in attrition rate over and above the actu al attrit ion rate experienced for the specific time
period , (b) the percentage of the accession population tha t  would have been rejected by the s tandard and
the actual BMT success rate of the rejected population , (c) the effect th at each standard would have on the
quality of the accession population , and (d) the impact of each standard omi the racial sub group mix of the
accession population.

Itt . RE- StILTS ANt) DISCUSSION 
V

The enlistment standards used in this study are listed in Table 2. The rationale for selecting these
particular standards was based on several factors. The actual input group and the 1975 standards were used
to provide baseline data for comparison purpose s with the propose d standards. Composite standards similar
to the 1975 requirem ent were used varying the overall apti tude score component at a higher ( 17 5) and
lower (165) minimum. The purpose of ’ the variati on was to determine , in e ither a inure favorable or
unfavorable recruitin g climate , the e ffect the differen t composite standards would have on a t t r i t ion  rat es V

from BMT and ‘FT.

The 1975 stan d ard was comprised of a composite of an aptitude sum of MA(~l 170 plus a General
aptitude index of 45 and an edu catio n al requirement. It was believe d tha t  the eft~etiveness o1 the MM ;E
170 alone , as well as MAGE 165 and 175 , should he exp lored. Since the General apt i tude index has been
accepted as an overall measure of inte llectua l functioni ng . the effectiven ess l it var ious levels of the single
aptitude index (i.e.. GAl of 55 . 50, and 45) were in vest igated.

Finally, singl e education and age level standards were 1msed to assess the impact of a standard which V

requires each accession to be at least 17 years and 6 niouth s of age or hav e cociip kt ed a high school
education or its equivalent. The rational e for the age and educ at ion: ml re s t r ic t ions  5% as base d on r es ea lehl
which in dicated that l7-year .olds cost a great deal in terms of t h iei m p rodu c t i v e  return . The 17 -y ear - old
group is typically high school non-graduate and low aptitude with high a t t r i t i on  rates fron t  BMT and TI’
(K.~tt or & Guin n , 1975: Vitola. (iuinn , & Magness . l97t~ Wilb oum . Vitola . & Leisey , 197(i).

Data front Table 3 show the percentage of elint inecs by age groups tr oi t i  R MT ~nd TI for (“i 1974. Ii
is evt~ent that young I 7~year-oIds (17/ 5) are contr ibut ing heavily to the overall attrition rate ot the
17-year-old group, while the older 1 7.year -olds (l7 .(i/ l I )  attrit  at about the same rate as the other age
groups.

6

~~—~~~~~V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~- - -,- — ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V - 

/ 

V 
-



V 
_ _ _ _  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Current procurement needs demand an expanded recruiting market , therefore , a m andatory
U~Vy e ar ~old enlistment equ irem ent  would not be practical at this time. However , as wil l be shown , an age
requirement of ’ 17 sear s . 6 mmt onths or older does expand the recruit ing market and is more cost e ffective
than the current practice of enlistin g young 17-year-o lds (all enlistees below 18 years of age m os t  have
either parental or guardian consent ) .

In the Phase I an alyses, the effectiveness of Standards 2 through 13 was assessed. Based on these
preli m inary fIndings , 10 additional standards were generated. These new standards (Numbers 14 throug h 23
in Tabl e 2) comprise one or more of the components of the standards used in the preliminary analyses
which appeared to warran t fu r ther investigation.

Since the detailed data pertainin g to the actual and propose d standards for the 1972 throug h 1974
time pe riod lead to sim ilar conclusions , only the 1974 data were used for discussiorr . ” The formula used to
com pute the cost data for all of th e standards is explained in Table 4 .

Phase I Analyses
Tables 5 throug h 7 present comparative data on the actual and 1975 standards and 11 of the

proposed standards. Comparisons were made on criteria such as differences in gr aduation rate , possible cost
avoidance , percentage of the 1974 population rejected by the standard , and the BMT success rate of the
rejected population. The last two criteria (Table 7) are niost important since they indicate both the
additional burden to be placed on recruiting pe rsonnel to attract a suffi cient number of individuals of the
quality imposed by the standard requirement and the percentage of those rejected imi dividu als that would
not have successfully completed BMT. In addition , one standard mi gh t eliminate a disproportionate number
of niales or females. With the Air ~orce’s objective to increase the number of ’ female accessions, a standard
which would make this objective niore difficult would be questionable from an operational stand point.

Table 8 summarizes the data front Tables 5 throug h 7 to make comparisons between the standards
easier. Using the criteria enumerated , 5 of the I I  generated standards would appear to meri t fur ther
consideration. This group of standards includes MAGE 165 , GA! 45 . IISC , HSG , and AGE. The MAGE 165
standard is niore cost-e ffective than the 1975 standard and also broadens the recruiter market.  The GAl 45
standard has several favorable characteristics: cost savings are siieabl e . it screens out fewer potential
app licants, and it sin iph if ies computat ion of the enl istt ri ent requirements.

A comparison of the educational standards u SC. USG. and AGE with the 1975 standard reveals that
these standards have the sant e desirable aspects as the GAl 45 standards with regard to cost savings , the
recruiter market ,  and computation of the standard re quirement.

Finally, each of the five more promising standards were compare d to the 1975 standard ott the basis
of the BMT success rate of the rejected population. In four of the five standards , the I3MT success rate of
the rejected population is lower than the success r ate of the population rejected by the 1975 standard (u SC
being equal to 1975). This indicates that these standards are minimiiing the exclusion of pote nt ia l ly
success fu l personnel.

Phase II Analyses
At this point in the evaluation of the generated standards , it was reasoned that al though erti pirically

each of the five standards was promising, fro m a pragmatic viewpoint ther e ut ig l i t  he l i t t le  likelihood that
the Air Force would establish a single standard of either apt i tude , ed ucation. oi age onl y .  h V u r t i t e r  t h ere
was the probability that various combinations of these five standards mi gh t pr oduce a set of cnhi s t nt cn t
requirements that would bette r satisfy the assessment crite r ia than did the sin~~e sta ndards. On the basis of
this rational e, an additional hO standards were generated.

