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f - PREFACE : L

This report presents the history and results of the Educational As-
sistance Test Program, a large-scale experiment conducted by the De-
partment of Defense during fiscal year 1961. The experiment was
mandated by Congress to determine the ‘effectiveness of expanded
postservice educational assistance programs for attracting more high-
aptitude high school graduates into military service. It followed. in the
wake of growing dissatisfaction with the existing program and of re-
cruiting difficulties experienced by the services during the late 1970s.

This study was conducted as part of Rand’s Manpower, Mobiliza-
tion, and Readiness Program, sponsored by the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics), un-
der contract number MDA 903-80-C-0652. A cornpanion Rand report

s

analyzes a Survey conducted during the experiment: Bruce R. Orvis "

and Jennifet A. Hawes, 1981 Survey of Military Applicants (forthcom- -

ing). A summary volume gives the main features of the test and the
principal study findings: J. Michael Polich; Richard L. Fernandez,
and Bruce R. Orvis, Enlistment Effects Qﬁmry Educational Bene-
fits, N-1783-MRAL, February 1982. Rand’s analysis of an earlier ex-
periment appeared in Gus W. Haggstrom et al., The Multiple Option
Recruiting. Experiment, R-2671-MRAL, November 1981.

i
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In 1976 Congress terminated the largest federal program <f direct '
student assistance, the GI Bill. Although past servieemembers would
¢ontinue to be eligible for GI Bill benefits, persons enlisting after
December 31, 1976, were offered only the less generous Veierans Edu-
cational Assistance Program (VEAP). In switching from the GI Bill to
VEAP, Congress substantially reduced the maximum dollan{:mo nt
of the services' educational benefit offering. To receive benefi ’ﬁ%iler
VEAP, enlistees must make monthly contributions of $25 -to $1060,
which are later matched two-for-one by the’Veterans Administration.!
The maximum individual contribution iz $2,700, yielding ,a total
possible payout of $8,1C" to meet expenses for college or vocational
training. - . ‘

Recrliting results in the years following the introduction of VEAP .
were disappointing. Although no direct link has'beén established be-
tween the termination of the GI Bill and these poor results, in 1978
Congress moved td enhance the basicWEAP benefit, calling for a test
- of lump-sum enhancements, calted “kickers,” for high- uaiity youths
—high school graduates scoring at or above the 50th pe.centile on the
military aptitude test. The resuits of this early test wereinconclusive,
however, and the recruiting problems continued. Dissatisfaction with
VEAP mounted in the services and in Congress, where proposals to
- expand or replace VEAP were actively considered in 1980.

"The result was a large-scale test of more generous educational bene-
fit programs, mandated by Congress for fiscal year 1981, Three
parties were involved in the development of the test programs: (1) the
Army requested permission to test larger kickers; (2) the House of
Representatives authorized a test of a new program modeled after the -
World War II GI Bill; and (3) the Senate Armed Services Committee
called for a test of VEAP without the requirement that the individual
contribute. Each program was offered in a “test cell” consisting.of a
set of geographically dispersed areas of the couniry. In the remainder
of the country—the contra} cell—the services’ educational benefit of-
ferings remained as they were during 1980. The Rand Corporation
designed a set of area assignments, that matched the cells on a num-
_ ber of criteria to ensure that, at the beginning of the test, recruiting

[l

1Responsibility for providing the matching funds has recently been transferred to
the Department of Defense.
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conditions were approximately the same in all'the ceils. The iest was
set to run from December 1, 1980, through September 30, 1981.

The details of the four test programs wer2 as follows:

L Control program bavic, cmtnbutorv VEAP in all services;
kickers of up to $6,000 for qualifying Army enlistees only.

o Ultra-VEAP kicker program: identical to contrel program,
excepf Army kickers raised to a maximum of $12,000. '

® Noncontributory VEAP program: DoD payment o “the VEAP
contribution for qualifying enlistees in -all services; Arm_,r
kickers of yp to $6,000.

e Tuition/Stipend program: for qualifying enlistees in all ser-
vices; tuition assistance ($1,200/year) plus subsistence allow-
ance ($300/month), for- up to four academic years; benefits
indexed for inflation; option for benefits to be transferred to
dependents or cashed but upon reenlistment; no extra bene-
fits for Army enlistees. ’

Three featares of the test programs were partlcularly 1mportant
First, 2s noted above, in the control cell each of.the services offered
only the educational benefit plan it had offered nationwide in 1980.
Thus the control cell indicated what the year-to-year change in re-
cruiting conditions would have been nationwide had there been no
special test programs. Second, all of the test programs, and the Army
kickers in the control program, were limited to certain enlistees: high-
quality individuals enlisting in one of a designated set of “critical
skills.” The designated' specialties covered a majority of Army job
openings, but only about 20 percent of Air Force and 10 percent of
Navy openings.? Third, in. all of the .test cells but one—the
Tuition/Stipend cell—the Army offered substantially greater benefits
than the Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. -

To determine the gross enlistment effects of the programs in the
three services, we compared each test cell with the control cell in
terms of their gains in high-quality male enlistments between a base
period (December 1979-September 1980) and the test period (Decem-
ber 1980-September 1981). For example, in the Army the.control cell
showed a 21.7 percent gain, and the Ultra-VEAP kicker cell a 32.3
percent gain, yielding an estimate of the effect of the kicker program
of apprdximately 9 percent (1.323 divided by 1.217). We also devel-
oped.a regression model to control for outside factors affecting enlist-
ments—local labor market conditions and recruiting effort—but the
regression results did not substantially change our estimates.

5

2The test in the Marine Cot‘ps was conducted in a different manner than in the other
services, and was not examined in this study.

- 3
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Each of the test programs increased enlistments of high-quality
males in at least one of the services. The Army’s Ultra-VEAP kicker
program raised Army enlistments by 9 percent. The Noncontributory
VEAP program, offered in all the services, raised enlistments by a
statistically significant amount only for the Air Force (5 percent). Fi-
nally, the Tuition/Stipend program showed increases of 10 and 8 per-
‘cent in the Navy and Air Force, respectively, but reduced Army
enlistments by 6 percent. This decline was apparently a result of the’
equalizing of benefits across the services under that program. The
converse effect, however, did not occur: Navy and Air Force recruit-
ing was not hurt by the Army’s kickers in the Ultra-VEAP cell. These
cross-service effects indicate that educational benefits may be less ‘ef-
fectlvf ;t bringing recruits into the Army than into the Navy and Air
Farceland that the Army-could be hurt if a new program of educa-
tional benefits did not maintain the current differential for the Army.

An examination of enlistments by military specialty indicates that
the test programs were able to channel enlistees into the eligible spe-
cialties in the Army and Air Force (specialty data were not available
for the Navy). The skill channelling effect was pronounced in the
Army, where enlistments in the eligible speciaities under the Ultra-
VEAP kicker program rose Sufficiently to absorb all of the fotal en-
listment gain attributable to the program. Even the Tuitior/Stipend
program, which producéd no -enlistment gain for the Army, shifted
recruits into the covered skills. The data also showed that when the
Army list of eligible specia’ 'es was expanded beyond the combat

" arms, recruiting for the combat arms was hurt. Skill channelling was
much less apparent in the Air Force: many enlistees attracted to the
Air Force by the Noncontributory VEAP and Tuition/Stipend pro-/
grams chose specialties that did not qualify them for the spec1al bene-
fits. The results suggest- that a narrowly targeted program tan
increase enlistments by an amount that is out of proportion to the
limited number of Jobs covered, and do so at a cost per additional
recruit that probably is lower than that of a general program under
whitch everyone brought in by the progr am may ultlmately recelve the
benefit.

The test results have the followmg lmpllcatlons for future policy:

o Serious consideration should be given to’ retammg a contribu-
tion requirernent in’ any new military educational ‘benefits
program. The requirement ‘does not dlscourage enlistments,
but it does reduce costs. c-

e Skill targeting sheuld be used as an audmonal means for
limiting program costs. A’targeted program can channel ben-
efit-attracted enllstees into hard-to-fill specialties, but more

-
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important from a cost standpeint, it ensures that most of the
program dollars spent go to those enlistees with the greatest
corimitment to pursuing further education.

e In the design of a new program, the special problems faced by
the Army should be recognized. The test has shown that one
means of assisting the Army is to build more generous educa-

‘tiona)] benefits into the Army program. However, some alter-

- native enlistment incentive or program might be a more
cost-effective way of giving the Army any special help it
might need.

" These conclusions provide a framework for the design of a relatively
cost-effective program of military educational benefits. They should
not be taken to imply, however, that a new program, or even retention
of the existing VEAP (plus Army kickers), is necessarily desirable. '
Although the Educatlonal Assistance Test Program has shown that a
contributory, 'targeted program would be more cost effective than a
general entitlement, it is not currently possible to determine exactly
how costly such a program would be. It is important, therefore, to .
make the policy decision only after a close examination of the effec-
tiveness and costs of alternative means—bonuses, additicnal recruit-.
ers, or advertising, for example—for bringing highly qnahﬁed
individuals into the military services.

e
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For almost 40 years military veterans have received federal educa-
tional assistance under three GI Bills. By September 1979, nearly 18
_million people had used GI Bill benefits—including 57 percent of the
Vietnam era veteran populatlon—at a total cost to the government of
more than $49 billion.! These expenditures have been viewed as
serving a number of purposesgamong them - - @

(1) enhancing and making more attractive Service in the Armed

v - Forces of the United States, (2) extending. the benefits of a higher
education to qualified and deserving young persens who might not
otherwise be able to afford such an education, (3) providing vocation-
al readjustment and restoring lost educational opportunities to those
service men and women whose careers have been ifiterrupted by rea-
son of active daity ... and (4) aiding such persons it attaining the
vocational and educational status which they might normally have
aspired to and obtained had they not served their country.?

v ‘With the end of conscription in 1973, most of these purinose’s seemed
less relevant. In that year, the Interagency Task Force on the GI Bill
and the All-Volunteer Force argued that veterans’ benefits for new
servicememb\&s “should be continued only’ to the extent Defense
needs them tdé meet its manpower goals...,” and called for the elimi-
nation of GI Bill educational benefits.? In the ensuing debate, the
question of cost became paramount. From $252 million in fiscal year
1967, annual GI Bill expenditures had grown to $5 billion in fiscal
year 1976, more than half of all federal direct student assistance.®
Acting to reduce those costs, Congress passed Public Law 94-502, the
Veterans’ Education and Employment Assistance Act of 1976. The
‘Act eliminated GI Bill eligibility for individuals entering the military
services after December 31, 1976, and established the new Veterans
Educational Assistance Program (VEAP). The new program'’s benefits ,‘
were less than half as generous as those under the GI Bill, and
reqmred the individual to COntrlbute to the plan while in the service ;
in order to receive beneﬁts later

+ Veterans Admxmstratlon (1980, pp. 17- 19 "Vietnam era veterans” officially refen{
to those who served between August 5, 1964, and December 31, 1976.
* 238 U.S. Code 1851,
3Quoted in Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense(Manpower Reserve Affairs, and
‘Logistics)~OASD(MRA&L)>—(1980b).
40ASD(MRA&L) (1980b) p. 2-2. . /

v,
Wl




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

The introduction of VEAP mark n important change in thinking
on the proper role of veterans/eddcational assistance. Nntably,.the
stated- goals of the new program did not include providing readjust-
ment assistance or restoring lost educational opportunities. The Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee did not reject these purposes
completely: “The Committee believes that most of those purposes are
applicable to those entering the service today and believes that the
benefits. which will be provided by chapter 32 [VEAP], will facilitate
the transition from military to civilian life that each service person
must ultimately make.”® Nonetheless, -it clearly saw VEAP as
primarily an enlistment incentive: “to promote and assist the "all
volunteer military program of the United States by attracting
qualified men and.women to serve in the Armed Forces.”s More recent
discussions in Congress have also emphasized this role for veterans’
educational assistance.” Until very recently, however, there was no
mechanism to assess the effectiviness of educational benefits in
meeting this objective. .

‘During 1981, a nationwide experiment—the Educational Assis-
tance Test Program—was conducted to evaluate the effecis of educa- - -
iional benefits on enlistments. The experiment was mandated by
Congress~to test several alternative programs that enhanced or re-
placed VEAP with more generous benefits for high-quality enlistees.®
The principal questions addressed by the test were:

~ .

e How effective were each of the test programs for attracting
high-quality recruits? _

@ What would be the effect on recruiting of eliminating the

* VEAP contribution requirement?

* Can a targeted program—one restricted to enlistees entering
certain hard-to-fill specialties—increase total enlistments,
and what is the effect of targeting on the specialty distribu- :
tion of enlistees? ; )

o, Can an educational benefit program be designed to give the
greatest help to the Army—the service.with the most acite
recruiting problems—without adversely affecting recruiting
for the other sé.;_'vices'? o

5U.8. Senate 11976), p. 61. 7“\

638 USC 1601. The author is not alone in thus interpreting the intent of of Congress;
see OASDIMRA&L) (1980bs, p. 2-3. ) :

See. for example, testimony on H.R. 1400—The Veterans’ Educational Assistance
Act of 1981, in U.S. House of Representatives (1981), Vol. I. These discussions also
addressed the important problem of the adverse effects on retention that might be
caused by a generous program of postservice educational benefits.

4An earlier test of more modest enhancements, conducted in 1979, vielded inconclu-
sive results; see Haggstrom et al. (1981). 0

e



. ® How can a new program of educational assistance best be
structured to assist recruiting while minimizing costs?

The purpnse of this report is threefold. Its primary purpose is to
report on a study of the 1981 Educational Assistance Tesh Program
,\that ‘was designed to answer the above questions.® To plac’éz the test
‘results’in context, howev®r, it first reviews the history of military
educational assistance . programs during the périod - of the
All-Volunteer Force, and describes the,considerat_:}'ons that led to the
test. Finally, it draws conclusions and makes recommendations to
assist in the formulation of future policy on the structure of military
-educational assistance progranis.-* .

Section II ¢f this report provides background—the switch from the
‘GI Bill to VEXP, the provisions of the new program, and the, results of
previous research. Section III describes the origins, provisions, design,
and limitations of the 1981 experiment, and poses the question: What
can the test show? Section IV presents the datary gathered for this

y study and the methodology used in the analysis. Sections V and VI
present the test results, Sec. V for total enlistments and Sec. VI on the
skill ’channelling effects of the test programs. Section VII summarizes
the major study findings, and offers several policy recommgendations.
Appendix A lists military specialties eligible for test programs, App.
B gives AFEES test cell assignments<App. C discusses changes in test
program effects over time, and App: D gives additional (FY82) infor-
mation on the Ultra-VEAP kicker. - A '

-

9The 1981 test included a re‘ention compo.ent: special educqlional benefits offered /‘
to,reenlistees. This report deals only with the enlistment portion of the test.

J
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II. BACKGRC™ND

Despite, its intention to encourage enlistments, Congress did not
'establish in VEAP a very attraccive incentj¥e~ Instead of the $13,140

in maximum educational benefits payableito an individual in 1976
under the GI Bili, VEAP provided for a maximum,payout of only $8,-
~-100. Moreo\lver, to receive any benefits under VEAP the individual
servicemember is required to make monthly contributigns’of $50 to
$75! while.in the service, up to 3 maximum of $2,700, which are later
matched t§yo-for-one by the Veterans Administration.? Thus, of the

g

$8,100 maximum benefit pd

yout, only $5,400 was paid by the -

government. In additdon, GI Bill benefit levels have been periodically *

- increased by Congress, but the nature of the VEAP beriefits—payouts
from a fixed fun\d——-effe'ctiv—ely precludes such increases for VEAP.
Dramatic though the fall in madimum 'benefits was,.that simple
- comparison masks the effect of the contributibn re?uirement of
VEAP. That requirement makes it impossible to assess unambiguous-
ly the relative valugs of the GI Bill and VEAP; but illustrative
preseni value calculations indicate that the change resulted in a drop
of at least 70 percent, and perhaps as much as 95 percent. When
discounted to the point of enlistment, the stream of benefit payments
from the individual’s VEAP fund would appear to be worth very little

‘to the potential enlistee because of the requirement of in-service &

vcontributio’ns.‘ This is borne out by statistics on participation in
VEAP am/ong the enlisted force, which show that in 1978 fewer than
-25 percer}/t of eligible enlistees had ever participated (including those
who participated only for short periods), campared with.GI Bili usage
rates of more than 50 percent for. Vietnam era‘veterans.®

Perhaps recognizing that the basic VEAP entitlement might not be -

a sufficient incentive to attract the numbers of high-ability youths

required by the services, Congress also énabled the Dgpaftment of

‘Defense to enhance the benefits offered to selected enlistees: “The

Secretary is authorizéd to contribute to the fund of any participant

such contributions as the Secretary deems necessary br appropriate to-
. - v '

LY

\

c

.

18ince changed to $25 to $100, with lump sum\:axments also allowed.
2Responsibility for providing the matching funds has recently been transferred to
the Departmerit of Defense. ' <~
3Fernandez (1981). .
4Fernandez (1980;. pp. 16-28. o °

. . ‘.

50ASD(MRA&L) (1880b), pp. 2-8, 2:9.
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enco'h'rage persons to enter or remain in the Armed Forces.” No use
was made of this authority, however, until Congress, in the FY79
Defense Authorization Bili, directed the Secretary of Defense to
conduct a test of the attractiveness of increased VEAP benefits and a
two-year enllstment option as enllstment mcentwes for the Army and
Navy ‘

. B 4

THE MULTIPLE OPTION RECRUITING 'EXPERIMEN"I‘

The experiment conducted during 1979 and early 1930, dubbed the

" Multiple Option Recruiting Experiment (MORE) by Haggstrom, test-

ed various combinations of enhanced VEAP benefits, a two-year en-
listment option, a restriction that participants serve an initial tour in
Europe, and, in the Navy, a guarantee of Class “A” training school
assignment. Areas served by individual Armed Forces Entrance and
Examining Stations (AFEES) wete assignea to geographically dis-
persed “test cells”: six (later expanded to eight) in the Army, six in
the Navy, and two in the Marine Corps.” One cell in each service
seryed as a control, offering no new enlistment options; in the other
cells the test options were offered. MORE was scheduleko run for one
year, begmmng on 1 January 1979 in the Axmy, 1 March\in the Navy,

. and 15 April in the Marine Corps.

