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P.AmLE UIN EE~OINAIR FORCE OFFICERTRDikHO

AN UNDERGRADUATE FLYING TRARNNG

L lh' RJCD N minimm academi standards to a ielativdy
heterogneous applcant pooL It was composed

With the emergence, in the late 196O's, of entirly Of papAnd-nc !Ws TM composte
icreased concern over posible bius against minor- validities for officer candidate school fOCS)

ities in offic r selection, various studies of equity zrshaiontdi iition and -final a g
in officer selection were initiated. This report were.20 An.! 50, respectively (Tupes, 1953).
involes two such studis, ow dealing with Office ACB data are available on a group of 356
TnauniP School (OTS) students ard one dealing (referred to as the "Tuskegee" sample) lack
with Undergraduate flying Training (U ) applicants.rp lottrainingwhohadamean pilot
students. -Analyses reported here are of particul x stanine of 3.60. Of these, 298 with a mean stanine
interest because -they provide the only instance of 517-entered elementary pilot tainin and
".c Ihepast 15 yeas in wiLc L ffir selcion 64% graduated. The uncorreted! validity of the
data could be collected with some relaxation of pilot stanine for the Blacks w* J& Hmy-- ,. a
L 1=9 ViecotanR 9 dar4. multiple-coielati n- of .42 was reported for this

The Air Force Officer Qualifying Test sample with the ACB. ihis value was based on
(AFOQI) is one of several factors considered in corrected validities for 10 tests, three of which
-officer selection -decisons. It is used fainly for were psychomotor meamires. Because of difficulty
selection for commissioning programs, selection in filling-quoias, lower cutoff scores were sed for
for pilot and navigator training, and assistance in Blacks, resulting in a larger proportion of Blacks
assigning non-ratedofficers. The present AFOQT than whites qualifying. The overall graduation rate

S i represents a consolidation, and periodic update, of in classes containing the Tuskegee sample was
selected portions of the older Aircrew Classifica- 780, and the mean -pilot stanine was 6.8. The

1- tion Batteries (ACB) and the Aviation Cadet- overall uncorrected validity of the stanine for
I Officer Candidate Qualifying Test. The-ACB, these 1943 classes-was..29. From this data, it is
Ideveloped early in World War I, provided an :apparent that the mean scores, graduation rates,

econdnmical way to screen a large and-heterose- and test validity were- all lower for Blacks than for
neous applicant pool to identify individuals most their classmates.
likely to complete training. Unlike the present AFOQT reported validities in recent years have
AFOQT, the battery contaired perceptual-motor been a little lower than those observed earlier.
tests, which contributed to prediction, as well as These reductions probably can be attributed to
paper-and-pencil measures. - reductions in variability among trainees due to

The validity -of- portions of the ACB was selection, greater homogeneity in background, and
zssessed for a World War II "1,000 Case Study" the absence of perceptual-motor tests. Content of
group which was not screened on any tests the AFOQT and its predecessors was based -on
(DuBois, 1947). The point biserial correlation of analyses and consideration of the criteria to be

, the ACB pilot stanine (standard scores with a predicted. Air Force population data bases
I range of 1-9) with elementary pilor training available at the time of analyses were utilized.

graduationlelimir, tion was .50, and the Special, separatt, consideration of minority
graduation rate was 41%.. The Aviation Cadet- performance was not included in the development
Officer Candidate Qualifying Test was designed to studies. It was impossible to identify minority
predict performance in officer entry training and group members. This, coupled with the recurring
provides a means for application of uniform observation of lower test performance of minor-

ities, has led to allegations of test inequity or bias.
The major objective of the present study was to

t Validities originally reported as biscrial correlations determine the extent to which racial bias is present
have been converted to point biscrials for comparison in various officer selection and classification
with present data. procedures. The study involves validation of



0FOW scores for whites and nouivwbztes agaist exceptional conditions. This sroup wisadmated
e40MIUMai in OTS, graduation from under- to OTS, uder a spedal Airman Conisowing

791ate P-dct' tramnkng (Umf and uindergraduatie 1 P!tm' (ACl) 80180 project in which first-term
airmWen *ithicgt ere a exe ihu

faJaor training MMT) and officer effectieness- OC ereswrslctditht
apimm ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ rfrec t0R.I-adto olee rd-ph o AFOQT -sores. W-, sample includes
epo~(OE). n adit~n~,colege rad pofit 136 wh~ite and 138 non-white i rbesof OTS