Each standard was comprise d of a combination of two or th r e e  of the li ve en h is t i r i e t i  t s t an daid s
selected front the Phase I analyses. The composites that were generated are listed as s tanda r ds  14 thim o i m g h i
23 in Table 2 .

The identical criteri a used to evaluate the standards generated in Phase I were also used for : l cSe SS l l i e ,m t
of the 10 composite standards generated for the Ph ase 11 anal yses: cost , rej ecti on m : i t ~ by t he s tandard , am id

l n f ( r r n a t l l , n  pentam n t n ~ to  the t 9 7 2  t 9 7 3  11.11,1 mnu~ ‘c l i t . i ine ~t t,~ i r i i t c i i  rc qi l i ’~ t \ I  m i t ~m I I  \t . i i i ’ k - . si it
Te~a~ 78fl~ .
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BMT success rate of the rejectees. Tables 9 throu gh I I  data show comparisons of l tMT and TI cost , lk ’ rce i tm V

rejected by each standard , and BMT success rate of rejectees between t h e  1975 s t a n d a r d  and the 10
stan dards of Phase II.

Table 12 presents summary characteristics of ’ these additional enlistment standards.  Inspec t iou i t t
these data in dicates tha t  ;ml l the composite stan ~i i r d s  have a more desirable set of enlist m ent ch aracteristics
titan t h e  1975 stam ida r d. It is also real ized that Soiii .~ ol t h e  stan dards are more close l~ re lated to the current
needs of t ire Ai r  Force than are others. For examp le . today ’s recrui t ing ch intate  is such that  art expanded
market is necessary to meet imposed una m ip ow er quotas. The standards that require u S C  shrink that market
more than those that do no r  require I LSG. Addit iona l ly , it is not com iceiv able that personnel planners would
altog ether ahando n a r t  educa t io n al requ ir ement ;  ther efo r e , standards such :15 I 6 5/A ( . !~ and CA! 45/AGE
Itt :IV not he as acceptable as l ( S / A G I / h l S ( ’  or GAl 4~ V\ ( ;E/ llS(’ V hh ow cver , it does appear that each of the
ad ditional en l i stmiie n t standards has miter an acceptable leve l wh ich merits t’urther considerat ion in the
decision r i t aki n g li ccss.

Phase I ll V’%nahvses

Before a fi n al decision was made on the vahme of u r ic standard compared to another, an eva lua t r i . -
was made which include d sonic imidication of ’ the impact of the proposed standards on the quah t ~ of Air
Force accessions ar id racial subgroup nni ~~.. To provide data on these critical issues , the effect of each of the
10 Phase II standards on these facto rs was assesse d iii hli as c I I I .  the 10 standards wer e then comp ared t i
the 1975 standard.

For these :tnralyses . Al -Q T :ind ASVAB perfo rmance are indicators of qual i ty .  In .iddi tion to the
overall VV\ i :QT mea n , the sam ples sscrc also groupe d by A I Q I  Categor y to delineate the diff erences in
qusl it~ ant om ig enlist m ent standard sub groups (Table 13) . Primarily, a t t en t ion  will be d i rec t ed  to 165/USC ,
l ( ’S/  .\(;I: I l l s c and (V\ l 45!AGI ’hI S( ’ versus the 1975 standard.

Insp ecti on of the data  in Table 13 reveals little di f ference in the overall means or the p ercentages in
ea ch (‘,mt eg or y .  It would app e ar  tha t  rio practical loss itt qu ah i t \ .  as measured 1V1V the VV\FQT, wo tm ld result
tro u t t Ime selection of an\ of these sf ;mt t dat d s . It is evident that each of these standards closely approximates
t he qua l i ty  levels obtained bs t h e  I 975 standard.

Table 14 da ta  reflect  r r r e a t t  .,\S\ VV\13 apt i tude  performance in the apti tude area required f o r  initial
.issrL’ n m t t e n ) t  of t i re t~~74 access ions ( i .e. . Selector Al scores) . Sim ilar dit ’fcrcn ccs are found betwee n the
proposed en l i s tment  st at id ar ds arid the 1975 standard in Mechanical , Adminis t ra t i ve . Gemieral , and
l - le c t r i ’ iu t c s  ap t i tude  :mR ’as .ts svas not ed itt the AE QT data. Little , i f a n y ,  differe n ces in quality would result
I ro mu using any of t hr ~ proposed sia t idards. whil e each of t h e  proposed standards provides bene fits not
at orded by the more s t r i m r ger r t  I i)7 5 standard .

Since it  is i m m m p e r a t  ly e t h at a su f ’f ici cnt  number  of individu al s with hig h aptitude poten t ial be re~~uited
to  fi l l  mt t i t i a l  :mssign rrre nt r equisite s . especiall y in the General amid Electronics areas , it is also im porta n t to V

know w h a t  percen t t of the incoming ;iccessiomis demon strate  a potential  that  enables them to be assi~~cd to
-\ i i  I - or c e  specialt ies svhit ~ li require a r ui n in lum apti tude percentile of 60 or 80. Table 15 data indicate the
perc entage of I~ 74 mnco rtn n g accessions that  would have scored 40 and above , 60 and above , and 80 and
above tnt the \l . \ . C, arid 1 areas of t ire ,V\S\ AI) ~ nen they Were scree n ed h~ the 075 165/USC ,
h () 5 / V \ ( ; l - h lS( ’ a mid ( A l  4 5/ A ( , I -/ I I S( ’  standards. It is apparent  th at regardless of aptitude area , or level of ’
apt i t ude , (lie 165 /h IS(’ or I6S fA (  ;l - / I1 SC could readil y be subst i tuted for the 1975 standard with li t tle
d ec r em r ie nt  in the overall nu mi r h er s  ot accessions itt each categor y .  ‘Fh ere is a sufficient reduction in V

pci ce nta ge of peop le scoring (~() ;mi id above and 80 and above when the CAl 45! ACE/ IISC standard is
app lied to re~cct r t  as a repl a c e r n r en t  s t andard for th e C( irren t 1975 standard in favor of ’ e i ther  IhS fII SC or
l ( i ~ / V \ ( , l  l i st .