MORE tesfed two levels of educational benefit enhance;nents both
in the form of “kickerg”—lump sum additions to the individual’s

< VEAP tund. The basic test plan offered kickers of $2,000, $3,000, and

o

$4 000" to recruits enlisting for 1 z»flal tours of two, three, and four
" years, respectively. The “Super-VEAP" plan, tested only by the Ariny
and begmmng on July 1, 1979, offered kickers of $4,000, $5,000, and
$6,000. Both plans were available only to “high-quality” recruits;
high schoo} graduates who scored abdve the 50th percentile on the
Armed Forces Qualification Test, the services’ basic aptitude test.
The Army conducted the largerst test of the VEAP kickers. The
Marine Corps did not test this option at all, and the Navy allocated
;only 12 percent of the country to kicker programs: 8 percent to two
cells offering kickers in conjunctlon with the two-year option, and 4
percent to one cell offering kickers to four-year enlistees (the standard

Navy tour). Furthermore, the Navy discontinued the four-year kick-

ers in mid-June when their goal of 500 recruits under the program
was reached. Haggstrom et al. (1981) estimated that the four-year

7

638 U.S. Code 1622c). ¥
"For a full description of the test. sce Haggstrom et al. (1981).
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kickers raised Navy enlistments of high-quality males by 4.2 percent,
but the standard error of this estimate—10.8 percent—made it of no,
practical value. The two-year kickers had no apparent effect on Navy
enlistments.? el :

Although more ambitious in scope than the Navy test, the Army .
test of the VEAP kickers was plagued by a similar problem of too
small a comparison group. With most of the country given over to the
kicker test cells, less than 7 percent remained for the -control cell,
against which the success of the kicker programs was measured. The
basic kicker program appeared to have increased Army high-quality
male enlistments by 7.3 percent, but the standard error of this esti-
mate avas rather large (5.3 percent), and Haggstrom et al. noted sev-
eral reasons why they thouglrt that it might be an inflated estimate of
the actual response. The estimate of the Super-VEAP kicker effect
was even smaller, and also not statistically significant. Finally, al-
though the kicker option was restricted to enlistees in certain “critical
skills,” Haggstrom et al. found no substantial impact of the kickers on
the distribution of enlistees between eligible specialtiés and the other
Army speeialties.” ' ’ .

In short, the MORE results on the effects of educational benefits
were inconclusive. The VEAP kickers.appeared to have increased en-
listments in the areas in which they were offered, but the increases
were small enough that they may have been due simply to random-
ness in the data. Nonetheless, the test gave the first empirical support
for the belief, previgusly based only on conjecture,? that the decline in
the quality of enlistees during 1977 and 1978 was attributable, at
least in part, to the termination of the GI Bill.

MORE PHASE II r

Despite the new MORE options, Army recruiting results for fiscal
year 1979 were disappointing. Fewer than 26,000 high-quality males
accessed,! the smallest number of the All Volunteer Force era and
barely half the number accessed in fiscal year 1976, the last year

s

8The only Navy test cell to show a sizeable enlistment response offered & program:
that was inherently less attractive than the program in the two-year VEAP kicker
cells, suggesting that this effect was simply a random phenomenon.

9Gee, for example, Hunter and Nelson (1979).

10The term "accession” refers to the commencement of an active duty tour. Thisis /
distinct from an enlistment, taken here to mean the signing of an enlistment contract,
which may precede the individual's accession by several months. The -intervening pe-
riod is spent in a delayed entry program—technically service in the Reserves.
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before the termination of the GI Bill.! Paltly as a result the Army
tést was terminated early, and on 4 December 1979 a new Phase 11
MORE wag begun: The experiment format was retained only for the
two-year option, which was extended to cover-all but approximately 7
percent of the country. The European restriction was droppéd, and the
Super-VEAP kicker program, with kicker levels set at $2,000, $4,000,
and $6,000, was extended nationwide: The :Navy 'and Marine Corps
tests continued. umnterrupted to end as originally scheduled.

With the Army kickers bemg offered nationwide, and the Navy test
~ of VEAP kickers even more limited than at its inception, the Rhase II
period from December 1979 to September 1980 could provide no infor-
mation about the attractiveness of educational benefits. In retrospect;
however, it was a most important ten months. Uncontaminated by
major experiments with eniistment incentives, unaffected by policy
changes concerning such incentives, it was to provide a.natural base:
line against which to measure enlistment gains produced by the pro-
grams tested in the Educational ‘Assistance Test Program (EATP) of
1981. The educational assistance program in place during {" is period
"+ —basic VEAP in the Navy, Air Force, and Marines, plus kickers for
qualifying enlistees in the Army only—was to become-the control pro-
gram of the 1981 test.

é

"The 26,000 figure would later be revised downward to less than 22,000. Norming
errors in the scoring of the AFQT, the full extent of which were not understood until.
1980, resulted in reported percentile scores that were too high for many recruits be-
tween January 1976 and September 1980 (see OASD(MRAG&L), 1980a). Earlier tests
(1973-1975) may also have been misnormed. but their scoring has not been reexamined.
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III. ' THE EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
| TEST PROGRAM

Al

ORIGINS

The Army’s recruiting problems of 1979 continued unabated in
1980, Although Army accessions of high-quality males rose slightly in
fiscal year 1980 over their FY79 levels, greater total requireménts
drove the proportion of enlistees falling in this category to a record
low. Scarcely 52 percent of Army enlistees entered with a high school
diploma, and among males the proportion was less than 47 percent.!
Compounding -the problem, a long-awaited DoD report on the

misnorming of the AFQT,? released in July 1980, revealed that nearly
half the Army accessions in fiscal year 1979 fell in Category IV on the
AFQT (10th through 30th percentile, the lowest group legally
acceptable), rather than the 9 percent previously reported. The fact of
even lower recruit quality than had previously been thought fueled
the drive for a new GI Bill. Action proceeded on two fronts. -

Ultra-VEAP Kicker

.. Within DoD, the Army pushed for even larger enhancements to the
VEAP funds of selected enlistees. Proponents argued that the MORE
_results indicated that. educational benefits could be an effective in-
ducement to enlist, and that those results were inconclusive primarily
because the enhancements tested were simply too small to elicit a
sizable response. Larger kickers, they argued, would yield & response
large enough to be more defigitively measured. - ,
The Office of th2 Secretary of Defense approved a program of larger
Army kickers on a test basis in the summer of 1980. The amounts
settled upon were $8,000 for two-year enlistees and $12,000 for three-
and four-year enlistees. A test cell covering 19 percent of the country
was selected (see below), and a starting date of October 1, 1980, estab-
lished. '

\

1The Army subsequently dropped its requirement that all female enlistees be high
school graduates or holders of GED certificates.

20ASDIMRA&L) (1980a). :

3The proportions for the other services, with previously reported figures in paren-
theses. were: Navy, 18(4); Marine Corps, 26(4); Air Force, 9(0).
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Congressional Action

In its report on H.R. 8974, the Department of Defense Authorlza-
tion Act for 1981, the House Armed Services Committee (HASC) not-
ed:

©

/ . .

The recruiting force neéds new tools to attract enlistees. Continual
increases in the recruiting and advertising budget miss the heart of
the problem. For most youth today, the military no longer holds out
an image of providing an opportunity for personal development. The
loss of a substantial, non-contributory educational assistance benefit
as a concomitant to military service has left the military incapable of
reaching a large segment of society. The committee inténds to con-
sider legislation shortly that would establish an educational assis-
tance program that, hopefully, will provide a substantial inducement
to serve in the military.*

'
Although not prepared at that time to recommend a new educa-
tional assistance program, the HASC had.approved an am2ndment to
H.R. 6974 which authorized a.test program. The amendment was of-
fered on the House flopr and promptly approved. The stated purpose of
the test program was: “To encourage enlistments and reenlistments .
for service on active duty in the Armed Forces.” Reflecting this
limited purpose, the amendment placed responsibility for funding the
program with the Department of Defense, rather than the Veterans
Administration. A provision limiting eligibility to enlistees or
reenlistees during the period October 1, 1980, to September 30, 1981,
" made the program a test. Eligibility was further limited to “graduates
from a secondary school,® and the amendment’s sponsor,
Representative Richard C. White, stated that “this program is to be
used selectively to assist recruiting in critical skill areas.” Finally, -
the amendment required the Secretary of Defense to provide
quarterly reports to the Congress on the operation of the progran.
When H.R. 6974 reached the Senate Armed Services Committee
(SASC) the bill was amended in its entirety. Among the provisions
eliminated by the amendment was the test program, but the SASC
retained the concept by authorizing a'‘one year “pilot test” of three
new programs: (1) a program of DoD payment of student loans held
by ‘Active and Reserve enlistees and reenhsaés (2)a noncontxlbutory
version of VEAP under which the Secretary of-Defense was autho-
rized to make the monthly VEAP contributions of enlistees and reen-
listees; and (3) a retentlon ' plan, under which the Secretary was

2

4U.8. House of Representatxves (1980). pp. 116-117.
5Public Law 96-342, Section 901(a); and 10 U.S. Code 2141.
SCongressional Record, May 15, 1980, p-H3719.
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authorized to make payments from a reenlistee’s VEAP account to his
spouse or childrén. Each of the programs was authorized for those
components and specialties selected by the Secretary of Defense, but
the committee noted with regard to the ‘student lcan repayment pro-
gram that. it expected “particular attention to be given to combat and
combat related skills and other critical skills in which there are
shortages.”” The committee also recommended that the Phase II
MORE test then in place “be‘expanded to include significantly higher -
levels of Government contributions and shorter terms of enlistment to
qualify for the additional payments.™ :
Or the purposes of the test, the committee noted that: -

A full program of educational assistance expanded to cover all mem-
bers on active duty and their dependents, or ‘even selected skills,
could prove to be very expensive. But an effective educational assis-
tance prbgram may well be the last hope of the volunteer force to
attract personnel of needed quality. So, a test of the effectiveness of
these approaches is needed.? .

This | Noncontributory VEAP| would be a test.of a program similar to.
the old GI Bill where educational assistance would be a benefit of
military service and not depend on any contribution from the mem-
ber at all.!? )

Meeting in conference, the two houses combined their various test
programs in Title IX of the bill, which was then passed as Public Law
96-342 (September 8, 1980). The House amendment became Section
901, the loan payment program Section 902,'' and Section 903
established the Noncontributory VEAP program and its dependent
payment provision. Section 904 authorized $75 million to pay for the
three programs, and 905 contained a Congressional reporting
requirement. The conference committee action, and the SASC
recommendation that DoD test larger VEAP kickers (retained in the
conference reporis), created the Educational Assistance Test Program.

.

“U.S. Senate (1980), p. 120. -

“U.S. Senate 11980). p. 120. Note that the Ultra-VEAP kicker test progra‘m.’&ﬁ‘*
being designed by OSD and the Army. satisfied this provision.

. 90.S. Senate (1980). p. 121 }

10y S. Senate (1980 p. 120. )

'The loan payment program was implemented nationwide as part of EATP. effec-
tivelv precluding this "test” from providing any information about the attractivergss of
loan repayment as an enlistment incentive. In addition. confusion about the program’s
eligibility requirements—specifically, what evidence of an outstanding student loan the |
enlistee was expected to provide—made initially reported counts of program particiz -
pants unreliable. Beyond uncovering these reporting problems. this study’ made no at-
tempt to analyze the Section 902 program. ° *

v A. . '2;)- - '_
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WHY AN EXPERIMENT? ’ .
The history of military educational benefits raises aff important
~ question: Was a test necessary? Other approaches could be used to
estimate how responsive young people are to the servicés’ offers of
educational benefits. In particular, the Congressional Budget Office
(1982; has estimated the probable ‘effects of four alternative benefit
»packages by treating educational benefits as simply a deferred form of
compensation and, using additional assumpsions, applying well-ac-
~cepted estimates of the effeét of a change in first-térn: pay. This au-
thor has used the same approach in the past (Fernandez, 1980).

In *his ° theoretlcal” approa‘ch the potential recruit is modeled as a
rational economic man. He cvaluates alternative future income
streams by discounting them to the present and comparing their

_ present values. This approach may be criticized as depending on as-
sumptions about individual discount rates, and expected inflation
rates, that have not been empirically supported (and, of course, on the
economist’s.concept of rationality); in addition, several simplifications

" and assumptions must be made in the model to make it usable. Two
assumptions are particularly important, and suspect. First, the ap-
proach implicitly assumes that college-bound!? and noncollege-bound
potential recruits are identical in their responsiveness to military pay
changes. This allows the use of available egtimates‘((/)f the enlistment
response to pay changes, which are based ort data for the two groups

- combined. Second, the approach treats the decision to attend college
‘as exogenous »’the use of past data on educational
benefit usage -rates for estirnating the size of the baseline number of
college-bound recruits, compared with which the incremental effect of .
a new program is calculated.

A more complete model would recognize that college attendance is
riot primarily consumption,.but rather investment. The rational indi-
vidual will compare the present values of his or her future income
streams with and without college (including nonpecuniary returns,
such as a pleasant working environment), subtracting from the for-
mer the costs of collegesattendance, mcludmg forgone earnings while
in college. Anything that makes college attendance less expensive—
military educational benefits, for example—will affect the decision
whether to go to college. Thus, that decision is endogenous, deter-
mined in .part by the benefit program offered, and to estimate the
program’s probable effect we must estimate the expansion in college

2For simplicity. this discussion speaks of college as if it were the only post-militdry
educational option. although in fact other forms of training are available and many
qualify the individual for benefits under the EATP and VEAP plans. The consider-
ations discussed apply regardless of the specific form of education.

20 . "
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attendande that it will produce. Further, this model makes it clear
that the factors affecting the enlistment decisions of individuals con-
sidering.college are different from those of individuals who have no
such plans. It is quite plausible that the two groups would respond
differeritly to changes in military pay, making inapproprﬁte the use
of a pay response estimate based on data for both groups together. In
particular, we might suppose that the responsiveness to pay changes
of possible college nttendees would vary with the availability of non-
military sources of educational assistance. This obviously would not
be true of individuals for whom the returns to investment in further
education would not be positive at any feasible cost of college atten-
. “dance, - . '
Even-were it reasonable to treat the college decision as exogenous,
 the standard approach of using past benefit usage rates to estimate
the size of the baseline college-bound pool appears to be too conserva-
tive. What is important in detemining the response to an educational
* benefit program is not the number who actually go to college, but the
number who intend to go. Orvis and Hawes (forthcoming), reporting
on a strvey of military applicants, not that two-thirds of high-qual-
ity applicants aspire to graduation from college, and only 14 percent
plan no further education. Clearly these intentions are unrealistic,
but if they indicate the interest of these people in educational benefits
it would help explain why the Congressional Budget Office estimate
of the probable response to one of the test programs is substantially
lower than the observed response. - :
That the approach typically used to assess the probable effects of
proposed educational benefit programs is flawed does not necessarily
mean that theory and available evidence are insufficient to permit
more accurate estimation, but in fact that is the case. The simplified
‘model has been used not so much because of a deficiency of theory
(although the full thecretical model is guite complex), but because of
a deficiency of data. Everything m.1st be pinned on a pay response
estimate, which stretches the theory beyond the breaking peint. The
Educational Assistance Test Program solves both problems at once,
sidestepping the need for & fully developed and validated theory, and
avoiding the use of possibly inappropriate estimates, by-directly yield- .
ing indications of how individuals react to specific proposed programs.

-~
<

TEST PROGRAMS

The separate actions of DoD and the two houses of Congress re-
* sulted in three programs to be tested, plus a control program that was

27
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more generous in the Army than in the other services. As was the
case with MORE, DoD elected to limit eligibility for the special pro-
grams (see below), including the Army’s kickers in the control pro-
gram, although all enlistees remained eligible to phrticipate in the
basic VEAP program. Below we first summarize the basic provisions
of the four programs, then provide more detailed descriptions.

e Control program: basic, contributory VEAP; kickers up to
$6,000 in Army only.

o Ultra-VEAP kicker program: Army kickers up to $12,000;
“other services offer basic VEAP only.

e Noncontributory VEAP program: Section 903 (Senate); DoD
pays individual's VEAP contribution; Army kickers up to
$6,000.

® Tuition/Stipend program: Section 901 (House); tuition assis-
tance ($1,200/year) plus subsistence allowance ($300/month);
benefits indexed for inflation; may be transferred to depen-
dents or cashed out upon reenlistment; same benefits in all
services. ‘

Army Programs

The Army’s kickers—both in-the Ultra-VEAP test program and in
the Super-VEAP control program—were enhancements to the benefits
of VEAP. Thus, qualifying for a kicker by a virtue of satisfying the
eligibility criteria was not synonymous with earning the kicker. To
earn any portion of a kicker, the individual was required to partici-
pate in basic VEAP, through monthly contributions of $25 to $100, for
at least 12 months (this is also the minimum participation period to

- qualify for the two-for-one matching of basic VEAP). Subsequent
months. of participation earned the enlistee additional portions of the
kicke;', as shown in Table 1. The amount of the monthly contribution
did not matter, so that a two-year enlistee who qualified for an $8,000
kicker could, for example, contribute only $600 (the minimum $25 per
month for 24 months) and leave the Army with an education fund of
$9,800. If he chose to contribute $100 per menth, however, and discon-
tinued participation after 12 months, his fund would total only $8,000
($4,400 kicker, $1,200 contribution, and $2,400 matching).1?

~ Just as qualifying for a kicker did not mean earning it, so earning
a kicker does not necessarily mean receiving it. After leaving the ser-

vice, the individual may draw upon his fund only while pursuing an

13L,ump sum contributions to the VEAP fund fire treated as if they were made in
equal monthly instaliments of $75.

_&
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Tablel . B .
« 4
EarninG RaTes For VEAP KICKERS
(In dollars)
g . _ .
Kicker amount 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 12,000
Earned after . © ’
12 months . 1,600 2,600 3,600 4,400 4,800
Earned for each ’ i’
succeeding month , 100 100 100 300 300’5:’-
¥  Source: Headquarters, U.S. Army Recruiting Command (1981),
p. 31.

fpproved program of training or higher tducation (restrictions similar (:\-‘-’
to those of the GI Bill apply). Payouts from the fund are made in equal

monthly installments, the amount being the starting amount of the

fund divided by the number of months of the individual’s in-service

participation in VEAP. Thus the servicemember in the first example

above, who contributed $25 per month for two years, would receive

$408 per m(_)‘_%aﬁ for up to 24 months (almogt three academic years). If

he chose to“Attend school for only two vears (18 months), he would -
forfeit $2,3007in kickep plus matching funds (the remainder of his

contribution, $150, would be returned to him if he requested it). ‘The

second individual ($100 monthly contributions fer 12 months) could

receive payments only for 12 months, but his monthly payment

amount would be $667!4 . .

Noncontributory VEAP ' T .

' The Noncontributory VEAP (NCV) program; as implemented in
EATP, was a simple modification of the control program of the test.
As the control program included kickers, in the Army only, of $2,000,
" $4,000, and $6,000, so did the NCV program. In all four services, en-
listees satisfying the EATP eligibility criteria (see below) tould under
NCV. have-their individual contributions to the VEAP fund paid by
the Defense Department.!> Once enlisted, the servicemember eligible
-for NCV was required to participate in VEAP, but such part1c1pat10n
would be virtually automatic.
14Thirty-six is the max)mum number of payment months allowed. Servicemembers
who contribute for a longer period are pard as if they had accumulated theinfunds over
35 months.