~ (GA) ere ompred o prtoranc of classes 73-05 thro'4i 74-15, the 01roerain
~~~~AL~~~~~~~ Airman Edcto adConsinig oignlyced for admission of 80ijiite and80

Nropa (AECF) sample to sifh information mnri plcns
migst rovdea-feasible alternative or suppl.ief

to -.1 diOQT-for.AECV selectkmn. 7he AEC Criterion -data were avabile fo~r all raciAly
sample .* be followed, up in a i~uereport" identifiableWP (N = 86f31) and UNT (N =

deain, -ubequntOE~ zd rumtre 6,42i) enuatsin ai caM 969 throiul i974.
dea~n~Vl 5Abseuet ORS idP~O~OtO~ Predictor -test scores for 1,6th -white aid Ih-ck

subgroups were. ivailable only for FY69 through

ML METHOD2 (96
Predictor Variabies

AFOQT composite percentiles and- subtest
Participatis in three bTes of'training, were scores, race- and icolege- GPAs were used --a

4ndudedin various-pae ftesuy -ape
of 0TS enra is o the stu pvdydpredictors The corfpsiiion of the AFOQT -is

entant fom he J3P poviedan A _ in.-Table 1. The interpretation, of the testopo tunit t iimirte -the vancurty or several---------
predictors of non-rated-officer performance-under scores has been covered by M~ler (1969).

Tabk 1. Content and Organization of a Recent Form of the AFOQT

Aptide Caomposite

no. of Haw- Off.
9~a"d Subtet Items Pilot TOti. Qual. verbal Quai.;-

Quantitative-Aptitude - 60 X X X

VerbalAptitude '60 X X
Offi&ograpica intory "100" X

Bo~,ket3.-

AeriakLandmarks 4
GeneralScience Q4

Tnkfoiiton 24' XX

41- X-

Pilot-Bographic aIneyitoiy 50X
AvitiHon Informpation
Visualization Of Maneuvers2 24 X
Iriitrumdif oinprefienion& 24: X
Sticiand Ruiddetrient-ati~on 24 X

'tpecdcd subtcts.
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PerformceCig of non-ratid officer candidates" perfomance on

For the AECP sample OTS criteria available test (TableA). 1 ind , on

were g iduatio/iminatioc (G/E) status for one standard
entrants and fm grade avrage for OTS graduate a deviation (SD) e, than whites on o Vebal,
PstS da collected fthi go Quantitatiie, and Offic r Quality compodtes of

t at fo letedf this goUp inC~d the AFOQT. On the Officer Niographical
G/E status for tochnical school enfiahts aid initial Inventory subtest, non-whites did relaiwely better

but still icored about one-half SD lower than
UFT and UNT criteria were GJE for the whites.

respective flight.courses. The basic assumption of OJS c -able for the AECP sample
any test bias study is that the criterion which the
testisddtetpredictiiunbiased. were GIE status -for entrants and final grade-

averag for OTS graduates (Table A2). Snce only
6.6% of the group were attjit the variance of

Sta"tistial Methiod ih e GIE riabe is low. This is especially true for

Predictor criteria, and racial identification data the white sample in which just 1.5% were atrited.
were obtained from Air Force Officer Qualifying The use of such extreme splits for statistical
Test records and OTSgraduation, flying training, purp6ses s undesirable. Thereforethe final grade

. OER, and uniform officer record files maintained criterion will be a more useful indication of
by the Computational Scienczs Division, Air Force predictor validity in OTS.
Human Resources Laboratory. The principalaayssivle mutpelnarersin Post-OTS criteria pertained to technical school

.| analyses involved mutiple linear rege~on ~ graduation -and initial OERs. Because only one