l’h e f in al  cr i t e r ion  k s v hlmehl  th e standards generated in Phase II svere assessed is the impact of the
st :m rr da r d s  on th e r a c i a l  sub group mm ii x  of i r r c or r r in g  accessions. Prior to eval u at ing t ire raci al subgroup data ,
sort ie hist t i t r c:u f I . e  t s sh oul d he s ta ted .  Fur at least tire las t decade , the f i l ed States Air Force has practice d
a po licy it equal e r r l r s t m r r e r i t  oppor t rmn i t ~ regardless of race , color , creed , re l i g ion , or sex. At present , about
15 percent  of the enli sted force is Black , while Blacks repre sent ;mhou t 12 Percent of the population at large .
l a k i r r t  in to  ~V o im s u ( l e r :m t u , , r i  t i r e  en t i r e  r at ige of tl r s t . t er mn a t t r i t i o t r .  about  tO to  I -~ p ercent of incoming Black
;icet ’sNi orr. s would pro vide or a ni r rm t , dms er i r r u mnr i t t o r y  en list m ent (low , With t h e s e  eq ma! opport unity goals in

V 8
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nii n m d . t h e  data of fab l e I t i  Luke on added r r r c a n m m i g .  l adi of the e m r l m s t r m r e n i t  s t a u i d . u i  ds ~s u i u h t l  TCR’C t a

per centage ot time 17 1’ percem i t Black popufa t iom u  tha t  Was :ue t uall ~ en list ed m r  ( V )  l i i  ‘1 I on e s a r i r p le . time

1075 sta ndard wou ld reje ct ~I) pere e m u t  of ’ t i ue  (
V S
) h °74 Black p o pula t io n .  hi iu ~. i i i  t u rm u . wou ld r e s u l t  in t h e

pcree m it :uec of Black ac ees sior u s  ~ii ( ‘u L ) 7—1 h e u n i g  1 2 3  h a d  the  l u t 7 S  s t andard  b eemu applied t I m  sh ou ld f5,V

noted tha t  12 3 P e r , V C n I m  Black accessi us is w i t i i i r u  t iu y ’ ra n ge of rac ia l s t i h i : r u t u ~i m i o m i . d i s c m r u r u u r u a m u o r u . )  If tI m e
l u ’ S ’ h i S ( , i t ’ S  \CI hiS ( ’ amid ( ; VV\ l  l~ V -~GF/ l lS(’  ~n .tn i i i r d s  h a d  b eem u ap pl ied to the ( ‘Y b h u T 4 popu latmoui .

t ire f x ’ nc er r r .ue ’ s  of Bkmck ac cessloir s would have bee n I 3 5 . I 3 .5 amid 1 5 .2 .  r e s ~’ecuu v el ~ V ~ lui le  mit ts  study was
in pro gr e s s  ( ‘ u  10 75 r acial suhc~oup cr i t e r ion  d a t a  r r i a t u n r e d  amid flue I t )  stam i dard s  w e r e  applied to the (V\ ~

l~~75 populat ion h u e  r e su l t s  in i d ie a e t h a t  mIte  use if all proposed s r , u n t d a m d s  wo uld r io t  d r a s n u e a l l ~ ehia n t ge
ra c ial subgroup m ix. Iloss e~er V p re ~u uus l ~ s ta ted l u i i r u u , i t u u i t s  cur mis i der e d .  i t  appe a rs tha t  tIre I n S  il SC amid
lu ’ S  - At I / 1 ISC stan dards would  best Sc u s e  to r t r a im i i  :nmm a noi i -di scr i r iu i r ia  t i ( r u i  policy or raci al subgroup

e mi tr \  V

IV (
V~~~~~ (

V~ 
~, SIU’~S V~~\ t)  Rt ( OM M F N DVI ~t t )N S

Based on t he da ta  f t h is study , i t  ss as e n u l f ’ i r u c a h i \  ~le mmm omis t r a i e d  tha t  t u d i c u o u s  use of ’ au emi l i s in t i en t
re qu i r en i i em i  ts mdcx m u  the select ion process could resu lt iii appreciable say rug s m u  basic m u ll it any and
tech n ical t ra mu m u g  cost S. F u r t h e r ,  the  i i l u j e  u t ’ ant enlist n r ue m n t  st an da nd ntiust he est in n iated using m ultiple
criteria rat her tI t an ;m simig le cr i t e r ion  of cosu V

Results of this st t mdy suggest t h at an e m i l i s t m i i e m i i  n~’ qUi re r i r en i m of am i ap t i t u de corrtp os i te SLur e \IV\(, h
16 5 he set as a stam idard. l ) e per i d irug on t i re  recr i mi t m mig r u u a r k e t  . all I 7~~ e a m - i l d s  mnua ~ be en list ed , or a

m liii in lu n t i  age of 1 7 ea is amid I ’ u t ion i t h i s  ri i:i~ he rL’( l tui  re d V All c n i l i s t  LV C S  sh ould he h ig h sch ool gra dt mates
( ( ; h V  1)s accepted) or. if ni ot  iuie h r seh oul  graduates . hi’ c l aSsi f ied us ( V a n e e u n VV\ I or II  (in t i e  AFQT. The
r a mn omi a le  t