15Note that the two-for-one matching funds of basic VEAP were pald by the Veter-«
ans Administration at the time of the test. :

.29 Ly
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 DoD established its centribution rate under NC¥,at $73 per month,
thus implicitly requiring three years of service to accumulate the
maximum $8,100 VEAP fund. This also fixed the payout rate at $225
per month for Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps epljstees, and at
.$308, $336, and $392 for Army enlistees serving two-, three-, and
four-year tours, respectively. Enlistees in the Navy, Marines, and Air
Force who did not complete their obligated tours would receive the
same $225 per month, although only for the number of months they
served, and provided that they met the minimum QQEAP participation
‘requirement and did not receive a dishongrable discharge.. Army en-
listees failing to complete their tours woul¥ also have their payment
periods proportionately reduced, but because of the front-loading of
kicker earning (see Table 1) would receive somewhat larger payments
each month than had they served their full tours.

Tuition/Stipend
The Tuition/Stipend (T/S) program was quite unlike the other pro-
grams tested in virtually every respect except the eligibility criteria.
First, it was not based op VEAP. Indeed, enlistees who qualified for

\ the T/S'program were not eligible to participate in basic VEAP nor; if
they were entering the Army, in a VEAP kicker program. Second, the
monthly benefit amount under T/S did not depend upon the individ-

~ ual’s participation or clzgtribution decisions while'in the service. T/S
required no individuak®ontributions, and was not based on the ac-
curhulation of a fund. Third, the T/S benefit amount was indexed:
“Once each year, the Secretary of Defense shall adjust the amount of.
educational assistance...in a manner consistent with the change
over the preceding twelve-month period in the average actual cost of
attendance at public institutions of higher education.”¢ Fourth, the
T/S program contained two p,rovi'sions designed to minimize the
negative reenlistment effect of postservice educational benefits: upon
reenlistment, the servicethember is entitled to (a) receive a lump sum
payment (in lieu of educational assistance) equal to 60 percent of his
earned entitlement, or (b) transfer all or part of his earned
entitlemeht to his spouse or dependent child. Finally, earning of any
benefits under T/S requires two years of service, and one academic
year (nine months) of benefits is earned for each 12 months of service.

) r 4

1610 USC 2145¢a). Almost unique among indexed federal programs, this one is tied
to an index related to the purpose for which the funds are provided, rather than to the
Consumer Price Index. .

e .,
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Benefits payable under T/S take two forms: educational assistance
and subsistence allowance. The first, initially set at a maximurm of
$1,200 per academic year, was authorized for payment of “those edu-
cational expenses normally incurred by students at the institution

‘involved,™? including tuition, fees, bpoks, laboratory fees, and shop

fees. Thus, veterans attending relatively inexpensive schools would
not receive the maxjmum -amount.l¥ The subsistence allowance,
initially set at $300 per month, does not depend on the costs of tﬁé .
particular institution attended, -
- The earning rates under T/S mean that folr years pf active duty are
required for a serviceméMber to earn tté maximum benefit. Under all
the other test plans, and under basic VEAP, four academic years of
benefits could be earned during a three-year tour (the Army’s Super-
VEAP kicker program.does require four years of service for the max-
imum benefit, but the fourth year adds only $2,000 to the total). Be-
cause of this provision of T/S, an Army recruit enlisting foy a
“standard” tour (three years) would earn less than his counterparts in
the Navy and Air'Force, where the standard tour is four years.!®
The Arm_\; was further hurt under the T/S program, cornpared with
other services and withnits position under the control program, in that
it could not offer any special enhancements to the benefits. The legis-
lation establishing T/S did authorize differential benefits—“depend-
ing on the needs of the services, different amounts may be established
for different categories of persons or enlistments”*—but this applied
only to the educatidnal assistance portion and not to the subsistence

‘allowance. The authority was not used when the details of the tbst

program were set. : S )

V]

Benefit Amounts and the Value of Benefits

Tabl82 shows the maximum benefit amount, by tour length and
service, fir each of the test programs and the control program. Ser-
vicemembers’ contributions are netted out for the contributory pro-

® 1710 USC 21431a) 7
* 8Charges for tuition and required fees at public institutions of higher education

averaged $595 per vear in 1979-80.-The average for private institutions was $3,108
{National Center for Education Statistics, 1981). o

191t should be noted that in many of the larger Army specialties eligible for the the
EATP programs, magy enlistees choose a four-year tour to take advantage of the Ar-
my's Cash Bonus Er?(stment Option. Unlike the test programs, however, the bonus
option was offered fationwide in both fiscal years 1980 and 1981. The bonus option is
discussed more fully below. .

2010 USC 2143(b)1).
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e Table 2 ' ,

MaxiMuMm NET BENEFITs AND BENEFIT MONTHS FOR t
EATP ProGgraMs
(In dollars)

Ky

) Y ’ 7 ‘ Tour Length
Program/ i : v
Service . 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years
Control ' ) )
Army 6,8002 9,400 11,400
Navy, Air Force - — 5,400
Benefit months * 24 36 36
Ullra-VEAP kicker
Army " 12,800% 17,400 17,400
Navy, Air Force - o — 5,400
Benefit months 24 ) 36 - 36
Noncontributory VEAP .
Army 7,400 12,100 14,100
Navy, Air Force - - 8,100
Benefit months 24 36 36
Tuition/Stipend : - i
Army , 1,800 . 11,700 15,600
- Navy, Air Force - — 15,600
Benefit months i8 27 36

-

= ¢

Apased on individual contributions pf $100 per monthss Maximum
benefits for ionger tour lengths can be earned with smaller monthly con-
tributions.

grams. The table also indicates the maximum number of school
months gver which the benefit payments may be received.

Simpg comparisons of the maximum benefits, such as those shown
in Table 2, give a misleading impression of the relative values of the
programs to a potential enlistee. The\flexibility of the.contributory
VEAP programs (including the Army kigker programs), noted above,
should in principle increase their. worths\relative to those of the two
noncontributory programs. The servicemember who plans' to attend
school for only two years, for example, can choose to structure his
contributions and participation under the control and Ultra-VEAP
Kicker (UVK) programs so as to receive more than half of the max-
imum benefit available to an enlfstee who attends school for four
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years. The advantage resulting from this flexibility. however, is likely
to be more than outweighed in“the mind of the thoughtful recruit by
the loss and deferral of income that results from the contribution re-
quirement of VEAP. No mteres\ls pald or the individual's VEAP
contributions, but even if it weré\ the deferral of income, -combined
“ with the noted 1mpat1ence of youth, would seem to reduce the values
of the contributory programs by more than the miere netting out of
servicemembers’ contributions would suggest. .

Table 3 adjusts the data in Table 2, showing 1llustrat1ve calcula-,
tivns of the values of the various programs to the potential enlistee at
the time of enlisiment. Future benefit receipts; and the contributions
under the control and UVK programs, are discounted to the enlist-
ment point under the assumption that potential enlistees implicitly

. \
. N
Table 3 .
ILLUSTRATIVE PRESENT VALUES OF MAXIMUM BENEFITS
. Unbper EATP ProGrams
(In dollars)+

. Tour Length

Program/ ) . T T T e e
S(‘l’\l(.O 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years
Cmmul N
Army 2.902 2,756 2,778
Navy, Air Force - - 786
Ultra-VEAP kicker®
Army 6,096 5,942 ) 1,769
Navy, Air Force — — . 786
.\'mwonlr.ihulnr_\' VEAP ' )
“Army 3.940 4,819 1,680
Navy, Air Force - ) — . bo— "2,689
) Tuilion/Slipéndh ‘ \ .
Army 5715 7.374 8,122
Navy, Air Force — - . 8,122
Tuilir)n,/Slipc-nd
(no indexing)
Army . - 4,400 5,056 5,178
Navy, Air Force - -— 5,178

3 Assumes equal monthty individual contributions over entire tour,
to \ield maximum possible benefit.

Assumes individual expects annual*lnfl:mon in education cost mdex

of 8 percent.
k] i .
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\ apply a nominal discount rate of 20 percent.”! This discount rate is

probably conservative in the sénse that, compared with higher rates,

it tends to minimize the differences in value between the contributory
programs and the noncontributory programs.?? Assuming a higher
discount rate would result in the greatest proportional reduction in
value for the control program. Becalése the comparisons of prugram
values are sensitive to the discount rate assumed, the values reported.
should be taken only as indicative of the programs’ relative worths:
The rank ordermg of the programs, however, would not be altered by
reasonable changes™in the assumed discount rate.

Examination of the table reveals several important points. First,.
the Army’s advantage in the control and UVK programs is even
greater than a comparisor; of undiscounted benefits would indicate—
approximately twice as great. In present value terms, the Army’s
kickers give it more than a three-to-one advantage over the other
services in the control program, and a ‘siX‘to-one advantage in the
UVK program. Second, eliminating the contribution requirement has

-a dramatic effect on the value of the control program. The efte-t is

more marked for the Navy and Air Force than it is for the Army
because the values of the Army'’s kickers are not affected by the elimi-
nation of contributions:* Third, with the, exception of the -Army’s
two-year tour, every comparison of the UVK and T/S programs favors
the latter when the effects of indexing are included. Again, however,
a comparison of T/S with the control program shows T/S to be worth at
most three times.as much for the'Army, butten times as much for the
Navy and Air Force. Finally, "the indexing provision of T/S
substantially increases its present value.! Results from a survey of
April 1981 military applicants suggest, however, that potential
recruits may not place much value on such' a provision.? It may be
more appropriate, therefore, to use the no-indexing numbers in
forming hypotheses about theslikely response to the T/S.program.

—_— .

2IThat is. they view one dollar to be received one year from today as worth only
$0.80 today. The "nominal” discount rate incorporates both the rate of time preference
(xmpatxence) of the individual and his expectations about price inflation, which reduces
the purchasing power of his future bénefits.

“ ¥2Cooper (1977). for example, used a nominal discount rate of 20 percent to value
first-term pay during a period of lower pnce inflation than today; Grissmer (1974) used
30 percent.

*IThe apparent anomaly of the smallest increase in present value occurring for the.
two-year enlistment tour arises because the control program value for that tour length
assumes monthly contributions of $100, which yield a greater fund value than does the -
NCV rate of $75. For three- and four-year tours, the VEAP fund reaches its maximum
allowable value in both programs.

24Qrvis and Hawes (forthcoming). .
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ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA '

Participation in basic (contributory) VEAP has been, since 1977,
open to all enlistees. All of the test programs, however, and the Army .
kifkers_‘th'at were part of the control program, were open only to cer-
tain nonprior service recruits. Two criteria for eligibility were im-
posed: (1) the recruit must have been of “high quality” in terms of
educational attainment and mental aptitude and (2) he must have
enlisted in one of a set of specified *critical skills.” : .

(Y

High Quality -

EATP followed the most common current usage of *high quality” in
restricting eligibility to possessors of high school diplomas (GED cer-
tificates not acceptable) whose scores on the AFQT placed them in test
groups'I through IIIA (50th percentile or above). This criterion is the
same as that previously applied in MORE. It is a more stringent defi-
nition of quality, however, than is implicit in the services’ enlistment
bontus-programs, which are also open to high school graduates in test
" group IIIB (31st through 49th percentiles). .

The criterion has its origins in the belief that educational benefits
would appeal primarily to brighter, college-bound youths; the desire
in DoD to 'minimize program costs through targeting; and the de-
mands of the services for high-scoring high school graduates. Apart
from the technical sophistication of modern Weapons and support sys-
tems, the services’ demands are based on the long-held belief that
- high school graduates are more likely than nongraduates to complete
their initial enlistment tours,” and on the belief, only recently given
firm support,?¢ that scores on the AFQT are good predictors of ability
to perform on the job. $

The percentages of nonprior service enlistees accessed during fiscal
year 1980 who met this criterion, by service and sex, are given in -
Table 4. * . »

Critical Skills

Each of the services promises at least some of its retruits training
in a specific military specialty or group of specialties. These promises

T ?5ee Buddin (1981) for recent evidence.
26 Armor et al. (1882).

' 35



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tabl ed

FY80 HicH-QUALITY ENLISTEES BY SERVICE
~ AND SEx: PERCENT OF ToraL

WITHIN CATEGORY

_Both Sexes '

Service Males Females

Army 16.6 23.3 17.5

Navy 41.6 35.5 40.9

Air Force - - 51.0 419.4 50.7

Marine Corps 31.2 73.0 33.5
- DoD . 31.1 35.6 31.7

are part of the recruit’s enlistment contract. If the individual dees not
like the job or jobs he is offered, he need not enlist, but most individ-
uals who get to the point of discussing specific jobs—at the Armed

~ Forces Entrance and Examining Statiori (AFEES), after all testing is

complete—do in fact enlist. The Army promises specific jobs to all of
its recruits, the Navy and Air Force to about two-thirds,?” and the
Marine Corps promises training in one of a sét of related specialties.2®
Naturally, all four services find it easier to convince recruits to serve

-in some specjalties than in others.

There is no smgle set of military jobs'that is always defined as
“critical skills.” In general, a job is considered a critical skill at any
given time if it is: (a) hard t1 fill, (b) understrength, (c) particularly

(d) all of the above. An additional
consideration that drove the selection for EATP eligibility of many
Army jobs was (e) hard to fill with high-quality enlistees.

Table 5 summarizes the types of jobs that were eligible for EATP
benefits and the approximate percentages of FY80 high-quality enlis-
tees who entered those jobs, for the Army, Navy, and Air Force. Com-
plete lists.of the eligible jobs appear in App. A. The much greater

important for combat readiness, or

\

¢

&

<

2TNavy recruits who are not promised specific job training are promised one pf a
number of general detail specialtiés—Seaman, Airman, Fireman—and receive thelrjob

training on shipboard rather than in school. Unassigned Air Force recruits are glven

training assignments durihg basic training.

28This feature of the Marine Corps’ job promise led that service to conduct its test in
a manner very different from that of the other services. Marine recruits could not be
assured at the time of their enlistment that they would be eligible to receive benefits
.under the test programs. This study did not attempt to measure the effects of the test
programs on Marine Corps enlistments because i was felt the results would be too

difficult tb interpret to be bf any practical value.

o
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Table 5 ° . ' .

,- NaTure AND COVERAGE oF EATP
ELIGIBLE SPECIALTIES

" Types of ) Coverage®
Service Specialties ) (%)
Army Primarily 57
, combat arms
Navy Technical 10
Air Force * Mixed 18

3percentage of FY80 high-quality male enlistees
who entered EATP eligible specialties.

<

.extent of coverage of the Army jobs than those of the other two ser-
vices arose from a deliberate policy decision within OSD. The funds
allocated for the NCV and T/S programs by Congress were insufficient.
to permit a large-scale test in all of the services, so the decision was
made to test a widely available benefit in only dne service, and more
limited programs in the others.® The Army was selected for the
large-scale test because it was ‘having the greatest recruiting
difficulties, and because the previously authorized Ultra-VEAP
kicker test had already been designed to cover a. large number of
Army jobs. :

The jobs selected by each of the services reflect their different needs
and problems. In the Navy. most of the jobs were technical (with the {
notable exception of the Signalman rating), and several were in the
Nuclear Field. The Air Force jobs were more mixed in character, in-
cluding security guards (accounting for about half of all openfngs),
aircraft munitions handlers, and Morse radio operators.: Eligible jobs
in the Army were primarily in-the ground combat arms, with a small
numbet of jobs—infantryman is the largest of these—accounting for
most of the openings. ' : ' y

The Army expanded the list of jobs eligible for EATP benefits con-
siderably while the test was in progress, late in February 198t. The

29AIternativdly, the period of the test could have been shortened, or the proportion of
the country involved reduged, but both would have reduced the reliability of the esti-
mated response rates.

-
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added skills were largely not combat related, including Administra-
tion Specialist (clerk/typist), Unit Supply Specialist, Moter Transport
Driver, and Cook.** While complicating the analysis of the Army
portion of the test. this addition did provide new information on the
skill channelling effects of educational benefits into combat versus
. noncombat johs. In what follows, we refer to-the initial set of
specialties as "Group I’ and the added set as “Group I1.” "

In each of the services, enlistees choosing many of the EATP-eligi-
ble specialties were also eligible for cash enlistment bonuses of $1,000
to $5,000, depending on the service and specialty. Appendix A indi-
cates those EATP specialties that also offered bonuses. In addition to
the quality (see above) and specialty requirements, the bonus pro-
grams also require longer enlistment tours: a r@inimum of four years
in the Army, five in the Navy, and six in the Air Force {normal first
tours are three; four, and four years, respectively).

Despite the overlap in eligibility criteria, the bonu¢ programs
should not have appreciably affected the test results. With the excep-
tion of the Air Force program, which began in FY80, these bonus
programs were of long standing, begun well before the test and con-
tinuing after it. The bonus options were permanent parts of the ser-
vices' enlistment packagés, equally available in all parts of the
country. Finally, the services have viewed bonuses as a too} for filling
certain specialties and eliciting longer commitments, rather than as
enlistment incentives. As a result, bonuses have not been advertised
or heavily promoted by recruiters.

TEST DESIGN

The EATP test design followed the example of MORE in assigning
each of the test programs tc a geographically dispersed test ccll. Rand
participated in the test design by developing the assignment al-
gorithm and balancing criteria, collecting relevant data, writing a
computdr program to generate cell assignments, and producing sev-
eral alternative sets of assignments. Selection of the final assigninent
set was made by Rand in consultation with MRA&L.

$9Interestingly, many .. the added jobs had in the past attracted recruits of even
lower average quality than had the traditionally “critical skill” combat arms jobs.
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Four basic considerations guided the selection of the test cell areas: -

1. The 67 areas served by individual Armed Forces Entrance
and Examining Stations were the units to be assigned to
cells. Although this forced the splitting of some of the ser-
vices’ recruiting districts between two test cells, it ensured
uniformity of the test cells across all four services, and could
be more easily implemented than if one service’s district
boundaries, or some arbitrary unit such as states, had been
chosen.

9. All the test cells, apd the control cell in particular, would be

. large. Partly because of the experience with MORE, the cell
sizes were chosen with the explicit criterion that subsequent
analysis of the test should be able to yield unegquivocal state-
ments about whether the test programs had, indeed, raised ¢
enlistments. The control program was allocated 51 percent of
the country (based on prior enlistment levels of ‘high-quality
males), and the UVK, NCV, anid T/S cells 19, 15, and 15

- percent, respectively.?! ' 4

3. To facilitate advertising, and to minimize disruptions to the
services’ recruiting programs, certain AFEES were tied to-
gether. The AFEES in New York City and in Newark, New
Jersey, for example, could not-be in different cells because
advertising in New York would certainly be seen by those
living in New Jersey; the Seattle and Spokane AFEES were
linked because they were served by a single Army District

~ Recruiting Command.? . . .