techniques as outlined by Bottenberg and Ward technical school entrant was eiminated, this
(1963). Bias in sciection iesiijig canrt b =Swined e .. --ill_
on the basis of mean differences in test and . ...data also exhibited little variance but were
criterion performance alone. If the means on both retained in order to assess possile post-training
test and criterion do not- differ significantly for validities. o

two groups, or if one group scores higher on both
the test and criterion, the te~t is not considered G/E correlated significantly with all AFOQT

F unfair or biased. In this study, bias in testing is measures analyzed for the total AECP group, the
considereal to exist when the relationships between rt ranging from .15 to .17 (Table A3). However,
test scores and criterion scores differ from one none of the ri were significant for either the white
group to another.- or non-white subgroup. OTS final grad correlated

When regression ines are -parallel but the from .17 to .51 -with the measures. The coef-When rgresson lies areparalelnbusthe re quite similar fgr whites and -non-
intercepts are different, lrsel bias is said to exist. ficies- on qite sia r g for ea c

This means the differen e- in, test scores between whites on all tests and weiv 3ignificant for each
subgroup on the Verbal, Quantitatigj and Officer

subgroups for the same predicted criterion score
differs by a constant.amount over tie entire range significantly related (r = i7) to only the
of criterion scores. On the other hand, when Quantitative scores for the two racial groups
regression lines are not parallel, another type of c~ombined.
bias defined as slope bias may exist. In.this case,
the differences in predicted criterion:performance Lower performance on tests and in OTS by
between the subgroups forvarious test score levels minorities can be atiributed to factors othe than
are not constant. For a more detailed discussion of race per se. Previous research With enlisted person-
types of bias, see Guinn, Tupes, and Alley nel (Guinn, Tupes, &. Alley, 1970b) has
(1970b). demonstrated that cultural variables such as

geographical area and education which often
co-vary with race are also irelated to Criterion and

II. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION tet performance. Those members of the AECP
sample who w,-re from the South and Southwest

Officer Training School Data had lower graduatioh ratet-than those from other
AFOQT means and standard deviations for areas (Table A4). Also, the correlation between

various samples are presented in the appendix. race and area (other vs. South-Southwest) was .38,
Because they were not screened on the AFOQT, indicating that non.whites are substantially over-

the AECP sample of 274 from the OTS ACP 80/80 represented in the southern area. If the

program should give the best indication available relationship between area and race is partied

7



White'

0 " Non-White - ---
'I'

0"a - .

Verbal Quant. Biog. Inv. Off. Quai.

- Figure 1. AFOQT-perfor-nmarnce of AECP OTS participants by. race.

out, the, correlation between race and G/E drops The feasibilty of utilizing college GPAs as an
: from .20 to, .14. This means that area, appears to alternative (or, supplement) to the AFOQT in
Sbe about as -influential -as race in deterrining AECP selection for OTS was examined. The.

suci~ess in OTS. college GPA mean of white OTS en~trants was .4