V
or these r e c o r m i r m r e m t d a t i o m i s  us tha t  w hue mr  c o r u rp ane d  ~ i t h i  t I r e  l ) ~~ s t anda rd ,  m Ire I n S  I IS( ’ :imtd

i t ’ S V ‘ U I  hl SC h ave the ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ set i t e ln a u . u e t e u t s u u e s

I .  Greater cost avoi dam ice us reali zed.
.m . l -i S --’llS( ’ ~~7 V~~4 . nflO ~ ç 5 1 .1 ‘5 . 7 t H )

h . l n S / V \ C i - :h l S C  S” 4 ,(l( i ~s. S b V Sn~~~V2 O t)

2. - \ni expanded n ’cn/u u uum p ~ m i t isket us i r u \ i d C d

a. h u ’ ~ I 1St Re~e c t ion u  ra t e  umu a le  amid female 17 V 
5 urial e  I )  V V f emnu il e 12

I~. 1 1 S  - ‘ U i  I 1St Re ect ion ‘ i L  m m uale  . i m rd ‘ l i n d e  I ’ ss ru th ’ am id f
V
i ’un .mj e 12

3 \ g r e . u u c u  per c emit .p~e ( i f p o t e m u t m a l  it ’d I i’i i nuii nees would he m e~ect ed .

i I n ”  h lS( 2 r mn iore ui , u l i ’ s . I -  V im mu re ‘ i u u , u lc s

h. l u ’ S \t I - hh S (’  2 - nut ~m re males . 17  imm u re  females

4 , ‘so p u . i c t u c a l  d ec r eme n t  in qru .ului ~ of . iecess iom u s is ex p emi e mu ce i l .

5. ()pport umii tv t or Black emi l i s t mt i e nt  t us ahou t the s au ru c  -

M mc li bras hx’i’m i pm rut  ted hi~ ti m e mu at ional uir ess about tIme su ccess U t t h e  all -vol un teen fo rce  V t o  m ake
ce r ta in  t hat  th i s  su ccess : o u u t u u u u i e s , the re urr i u s t  he a f l ex ihuh i t ~ of ,‘n u l i s t r r u e n t  r e q uu i r enmmen t s  t h ua t  n m i a i mut a i m r s
;icc essiu mr qi i .mh i  t S amid. at t h e  s:urn ie  t i mm mc. prevents sh ort t

V
aIls in recru i t ing  due to a slu r iniki t ig muanp ow Ci POOl V

I t  is believ ed t h a t  the enh is tnm m en m t  s t amid ar ds inc tho doh o~~ lev ek 1ied i n this s( iidv can pr ovide that
f l ex ih i h i t ’. V

/‘~/u/~’ 1. Sam ple Popti hat iomi

Basi c Military Tra i ning Tech nic al Tra inin g
Year  Male  Femala  Male  Fe male

10 7 2  SI  .I~n 1 4 , 701 S4 .2t ~3 3 , 3 51)

l °73 72 , 1 1$ 7 ,o53 55 . 128 550
1974 64 ,405 S ,~ S2 4 1 .525 ti ,278

(1
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Ta/ i/ c .2. Enhistm n ent Standards Descriptions and Abbrev iations

Sta ndard Description Abbrev iation

V Actual Standard Used for Yearly Input ( A c t u a l )
2 . 1975 Fnh ist nt t er i t Standards (MA CF 170 or hig her ;  ( A I 45

or h n i gher ; it ’ ( u  t i ’~ or\ III  or IV on AFOT . I high School
( ;raduate ) (1975)

3. Com itposite Sta ui da rd ’hh igJ t (MV V\( I 175 or ht i g hm er ;  GA I 4S
or hi gher:  j f

V (‘ategor s I I I  t in IV omi AFQT , High Sctuoul
(;r . idtn ate ) ( Comti p .H m )

4. Contipos ite Stamidard-Low (MA GI l (i S (ir hm i ghu en (
or h i ghe r ;  if (‘ a u c g i r \  I I I  or IV (in AFQT . Hig h Scluoo l
(;rad t ma te)  (Co mm ip . Lo)

5. Com posite of Ap t i tude  Indexes  ( ‘d V- \ ( ; l~~~ I 75 or h i g h e r )  (MV .~~ ( , h V S  175 )

6. Composite of Apt i tude  In dexes ( M V A G F =  I ‘U or iu i g h u e r )  ( M A G F = l  70)
7. Cot mmpo ~ te of Apt i tude  h mudc xes  ‘d V\ ( 1 I n S  on h igher)  (MA GE I65)
8. General Apti tud e Index (G~ S5 or h i g h e r )  (GA 1 55)
0, General Apt i tude Index (C SO or h i g h e r )  (GAI=5O)

10, General Aptitude Index (G~~45 or im ig h e r )

I I .  h i gh Sch ool N on -C rad u ates ( U S C)

12. h i g h Sch ool Graduate (USC)

13. M in inn u nn u age of 17 sears  and 6 months ( AG I-)

14. Commip o sit e of Ap t i t uud e  Indexes ( M A ( . l -  = InS  or higher )  V
plus V\Gl ( 165/  V\Gh )

V 15 . Com posite of Apt i tude  ht idexes ( M A C  I = lb S  or higher).
h igh School Graduate: plus AF QT (‘ateg ory I amid II
I u gh School N om i .Gradua me s ( I  oS / h  I SC 1

lb .  Com t up o site of A pt linde lnidexes (MA GE I 65 or h igher)
p l us h i g h  Sch oo l Grad imat ion t  ( 16  5/ 1 IS(

17, Comt ipos ite Apt i tude  Im idexes (M AGE= l6 5  or hi gher).
m rmi nuimn umtt AG F plus V V~~ FQT ( V~ egor s 1 and II
High School ( 165/ AGI -  !IISC )