4. Assignment of AFEES to test cells would be random, subject
to certain balancing criteria to ensure that ihe areas as-
signed to each cell had, on average, similar recruiting condi-

tions to those in the other cells.
r

Balancing Criteria «. .t
Longitude and Latitude. To prevent any test cell from being con-
centrated in one area of the country—the South, for example—the

31The larger size of the UVK test cell was, at least in part, & historical accident,>

arising because the UVK test had already been authorized and designed when Congress
_mandated a test of two new programs. Budgetary considerations forced the NCV and

T/S cells to Le somewhat smaller. Given the sizes of the four cells and the test designers’
assumptions about the statistical distribution ‘of enlistments (see Haggstrom et al.,
1981), an observed enlistment effect of 6 percent for any test program would be large
enough to reject the nuil hypothesis of no true effect." :

32Not all linkages suggested by recruiting Loundaries could Be included.
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cells were balanced on their mean longitudes and latitudes.? No cell .
differed from the average of the others by more than one degree of
longitude)or latitude: This criterion did not prevent some cells from
being concentrated in the center of the country. and others on the
edges. but the dssignment set that was se]ectpd did not exhibit thlS
problem. o

Local Labor Market Condltlons The cells were balanced on the
average levels of two labor market variables commonly believed to
affect enlistments—unemployment rates and wage rates—during the
period October-December 1979.% On both of these criteria, the
difference between the value for any one cell and for the rest of the
country was never more than 2 percent of the nationwide -average

Enlistment Rates. Past ‘enlistment rates were measured by the
ratio of total DoD high-quality madie enlistments in 1979 to the 17 to
21 year old popuiation of high-quality Qualified Military Availables
(@MA;.» The value of this variable in each cell differed from the
value for the rest of the country by no more than 4 percent. The cells
were not specifically balanced on past enlistment rates for the
individual services, but with few exceptions they were as closely
matched for each’of the services as they were for DoD as a whole.

There obviously are other factors that are known or believed to af-
fect enlistments on which, in principle at least, the test cells might
have been balanced. Had'the enl.stment rate variable been excluded
from the balancing criteria, there would be a legitimate concern that
the cells might have differed greatly in, for example, the basic propen-
sity of their youthful residents to enlist. The effects of such wa-
measured variables are captured in the aggregate, however, by the,
enlistment rate variable, ensuring at least approximate halance on all
the possible criteria that were not explicitly included.

Test Cells

The test cell assignments are displayed in Fig. 1, and the AFEES in ’
each cell are listed in App. B. The various ¢onstraints imposed on the

33A11 means discussed in this section are weighted means, the weights being the
proportions of total DoD high-quality male enlistments in 1979 ¢oming from'the par-
ticular AFEES. Outlying regions—Alaska, Hawaii, Puerte Rico, and Guam—were not
included in the design, but were later assigned to the control program.

HThege variables were the unemployment rate for' all workers 16 years and older,
and the average hourly wage rate for production and nonsupervisory workers in manu-
facturing industries. The rates used were estimated for the AFEES areas from state
data, in a manner similar to that described in Sec. 1V.

35See Huck, Crewes, and Sica (1978) for a discussion of the procedures used to esti-

mate this population. The Defense Manpower Data Center supplied the QMA data.
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design—in particular the AFEES linkages—did not permiit perfect
geographic balance, but each cell includes areas i the industrial
Northeast, the South, the Midwest, and the Far West. The NCV cell
appears to be overrepresented in the Southwest, but this area ac-
counts for less than one third of the cell’s total enlistments. The geo-
graphic dispersion exhibited by each cell ig particularly important, for
it means that estimates of the program effects are not likely to be
]W)u'nﬂuenfé&_by single events—a severe winter in the Midwest, a
“housing boom in the sunbelt—that cannot be adequately controlled
for in the test analysis.

More generally, the random assignment procedure that underlay
the design ensures that such imbalances across the test cells as do
arise, eithér because of factors that were not explicitly balanced or
bechuse of changes in recruiting conditions that could not Be antici-
'pﬁ‘ted, can be presumed to have been generated by processes that are
independent, in the stucistical sense, from those that generated the
test design. This means that even siriple comparisons of enlistment
levels across the cells, or comparisons of gains relative to some base

" period, will yield unbiased estimates of program effects. Controls for
exogepous influences introduced in a more complicated statistical

“

=
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model will, to the extent that imbalances do arise, change the esti-
mates. The primary reason for introducing them, however, will be to
reduce the unexplained variance in enlistments, and therefore to im-
prove the precision of the response rate estimates by reducing their
standard errors. ‘ :

Advertising and Recruiting \

‘A new program cannot be expected to attract substantial numbers
of recruits if its existence is not widely known. For this reason“,
MRA&L authorized considerable advertising of the programs as part
of the test design. An Army plan to spend approximately $1.5 million
in the UVK cell to introduce the new kickers was authorized, and the
Joint Recruiting and Advertising Program (JRAP) was directed to
spend like amounts for advertising of the NCV and T/S programs. No
separate service advertising of the latter programs was permitted, nor
" was an advertising approach that seld the options as “available for a
limited time” allowed.

Table 6 presents the reported expenditures of JRAP and the Army
on advertising of the test programs, including advertising of the
Army’s Super-VEAP kickers that were part of the control program.
‘These expenditures were in addition to the general advertising dol-
lars that would otherwise have been spent in each of the cells.? As a
result, response estimates derived from the test will combine the
effects of the programs themselves with those of their associated
advertising. The concluding portion of this section discusses this issue
more fully.

Recruiting practices were similarly constrained by MRA&L:

No unprogrammed increases in recruiters, recruiters aides or help-
ers, or AFEES guidance counselors or liaison NCO’s will be made.
Recruiter incentives, evaluation and quota assignments must be con-
sistently applied across all test cells and the control cell. Control cell
recruiters should in no way be penalized in the recruiter incentive/
award system.??

The data we obtained for this study on numbers of recruiters do show
unequal changes across cells between 1980 and 1981 (see Sec. IV), buf
there is nothing in thém to indicate that recruiter assignments were
deliberately manipulated to influence the test results.

36The Army expenditures were taken from their previously authorized nationwide

- ‘budget, not specifically from planned expenditures to the control and UVK cells.

37EATP implementing memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Man-
power, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics), 1980.
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. | Table 6

ProcrRAM ADVERTISING EXPENDITURES
BY CELL
‘ (In dollars)

a

~

T TRotal
(millions) Per Capita®
Army ‘ : * B -
Control 1.1% 0.20
UVK ] 1.59 0.77
JRAP
NCV 1.42 0.80
T/S 1.56 0.92

3Total divided by 17-21 year old male
population.

WHAT CAN THE TEST SHOW?

The Educational Assistance Test Program was not a single test.
Many actors were involved in the design of the experimental pro-
grams, among them the Army with its desire for an immediate expan-
sion of benefits, the House with its plan for a new GI Bill, and the
Senate Armed Services Committee with its concern about the contri-
bution requirement of VEAP. The result was not one test, but three.
The test measures three Gistinct, and distinctly different, programs
against a-“control” program that represents simply the status quo
ante: the results of direct comparisons among the test programs are
difficult to interpret. .

"
e

Tuition/Stipend Prograni

. The most complex test “¢reatment” was the Tuition/Stipend pro-
gram. Compared with the control program, it offered: (a) an arguably
simpler program, (b) more generous benefits, (c) a two-type benefit
(tuition assistance and subsistence allowance) that may have its own
appeal, (d).an indexing provision, and (e) the same benefit for all the
services. If we observe that the T/S program produces more enlist-
ments than the control, to which of these provisions are we to attrib-

f I %
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ute the increase? The test of the Tuition/Stipend program may yield
some general information on the effects of a more génerous program,
and perhaps some evidence on the effect of equalizing benefits across
the services, hut it will|not tell us which of the sﬁeciﬁc features of the
program should appear in any.replacement fox VEAP. .
- .-/‘ . . ) " ’
Greater Benefits _ ' - ,
vy
The other twg programs may yield results with more ready inter-
pretations. If yv/e observe that the UVK program Tncreases Army en-
listments, it means we have finally found support for the belief, so
widely held’,f)ut based on little clear evidence, that educational bene-
fits can be an effective enlistment incentive. The endingiof the GI Bill |
did not provide this evidence, nor did the Multiple Option Recruiting
Experiment. Of course, we must be sure that the Army’s gain did not ’
simply come at the expense of the other services, but this we can learn
by comparing the other services’ enlistments in the UVK cell with '
their enlistments in the control cell, remembering that their offerings .
did not differ between these two cells. '

N

Contributions

A substantial increase in enlistments in the NCV cell, relative to
the control cell, would suggest that the contribution provision of
VEAP has indeed limited its attractiveness. Statistical significance
alone, however, is not enough; the control and NCV programs do not
differ only in this one respect. Under the NCV program, DoD replaces
the individual’s VEAP contributions with its own, so the net amount
of benefits under NCV is 50 percent larger than under basic VEAP.
We must thus find a large increase—larger than the greater net bene-
fit alone would explain—to conclude that eliminating the contribution
rgquireméﬁt would increase VEAP’s appeal. Before using even this
result as a reason to eliminate contributions, however, we might' wish
to examine the costs: VEAP limits costs by discouraging from partici-
pation those enlisiees who are only marginally committed to higher
education. A moderately attractive contributory program may be
much more cost effective than a noncontributory program that brings
in many more recruits. . :

If we do not observe a substantial increase—or rather, if we observe
a response that we can be sure is not large (given the uncertainty of

AN
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statistical estimates)—it would strongly suggest that the contribution
requirement is not the culprit in VEAP’s supposed failure. Of course,
a poor showing for the Noncontributory VEAP program might simply
mean that it was not sold effectively. Before concluding that dropping
the contribution reﬁu,irement would not improve the effectiveness of
VEAP, therefore, we would want to find other evidence to support the
test result

’

Effects on Different Groubs

¢

,The gross enlistment responses discussed thus far may usefully be
subd1V1ded along several lines: male versus female, high-quality ver-
sus lower-quality, eligible specialties versus ineligible. In -principle,
we should be able to observe effects on enlistments of each of these
groups, although in some cakes the effects may be too small, or the
numbers involved too few, for the effects to be statistically different
from zero.

The nature of the ellglble specialties, particularly in the Army, sug-
gests that it may be easier to observe effects of the test program
among males than among females. The bulk of Army openings in eli-
gible specialties were in the combat arms, and therefore specifically
closed to women. Females are also not allowed in several of the Navy
specialties. Although this information would not have appeared in the
program advertising, it certainly would have been clear to recruiters,
the primary source of information for most potential recruits about
opportunities in the military. In addition, the services have had much
less difficulty meeting their quotas for female recruits, so any poten--
tial response among females to test programs would probably be
dulled by the effects of the services’ demands. For both these reasons,
the analysis of this study will examine enlistments of males only. ‘

A focus on high-quality enlisiments is even more natural than a
focus on males. This is the group that is eligible for the test programs;
this is the group that any educational benefit program, whether
specifically restricted to high quality or not, is designed to attract.
Nonetheless, effects 0 lower-quallty enlistments are possibie. Such
effects are Of interest both because of théir cost implications for an _
unrestricted program and because lower—quallty recruits who are ini-
tlally attracted to the military by the promise of educational berefits
may be more likely to complete their tours than equally qualified
recruits who enter for other reasons. Two forces will be at work on
lower-quality enlistments, however, and because they should work i
opposite directions the net effect to be expected is unclear. On the one
hand, the potential recruit will not know of all the quality restrictions
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until he has spoken fo a recruiter, and the recruiter will not know
whether an individpal is qualified for the test programs until his apti-
tude test results dre available. By this time, the individual may al-
ready have been sold on military servicé, or if educational benefits are
particularly important to him, may be convinced by his recruiter that
basic VEAP is sufficiently generous. On the other hand, if a test pro-
gram substantially increases high-quality enlistments it may dry up
opportunities for lower-quality individuals, either directly through
the limitations imposed by the services’ total requirements, or in-
directly by limiting the jobs available for lower-quality Tecruits.

-7
Skill Channelling

The test programs were designed to serve two purposes: (1) to bring
more high-quality recruits into the force and (2) to move high-quality
recruits into the specified hard-to-fill specialties. The first is the en-
listment effect of a program, the second the skill channelling effect.

We may observe either one w1thout the other, but it is more likely-

that both will occur.

It might be thought that the test programs should cause enlist-
ments in the eligible jobs to rise by at least as large a numbes as total
enlistments. Every new enlistment induced by the program would be
in the eligible specialties, arid some of those enlistees who would have
entered had there been no program will find the program sufficiently
attractive to change themjob choices from what they would otherwise
have beern. This arguiment ignores, however, the institutional realities
of the enlistment process, and implicitly assumes that every recruit
whose enlistment is attributable to the program enlists solely to re-
ceive_the benefits it offers.

Discussions about specific jobs do not take place until very late in
the enlistment process; typically, immediately before the enlistment
contract is signec The recruiter, who starts the process, is expected to
sell the potential recruit on entering the partlcular service, but he is
not supposed to discuss specialties. That is the job of the guidance
counselor (the Army term, but all the services have similar positions),
who sees the individual at the AFEES after all testing is complete.
Sitting before a computer terminal tied into his service’s job reserva-
tion system the guidance counselor can determme for which jobs the
individual is qualified and when there is a “training slot open for each
of thern. The individual who has been initially attracted to the service
in part by the availability of one of the EATP programs will first
learn about the specific eligible specialties in his discussion with the

idance counselor.
gu u‘f*j
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The individual who is considering military service Solely to receive
the ‘benefits of one of the EATP programs presumably will, when
presented with the information on eligible specialties, decide either to
enlist in one of them or to go home. Probably more common, however,
will be the individual for whom the program is only one of a number
of factors affecting his enlistment decision. Advertising about the pro-
gram, or initial discussions about it with a recruiter, may have made
him more receptive to the recruiter’s general sales pitch, but he is also

-attracted by other features of military service. Indeed, although the
prograni was initially attracted him—perhaps even to the extent
that he wouldfnot have talked to a recriter had he not heard of the
program—it may not be the most important factor by the time he
talks to the guidance counselor. For this individual, the final decision
" is more complex. If he chooses an ineligible specialty, he is-at least"
_eligible for benefits under VEAP, .and he may expect to spend his® '
three or four years of service more comfortably or in a more interest-
ing job. If the EATP program is not as important a consideration in
his enlistment decision as it is for the first individual,mpither should
it be as important in determining his specialty choice. It is by no
means clear, therefore, that skill channelling will be complete even
among those additional recruits whose enllstments can be attributed
to the test programs. ) .

This discussion suggests that it may not be necessary, or even ad-
visable, to limit the analysis of the test programs’ effects to enlist-
ments in eligible specialties. Certainly the gains in enlistments in
those specialties should be examined, but there may well be even
larger gains in total enlistments. Moreover, if programs targeted on
critical skills, such as those tested in the EATP, can be found to elicit
a sizable total enlistment response, it would be an even more ‘impor-
tant finding than that they can cause skill channelling. A 51gmﬁcant
enlistment response to the small Navy and Air Force programs, in
particular, would suggest that an educational benefit program that
was targeted on a small number of specialties could be very cost effec-
tive. Economic rents, the costly bane of all general entitlement pro-

grams, would be avoided.
*

Man-Yeaf Effects: Tour Length and Retention

" The Army's unique tour-length flexibility—high-quality recruits
may choose among tours of two, three, and four (or more) years, each
* with its own set of incentives—opefis the possibility that each of the
test programs may have affected the tour-length decisions of eligible
recruits. Retention effects are possible in all of the services: it is
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generally’ recognized that postservice educational. benefits provide a,
disincentive to reenlist (see, for example, Congressional Budget Of-
fice, 1982). Both of these effects could lead to a change in the average*
‘numbers of man-years contributed by recruits under the test,pro-
grams, compared with the number under the control program. Al-
though the data*available for this study did not indicate tour length,
and any retention effects cannot -be .observed for several years, the
force manning consequences of these potential effects are important
enough that they clearly deserve future examination.

As Table 2 shows, each of the test programs offered a different pat-
tern of benefit levels across tour lengths and a different pattern from
the' control program. In terms of present value (Table 3), some pro-.
grams offered most to two-year enlistees; only one, the Tuition/Sti-
pend program, provided an incentive for the recruit to choose a
four-year tour. Even had the relative values of different tour lengths
beerkthe same in the test programs and the control program, however, .

. the test programgymight still have affected the choices of reeruits be-
cause the base level of returns to military service, to which the bene-
fits were an increment, varies-by tour length. The force-manning
consequences of changed tour lengths are even greater than simple -
man-year calculations would indicate. Assuming six months in train-
ing, two-year enlistees contribute 40 percent fewer working months,
and four-year enlistees 40 percent more, than do three-year enlistees.
Moreover, the test programs could have affected the tour length deci-

" sions of all eligible enlistees, not merely those whose énlistments are
attributable to them. Thus, if a program that increased enlistments
caused a substantial shift toward shorter tours, it could lead to a re-
duction in working months obtained. Similarly, even a program that
reduced enlistments could increase working months if it induced more
enlistees to choose four-year tours. Which effect was more prevalent,
or whether the test programs affected tour-length decisions at all, are
questions that can enly be answered empirical1y. Ce

Like tour-length effects, retention effects are not limited to those
recruits whose enlistments are attributable to the test programs.;
Every high-quality recruit in an eligible specialty is given sr ipcenﬁ
tive not to reenlist, unless he really hax no interest at all in furiher
education. This meahs that not only the propartion of rectiiits reen-
listing, but even the absolute. number, may be reduced by more gener-
ous programs suth as those testcd. For example, if a program raizad
enlistments by 10 percent, but. reduced the reern:.stment rate from 20
percent to 17 percent, it would reduce the number reenlisting v more
than 6 percent. .

" A thorough examination of man-year effects would consider not
only working months contributed by first and second termers, but also-
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the quality of performance during those months. Presumably, more
experienced soldiers are more valuable, both because th\ are able to
perform technical tasks better and because they are more able to as-
sume supervisory responsibilities. Haggstrom et al. (1981) examine
this issue and the general man-year problem in the cogtext of a sim-
ple model of enlisted retention using assumed retention ffects\of the
MORE options. At present, we do not have empirical data to address
these questions fully, but more exact analyses will be possible as data
on actual retention and tour-length effects become available. ° N

Social Representativeness ' Y

Part of the call for a new GI Bill rests on the prenise, as yet unsup-
ported by empirical evidence, that it would attract more college-
bourld, middle-class youths into a force that allegedly is now composed
disproportionately of the poor in general and minorities in
particular.® If social representativeness in the force is an important
goal of military manpower policymakers, it would be important to
- know whether that goal can be met in an all-volunteer environment .
through the use of such incentive pregrams as educational benefits.
The Educational Assistance Test Pr: Jgrem, however was not dgsigned
to answer that question.