- !The first regression analysis performed for each point (on a 4-point, scale with A = 4) higher than

Strairag group was to ascertain whether the that of non-white entrants. For both racial groups
Sregression line s predicting white and nion-white combined, colege GPA correlated significantly

perfbimance were -idirntical.-For all three criteria with OTS G/E and final grade (Table, A6). A
on the AECP OTS sample, some type of bias was composison of heAQ ieato t Offi c lasser
indicated for all AFOQT predictors listed in Table compoite is sheown in rela.io coie raScls
AS. Another series of analyses was performed to sadn ssoni ~ue2 o obndrca
determine whether slope (non-parallelprediction) groups, those in the top quarter of their class had
of intercept bias was prasent. No significant differ- the highest means on both predictors. The second
ences in the slopes of any pairs of regression lines through fourtht quarter mead were progress'vely

,were found. Statistically significant differences lower on both measures, and the eiminees had the
-- were detected between the levels (or intercepts) of lowest means. The multiple correlation predicting

al ar flns n ahcsnnNht OTS Final Grade from GPA and Officer Quality is

Sal!2 par-flie.I eac *ae no-ht

:"performance was ver-predicted. This-means their .54, which is significantly greater than the correla-r al an b tion of .50, utiizing only the Officer Quality

I ope f igma e 1.s lFess if 1 mac tha AEd ObS co p rtin ~. ae

expected from t i test scores. For ex pe-rs the alte

predicted OTS graduation rate for non-whites Multiple linear regression analyses Tere
would be 91.1%; whereas their actual graduation accomplished to dotem- ne if racial biasg is present
rate was 88As. when GPA is used to predict ECP performance

8
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mawo~ u Wzy w iki t ~kso &C size of doe bitsws famed
som2- samples (Tiales AO aad All). zis In FY69 A -. Fr14 Axis apozsed

mavn r' S asepail ,tod P-3 1A.%Ofm lIF £ataM~sd 23%6fL-%'T bM9
=ena thtcede~ oriaw~cU k peat W-fr of H26kS iz LOW wiu W=L:
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graduation is depicted i Fi=- 5. 7he Miot MX i~C U N WMS Mp e=Ced fOr fak
Biograpfical Inventory (scores obtfioed for the __fces iOS ad ROMC U MT = -as
0TS szznples only) had ibr vAidity for bit fE1 FY 69-72 to FY 73-4 in Rac fima T
and Black T students,.142nd .18, respectirly. was offiy ade=Ji2e Blasfroa ROTC

The lack oft Wiping relationship f,3nd isith the Gd~i tsi Wa nsne T~
Pilot composite for Mlack stuxlents ma~y be partly A tiFo rte 6-7n LW, 5Dre osfd Biqak~
due to tht proportion of racial group; qualifying A14.eI Fnd FY 6-74 nTP5% of wieox aztexk
for UPT In the OTS AECP samp7,A only 18% of frmWnn.I LW, graduation wzes wete
Blacks had Niot composite scores hi i eCfLh~ to substmHtily hi*ie (63.4% for Blacks ad a5.8%
qualify for UPT while 68% of whiites wouild for vhites but the racial difference in rates was
qualify on !he basis of scores. If an cqr abot the same). The lower lIFr cempk~tioui ate
percentar- of Elacks and whites Were admirtted to for Black officei was foaund for thowi from all
MP, the Piot composite might denonwae sore of commission and from both time p-.niods

higher validity because the distribution of scores ex~e Hoci th ifrne in rates were
would be quite different.