IS.  Aptitude Cont tp osite (M A( i~~ 165 or h i g h e r ) .  m i l i n in t iun t i
AC E plus high sch t , ’ul grad uat ion ( I  65/ AGE /u SC )

19 . General Aptitude I t ide x (G 45 or hig h er) and m t i i m t i n u t m m n t

AGE (GAl  4 5 1 A ( ; F )
20. General Apt i tude  Inde x (G 45 or h i g her). h i g h schiou i l

graduate amid AFQT Catego ry I and II huig h i school i / u n i V  V

graduates ( ( ;- \ I 45/U SC)

21 ,  General A pt i t t mde  Index ((‘~ 45 or h i g h er )  and 16gb
school graduation ( G A l  4 5/ I ISG)

22. General Apt i t ude Index (Cr45 or higher ) .  n t t i m l n n n t u u n t u
ACE , high schoo l graduates and AF QT
Catego ry I and II  high school non~graduates (C A I 45/ AGE / h 1SC )

23. (; enerah Aptitude Index (Cr4 5  or hig her),  mninin n m m m i
AGE plus h i g h  school graduates ( ( S A l  45 !A ( , h l ISG )

h O

V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -  
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Table 3. Percentage of Ehiminees
by Age Group — CY 1974

Percentage
of Elim inees

Age Gro up BMT TT

17 I I  I t
17( 17/ 0— 5)  15 14
1 7 ( 1 7 / 6 — l I )  9 10

( 18 8 8
19 9 10
20 8 10 V

2 1 9 9
22 11 I I
23 I I  10
24+ 13 12

V 

Table 4. Cost Avoidance Computation Formula

STEP I
Desired Nu m ber of Graduates = Required Input (New Proposed Standard )
Grad imat ion Rate (New Proposed Standard)
STEP 2
Required Input — Desired Number of Graduates Num iiber of Eh imiti ni ees (New Propose d Standard )

STFP 3
Number of Eh iminces (New Propose d Standard) x Cost per E h im n inee = Total Cost for Eh in iin ees (New

Proposed Standard)
STEP 4
Total Cost for Eliminces (Old Standard) - - Total Cost for Eh iu t t inmees (New Stan dard )  = 1 ( it a l (‘um s t

Avoidance Associated wit h New Proposed Standard

I

I t
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Table 5, Ph ase I — Cost Comparison of Enlistment Standards , BMT — CY 1974

Cot I Cot 2 Cot 3 Cot 4 Cot S Cot 6 Cal 7 Cot S
Enli s tm e nt Colt Total Graduation Number Number Total Co~~ Cost
Standard per ElIm t~~~~t a Rate Grads Elims of Elims Avo idanc e C

M64 ,405 .9055818 58.324 6,081 $8 ,513 ,400
51 ,400 F 8,952 .9340929 8,362 590 826 ,000

T 73 ,357 66,686 6,67 I 9 ,339 ,400
M 6 4 ,2 I9  .90821 10 58 ,324 5 V 89~ 58 .2 5 3 ,000

19 75 SI .400 F 8,045 .9348205 8,362 553 ~ lo .200
T $9 ,069,200 $ 270 ,200
M 64 , 19 1 .9086002 55 ,324 5 5 ( ~” ~~,

V 2 13800
( u u i p I I u  ¶ 1 , 400 h’ 8,944 9349030 8,362 ‘ i I 4 .SOO

T S9 .028 .600 $ 3 10,800

‘d 64 .240 9078098 58 ,324 S O l o  S~~V 2~~2 V4O()
( V  ‘~~p 1 SI .400 I - 5 95 5  9337974 5,362 593 830 ,200

T 59 . 1 12 ,600 S 226 ,800
M (~4 .22 l 9081825 58 .324 S~~~~)7  S8 .255 .800

\l \GI 175 $ 1 4 0 1 F 8 ,~4S 0345293 8 ,362 586 820 .400
T $9 ,076 ,200 $ 263 ,200
M (i4 .25 2 ,907739l 58 ,324 SO ’ S  $8 ,299 ,200

\1 V\ C i  170 S I . 400 F 8,947 ,9346024 8.362 585 819 .000
T $9 , 1 1 8 ,200 S 221 ,200
M (i4 .262 9075657 58 ,324 5,940 S8.3 16 ,000

‘d \ ( ;i l ( ~5 SI ,400 F 8.955 .9338300 8,362 593 830 ,200
T $9, 146 ,200 S 193 ,200
\1 64 ,279 9073520 58 ,324 5 ,955 58 ,337 ,000

(~ \l  55 St .400 1 8,949 9344416 8,362 587 821 ,800
T $9 , 158 ,800 $ 180 ,600

~‘.1 64 ,360 .9062 146 58,324 6 .036 $8 ,450 ,400
( ; \h  51) $1 ,400 F 8.958 .9334487 8,362 596 834 ,400

T $9 ,284 ,800 S 54 ,600
M (i4 .265 .9075 185 58,324 5 ,944 58 ,321 ,600

C \ h 4 5 5 1.400 I: 8.940 .9353889 5 ,362 578 809,200
1 59 1 30 800 S 208 ,600

M (i 4 .3 I 6  .9068303 58 .324 S .9 ) 2  $8,388 ,800
USC $ 1,400 F 8.95 1 9342014 8.362 55k) 824 ,600

T $9 , 2 1 3 ,400 S 12 6 .000

M 63 .945 .91 20921 58 ,324 5 ,62 1 $7 ,869 ,400
USC SI ,400 I - 5 .92 ° .~)365098 8,362 567 793 ,800

I $8 ,663 ,200 S 676 .200
\1 64, 23~ 907 9447 58 ,324 5 ,9 13 $8 ,278 ,200

‘U I ¶ 1 .400 I S ) 4 ~~ V~ 344777 8,362 586 820 ,400
I $9 ,098 ,600 $ 240 ,800

~I r l t i u ! t  ri ’q u u i r i ’u l u ‘ l i _ n  s u u u c n n u i r r u l x ’ r  ‘i ~r , u i t u i . i t ’s ~~ •~~( t 1 ~\I  ‘ i . i n i d . t r i t .