The principal defect of the EATP as a tool for examining social
representativeness is the size of the various test cells. The cells-were
made lazge enough for the test to yield reasonably precise estimates of
the overall enlistment responses to the test programs, but not of the
responses among subgroups of the population. Blacks, for example,
account for only about 10 percent of high-quality male enlistees. The
standard error of an estimated response among blacks would be ap-
proximately 10 percentage points, too large to make the estimate.of
practical value. For this reason, this study did not explore soc1al rep-
tesentativeness issues.

\

THE EATP AS POLICY SIMULATION'

., Most of the discussion of test results in-this and the following sec-
tions is couched in terms of “program effects.” The experiment was
intended to simulate the long-term effects of offering each of the test

programs nationwide, but this was probably too ambit_ious a goal for
: 1)

4See, for example, the testimony of Charles C. Moskos, Jr.. before the House Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affajrsy U.S, House of Representatives (1981), Vol. II, pp. 65-66.
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this cne-year test. For several reasons, discussed below, we might ex-
pect the steady-state responses to the'varjous programs to diffgr from

the responses during the test period. T"h\us"'tb'e “program effects” that
this study identifies should be interpreted as “effects of the program,

< as implemented and advertised, under experimental conditions.”

The limitations of the test as policy simul\a\tioh fall into two general
categories: (1{ those arising from the im’possibility of completely iso-
lating the treatment groups (test tell populat\ipns) and (2) problems
associated with the limited period of the test. A\s a result of the for-
mer, some individuals may havé left their home artas to enlist in
areas where more generous benefits were being offered, while others
may have been influenctd in theixz)decisions to eg}lisé\bp\),"advertising of

1

benefits that, unknown to them?! were not availablé in their home
areas. The limited period of the.test meant that awareness of the pro-

..grams may not have been as great as it would be in the long term,

~

that advertising had to be used in an attempt to correct this, and that
the timing of some enlistment decisions may have been affected by’
the test. '

Isolation of Test Cells )

We cannot rule out the possibility of some cross-cell movements by
individuals to take advantage of more g({nerdus benefits, but there are
reasons to think such movements were not common. First, no adver-
tising of the programs appeared in national media; all ads were placed
in local radio #nd print media, preventing substantial spillover. Po-
tential recruits were' also not likely to learn of other areas’ benefits
through their local recruiters, who had a strong incentive not to
volunteer information about benefits elsewhere (each recruiter is re-
warded only for those recruits he brings in directly). Finally, from the
Applicant Survey (Orvis and Hawes (forthcoming)) comes direct evi-
dence on migration. Of all individuals who took the first step toward
enlistment in April 1981—taking the qilitary aptitﬁde test—1.3 per-
cent reported taking the test outside their local areas in the knowl-
edge that educational benefits were different there, and only 0.2
percent admitted moving to take advantage of better benefits. Thus, it
appears that cross-cell migration probably was not important.*

< .

YY9Haggstrom et al. (1981) attemgpted a straightforward test of actual migration as
indicated by data in the individual's enlistment record. They were limited by the avail-
able data, however, to examining differences between the AFEES of an individual’s
enlistment and of his home of record. They noted: “We found no compelling evidence
that deliberate ‘recruiting migration’ had taken place, and the number of migrants was
too small in any case to affect our estimates appreciably.” . :

hY
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Limited Test Period

-

The shor*, one-year periad of the test presents more serious obstacles
to interpreting the test results as simulations of the effects of nation-
wide policy changes. Because of this limited period, it may not be
possible to observe steady-state effects. Enlistments in a test program
cell may have been inflated by individuals who would otherwjse have
enlisted before or after the test, had the program been available then,
or held down by a lack of awareness, among potential recruits and
those who influence their decisions, of the availability of the pro-
grams. - . B

Intertemporal Enlistment Shifts. It is convenient to think of the
pool of potential recruits in one year as independent from that in the
next year, as if each pool consisted of a single-year age cohort. In fact,
enlistees enter at various ages; most at 18, but substahtial numbers
at 20 and older. Thus any new program, the EATP test programs
included, may attract some youths who had previously rejected mili-
tary service. At the other end of the test period, the test programs
rhay have hastened the decisions to enlist of some individuals who -
would otherwise have enlisted after the end of the test. This need not
have been because they knew that the programs were about to be
discontinued; it could simply be that stronger enlistment propensities
generated by the programs led them to enlist earlier.

_Testing for intertemporal effects is, unfortunately, impractical. Al-
though such effects should alter the age distribution of enlistees,
" other factors could equally well explain any observed changes; for ex-
ample, educational benefits may appeal most strongly to individuals a ’
little younger, or older, than the typical enlistee.*® We should not
expect large intertemporal effects, however, because most recruits
wait only a short time after their first recruiter contact—on average,
less than two months—before enlisting. i

Awareness of Programs. Probably the most serious problem for
‘interpreting the test results as long-term progranf effects is the dif--
ficulty of achieving the same level of awareness of the programs
among the civilian populace as there would be for an established pro-
gram. Recruiters attempt to contact every new high school graduate,
and could be expected to give information about the test programs to
many of them, but of course not every graduate is actually contacted.
Two issues are involved: (1) awareness may not have been as high-as
under a permanent&program and (2) the test program§were extensive-
ly advertised, and \this advertising. may have affected enlistments
directly as well as through its effect on awareness of the programs.

*0We might alsn expect to find enlistments bunched at the beginning and end of the
" test period. The evidence on this point is inconclusive: see Sec. V'and App. C.
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There is no way to determine the importance of the problem of pos-
sibly lower awareness of the test programs. Although surveys tell us
about awareness among potential recruits during the test period,*!
comparable data are not avdilable for the GI Bill, an appropriate
comparisen program, nor do we have any way to determine whether
high school counselors, parents, and others who influence the career
decisions of young people were aware of the EATP programs. It seems
likely that this group of * ‘influencers,” even more so than the group of
potential recruits, was not as aware of the availability of generous
educational benefit programs during the test period as it was during
the earlier GI Bill years. If awareness was indeed .lower, then the
“program effects” presenpted in Sec. V understate the responses that
the test, programs would generate in the long run if they were
implemented nationally.

The advertising expenditures reported in Table 6 we-e a direct at-
tempt to overcome the awareness problem. However vecause these
expenditlires were net additions to what otherwise would have been
spent in the test program areas, they may also have generated enlist-
ments simply by virtue of subjecting each potential' recruit to a
greater number of advertisements.* In assessing the effects of the test
programs, we would like to be able to take out this advertising effect.
Unfortunately, the distinction between the informational and sales
contents of advertising is more useful as a conceptual than a practical
tool. Lacking any way to separate the two effects, we must be cautious
in interpreting the estimated - program effects in the test,
remembering that they may include some portipn that shou d be
attributed to the incréhsed advertising.

Limited awareness of the test programs may have held the, observ-
able program effects below what they would be for permanent pro-

" grams. Advertising may have inflated the program effects. The test

data do not perrglit us to determine which of these two offsetting ef-
fects was stronger.

Conclusions ~

It is tempting, but inappropriate, to assume that if one of the EATP
test programs raised enlistments by 10 percent during the test, it will

410rvis and Hawes (forthcoming) report data on media recall and general awareness
of the EATP programs. among individuals who took the military aptitude test.

#2The alternative—diverting dollars from other advertizing messages—would not
have been an improvement. Awareness of other service programs. such as job training.
would then presumably have fallen.
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do the same if it is inade a permanent part of the services’ enlistment
incentive packages. With the same program available everywhere,
there could be no question of migration, either of individuals or of
information. A permanent program might induce an initial enlist-
ment surge, but the response would then settle inito its steady- state
rate. Finally, a permanent program would gradually become known
{even without extensive advertising) among high school counselors,
college financial aid officers, and—in part through these groups—to
the young people who might consider entering the military to receive
support for their further education. The Educational Assistance Test
Program could not completely simulite thé’effects of permanent pro-
grams because in each of these areas—migration, intertemporal ef-
fects, and awareness—the test results may differ from steady state
response

Desplte the llmltatlom of the test, we believe the experlmental re-
sults indicate the general types and approximate magnitudes of ef-
fects that could be expected of pefmanent programs. Probably the
most important caveats are that the availability of the test programs
may not have been generally known and, perhaps offsottmg the first,
that some direct advertising effects may be included in! ‘the program
effects presented in Sec. V.



IV. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

The methodology used to analyze the Fducational Assistance Test
Program imposes some limitations on the sorts of data that may be
brought to bear, but it also eliminates the necd for certain variables
that are either not available or whose effects are difficult to measure.
Therefore, thlc section first discusses the methodology, then déscribes
the data collected for the analysis. Following some summary mea-
suré:s of the data that provide a first look ai the effects of the test

programs, the section concludes with a more complete description of

the statistical methodology.

BASIC METHODOLOGY *

Our methedology consists, at its siinplest leve!, of comparing each of
the test program cells with the control cell in terms of their growth (or
decline) in enlistments between a base period (December 1979-Sep-
tember 1980) and the test period-(December 1980-September 1981).
Each-cell thus serves as its own control for structural differences
across areas of the country in such factors as long- term employment
conditions, demographlc characteristics (age distribution, race), ur-
bar/rural mix, etc. Taken together, these factors determine the basic
propensity to enlist. Surveys have attempted.to measure this propen-

5it¥, but their precision is not well established and their sample sizes

have been teo small to provide useful geographic detail. Rather than
atteripting to account for all the factors—some measurable, others
not—that determine the propensity to enlist, we measure it in an 1n-
direct but straightforward way: through the base-period enlistment
ievel. It might be desirable to use a loenger base period than ten
months, but we would then have to tread on the period of the Multiple
Optien Recruiting. Experiment.! A longer base pericd would also
increase the probability that some of the structural factors.that we
assume do no: change have indeed changed.

Simply comparing test period enlistments in a particular prograin
cel! with past perfori:ance is not sufficient. Many things changed be-

IEven the chosen base period i 1s not entirely free from the influence of MORE; the
Navy test continued until the end of March. In the anal)ﬂ's presented in Sec. V we
account for the influence of the MORE test programs on Navy enlistments. As noted in
Sec. III. however. none of the MORE opticns had sizable effects on Navy enlistments
during the ten months of the test e&amlned by Haggstrom et al ff}"‘
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tween 1980 and 1981 that might have affected enlistments nation-

. wine. As with the structural differences across areas. it'is difficult to

measure the changed factors. or to measure their effects, or even to
know what factors should be measured. Who can assess, for example,
the effect of the hostage situation in:Iran on military enlistments in,
1980 and later? The Army experienced a 32.3 percent gain in enlist-
ments in the UVK cell in the test period compared with the base
period, but how much of this gain is attributable to the introduction of
the new program, and how much to a generally more favorable re-
cruiting environment? L

The answers to these questions are provided by the control cell. In
the control cell, none of the services changed their educational benefit
offerings tetween the base and test periods. We may not know what
factors other than the test programs have affected enlistments, or
what their individual effects have been, but the control cell tells us
what effect, in the aggregate, they have had on enlistments. The en-
listment gain experienced by the control cell is the gain that we
should have expected in the three other cells had there been no EATP.
By comparing the enlistment gain in a test cell with the gain in the
control cell, we can derive an estimate of the test program effect. Thus
if we find that Army enlistments in the control cell ‘were up 21.7
percent (as indeed they were), we can conclude that the UVK program
increased enlistments by 8.7 percent (1.323 divided by 1.211.2

Comparisons with the control cell eliminate the effects of changes
that have affected enlistments nationwide, but they do not eliminate
changes—such as a sudden slump ini new car sales that throws thou-
sands out of work in Detroit—that affect enlistments in only limited
areas of the country. We can, with some justification, safely ignore
such changes, for three reasons: First, they are not likely to be so
localized that they will affect enlistments in only one cell: each cell
has an AFEES in every major area of the country (see App. B), and
even an industry such as automobile production that is traditionally
associated with a single city is in reality much more geographically
diverse in its employment. Second, very local influences will affect
only a portion of any one test cell because dach cell is geographically
dispersed, and so will not have a major impact on total cell enlist-

2This method. simple though it is. proved to be remarkably reliable for estimating
the program effects. and it had the tremendous advantage over the more complicated

statistical procedures described below that iu could provide estimates long before the

data required for the more complete anilysis could be obtained. Rand reported resuits
for tF o first five months of the test (December-April) in early June 1981. Although we
could not place a great deal of confidence in thes¢ early estimates because their stan-
dard errors were large, and because the early responses may have reflected start-up
tags. the final results reported in Sec. V are only insignificantly different.
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ments. Finally, the processes that generace changes will be indepen-
dent fiom the process that generated the tost cells; there were not
riots in Los A ngeles for e\ample sitnply because th.at city had been
relegated to the control cell. Ignoring changes dues not gi~'e us wrong
results, tnough i¢ may not yie’d the best estimates possib'z of the
programs’ true effects. (Téchnically, our estimates would be unbiased,
but perhups inefticient.)

To imp*oxg our estimates of che programs’ effects, we control In a
multiveriate regression model for such changes as we can measure.
To copture their effects, however, we must discara the simple four-cell
division ' © the country and ten-month aggregate measure of enlist-
ments in tavor of a finer civision. A natural geographic division of the
country is iato inaividual AFEES areas, ard of time into months. An
even finer division \ould provide more observations if reliable mea-
sures of the relevant data were available more finely divided, but they
are not. At this level of disaggregation, there are various measures of
civilian labor market conditionis published by the Bureau of Labor
Statisti.s and data on recruiter force levels provided by the scrvices.
Better data on labor market conditions and on other variables such as
family incomes or federal government expenditures ‘might be avail-
able if we were content with only single annual observations and con-
tent to wait another year before completing this analysis, but it is
doubtful that e would be able even then to accurately measure these
variables’ effects. ~

DATA

The.data collected for this study fall into four categories: (1) enlist-
ments, (2) youth populations, (3) civilian labor market conditions, and
(4) the services’ recruiting efforts. The Defense Manpower Data Cen-
ter (DMDC) provided records of individual enlistment contracts dur-
ing fiscal year 1981, from which we generated counts of enlistments,
by AFEES and month, in various categories. DMDC produced similar
counts for fiscal year 1980. A special data tape prepared by the Cen=—+-
sus Bureau for the use of the National Cancer Institute yielded esti-~<
mates of youth populations by county. DMDC provxded information on
the correspondence between county areas, and the areas of AFEES
and of the individual services’ recruiting districts. Four series mea-
suring civilian labor mz~ket conditions were taken from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics' publication Employment and Earnings, various is-
sues. [inally, each of the services provided data on the numbers of
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their production recruiters.* Each of the data series is described
below, and their usefulness assessed. For reasons that are discussed in
the final portion of this section, all variables that enter the regression
model do so as the logarithm of the ratio of the observation for each
month 1n the test period to the observation for the same month of the
base period.

Enlistments

The enlistment records provided by DMDC were of individual non-
prior service enlistment contracts. Most recruits enter a delayed entry
program (DEP), resulting in a lag between their contract and active
duty dates. Eligibility for the EATP programs was determined by the
date of the individual's enlistment contract, which led to our use of
data on contracts rather than on accessions. It should be noted, how-
ever, that some individuals do drop out of DEP, so our data will over-
state the official numbers of enlistments (accessions) reported by the
services. In addition, our data, which come from the AFEES Re-
porting System (a function of the Military Enlistment Processing
Command—MEPCOM), do not agree preciselZ\ with the services’
counts of contracts derived from their computer reservatinn systems.
It is not clear which set of data is more reliable,"but in any event the
differences among the data from different sources do not appear to
vary systematically across areas of the country.!

The DMDC records provide a variety of information about each con-
tract, of which seven elements were selected to classify the recruits
into approximately 80,000 cells:®

1. Service: Army, Navy. Marine Corps, or Air Force.®

9" AFEES: a total of 69, including two substations (Anchorage
and San Diego). - -

3. Month of contract: October, November, .., September.

s"Production recruiter” is not consistently defined across the services, but generally
refers|to recruiters who have been assigned enlistment quotas.

4\ onth-to-inonth differences between the DMDC data and the services' contract
data are significant. because the serviccs' data are based on recruiting months, which
are arbitrarily defined to include integral numbers of recruiting weeks (Tuesday to

, Monday).

““lany of these ceils were empty: there were fewer than 400,000 enlistments in
FY .. Most of our analysis was conducted on aggregates of many cells; all AFEES in
the test cell. for example. or all ten months of the test, )

6nc.uded in the file were records for approximately 13.000 Navy reservists (FY81)
serving extended active duty tours. of whom less than one-fourth were high-quality
males. These reservists were excluded from the Navy counts !
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4. Educationa! attainment: high school diploma graduate or

nongraduate. .’

5. Mental aptitude: AFQT score at or above the 50th percentile
(mental categories I-IIIA) or below the 50th percentile (II1IB-
V). X :

6. Sex: ‘male or female.

7. Specialty enlisted for: Army—MOS in group I, group II, or
other; Ai{ Force—eligible AFSC or other; Navy, Marine
Corps—specialty information not available.

The classification of educational atiainment needs further explana-
tion. Many recruits sign enlistment contracts while they are seniors
in high school, planning to begin active duty after graduation. Such
enlistees were eligible for EATP benefits, provided that they did in
fact graduate. Accordingly, we have included these seniors, who are
identified on the DMDC records with a special code, as high school
graduates.’

To check the accuracy of the specialty ceding in the DMDC records,
we obtained counts of high-quality male enlistments in the EATP-
eligible specialties irom tlie Army and Air Force, and found that they
corresponded quite well with our counts. It appear= that future re-
searchers can use with some confidence the specialty information on
the DMDC contract records for these two services. The records con-
tained only incomplete information on the specific ratings in which
the Navy promised training, preventing us from analyzing skill chan-
nelling in the Navy.

Populations

~ Population data did not enter directly into the analysis. AFEES
populations fall into the category of long-term demographicidiffer-
ences, which were implicitly controlled for by our methodolugy. Sev-
eral of the variables described below, however, were not available for
AFEES areas, requiring the use of county populatlon estimates for
constructing AFEES observations as population-weighted averages of
observations for the states, district recruiting commands, etc., served
by each AFEES. The population estimates were for males aged 15 to
19 in 1978. These served as estimates of the 17 to 21 year old popula-
tion, the prime enlistment age, in 1980. Differences across areas in
the year-to-year change.of ‘this population are small enough to be ig-
nored.