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Figure S. UPT gtaduation rates by levels of Pilot Composite scores.
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0*, i T cars" i -r i p.kted by AFOQr cete., Deqke kf

SIe 1 Of cKNS WPWOI dy tht ces;a = fiad h aml

fond in Am- tod poemuhxL.A dm weebeet w lbe cfd fb ieirtt

the disproportion m bo pt i SO&
rft 1191 !UTr. 1M q uW 2. oheA:W;QrOM=c-Er Q ty
Stmn expe - team c ib y h t hr vAdy -i 0 tkm GeM. Ahlc*

kiiby. ack qei e, dmi conkug GPA and OfMie Q t woddomf-
o officer pr , -- it to identy cay , , - prdiction of OTS pufbmce

the wnique contzhbitio of GPA i prediction i
white caw, and dimimiation (GuiCA d, OTS isWiw aysf S L
1971). ted o the racid coapotioz of the
,p mampo pod, it woud be t e dud 3. UFr pefformam of Blacks ws ot-

about 3% of new offic s would be Rack. Mjis predicted by AFOQT composites. Whic the

pe m tape 1 1 due to ereater Natigtor-Tedankal amposite was vlid for both
-race r -in UNT-, fh F" copst densaed-

piropcetioa of Blacks falkig to adev iaesm lN, uePoccsncaedlatuqaimn tine f~ag to at - r ,aldity only for wbites in lfT. The noapitude
s are on AFO~t, and it is a c portion-of the Miot, e posite (Igot Bographical

furter reduced because of the Jiuaer atftiion nventoy) did appear to be valid for both race
rates of nabin OTS. however. The levd of test validity for Blacks in

Test bias or discrimination agebu Blacis is not UFT may be underestimated due to the small
supported by the dita presented here sinca Black proportion with qualifying scores.
performance in OTS (and UFI) was over- 4. Graduation rates for Blacks are about 20%
predicted. Using the overall relationship between less than for whites. This difference exists for UPT
AFOQT measres and performance to estimate and UNT officers from each source of commission

Black officer training performace, Blacks woud (OTS, ROTC, and AFA).

be expected to do better in traing than they 5. Black offices are somewhat more likely to

actually did. participate in UNT than UPT.
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TbkA] AFOQtM Nm d Sma Denihm
ferAEC? O1S mfimft

WWW NOdi Cmbe

Verba mean 42.7 112 26L9
SD 27.6 19.3 28.5

Quant 1m 38.6 8.8 23.6
SD) 32-9 19-4 30.8

.Biog. l. Mean 42-0 38.6 40.3
SD 7.9 9.0 8.6

Off. QuaL mean 50.8 11.1 30.8
SD 32.4 20.4 33.5

aWffitr N =130, Kon -whte N = 135.

Table A?- Criter i es and Standard Deiatiowi for AECP 0Th Paitwcianti;

Criterion White Non-White Combined

0Th Graduation/Elimination N 136 138 274
Mean .99 .88 .93
SD .10 .32 .25

0TS Final Grada N 134 122 256
Mean 91.92 88.42 90.25
SD 2.87 3.33 3.55

Officer Effectiveness Report (QER) N 100 101 201
Mean 8.55 8.27 8.41
SD .56 .20 .65

Table A3. AFOQT Validation Against Various Criteria for AECP OTS Participants

White Non-White combined

Grad/ Final First Grad/ Final First G red/ Final First
AFOQT Elim. Grade OER lim. Grade OER Elim. Grade OER

Composite N =136 N =134 N =100 N a134 N =122 NZl0l N a274 N =256 N =201

Verbal -. 03 .36** .01 .15 *33** .02 .17** .51** .13
Quant. .00 .23* -. 05 .13 .18* .14 .15* .38** .17*
Biog. Inv. .03 .12 -. 09 .15 .11 .10 .15* .17** .05,
Off. Qual. -. 02 *34** -. 10 .11 .27** .14 .16** .50** .13

*Significant at .05 level.
"*Significant at .01 level.



TableA4.- Dbuiimby Race d Qd ioI~
Fromi 013 for AECIF Swm*l

2'- _____________________OTS Steles

W3UN Ne- I 6031L a.go&

isease of -A N "SN N