‘it t  ( ‘su i i i  I u r n s = (
V~~~ 

~ ( s f  5’ I r r u u t  ( i i i  h ( N u u u r u t ’ i ’ r  ul
V 

I V t u u i u s ) .

m u  ( V
u ~u I I I n S I A ( t I \ t  ‘i t  ‘.\f u - \ t~ I o  t u ,uI  ( V u u t  t I n n s  1 1,1101,051 l i S t  \ N t ) \ R t ) ) .
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Table 6. Phase I V (V t (‘omup a r isois of Fishic t mue n l Standards , F t (‘V 1974

Cot 1 Cot 2 Co m 3 Cot 4 Cot 5 (0 1  6 Cot 7 Cot $
Enlistment Cost Total Graduation Numb er N~~inbe r Total Co~ Colt
Standard per Eti m lnp ut ~ Rat e Grads C iro s of Etims Avo ldance c

M 4 1 ,528 .9108071 37 .524 3,704 ¶1 0,000,800
Actua l $2 ,700 F 6 ,27~ 8620579 ~,4 l 2  Sot 2 . 338 .200

T 47 ,806 43 ,23(i 4 ,570 SI 2 . 339 .0O()

~I 4 l 349 9 151929 37 ,824 3 , 525 $ 0517 .500
1975 52, 7O() F 6 ,285 .8610787 5 ,4 12  873 2. 3~~7 V l00 5 464,400

VU $1 1 ,574 , 600

M4l ,3l5 .9154967 37,824 3,491 $ 9,42 5 700
V 

Cuni ;p .Hi $2,700 F 6.256 .8609775 5,412 874 2 359 ,800 $ 553 ,500
I $1 1, 7Sc~~00

M4L322 .9153516 37,824 3,498 $ 9.444,600
(‘ommtp .Lo $2 ,700 F 6 ,251 .8616960 5,412 869 2 ,346,300 $ ~45 V100

F SI 1 ,790,900

M41,3t 0 .9156064 37.824 3,486 S 9,412,200
MACE 175 $2,700 f 6,295 8597950 5,412 883 2,384,100 $ 542 ,700

T $11 ,796,300

M41 ,329 .9150906 37,824 3,505 $ 9,463,500
MAGE 170 $2 ,700 u 6 ,295 .8597014 5,412 883 2 ,384,100 $ 491,400

I $11 ,847,600

M41,I44 .9193170 37,824 3,320 $ 8,964,000
V V MA (;E 165 $2,700 F (i.29t .8603382 5,412 879 2,373,300 $1 ,001,700

T $11 ,337,300

M4l,450 V~~ t29542 37,824 3,626 $ 9,790.200
GAL 55 52700 F 6,270 .863 1802 5,412 858 2,316 ,600 $ 232 ,200

T $12 ,106,800
M 41,362 .9)4457 I 37 ,824 3,538 $ 9,552 ,600

GAl SO $2 , 700 F 6,269 .8632978 5 ,412 857 2,31n3,900 $ 472 ,500
I $1l ,8~6,S00

M 41,178 .9 185475 37 ,824 3,354 $ 9,055 ,800
GAl 45 $2 ,700 F 6,209 .8716622 5,4 12  797 2.15 1 ,900 $1 ,131 ,300

F I $11 ,207,700

M 40.957 .9235028 37,824 3,133 $ 8,459,100
USC $2,700 F 6.277 8622448 5,412 865 2,335 ,500 $1,544,400

T $10,794,600

M 4 l ,290 9160511 37.824 3,466 $ 9,358,200
USC $2,700 F 6,235 8680483 5 .4 t 2  823 2 , 222 ,100 $ 758 ,700

I $11 ,580,300

M 41 ,300 9158444 37,824 3,476 $ 9,385,200
$2,700 F n , 273 .5626918 5.412 861 2,324,700 $ 629 ,100

I $11 ,709,900

u n pun requ~rcd to (ibt air t s ,uunu t ~ n nu r u t t i c r  i i i  gi~m dniate s us ~ (
V A t sm , m m n u t .t r d .

i n t l  ( V , sI  n i l  I t u n is  (u t  2 l ( ’ iu per I l iu m ) s(ot t’ N n n n i n l n ’i u t I t n n n u s l .

~ I ’n.i t  (‘ inst  ut  I r u i n s  ( \ ( V  t t l . V~ t S tANt )\t( t t) t i i i V l t  ( m d  n it  I t n n u s  IPK OPOSI I) sV r AN t ) A K 1) )  
V
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Table 7, Percent Rejected by Standards and
BMT Success Rate of Rejected Population — CY 1974

(Males: 64,405 , Females: 8,952)’

Percunt Rejected BMT Success Rate
by Stand ard for RejIcte u

V Entls tmsnt Male Female Male Female
Standard

1975 17 17 90 94
Comp-Hi 18 19 90 93
Comp-Lo 16 15 90 94 

V

MAGE-175 12 17 89 93
MAGE-170 10 14 89 93
MAGE -165 8 12 88 93
GAI-55 25 17 90 93

V GAl-SO 16 10 90 94
GAI-4 5 10 4 88 91
HSC 92 94
HSG 6 2 85 81
AGE 85 93

aAC(UlI BMT success rate in 1974 for uns a les was 9 I’ ~ i
for females 9~~b~~55 than one percent .