"This code was first used in fiscal year 1979. Before that year. seniors were identi-
fied only as nongraduates with 11 years of education. This is one reason we did not
extend our base period farther into the past.
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Civilian Labor Market Conditions
‘,

Four variables that measure employment opportunities in the civil-
jan economy proved to be important in explaining differences across
areas in enlistment gains: (1) average hourly earnings of production
workers on manufacturing payrolls; (2) average weekly hours for the
same group; (3) total nonagricultural employment; and (4) the unem-
ployment rate for all workers 16 years and older. These variables ap-
pear to be quite closely related—al! respond to short-term charges in
overall business conditions—so it is perhaps surprising that all four
enter the model significantly. They do differ in certain respects, how- .
ever, in how they respond to changing business conditions and in
. their potential effects on the enlistment decisions of individuals. In
‘addition, although taken together the four variables probably serve as
a good proxy for the employment prospects of youths, individually
they may be correlated with different components ‘of the variation in
the unobservable “true” variable (or variables) that accurately mea-
sures these prospects.

The cfse relaiionships among the variables can be seen by con-
sidering what happens when there is a general increase in demand for
goods and services. Businesses first respond by asking (or requiring)
their production employees to work longer hours. If this involves more
overtime pay, average hourly wages will also rise. Busiresses next
hire more employees, which requires, if the labor market is at all
competitive, the paying of higher wages. More workers employed
mean fewer unemployed, but there may be a partially offsetting
movement of people into the labor force who previously had not been
actively looking for work. In a downturn the directions of each these
changes is reversed, although the last movement may be slower.

That movements in the four variables result from the same causes
does not mean that they are highly correlated, nor does it mean that
they will have the same cffect on military enlistments. As the discus-
sion above indicates, the four do not move in lockstep; changes in
hours generally precede changes in employment, for example.?®
Depending on the précjse nature and causes of the particular upturn
or downturn, moveménts in the variables will also differ in degree.
Finally, each of the variables can have an independent effect on
enlistments. Wages and hours together determine workers' take-home
pay, and hence the willingness of young workers (or those seeking
work) to enlist at given military pay levels. Incrgases in hours also

A" Average weekly hours in manufacturing” is designated as one of 12 leading eco-
nomic indicators by the National Bureau of Economic Research. Rones (1981) presents
recent evidence on the relative timing of hours and employment changes.

/J
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signal a shift of{ some workers, particularly youths and other
secondary workers,\o%m part-time to full-time status. Employment
increases mean that more jobs are available, which should reduce
enlistments, but if the employment gains are accompanied by large
movements into the labor force there may be little reduction imthe
unemployment rate; because youths make up a large proportion of the
unemployed, the net effect may be only a small increase in their
chances of finding civilian jobs. In short, omission of one or more of
these variables can be expected to reduce significantly the ablllty of
the model to explaln changes in enlistments.

All the civilian®labor market variables share the apparent defect
that they are not specific to the group of enlistment-age young men
and women. The selection of these variables Was driven: of course, by
necessity. No geographic detail on age-specific .unemployment is
available because the sample size of the Current Population Survey,
from which unemployment data are derived, is too small to permit it.-
The Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Establishment Survey, which yields
employment, hours, and wages datd, is large enough to permit fine
disaggregation, but asks no-'questions about workers’ ages.

Fortunately, the defect of these variables is more apparent than it
is real. Consider, for example, the unemployment rate and emgloy-
ment data. 't would seem that a youth unemployment rate would be a
better predictor of enlistments: teenagers (16 to 19 years old) make
up only about 9 percent of the civilian labor force, and the swings 1n
their unemployment rate are less severe than are those of the aggre- -
gate unemployment rate These statistics, however, are very
deceiving. Teenagers account for one-fourth of the unemployed, ! .and
although their unemployment rate is less cyclically senisitive than are
those of other groups, this is largely because the labor force.
participation rate of teenage is very sensmve to cycllcal
fluctuations. Indeed, more than one-fourth of cyclical swings in total
employment consist of changes in the employment of teenagers; this
does not show up as swmgs in teen unemployment because 35 percent .
of any cyclical gain in teen employment is eaten up by the movement
of teens into the labor force.n

. The importance of these points for the current study is that a youth

unemployment rate, were it available on a geographically disaggre-
gated basis, might well prove to be a poorer predictor of nilitary en- -

YBetween 1972 and 1975. for example. aggregate unemployment rose from 4.8 to 8.5
percent. whereas teen unemployment went from 14.5 to 19.9 percent, falling from 3
times the aggregate rate to only 2.4 temes. ~

* 10Qver the past ten years this propomon was highest in 1973 (28.5 perccnt) and
lowest in, 1981 121.4 percent).

This discussion is based on work by Clark and Summers (1981).
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listments than are the two series on general employment and unem-
ployment. Youths make up a small fraction of the level of the employ-

- ment variable, but a large fraction of its changes. Weré we frying to

explain differences across areas in the levels of enlistments or of en-
listment rates (enlistments divided by population), youth-specific em-
ployment data probably would be superior, but the large swings in
youth labor force participation rates make the youth unemployment
rate a poor measure of changes in the employment pmbpects of enlist-
ment-age young men and women.

The large cyclical swings in youth employment also mdke it likely
that any series on youth wages or earnings that is available, even at
the national level, will be a poor predictor of the earnings prospects of
any individual youth. Average wages or earnings are, after all, the
averages for those who are employed: If the youths who are forced out
of work by a recession had been low pdld we could observe the pe
verse result, in a youth earnings serieS, of average earnings rising
despite a fall in the earnings of any individual youth. This could oc-
cur, of course. for a series on the earnings of all workers. but the large
cyclical swings in youth employment make it particularly'likely for
this group. Our selection of the average wage in a single industry—
manufacturmg—further minimizes the problem of perverse move-
ments by eliminating that component attributable to shifts in the in-

‘dustrial composition of employment. Thus, although young workers

make up a very small proportion of manufacturing employment, aver-
age wages in this industry, which feels particularly strongly any cy-

‘clical changes in total demand for goods and services, may provide a

very good measure of the changes in the earnings prospects of youths
that are. presufhed to affect their enlistment decisions. Of course, if
these decisions are determined more by long-run changes in civilian
wage levels than by short-run swings, then this variable will not be a
good proxy for the relevant youth wage measure, but if jt is not this
will be ev1d(,?t in an insignificant regression coefficient.

Recruiting Effort

-

Recruiting effort was measured in this study by the numbers of
production recruiters fielded by each of the services. It is ratural to

assume that more recruiters in an area means moreé-high-quality re- ™

cruits, but we should not expect the relationship to be proportional.
That is, adding one recruiter to an area will increase enlistments by
less than the average production of his predecessors. It should also be
noted that the parameter estimate derived for this variable'will not be
a measure of the true marginal product1v1ty of recruiters in high-

o 6i
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quallt\ 1ecruts but only their mdrgmdl productivity given that they

- must also brmg in some lower- quahtv recruits to meet their quotas.

Thewariable will also capture the effects of changes. it the numbers of
recruiters’ @1des and in advertising expenditures, to the extent that
these resources are allocated across areas in proportion to the num-
bers of recruiters. We were unable to obtain direct data on these other
components of recruiting effort.

The recruiter data were reported by qudltcr linear interpolation
turned these into monthly estimates. The necessity for interpolation
introduced some measurement error into the recruiter variables, but
the error should not cause severe problems because the quarter-to-
quarter variation within individual AFEES was small in comparison
with the differences across areas in vear-to-year changes.

The form of our model should give us much more reliable estimates
of recruiter effectiveness than are available in previous studies. Two
problems have affected past studies, although their potential impor-
tance appears to have gone unrecognized.'* First, when a recruiter
variable is introduced in a cross-section model, it captures not only
the effects of recruiters but also those of the demographic variables
that were used by the recruiting command, either explicitly or
implicitly, to assign recruiters to areas. Failing to account for this

.problem has inflated the recruiter coetficient estimates of past
.»studies. The current mocdel solves the problem because it !ooks at

year-to-year changes in recruiter levels, which can hardly have
occurred in response to similarly changing demographics. Second,
recruiters may be moved between areas in response to past recruiting
performarce; into areas of good performance, for example, to take
maximum advantage of the situation.! Thl\:i—’l] particularly affect
mecdels that pool time-series and cross-sectiot=data. introducing a
correlation between the recruiter variable and the error term in the
equation. This will also bias, probably upward, the estimate of
recruiter effectiveness. With the current model, however, the
recruiting command’s response to past performance would have to be
very fast indeed to substantially- bias our estimate. An accurate
estimate of the effectiveness of recruiters will turn out to be very
important because, as shicwn below, the four cells in the experiment
did not experience similar year-to-year changes in: recruiter force

levels. ~
I's

20ur review of ihe 'xlvrdtuu on entisted supply found no studies that discussed
elther problem.

BCurrent Army practice limits this possnbcﬂty The gaographlc areas asmgned to
recruiters are cr‘anp.,cd nnly every three years.



Converting to AFP{ES‘

Of the data described above that enter the regression model as ex-
planatory variables, only one series—Air Force recruiters—was—
directly available for AFEES areas. The Navy and Army could report
their counts of recruiters only for their recruiting districts (43 in the
Navy. 56 in the Army), and the Bureau of Labor Statistics i BLS) re-
ports data for states.!* We were forced, therefore, to estimnate the
values of each variable for a particular AFEES by weighting the.
values for the states (or recruiting districts) served by that AFEES.
At the request of the Army Recruiting Command, this conversion was
done for Army recruiters by DMDC; DMDC's procedure was
conceptually similar to ours, which is described below. ’

The five data series (Army recruiters and the four labor market
variablesi fall naturally into two groups: _conditions (thourly earnings,
weekly hours, and unemployment rate), and numbers of people (em-
ployment, recruiters). The conditions we assume apply to each indi-
vidual yough within a state, regardless of where he lives. The
numbers-of-people we assume are spread across the state (recruiting
district) in proportion to the youth population. With data on youth
populations by county (described above), and information on the coun-
ty composition of each state, recruiting district, and AFEES area,
these assumptions yield the required AFEES estimtes. For the condi-
tion variables, the weights are the proportions of the AFEES popula-
tion residing in each state; for the number of people variables, the
AFEES estimate is formed as the weighted sum of the levels in each
state {recruiting district), the weights being the proportions of the
states’ populations served by the particular AFEES. S

SUMMARY MEASURES OF THE DATA

Enlistments .

Table 7 gives counts of total high-quality male nonpricr service en-
listments. by test cell and nationwide, for each of the services exam-
ined in this study. in both the base period (December 1979 to
September 1980) and the test period (December 1980 to September
1981). It also provides initiu! estimates of the program’s effects. The
column headed "Ratio Test tc Base” gives the ratio of test period to
base period enlistments for cach cell/service, and the column "Rela-

~

ISBLS also reports data for selected metropolitan areas, but we made no attempt to
exploit this}ess reliable detail.

ey
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Table 7

HicH-QuaLITY MALE NONPRIOR SERVICE ENLISTMENTS
BY SERvVICE AND CELL

Enhstment Contrdc ts

e — - Relative
Service/ Base Test Ratio Increase
Tcsl Cell Period Period Tesl to Base (Percent)
Army
Control 12041 11650 1.2167 —
UVK - 4189 5541 1.3228 8.72
NCvV 3749 4556 1.2153 -0.12
T/S 3750 4284 1.1424 -6.10
Total 23729 20031/ 1.2234 —
Nauvy
Control 14056 13393 0.9528 -
UVK 5560 742 1.0327 8.39
NCV 1742 4673 0.9854 3.42
T/S 4559 4701 1.0311 8.22
Total 28917 28509 0.9859 -
Arr Foree
Control 16982 18155 1.0691 —
UVK 6251 6778 1.0843 1.42
NCV 5095 - 5643 ) 1.1076 3.60
T/S 5110 5766 1.1284 5.55
Total 33438 36342 1.0868 —

tive Increase” gives the ratio of the absolute increase in each of the
test program cells to the increase in the control cell, expressed in
percentage terms. As indicated above (“Basic Methodology”) these
relative increases may be presumed to be unbiased estimates of the
effects of the test programs on high-quality male enlistments.’

£ Nationwide, the Army showed the largest gain'in enlistments, more
than 22 percent, whereas the Air Force registered a small gain and
the Navy a small loss. The largest gains for the Army and Navy ap-
peared in the UVK cell, and for the Air Force in the T/S cell. In terms
of increases relative to the control cell, it appears that UVK was the
most successful of the programs, raising Army enlistments by 9 per-
cent and apparently causing a spillover that raised Navy enlistments
as well. The no-contribution provision embodied in the NCV program
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seems to have had little effect. Results for the T/S cell appear at first
glance to be contradictory: it raised Navy and Air Force enlistments
but reduced Army enlistments, for a net gain over the three services
of 2.5 percent. These results are consistent, however, with the hypoth-
esis that eliminating the advantage given the Army by it$ kickers in
the control program would hurt Army recruiting.

Explanatory Variables

Table & shows the ten-month averages of the civilan labor market
variables, by test cell and nationwid€, for the base and test pericds,
,and the percentage change of the averages between the two periods.
Corresponding data for the three services’ recruiter variables appear

Table 8

CiviLiaN LaBor MARKET VARIABLES: AVERAGEs BY CELL

Base Test Percent

- Period Period Increase
Hourly carnings
Control $7.30 $ 8.05 10.1
UVK 712 7.85 10.2
~ NCV 7.38 8.18 10.9
TiS 7.24 7.98 10.3
Nation 7.27 8.02 10.4
Weekly hours
Control 39.7 40.0 0.8
UVK 39.8 10.0 0.4
NCV 39.8 10.3 1.2
T/S 39.5 10.1 1.6
Nation 39.7 10.1 0.9
Emplovment (000s) |
Control 19915 50179 1 05
- UVK 18160 18306 0.8
NCV 13712 13812 0.7
T!S 14550 14654 0.7
Nation 96337 96951 0.6
Unemployment rate
Control 6.97% YT41% 6.3
UVK 6.7 6.97 3.1
NCV. 7.76 8.09 1.2
T/S 6.741 7.20 6.8
7.01 5.5

- Nation
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in Table 9. For the three “condition” variabies—earnings. hours, ar.d
unemplovment—the averages réported are weighted means of the
el -month averages within each AFEES, the weights being the 17 o
21 vear old male population of the AFEFES. Because of this weighting
scheme, the nationwide averages will not agree exactiy witn officially
reporter data, but the numbers in the tables will give a more accurate
i~ sression of the enlistment effects of tiie variables than if other
weights had been used.

Tabie 8 shows that the cells were not as well balanced as might
hzve beon hoped. The.Noncontributory VEAP cell, in particular, had
gencraily higher tinemployment, and slightly higher wages, than the
other cells. In l:zxge part this was due to the influence of the Detrdit
AFEES, orr of those in the NCV cell, where the unemployment rate
has beer well abecve 10 percent since January 1980.

Differzr.ces across cells in the levels of the variahles are less impor-
tant for the analysis than are differences in the year-to-year changes.
The greatest differences in these changes are for the unemployment
and recruiter variables. Most striking are the declines in Navy and
Air Force recruiter force levels in the Tuiticn/Stipend cell. Controlling *

“Table 9

PropucTion. RECRUITERS BY SERVICE AND CELL

Base Test Percent

~

Period Period Increase
Army
Control 2529 2501 -1.1
UVK . 881 895 1.2
NCV 757 - 750 -0.9
TS 714 763 2.6
Nition 1914 41909 -0.1
Naty
Control 1714 1746 1.9
UVK 675 696 3.2
NCV 501 529 7.5
TS 595 566 - 4.9
Niation 3185 3538 1.5
Air Foree
Control 917 977 6.5
UVK ) 329 336 2.1
NCV 285 304 6.5 .
T/S 328 314 -1.2

Nation 1858 1930

i
I o
i
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for these declines should raise the estimates of the effects of this pro-
gram on Navy and Air Force enlistments. Of course, the extent to
which the evident differences affect the program effect estimates de-
pends upon how great is the irnfluence of the variables on enlistments,
something that is explored in‘Sec. V.

THE REGRESSION MODEL

Although Table 7 provides uinbiased estimates of the test programs’
- enlistment effects, the estimates can be improved by controlling for
changes in the general recruiting environment caused by factors other
than the test programs that may have differed across cells. Tables 8
and 9 showed that the cells did not experience identical changes in
unemployment, recruiter force levels, etc. Controlling for these
changes will, therefore, alter the program effect estimates. Even were
the cells perfectly balanced in terms of the changes in our explanatory
variables, however, there would still be an-efficiency gain to be real-
ized from entering the variables in a regression model so long as the
changes were not identical in all AFEES areas and sv long as the
variables do, indeed, influence enlistments. The regression model also
allows us to control for the effects of two small-scale experiments con-
ducted by the Army and Navy during the 1980 base period, and to
explore possible trends in the responses to the programs.
Two assumptions underlie the specification of our regression medel:

1. The number of enlistments in anKAFEES/month is gener-
ated by a nonhomogeneous (time-varying) Poisson process.

2. The function relating the expected enlistment counts to the
determining variables is multiplicative in its arguments.
That is, the effect of a variable (or test program) is propor-
tional to the base number of enlistments.

Haggstrom et al. (1981) have previously given sufficient conditions
for assumption (1) to hold, and derived its implicaticn for the current
problem. Here we summarize the basic peints: the interested reader is
referred to the earlier work for details.