32iell(E 23.5 7 5.1 35 4 -9
North Central(NM 37 272 14 10.2 51 0 100.0

othS,32, 23.5- IS 61.6 103 14. _88.0
vertlW) 25 19.4 19 15.7 44 0 -100.0
Ncn-Conkpous States or Unknown 10 7.4 13 9A 23 0 100.0

Total 1 6 100.0 138 100.0 256 18 93.4

aNE NewEngland + M&-stern; NCetlakes+ Pis; S =Sou+st ouhwest; d W Rocky
P~ tins + Far West.

Table A5. Regression Analyses Results for AECP (MS Participants

-Mtiplme Correlation
Saiared (R2 ) ~ Test for Homogeneity

A~FOQT Model Model- Model Any Sias Slope Bias Level Bias
Criterion Predictor Aa Bb CC F(Awv.CQ F(A vs ) F(B vsC)

OTS Grad./Elim. Verbal .054 .047 .030 3.5* 2.1 4.9*
(N = 74) Quant .052 .045 .022 4.0* 1 A 6.5*

Biog. Inv. .061 .055 .023 5.3** 1.8 8.8**
OT0Grae. Qual .02 .044 .026 3.7* 2.3 51
OT aeVerbal .327 .324 .259 13.6** 1.4 25.8**

(N = 256) Quant. .278 .271 .147 4.0* 1.4 6.5*
4Biog. mI. .252 .249 .028 36.5** 1.2 71.8**

Off. Qua]. .314 .312 .250 11.9** 0.7* 22.3**

First QER Verbal .047 .047~ .012 3.0* 0.0 6.0*

(N =201) Quant. .064 .053 .030 3.6* 2.3 4.8*
Biog. law. .049 .048 .030 4.8** 0.3 .*

a Model A includes test predictor, race, and interaction of test x race.

bNodel B includes test predictor and race.

cModel C includes test predictor only.
*Significnt at .05 level.

"*Signifiant at .01 level.

Table A6. Means, Standard Deviations
and Validities of College
GPA for AECP Sample

__________________________________________ Validities________

Grad/ Final First
Group Mean Sd Elim Grad* OER

White 2.83 .48 .14 .11 -.06
Non-White 2.45 .38 .10 .32cc .12
Combined 2.65 A47 .17* .37** .13

*Significant at .05 level.

**Significant at .01 level.



Tab A7. Re ot Regreujee Audyme i 9 Cleg GIAs of Al EOrS Priciputs

Sqed (a2) " Tts for H@Upelty

Mod". Nor Modd Any las Slo .W LW. M
." N As a Ce. F(Aw C) F(A w 1 F(11 SC)

OTS Grad/Elim 229 .055 .050 .027 3.3* 1.3 5A
OTS Final Grade 215 .284 .277 .133 22.1"* 2.1 42.0**
First OER 186 .06 .049 .016 4.7 * 3.2

2 Model A includes GPA, race, and interaction of GPA x race.
b del B includes GPA and race.

cM~del C includes GPA only.
- "*Significanrtat-65"/evel;

"*Signfiant at .0I level:

Table A8. AFOQTr Means kand Standard Deviations for Ufr P2'c.iipants

Whit - -

AFOQT OTS -ROTC' Total OS ROTC Total
Compost. N -6,912 N = 5,132 N= 12,044 N= 59 N=111 N 170

Verbal M 57.4 58.4 - 57.8 52.0, ,40.4 -44.4
SD 243 23.5 24.0 27.2 26.8 .23.2

Quant. M 58.0 54.1 56.3 45.9 33.5 37.8-
" SD 26.5 25.7 26.2 24.1 21.6 23.°2

Bio. Inv. Ma 39.6 - 39.6 36.8 - 36.8
SD 7.9 - 7.9 12.1 - 12.1

Off. Qual. M 70.9-. 64.6 68.2 64.6 45.8 52.0
SD 22.0 22.7 22.5 22.5 23.3 24.6

Pilot Comp. M 61.9 62.5 , 62.1 58.6 52.1 54.4
SD 18.4 21.7 19.9 21.0 21.0 - 213

rNavTech C. M 71.7 59.5 66.5 62.7 43.6 50.0
SD 22.2 23.7 23.6 24.9 24.5 26.2

Pilot Biog. Ma 25.5 - 253 23.3 - 23.3
SD, 6.7 - 6.7 7.0 - 7.0

aRaw Scores. White N 5,137 and Black N 32.

F 20



Al

TblA9 AFOQY Meas ad Standard Devotion or UNT [atwputs

-AFoQ- -0rs ROTC Total OTS ROTC Tots
Ted Of x~t - 2.12S =it1.127 N -3.2S2 N= 25 N=21 -N 66

Verbal 57.0 60.8 58.3 52.9 52.7 528
SD 24.6 23.8 24A 25.6 233, 24.4

Quant. M 59.8 -54.1 57.8 48.6 35.5 42A
SD 253 24.5 25.2 27.8 20.6- 25.6

liog. Inv, Ma  38.1 - 38.1 35.0 - ' 35.9
SD 8.3 - 8.3 11.9-- - 11.9

Off. Qua!. M 70.8 -66.1 69.2 63.9 -55.2 59.8
SD- --21.7 22.4 22:1 '22.9- 23.4 23A

Pilot Comp. M 54.9 56.8 55.6 47.9 45.0 46.5
SD 21.0 23.1 21.7 22.8, 22.6- 22.6