14
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Table 9. Phase 11 — Cost Comparison of Enlistment Standards , BMT CY 1974

Cot I Cot 2 Cot 3 Cot 4 C ol S Cot 6 Coi l Cot 8
Enl istment Cost Total Graduation Number Number Total Co~~ Cost
Standard per Eli m input ’ Rate Grads Emin ~ of El ims Av oida nce

M 6 4 ,2 19 .9082110 58,324 5,895 $8,253 ,000
197 5 $1 ,400 F 8,945 .9348205 8,362 583 816 ,200

T $9,069 ,200 $270 ,200

M63 ,929 .9 1232 60 58.324 5 ,605 $7 ,847,000
165/Age $1 ,400 F 8.936 .9357996 8,362 574 803,600

I $8,650,600 $688,800

M63,934 .9122589 58,324 5,610 $7 ,854 ,000
1 65/HSC $1 ,400 F 8,944 .9349407 8,362 582 814,800

T $8,668,800 $670,600

M63,575 .9174080 58,324 5,251 $7,351 ,400
165/USC $1 ,400 F 8,911 ,93839l8 8,362 549 768,600

T $8,120,000 $1 ,219,400

M63.793 .9142729 58 ,324 5,469 $7 ,656 ,600
IriS /A ge/u SC $1 ,400 F 8,939 .9354358 8,362 577 807,800

V T $8,464,400 $ 875 ,000
M63,440 .9193592 58,324 5.116 $7,162,400

l65 ,Age/USG $1 ,400 F 8,906 .9388766 8,362 544 761 ,600
T $7,924,000 $1 ,415,400

M 64,062 .9104319 58,324 5,738 $8,033,200
GAl 45,’Age $1 ,400 F 8,941 .9352830 8,362 579 810,600

I $8,843,800 $ 495 ,600

M 64,071 .9103090 58,324 5,747 $8,045 ,800
(;A1 4s/IIsC $1 ,400 F 8,948 .9344831 8,362 586 820 ,400

I $8,866,200 S .473,200
M 63,713 .9154220 58,324 5 ,389 $7,544,600(

~ ..~I4 5/ USG $1 ,400 F 8,917 .9377760 8,362 555 777 ,000
V 

T $8 ,321 ,600 $1 ,017 ,800
M 63,928 .9 123316 58 ,324 5 ,604 $7 ,845,600

G A l  4 5/A ge/U SC 51 ,400 F 8,944 .9349208 8,362 582 814 ,800
T $8,660,400 $ 679 ,000

M64,089 .9100422 58,324 5,765 $8,071 ,000
( VV \ I 45/A ge/u SC $1 ,400 F 8,946 .9347411 8,362 584 817,600

V r  $8,888,600 $ 4~nO ,8OO

~i tnn , , ur  r’.’~ unrs ’iI hi m n hta t n i  main e n i t urn uhe r ( i t  ~ r , i d u a t ’ . s  us . V\( V I V 
IV~~A t s tan dard ,

t i 1 t  ( s n  ut  1 1 m m ’ .  = (‘ut  2 ( ( V u per Fl i r t u )  s ( u t  6 (Nunniber ui I~t inss ) .
i i i t  ( m i s t  I . t i n u n s ( V \ ( I I V V V~~ 1 S t A N I ) A R t ) )  V I V ( i t a l  ( ‘ m ’sr  mi t  I t u n i s  (PROP O SI 1) S t A N I ) A K D ) .
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Table 10, Ph ase II .- Cost Comparison of Enhstn sent Standards , 11’ - CY 1974

Coi l Cot 2 Coi 3 Cot 4 Cot 5 Cot 6 Co i 7 Cot 8
Eniii t m.nt Cost Total Graduation Number Number Totau Cost Cost
Standard per Etim t nput a Rate Grads Eiims of Et i ms b Avo ld ance C

M 41 .349 ,OI5l ()20 37.824 3,525 S o). SI7,500
1975 $2,700 F tS,285 .8610787 5.412 873 2 , 357 .100 S 464 ,400

T $11 ,874,600

M4I ,237 .917245S 37,824 3.413 S 9,215 .100
165/A ge $2 ,700 F 6,285 .8611060 5.412 873 2 .357 , 100 5 766.800

T $ 11 ,572 ,200

M 41 ,330 .915 1640 37,824 3.50( S 9,466 ,200
165/u SC $2,700 F 6,288 .8607216 5.412 876 2.365.2(X) S 507 ,600

T $11 ,831 ,400

M 41,070 .9209568 37,824 3.246 $ 8,764.200
165/11s(; $2,700 F 6,241 .8671011 5.412 829 2.238 , 300 $ 1, 336 , 500

I S I I ,0’)2,500

M41 ,158 .9190061 37.824 3.334 S 9,001,800
165/A ge/EISC $2,700 F 6,282 .8615124 5,412 870 2,349,000 $ 988 ,200

T $1 1 ,350 ,800

M 4 1 ,035 .92 17561 37.824 3,21 1 $ 8,669.700 V

165/Age/USC $2,700 F 6,240 .8673267 5.412 828 2,235 ,600 $1 ,433,700
V I $ 10, 905 ,300

M 41 ,270 .9164885 37 ,824 3,446 S 9,304 ,200 
V

GAl 45/ A g e $2, 700 F 6,264 .8640093 5.412 852 2 ,300.400 S 734 ,400
T $ 11 ,604 ,600

M41 ,363 .9144417 37 ,824 3,539 S Q .555 ,300
GAl 45 /USC $2 ,700 F 6,266 .86376 I 1 5.4 12 854 2,305,800 $ 477 .900

T $11 ,861,100

M 41 ,101 .9202686 37,824 3,277 $ 8,847,900
V 

GAl 45/UsC $2,700 F 6,221 .8699494 5,412 809 2~J84,3O0 $1 ,306,800
I $11 ,032,200

M4 1 ,145 .9192742 37,824 3.321 S 8,966,700
UA I4S/A ge/HSC S2 .700 F 6,253 .8654739 5.412 841 2 ,270 ,700 $l ,lOi ,600

I $11 ,237,400
M 4 1 ,066 .921 0625 37,824 3,242 S 8,753,400

GAI4S/Age/1ISG $2,700 F 6.220 .8701392 5 .412 808 2 , 181 ,600 S1 ,404 ,000
I $ 10 ,935 ,000

~In p u r  reqt um r cd un i’i i i., nrn s u m s ’ n t u r n n t i c r  i t  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ( A l  ‘.tand,tr d.
( uis i  m I  I h n n u s  = ( u I  2 (( m i s t  per I . t u n u u )  s ( m it 6 I N u ntrh e r  u t  I 1m m ’.).