Let A, denote the expected enlistment count in AFEES i during
month t. Given assumption (2}, we have

log(rh,) = o, + B+ v + 0, T 53X, , . (D

where the «, are effects specific to individual AFEES but constant
over time, the B, to particular months but constant across AFEES,
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the v, the effects of the four programs (test plus control), the 8, are
AFEES-specific seasonal effects, the X,, are vectors of the logarithms -

~of values of the expldnaton variables. and ® is a vector of parame-

ters reflecting the effects of those variables. S

Equation (1) could be estimated directly by lmear regression. Let
v, denote actual enlistments in AFEES i during month t. Then us-
ing a result of Cox (1955), we substitute as the dependent variable
logtY,) = logly, - 1:2), which has mean approximately equal to
login,t and varience approximately 1/A,. The resulting equation
however. would have a large number of effects te be estimated. We
simplify by assuming that 0, are unchanged fromn year to year (ie,
9, = 8,,. ), and taking as the depenient variable the difference in
log(Y,) for thé same month in consecutive years. Noting that 'y, the
"treatment” effect in the control cell. is the same effect as in the entire
country during the previous vear, we have

logtY, 0 = logt¥,, 1) = (B0 = B ) *+ v = ¥

v 8’(}{:1 - Xu—l:’ Tole T o6 ). (2)

where the €, are the error terms. If the model specification is correct,
the error terms in Eq. (2) are independent with means near zero and
approximate variances

(T"!n = 1’/}‘n + 1’/}‘1.( 1

_In the presence of unequal variances across observations (heteros-

kedasticity), estimation of Eq. (2) by ordinary least squares would be
inefficient, and would yield biased estimiates of the standard devia-
tions of the parameters. The parametefs may be estimated, however,
by weighted least-squares linear regression with weights w, = lio?,.
Because the A, are unkiiown. the variances must be estimated from

" the data. A straightforward method is toiestimate A, b)_/ Y. yielding

aih o= Ly, v vy

An analyst who did not explicitly consider the process generating
the enlistment counts might well have been led to estimaie an equa-
tion similar to (2). He certainly would have realized that the variance
of enlistiments differs substantially across AFEES areas, and would
have had to face the prablem of what weights to ase in his regression.
He might have been led to use populations in hi; weighting instead of
enlistments, but this would not have led to <ubstantially different

‘results. affecting only the efficiency, but rot the bias. of his parameter
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estimates. He would not, oi course, have added the “1/2" correction
factor to his enlistment counts, but this is not¢ important unless the
counts are generally small—less than 20, say. In short, while the
Poisson assumption -is useful, as a practical matter it is not & vital
part of the regression model, serving principally to give a littie more
confidence in the model’s applicability.!®

To be ~stimated, Eq. (2) requires only the addition of indicator vari-
ables for the three test programs (UVK, NCV, and T/S) and the ten
months. Two minor modifications, however, give some of the parame-
ter estimates more useful interpretations. First, we eliminate one of
the -month indicator variables (December), replacing it with a con-
stant term and give the other tnonth indicators the value 0.9 if the
observation falls in the particular month, and -0.1 otherwise. This
gives the estimate cf the constant term the interpretation of the aver-
age gain in enlistments, over ali ten months, in the control cell. The
coefficients for the month indicator variables indicate by how much
the enlistment gains ‘in those months deviated from the gain in
December (the excluded month), controlling of course for the effects of
the test programs and of the other variables. Second, we measure each
of the explanatory variables as deviations from their means over all i
and t. This gives the constant term the interpretation of what would
have been the average gain in control cell enlistments had that cell
experienced the nationwide average change in each of the variables
such as unemployment, recruiters, etc. This modification does not af-
fect the estimated eifects of the “X” variables (5).

"The Poisson model does give the tremendous advantage, so impertant in the course
of this study, that it permits the valculation of standard errors of program effects esti-
mated from simple comparisons of cell enlistment totals, such as the estimates that
appear in Table 7. The analyst considered in the paragraph above. who probably would
have assumed that his enlistment counts were approximately normally distributed tor
perhaps log-normally), would have had to complete his regression analysis before decid-
ing whether the apparent effects. of the program were indeed statistically significant.

6y



V. TE:ST RESULTS: HIGH-QUALITY
MALE ENLISTMENTS

This section presents the results from estimation of the regression
model, described in the previous section, for high-quality male enlist-
ments in each of the three services: Army, Navy, and Air Force.
Preliminary analysis indicated that little would be gained from es-
timating the model for other groups of enlistees (e.g., females, lower-
" quality males), as these groups showed kttle or no response to the test

programs. :

Table 10 gives the regression results. A total of 660 observations
were ava'lable, 66 AFEES forieach of ten months. In 2ddition to the
variables described in the previous section, an indicator variabie was
included in the Army regression to measure the effect of the two-year
option tested during-fiscal year 1980, and three v-riables in the Navy
regression to capture the effects of MORE test packages that were
~ffered through February 1980.

The overall fit of the model is quite good in each of the services.
Althoush the squared multiple correlation coefficients (R-squared) ap-
pear low, suggesting that the included vari~hles explain only a small
part of the variance in the change in enlistments, this appearance i$
misieading. Under the Poisson model, much of the variance in enlist-
ment counts is attributable to the fundamental randomness of indi-
vidual enlistment decisions. Of the varicnc: not attributable to this
randomness, the included variables explain about half ‘east in the
Army and most in the Navy. For a model that is attempting to explain
differences across areas in changes over time, each of which is notori-
ously hard to explain alone, this performance is very good.

EFFECTS OF THE TEST PROGRAMS

The test program estimates in Table 10 are not immediately useful
because they indicate the changes in the logarithm of enlistmen‘s
associated with each of the programs. Tdble 11 converts these esti-
mates into percentages, ond again indicates those estimates that dif-
fer significantly from zero at the 5 percent confidence level. The,
control cell is the omitted cell in the regressions, so its enlistment
gain appears in the constant and all the program effects are measured
relative to it.

(3]
[34]
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Table 10

REGRESSION REsuLTs For HiGH-QuALITY MALE ENLISTMENTS

i . Army ~ Navy Air Foree
Constant 0.183% (0 015" -0 40" (0.014) 0.663" (0.013)
Test programs ) ]
Ultra- VEAP Kicker 0 087" (0.028) 0.095" (0.027) 0.027_ (0.021)
Noncontributory VEAP 0.013 (0.0 0.038, (0.029) 0.054:l (0.026)
Tuition/Stipend -0.059" (1.030) 0.100" (0.029) 0.075% {0.027)

Changes in iocal

.
lubor murket conditions

Hourly earnings ~0.284  (0.663) -1.392% (0.654) -1.442" (0.581)
Weekly hours -1.010" (0437 -0.601  (0.442) -0.816" (0.379)
Emnloymeat -0.532  (0.433) ~1.161% (0.431) ~0.833% (0.381)
Unemployment rate 0.255" 10.092) 0.240" (0.090) 0.286" (0.082)
Changes i nuerhers .
of recraiters 0.295" (0.115) 0.274% (2.097) 0.090 (0.065)
Time trend
Janmuuary -0.177" (0.048) -0 231" (0.046) -0.193% (0.043)
Feb-uary -6.225% (0.048) -0.192% (0.046) \y-0.317 (0.042)
March -0.191" {0.048) -0.135% {0.047) -0.161% (0.043)
Aprid : -0.186" (0.051) -0.134 (0.051) -9.127% (0.045)
May -0.280% (0.053) ~0.243% (0.053) -0.232" (0.047)
Juny -0.115% (0.053) -0.319" XC.052) ~0.099" {0.046)
Juiy -0.129% (0.053) -0.444% 10.052) -0.233" (0.047)
August S018TY (0.052) -0.407" (0.051) -0.2211 £0.045)
September S0.108" (0.051) -0.297" {0.050) -0.166% 10.015)
MORE options
Army tve gear 0032  (0.033)
A C.011  (0.094)
Navy C 0072 10.079)
Navy D -0.001 (0.067)
KR-squared 0.1 0.30 0.17
F , A65 13.95 7.00

a N ~
Indicates tratio exeeeding T 96 in absolute value:

b, .
Standard errorare i parentheses

The regression restlts cenfirm the impressions gained frorn. the sim-

-ple cross-cell comparisons. The Army’s program cf $8,000 to $12,000

kickers raised Army enlistments by a statistically significant amount;
about 9 percent. A larger gain might have been expected for-this

_seeming., very generous program, but it must be remembered that it

is being compxred with an Army control program that included kicV-
ers of $2.00C io $6.000. In contrast with the test result, the Congres-
siona: Budget Office estim: . ¢, derived from a theoretical medel based
on present value comparisons with {irst-term pay (see Sec. I1I), is that
n-.ionwi | : imp/ementation of the Ultra-VEAP kicker srogram weruld

r.
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Table 11
ENLISTMENT INCREASES DUE To TEST PROGRAMS
(HicH-QuALITY MALES)

Lo~ e e

a -

B Program Artny Navy  Air Force
Ultra-VEAP kicker - 9.1" 9.8" 2.7
Noncontributory VEAP 1.3 - 39 5.52 ‘ .

Tuition/Stipend . -57*  105° 7.8" e

“Based on regressidn coefficient that differs sighif— (‘AJ\
icantly from zero at 5 percent level.

= ‘ :
,

[ 3

~ AT
“increase Army high-quality enlistments by only 2 to 6 percent.! The
Army’s gajn in the test did not appear to come at the expense of the
other services, as shown by the relative increases recorded by both the
Navy and Air Force? . . .
Results for the Noncontributory VEAP program were disappoint-
ing. None of the services registered a substantigl relative gain in the -
NCV cell, and only for the Air Force can we bireasonably sure that
the observed gain is not merely the result of random variation. It can
be argued, of course, that the Navy and Air Force could not sell this
program effectively because of the small numbers of specialties they \
had open to it, but this drgument is belied by the more favorable
showing of the Tuition/Stipend program in these two services, and
certainly-does not explain the particularly podr showing of the Army
in the. NCV cell? "In the Army, well ‘over half of the enlisted
speciaities (in terms of job openings) were eligible for the NCV
program. Moreover, the small gains registered by the NCV program
in the Navy and Air Force could well be due, at least in part, to the
additional $2700 in maximum net benefits it offers over the control
program. For a provision that has been criticized as much as has the
contribution requirement of VEAP, its removal seems to have done
remarkably little.* The concluding section of this report discusses the
important cost implications of this finding.. '

- U

ICongressional Budget Office (1982). p. 37.

The Marine Corps also showed an enlistment gain in this cell. relative to the con-
trol cell. .

3The Army retained its control program kickers in the NCV cell. so an explanatior.
for its poor showing does not lie there.

10rvis and Hawes (forthcoming) report a similarly small effect of a contribution
requirement. Eliminating such a requirement from a hypothetical $15,000 benefit pro-
gram raised the estimated enlistment rate in their survey sample by only 2.1 percent.
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Unlike the Noncontributory VEAP program. the Tuition/Stipend
program gave substantial and statistically significant enlistment
gains to both the Navy and Air Force. Indeed, the largest individual
service effect for any of the test programs came from Navy enlistees in
the Tuition,/Stipend cell. despite a list of eligible specialties that in-
cluded only about 10 percent of Navy training slots. This clearly casts
doubt on the common assertion that Navy and Air Force recruiters
could not effectively sell the test programs because so few enlistees
could quallfv for them. Perhaps recruiters were reticent about discuss-
ing details of the programs with potential recruits,® but apparently
knowing that &t least some of their recruits would qualify for a very
generous program led Navy and Air Force fecruiters to use -
educational benefits more aggressively in trying to sell young men on

. military service. Nonqualifying enlistees were still eligible, it must be

remembered, for basic VEAP. which promised a nominal benefit of
$8,100. The response to the Tuition/S; ipend program might have been
even larger in these two services had the program been more
generally available, but the current results indicate that even a very
narrowly targeted program, accompanied by a more modest basic
entitlement, can elicit a sizable enlistment response. As was the case’.
with the finding for the Noncontributory VEAP prograny, thi
some important cost implications.

_Probablv the most unexpected of the test results were the Navy’s
large enlistment gain in the UVK cell and the Army’s statistically
significant loss in the Tui}ion/Stipend eell. The Navy had no special

~ program .in the UVK celf. an¢ the Army, although it lost in the T/S

cell the advantage given by its control program kickers, did have in
T'S a much more generous program (see Tables 1 and 2). Both these
results are evidence of substantial interservice effects.

The magnitude of the Navy UVK response—greater than in the
Army-—seems unreasonably large. As a check ‘of this apparent effect,
we examined UVK and control cell enlistments dufi g the first nine
months of fiscal vear 1982. deriving a second set. of estimates of the
enlistment effects of the Ultra-VEAP kicker program (see App. D for
a complete discussion of the data and comparisons).’? For the Army
and Air Force, these second estimates are virtually identical to those
in Table 11. but the new estimate for the Navy indicates no spillover.
Apparently. part of the large spillover suggested by the FY81/FY80

"survey results in'Orvis and Hawes iforthcoming) show that in the Tuition‘Stipend
and Noncontributory VEAP cells the details of the programs were hut little understood
even among those high-quality youths who actually enlisted.

-8An Army policy change between fisca! years 1981 and 1982 clouded any interpreta-
tion of enlistment changes in the Noncontributory VEAP and Tuition. Stipend cells.

7J
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comparison is attributable either to the randomness of the data or to
some factor—affecting Navy enlistments only—that was not
controlled for in the regression. Combining the two estimates yields a
revised spillover estimate of approximately 5 percent.

That an Army program should raise Navy enlistments by 5 percent
can readily be explained. An examination of the skill channelling ef-
fects -of the programs. discussed in the next section, shows that many
individuals whose enlistments are -attributable to the test programs
chose specialties that did not qualify them for the special benefits.
Thus it should not be surprising that tlie Army’s advertising and sell-
ing of the Ultra-VEAP kicker program would increase enlistments in
the other services as well. Young people may -be initially attracted to
the military by the promise of postservice educational benefits, but
that apparently is not the most important consideration in their
subsequent choices of service and specialty. _

In contrast with the UVK results. which show spillovers from one

service into another, the Tuition/Stipend results indicate substantial |

interservice competition. Thenlistment gain that we mig ave ex-
pected to see for the Army has apparently been swamped by cross-
service movements resulting fromn the Army’s loss of its cdmpetitive

advdntage in educatienal benefits. These two sets of results appear to -

be contradictory. Perhaps we should not be surprised, however, to see
the Army losing benefitmriotivated recruits in the Tuition/Stipend cell
if it cannot seem to hold onto similar recruits in a cell in which it has
a considerable advantage. As we will see in the next section, educa-
tional benefits seem to move recruijts fromjthe Army combat arms into
other specialties much more readily than they do in the opposite di-
rection. Eliminating the Army’s advantage in educational benefits ap-
pears to have led to a flight of benefit-motivated recruits from the
Army. which they presumably view as ‘primarily a ground combat
force, into the apparently more attractive Navy and Air Force.
Taken together, the two sets of results on interservice efiects seem
to indicate that educational benefits are not as effective as an enlist-
ment incentive.in the Army as they are in the Navy and Air Force.
Further support for this hypothesis is found in the relative magni-
tudes of the Arn’%‘y Ultra-VEAP kicker response and the responses to

the Tuition/Stipend program in the Navy and Air Force. These two .

programs offered approximately the same increment over the respec-
tive services’ control programs (see Table 2). but the Navy ana Air
Force programs were much more limited in their coverage and, pre:
sumably. were more difficult to sell effectively. However. the reliab:!:-
ty of any comparisons of response rates is limited by the statistical
uncertainty surrounding the estimates. Substantially larger true -if-

< . »
.
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ferences across the services cannot be ruled out, so any conclusions

"based on observed.differences should be viewed as hypotheses.

TRENDS IN PROGRAM EFFECTS

There are a number of reasens why we might expect to observe
changes over tirae in the responses to the various test programs: lags
in the programs’ implementation, delayed effects of advertising, rapid
-exhaustion of the poo! of potential recruits with an interest in educa-
tional benefits, and enlistments during the test peried by individuals
who previously had rejected military service. Growing responses over
‘time would be evidence that the first two factors were operating,
whereas declining responses might indicate the last two. Appendix C
gives the results of twe attempts to uncover trends in the regressicn
estimates of program effects. Neither aitempt revealed statistically
signiﬁcant"changeé over time, and the inconsistent pattern of the
trends—rising in some cases, falling in others—suggests that the ob-
served trends are more an artifact of randora fluctuations than they
are irdicative of underlying change.

The lack of significant trends does not necessarily mean that we
have observed long-term, steady-state .esponse rates. As noted in 3ez.
.~ teaay--‘ate levels of awarenes. among high school counselors, .
s.arents, and others who influence e decisions of your.,g men may not
i -+& been achieved during the te . period. Building that awarenevs uf

4 aew program could weli tak~ several years, with littie ur ro trend-
-; parent in the {irst ten mor: hs. '
L,

‘NATIONWIDE TREN::8

' We sawin Table 7 **.. * the Army and Air Force experienced enlist-
ment gains betweer % tase and test periods, and the Navy a modest
de line. This is r -ivuec.i in the regression intercepts ("constant”),
which may be int: " 1a the change i.. *he logaritbm of nation-
wide enlistments : =i wi: a4 have occtiir<.’ w.d there been no test.
Converting these to e~ .itage change.. yields a 20 percent ificrease
for the Armv » 4 percent fall for the Mavy, and a 7 percent gain for
the Air For . : :-ts of these changes can Be attributed to changed
recruiting «: @ d.. -:ns, but the variables included in the modei, whose
effects are inciwued in the intercept terms, account for only about a 1
percent rise in ~alistments. Thus an explanation for the large Army
gain must be scught elsewhere. Among the likely candidates are the
very substantial policy changes implicit in the adoption of the new
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A¥QT norms and the imposition of a Congressional mandate calling
for fewer low-scoring recruits and more high school graduites. Both of
these changes would be expected to affect the Army most strongly, as
it was the service, with the lowest overall quality in FY80 accessions.’

The monthly coefficients suggest that the overall enlistment gains
(and losses) relative to the base period were not evenly spread over
the ten months of the test. When a more restrictive linear trend is
fitted in place of the monthly dummy variables, it indicates a signifi-
cant trend in the year-to-year gain only fér the Navy. In that service,

enlistments dropped during the test period by about 3 percent per

montii. r-lative to the base period trend. Whether this resulted from
dn "newlamed growth in enlistments ‘during the base period, or a
:zline during the test period, we 3 could not determine.

i,.AB(jR MARKET CONDITIONS 'AND RECRUITERS

The variables measuring changes in recruiting conditions always
enter the regression equations with theoretically correct signs, and
their parameter estimates, which measure the elasticities of enlist-

ments with respect to each of the variables, are generally statistically

significant.* The effects of unemployment and recruiters are the
best-identified in the regressions. The elasticity of enlistments with
respect to unemployment appears to be about 0.25, although the total

responsiveness of enlistments to changing business conditions is’

larger than is indicated by this elasticity alone because of the
apparently independent effects of changes in employment leveis and
weekly hours. The elasticity for recruiters is about 0.28 in the Army

znd Navy. The smaller elasticity found for Air Force recruiters has no

obvious explanation.
Results for the other three variables—changes in hourly earnings,

week!y hours, and total employment—are more mixed. Standzrd er-.

rors are large because these change variables exhibited little varia-
tion either over time or across areas. An important finding ef this
study is that the four related labor market variables do appear to

“The Army also reduced its total accession requirements between fiscal years 1980
and 1981. Freeing recruiters to devote more time to pursuing the more desirable classes
of recruits may have resulted in greater numbers of high-quality male enlistments.

"An elasticity indicates the percentage chunge in one variable resulting from a t
percent change in another variable. Although the model estimates these effects by
comparing differences across areas, it is reasonable to give the parameter estimates the
causal irwerpretation implicit in the term el.mllcn(\ because the differences compared
are in year-to-vear changes.

9Partial correlation coefficients among the three variables are not large. indicating
that collinearity is not the problem ‘
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have independent effects on military enlistments.' This study was
niot able to determine whether this is due to differences in the timing
of the movements of these variables over the business cycle, reflects
truly different effects on enlistments, or simply indicates that no one
alone measures the true earnings prospects of youths.

The indicator variables for the Army’s two-year options and for
three Navy MORE options show insignificant effects for these FY80

_test programs. The variable for the Navy "B” program was omitted

from the analysis because its coefficient was both large and of the
wrong sign. Effects found for the included indicator variables agree
well with those of Haggstrom et al. (1981). : T .