Nav-Tech C. M 72.1 59.0 67.6 62.3 43.6 53.5
- SD 20.9 22.4 223 221 23.7 24.9

Pilot Biog. Ma 23.1 - 23.1 20.6 - 20.6
SD 6.9 6.9 7.1 7:1

aRaw Scores. White N = 1,620 and Black N 21.

Table AlO. AFOQT Validities Against UPT Graduation/Eimination

White Black

AFOQT OTS ROTC Total OTS ROTC Total
Test N = 6,912 N = 5,132 N = 12,044 NZ59 N=111 N=170

Verbal -. 10"* -. 08** -. 09'* .02 .05 .00
Quant. .05"* .10'* .06"* .03 .18* .07
Biog. Inv.a .01 - .01 .03 - .01
Off. Qual. -. 04"* .03* -. 03** -. 13 .13 -. 03
PilotComp. .15'* .15** .15"* -. 02 -. 05 -. 07
NaV-Tech C. .07** .12"* .04** -. 18 .02 -. 11

t; Pi16t Biog.a .14"* * .14"* .18 - .18

Whtite N -5,137 and Black N 32.
*Significant at .05 level.
*Significant at .01 level.
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- - . , ,i

Tae All. -AFOQTV A t UNr

WOW ROTC TeOW 1OTS ROTC Teti,
Te&A N =242s 1. F'1zS.2S1 K3I 31 N=66

Verbal -.01 -. 02 .01 --.3 -. 27 -14
ant -" .i0* .!8"* .12"* .36* .11 72*

- 'Aop ynv? -. 03 - -. 03 -.04 -"-04

Off. Q6aL. -.01 .07* .03 -20 _ -. 04 .10
3iltComo. .0* -. 07* .OT1* -. 05 .22 08

- - Nav-Tech C. .08"*. .18* .10"* 20 .07 .15
-i .o - .01 -. 03 - -. 03

aWT iN= N-,620 and BtackN =21.

*Sig zificani at .05 leveL=
**SigrU"Xat at .01 evc. ,

-Table A12. Regression Analyses Results for UlT and UNT Pztipants

" iMultiple Correlation
- -, - Squared (R2 ) -1ests for Honoge Oy"

Criterion/ Model Mcdel Model Any Bias slope Otis Lel Bias
Test N Aab Bb  C F(A vs C) F(A vs B) F(B vs C)

UPT Graduation
Pilot Comp.

O'S 6,971 .025 .025 .023 10.1"* 2.1 17.9"*
ROTC 5,243 .029 .028 .023 14.4"* 4.7* 24.1"*

Pilot Biog.
OTS 5,169 .022 :022 .020 6.8** 0.0 13.6**

UNT Graduation
Nav-Tech Comp.
OTS 2,160 .086 .086 .080 6.6** 0.0 13.1"

* ROTC 1,158 .052 .052 .035 10.2** 0.2 20.1**

aModel A includes-tcst predictor, race, and interaction of test x race.
bModel B includes test predictor and race.

CModel C includes test predictoronlv.
*Significant at .05 levl.

**Significant at-.01 level.
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Tda 3. ?rmtia o Romhcd p ia urr md ud r by sb of I.omaon

lmiupams Rust Trab - UUovaP3a NWvia hIm~

GtId go os ROTC AFA TOl 01 ROTC AFA Total

FY 73-74 Mack 1.2 1.6 1.0 1.4 2A 3.1 2.9 2.6
White 98.6 97.5 98.9 98.1, 97A 95.7 97.1 96.9
Other 0.2 0.9 0.1 0.5 O2 1.2 0.0 0.5
Total N 2,714 2,957 708 6 379 2,114 806 176 3,096

-FY69-72" Black 0.8 2.1 _ I 1A 1.6 2.7 _a 2.0
White 99.0 97.4 - 983 98.2 96A - 97.61 Other 0.2 0.5 - 03 -0.2 0.9 - IA
TotalN 6,984 5,268 - 12,252 2,164 1,169 - 3j332

FY 69-74 Blak 0.9 -1.9 La 1.4 2.0 2.8 2.9 2.3
White 98.9 97.5 98.9 98.2 97.8 96.2 97.1 97-3

. Other 0.2 0.6 0.1 OA 0.2 1.0 0.0 0.4
Total N 9,698 8,225 708 18,631 4,278 1,974 176 6,428

atanot obtained

TaMe A14. Black and White GCaduation Rates (%) in UPT and UNT

Undegraduat. PRO Unfdewgraduate NVtor
Tralulis Training

Iforiod Gmrup OTS ROTC Total O011' ROTC Total

FY 73-74 Black 40.6 -60A 52.5 64.7 76.0 68.4

White 68.5 76.1 72.5 85.6 90.7 87.0
Difference 27.9 15.7 20.0 20.9 14.7 18.6

I FY 69-72 Black 373 56.8 50.0 60.0 54.8 57.6
White 64.5 78.9 70.6 83.6 86.8 84.7
Difference 27.2 22.1 20.6 23.6 32.0 27.1

FY 69-74 Black 38.5 57.9 50.8 62.8 64.3 63.4
White 65.6 77.9 71.2 84.6 87.2 85.8
Difference 27.1 20.0 20.4 21.8 22.9 22.4

*U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 19"r-771.O5"/43
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