I t t  ( mist  i ’ l l l innn ~ ( V V 5 ( V I t V V V~i,t  S t . \ N t ) V \ t ( IS )  - t l i i  (~m i s n ui I lm r rns  (PR OP OSI I) S t  ANI (V V\RD). 
V
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Table 11. Phase 11 — Percent Rejected by Standards
and BMT Success Rate of Rejected Population —

CY 1974 (Males: 64,405 , Females: 8,952)’

BMT Success
Percent Rejected Rate for

by Standard Riject ees
Enl Istment Mate Female Mate Female
Standard

1975 17 17 90 94
165/AGE 12 12 86 92
I6SfFISC 9 12 88 93
165/USC 15 14 85 90
165/AGE /USC 12 12 88 93
165/AGE/U SC Il  14 85 90
GAl 45/AGE 13 5 89 93
6A1 45/HS C 10 4 90 94
GA145IFISG 16 6 88 89
GA! 45/AGE /USC 13 4 88 93
GAl 45/AGE /USC 18 6 88 89

‘A~nu aJ BMT success rat e mn 1974 for males wa s 9 I ” ~:
for fe males 93 m V
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Table 13. Phase Ill — Enlistment Stan dards Versus AFQT
Performance3 as Applied to the CY 1974 Populatio n

Ent ldm ent AFQT Cit I Cat It Cat I l l  Cat IV V
Standard Mean %

1975 63.9 4.1 44.2 51.4 .3
165/AGE 62.7 4.1 42.7 53.0 .2
165/HSC 62.8 4.0 42.6 53. 1 .3
165/USC 62.8 4.0 39.9 55.7 .4
165/AGE /HSC 62.9 4.1 43. 9 51.8 .2
165/AGE /HSG 62.9 4.1 43.7 51 . 9 .3
GAl 45/AGE 62.5 4. 1 42.1 53.4 .4 V

GAl 45/USC 62.6 4.0 42.4 53.4 .2
GAl 45/HSG 62. 5 4.0 40.0 55.8 .2
GAl 45/AGE/U SC 62.7 4.1 42.9 52.8 .2
GAI 4S/AGE /HSG 62.6 4.1 44.0 51.7 .2

‘m AFQT Perfortnuance: (‘at I = 93 99;(’at II = 6S — 9 2 ;Cat  III = 31— 64 and ,
(‘at IV = 1 ( 1 -  3u (.

Table 14. Phase Il l — Enlistment Standard s
Versus ASVAB Performance as A pp lied to the

CY 1974 Population

ASVAB Means
E ni ls t men I

St a n d a r d Mech Ad m tn Ge n Etec

1975 59.3 57.9 70.0 67.5 V

165/AGE 59 .0 57.0 68.1 66.6
1 65/U SC 58.9 57,4 68.4 66.0
165/IISG 58.6 57.2 67.9 66.7 

V

165/AGE /U SC 59 .0 57.6 69.0 66.9
165/AGE /USC 58.8 57.4 68.3 66,4
GA! 45/AGE 58.2 56. 9 69 .0 65.8
GAl 45/USC 58.4 57.1 69.2 65.9
GAl 45/UsC 58.0 57.2 68.9 65.3
GAl 45/AGE/U SC 58.5 57 .4 69.2 66.0
GAl 45/AGE / II s( ;  58.7 57.1 69 .0 65.8

V V V V _ V V V.~~_~~~~~~~ V V~~~V V V . V  _ _ _ _
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Table’ J,s , Ph ase III — Cumulative Percentage o~ ASVAB A ptitude V
Areas and Enlistment Standards as A pplied to the CV 1974 Population

Aptftu ds tnde aes *975 115/HSC 115/AG(/HSC GAt 45/AGEIIISC

Mechanical
80 and above 23.8 23.4 23.6 22.6
60 an d above 54.3 53.7 53.8 51 . 0
40 and above 82.0 81.5 81,7 79 .5

Administrativ e
80 and above 16.3 15.8 16.0 15. 4
60 and above 50.5 49 .8 50.0 48.2
40 and above 85.9 85.3 85 .4 83.5

General
80 and above 33.3 32.5 32.6 31.5
60 and above 77.8 76.9 77.2 75.4
40 and above 100 98.7 98.9 100

Electronics
80 and above 33.4 32.7 32. 8 3 13
60 and above 69 .8 69.0 69 .2 66.8
40 and above 96.7 96.2 96.3 94.7

Table’ 16. Phase ILl — Impact of Enlistment Standards on Racial Subgroup
Mix — CY 1974 (Blads= 17.6) CY 1975 (Blads= 11.4)

Percent of CV 1974 Rev Iled Percent Projected Percent
Blacks Rej ected of Black s of Btac ks

Standard by Standard (CV 1974) (CV 1975)

Actual — 17.6 11.4
1975 30 12 .3 —

165/AGE 25 13 . 1 12.2
165/HSC 23 13.5 12.6
165/HSG 26 13.0 12.1
I65IAGE /H SC 23 13.5 12.6
165/AGE / HSG 27 12. 9 12.0
GAI 4S/AGE 15 14.9 14.0
GAl 45IHSC 13 15.2 14.3
GAI 45IHSG 16 14.7 13.8
GAl 45/AGE /H SC 13 15.2 14.3
GAl 45/AGE /H SG 17 14.6 13.7
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