-SUMMARY

The regression analysis of the Educational Assistance Test Pro-
gram yields several important results. First, and in some ways most
important, it supported our initial confidenée in the quality of the test
area assignments. Despite some imbalances that arose during the
base and test periods, the regression results and the simpler cross-cell
comparisons imply identical conclusions. Some of the estimates of pro-
gram effects are altered when outside influences are controlled for,
but never by more than one or two percentage points.

The test results present a goherent, if perhaps somewhat unexpect-
ed. pxc/ture of the enlistment effects of the EATP programs. They pro-
vide the first definitive evidence that a sufficiently generous program
of educational benefits can help the services attract high-quality en-

. listees. A:program need not be available to all enlistees to have this
effect-. we have seen substantial enlistment responses to narrowly

targeted programs. The results also indicate that the contribution re-
quirement of VEAP has not been the culprit in the supposed inability
of that program to affect enlistments. If VEAP has a failing, it is more
likely to be that the $5,400 government payment that it promises is
simply too little to appeal to many young men and women with col-
lege aspirations. Finally, the test results indicate that both spillovers
and interservice competition were important in determining the over-
all enlistment responses, in individual services, to the EATP pro-
grams. '

The next section discusses the skill:channelling effects of the test
programs. In the concluding section the skill channelling results are

WHours and employment variables have not been included in previous models of
ehlistments. v *
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combined with the enlistment results of this section to yield some
interesting policy implications for the design of any new educational
benefits program. :




VI TEST RESULTS: SKILL
CHANNELLING

Each of the test programs had the potential to channel high-quality
enlistees into the eligible specialties, the designated “critical skills.”
This is true ¢en where the programs did not appear to have raised
the number of high-quality enlistments. The extent of skill channell-
ing is impowtant for two reasons. First, one of the purposes of target-
ing the test programs on critical skills was to encourage high-quality
enlistees to enter those specialties. A targeted program that brings in
no new enlistees might still be a cost-effective means of raising the
number or quality of enlistees in hard-to-fill specialties. Second, the
extent of skill channelling is an important determinant of a targeted
program’s cost effectiveness as an enlistment incentive. If the pro-
gram induces a large movemen*, into the eligibie specialties, compared
with the number of new recruits it brings into the force, it would have
a high cost per additional recruit; if the movement is small, the pro:
gram could be much cheaper than an untargeted program designed to
yield the same number of enlistments. .

Skill channelling by a program is evidenced by a larger enlistment
effect in the eligible specialties than in all-specialties, a correspond-
ingly smaller effect (possibly negative) in the ineligible specialties,
and thus a rise, compared with the control cell, in the proportion of
enlistees entering the program-eligible specialties. In both the Army’
and the Air Force, the twe services for which specialty data were
available, these tests show substantial skill channelling. For deter-
mining the cost effectiveness compared with an untargeted program,
the important question is whether the program has affected enlist-
ments in the ineligible specialties. With an untargeted program, the
‘population eligible for the benefits swells by exactly the nuinber of
enlistees brought in by the program; the ineligible skills—nonexis-
tent by definition—cannot be affected. With a targeted program, the
eligible population may increase by a larger or smaller number than
the increase in total enlistments: if larger, the number of enlistments
-in the ineligible specialties will decline; if smaller, ineligible-specialty
enlistments will rise. On the one hand, not all recruits whose enlist-
ments are attributable to the program will choose an eligible specialty
(see the discussion of skill channelling in Sec. IID); on the other hand,
. the availability of the program may affect the speciaity decisions of
" recruits who would have enlisted had there been no program. The.

& B



skill channelling resuits below suggest that the more narrowly target-
ed is a program, the more will the former effect predominate.

ARMY RESULTS

Table 12 displays counts of high-quality male enlistments in the
program-eligible and ineligible specialties during the ten months of
the test and base periods, by test cell, and compares the cells in terms
of their year-to-year gains. The eligible-speciaity counts are the sums
of enlistments in the Group 1 skills over the entire ten-month period
and enlistinents in Group Il skills over the period March to Septem-
ber. Enlistments in Group II skills during December to February are

Table 12

COMPARISONS OF YEAR-TO-YEAR GAINS IN ARMY,
HicH-QuaLiTY MALE ENLISTMENTS:
EATP ELIGIBLE SPECIALTIES AND ALL SPECIALTIES

Eniistment Contracts

- e ¢ A i Relative
Category/ Base Test Ratio Increase
Test Cell Period Period Test to Base (Percent)
Eligible '
Control 6572 8553 1.3014 -
UVK 2188 3331 1.5224 17.0 (3.8)a
NCV 1909 2664 1.3955 7.2 (4.1)
T/S 2012 2720 1.3518 3.9 (4.0)
Total 12681 17268 - 1.3617 -
incligible
Control 5469 6097 1.1148 —
JVK 2001 2210 1.10441 -0.9 (4.3)
NCV - 1840 1892 1.0283 -7.8 (4.5)
T/S 1738 1564 .5999 -19.3 (4.7)
Total 11048 11763 13647 —
All
Control 12041 14650 S2LRT —
UVK 4189 5541 1.8220 8.7 (2.8)
NCV 3749 4556 1.2153 -0.1 {3.0)
T/S 3750 4284 1.1424 -6.1 (3.0)
1.

Total 23729 29031 2234 —

a.A.pproximaLc standard errors are in parentheses.

-~
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included in the counts of ineligible specialties. The Group I skills are
the primarily combat arms specialties that were eligible throughout
the test, and the Group 1l skilis those various specialties that were
added in March. The table also reproduces the counts and compari-
sons for total high-quality male enlistments from Table 7. The
standard err-s for the program effect estimates is, the table are only
approximate. but should give a broad indication of their precision.”

The estimates of the program effects that appear in the last column
suggest that skill channelling did take place. Again, the control cell
indicates what would have happened nationwide in the absence of the
test programs: a shift toward the program-eligible specialties and
away from the ineligible. perhaps because of a deliberate policy
change by the Army Recruiting Command. or perhaps because the
greater proportion of high-quality recruits among FY81 enlistees
forced many of them to choose the less-attractive “critieal skills” that
happened to be eligible for special educational benefits. In the three -
test program cells this shift was mere pronounced. afd of approxi-
mately equal magnitude. The Noncontributory VEAP program raised
eligible-specialty enlistments about seven percentage points more
than it did total enlistments. the Ultra-VEAP kicker program by
eight points, and the Tuition/Stipend program by ten points. Although
they were ineffective as enlistment incentives, the NCV and T/S pro-
grams had substantial skill channelling effects.

The UVK cell presents a picture very much like what we would
expect of an untargeted program: all of the enlistment gain appears in

“the eligible specialties. This does not mean, however. that the pro- °

cesses leading to this result were the same. The resuits for the other
programs strongly suggest that a large part of the 17 percent gain for
the eligible specialties under the UVK program consisted of recruits
whose specialty choices. but not their decisions to enlist. were affected
hy the program. The obvious corollary is that many recruits whose
enlistments ure attributable to the UVK program chose ineliginle spe-
cialties.

p

YAlthough these estimates of the programs’ enlistment effects are not as good as
thuse derived from she regression equalion presented in the.previous section. they ure
mure cots sarable with the specialty-specific estimates in the top part of the table. Lack-
ing a theeretical model of the specialty selection process. we did not attempt to control
for civilian labor market and ciher influences in a regression model.

“Hapgstrom et al, 11981, Ann. G derive an expression for standard ervors in this
cise. under the aseumptions of th Poisson model described in Sec. IV. The errors re-
ported here are based on that expression, but were inflated somewhat because our
req:ession work indicated that the model shigbtly understated the true vartance in the
enlistment counts It should be noted, 1n additlon, that the applicability of the Poisson
model to the case af specialty-specific erlistments is not as clear as it is in the case of
total enlistments. ©



A separate-examination of the Group 1 and Group 1i skills presénts
a more complex picture of the channelling process. During the Decem-
ber to February period. when only the Group I skills were eligible for
the program. the UVK cell outperformed the control eell by 11 percent
in total enlistments and bv 6 percent in the ineligible specialties, but
by only 16 percent in the eligible specialties. It thus appears that the
tendency of even benefit-attracted recruits to choose attractive spe-
ciaities offset the skill channelling effect of the UVK program among

. reeruits who would have enlisted anyway, when the program was
limited to the predominantly combat arms specialties of Group I.
When the test programs were opened to the Group 1I skills in March,
those specialties experienced an amazing 57 percent enlistment gain
in the UVK cell relative to the control cell. For the combat arms
skills, however, the relative gain dropped to under 8 percent, about
the same as the gain in total enlistments. In other words, during the -~
period March to September the combat arms specialties got only their
proportional share of the enlistees brought inte the Arimy by the UVK
program; there wus no skill channelling into these specidlties.’

The effect of adding the Group II skills is alsoj!ﬂ?trated in Table
13. which shows ‘the distribution of high-guality male enlistments
among the three specialty groups (I, 11, and other), for varicus periods,
in the control and UVK cells.d Lookmg first at the base period we see
that the two cells exhibited essentially identical distributions durm‘7 !
that period, and in both the early and later parts of the period. |
Approximately 47 percent of these enlistees.entered ‘the Group I '
skills, 8 to 9 porcent the Group II. and 44 percent the other skills. The :
distribution was slightly different during the early part of the test |
period. with more enlistees entering the Group I and II specialties. As @
noted above, in the control cell this change has at least two possible
explanations. The larger Group I proportion in the UVK cell.
however, indicates that the test program may have Helded a small
shift into those specialties.

The uddition of the Group II skills to the eligibility list chnnged the
distribution of enlistees. In the control cell. with its progr: - - of small-
er VEAP kickers. the addition apparently resulted in @ st.... into the
new specialties. Though small in comparison with total e.. ..stments
the shift raised Group 1l enlistments by 20 percent. Of course, part or

all of this shift may have been due to changed recruiting policies, or
the relative filling up during previous months of the Group 1 training

Weonut the NCV and T S cells to simplify the table. Data for those twa colls vield
the same general conclusions.
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_ Table 13

SpECIALTY DISTRIBUTION OF HiGH-QUALITY Maig
ENLISTMENTS. BY PERIOG AND CELL

(Percent)
Base Periord Test Period *
R Control ! Control UVK
Dec-Febd -
Group 1 17.6 v 53.7 52.7
Group 1l 8.1 0 10.2 10.4
Other 44.3 14.€ 33.1 36.9
(N (@281) (115D (4217)  (1642)
Mar-Sep ’
Group | 17.6 45.5 18.7 16.6
Jreup 1 B4 89 12.3 16.6
Other 410 + 455 39.0 36.8
(N) (8760} 3035) (10133) (3899)

a .
4N = number of enlistees.

slots (the shift came at the expense of Group .} Looking at the UVK
cell. however, e see an even larger shift, and most of this larger shift
must be attributed to the UVK program.’ As was the case in the
control cell. this shift into the newly opened specialties appears tc
have come entirely at the expense of Group I jobs. The addition of
noncombat jobs-——clerks, mechanics, cooks, and others—to the list of
specialties eligible for the UVK program caused no new channelling
of enlistees from ineligible into eligible skilis. The addition did,
however, cause many enlistees who would have chosen a combat arms
job had the eligibility list been more restricted, to choose instead one
of the apparently more attractive Group 1I jobs. To make matters even
worse, there is no evidence (see App. C) that expanding the list raised
the total enlistment response to the program.

-

14 is very unlikely that all Group 1 training slots were filled for the entire year, but
if these speciaitics were well filled compared with others. they would have been offered
to potential recruits less often than earlier in the.year. ’ .

5The Army Recruiting Command’s job reservation system does not permit regional
allocations of training slots. Thus, the UVK cell did not have a set of Group 1 openings
that it could “use up” any faster than the other cells.

- . - 8 d . k
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AIR FORCE RESULTS,

Eligibility for the test programs was much more limited in the Air
Force than it was in the 2iomy. Dering the base period, fewer than 18
percent of high-quality males entered one of the specialties that a
year Ister would be eligible for the Noncontributory VEAF and Tui-
tion Stipend programs. Table 14 show.. that enlistments in these spe-
clalties were raised considerably by the two programs. and they were
raised by greater percentages than were total enlistments. For the
two test cells (NCV and T $) together. the proportion of total enlist-
ments accounted for by the eligible  wecialties roge from 17.2 percent
In toe Base - rwod to 194 percent curire the test. In contrast, the
proportion in the control cell roge only fiv.n 17.5 to 18.2 percent. Al-
though the differences between eligible- and i»eligible-specialty en-
listment gain. {nr the test programs ma, not be statistically

o ———

Table 14
N .
Co: “ARISONS OF YEAP To-YEAR GAINS IN AIR FoRrce
Hicu-Quavrity MALE ENLISTMENTS:
EATP ELIGIBLE SPECIALTIES AND ALL SFICIALTIES

I3

Enlistment Contracts

: o Reldtive
. 1

Category!/ Base Test Ratio Increase

Test Cell Period Period Test to Base (Percent) o
Eliginic ’
Control 2970 3305 1.1128 - )
NCV 916 1151 1.2566 12.9 (6.4)"
R T!S 835 1066 1.2766 11,7 (6.7)
Total 5909b 6671 1.1290 -
Ineligible
Cantrol 14012 14850 1.0598
NCV 1179 1192 1.0719 1.4
T/S 1275 1700 1.0994 3.7
Total 27529 20671 1.0778 -
Al
Control 16982 18155 1.0691 =
NCV 5095 5613 1.1076 3.6 (2.8)
T/S 5110 5766 1.1284 5.6 (2.8)
Total -~ 33438 36312 1.0868

u.»\pproximau- standard errors are in parentheses.
bTotals include UVK cell.
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significant at standard confidence levels. the consistency of the results
for the two programs suggests that <kill channelling did tdke place.
The test programs do not appear to have channelled all of the re-
¢ruits they brought into the Air Foree into one of the eligible skills.
Although the effects in the ineligible specialties are too small to per-
mit Grm conclusions. they indicate that substantial numbers of those
reeruits whose enlistments are attributable to the test programs en-
tered ineligible specialties. In the case of the Tuition Stipend pro-
gram. for example, the 3.7 percent gain in the ineligible specialties,
which account for 80 percent of high-quality male enlistees, repre-
sents as large a number of vecruits as does the 14.7 percent gain for
the covered specialties. Thus, the eligible-specialty gain accounts for
only half of the total enlistment gain, and at least some of the special-
tv shift must represent the movements of recruits who would have
vnhsted had there-been no special program. We cannot determine
whether some individuals who were initially attracted to the Air

. Force by one of the test programs were s discouraged by the limited

-

set of specialties covered as to not enlist, but those who did enlist
appear to have made their specialty choices on much the same basis
as anyv other high-quality recruit.

CONCLUSIONS -

Specialty-specific data for the Army and Air Force show evidence of
<kill channetling effects for rthe EATP programs. These effeets were
more pronounced in the Army. with its high proportion (,f'j()ngpL*n-
ingx covered, than in the Air Force. Because the Air Force programs
were narrowly targeted, however, the smaller shifts they g)mduced, in
terms of numbers. still led 14 substantial pereentage gains in the
covered specialties. The extent of ¢hannelling wis not affected hy the
Army’s addition of noricombat specialties to the eligibility hist, but the
nature of the channelling was: the enlistment gains in the new skills
came at the expense of enlistments in the combat arms. It appears
‘{:h\:ll an educational benefit program must be rather narrowly turget-
odon the combat arms if it is to-have much effect there.

The availability of the test programs affected the specidliy choices
both of those recruits whose enlistments were'attribu’able’te the pro-

“prams and of those who would have enlisted had there been 1.+ special

programs. Pirticularly. noteworthv is the incompleteness of “1e skill
channelling among the former group: only for the Army - Ultra-
VEAP kicker program are the data consistent with the b othesis
that all enlistees brought in by the program chose an eligiblc special-
tv. and the results for the other Army programs strongly suggest that

8o
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the UVK results actually reflect only partial channelling of the bene-

fit-ind .oed enlistees. The Air Foree programs appear to have chan-

nelled. into the program-eligible specialties. no more than half of the
additional enlistees they hrought in. Navy -pecialty data, were they
avatlable, would undoubtedly present a similar picture: with only 10
percent of Navy training slots covered, Tuition Stipend cell enlist-
ments in the eligible specialties would have had to have doubled—a
very unlikely event—to absorb all the recruits brought into the Navy
by that program. '

Viewed strictly as an enlistment incentive, a targeted program
might seem to have an advantage over an untargeted program be-
cause targeting limits the size of the group that might receive cco-
nomic rents—pavments to individuals who would have ehiisted had
there been no program. WhetRer a targeted program is in fact supe-
rior, however. depends on the ¥nhswers to two guestions. First. does
targeting discourage enlistments? The test offers no direct evidence
on this point, but the substantial enlistment effects of the very nar-
rowly targeted Tuition Stipend program in the Navy and Air Force
suggest that, at the very least, targeting does not reduce enlistments
in proportion to the size of the targeted group. Second. does targeting
discourage qualifyving for benefits? Here, the answer is a clear affirm-
ative. So many recruits were discouraged that for none of the pro-
grams that had any appreciable enlistment effect was there any
inflow into the covered specialties, net of the gain in total enlist-
ments. An untargeted program necessarily expands the pool of poten-
tial recipients by exactly the anlcunt of its enlistment effect: these
targeted programs not only created po more expansion, when narrow-
ly targeted they created even less. Undoubtedly. this result was due .
in part to the availability of basic VEAP in the specialties not covered
by the test proghams, so it shovld not be expected to hold if educa-
tiona! benefits were available enly in selected specialties. For a two-.
tier program of the. tyvpe implicitly tested here. however. narrow tar-
geting appears to offer a means for limiting payment of the larger
benefit to those recruits most strongly’ committed to obtaining it.
While not conclusive. the skill channelling results definitely suggest
that a targeted program of educational benefits would cost less. per
additional recruit attracted, than one that is untargeted.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS

No one kn»w, when termination of GI Bill educational benefits was
being considered in 1976, what the effect would be on military enlist-
ments. Though it was widely lauded as good for veterans, for the ser-
vices, and for the countiy, the GI Bill was seen as an expensiv-
holdover from the era of conscription. Under the draft, educational
benefits were viewed as a way to corapensate young men.ir.r their two
years of hard, low-paid service to country; to help restore the educa-
tional opportunities they had lost as a result of their service; to assist
in their readiustment to civilian life; to improve the educational. at-i
tainment of he nation as a whole; and last, and probably least, to
help the services recruit volunteers. With the draft ended, and mili-
tary pay raised to a level comparable with pay in the civilian econ-
«my. many of these goals seemed less important. Why should a
volunteer, who for his own reasons decides that the military is a good
place to spend three or more years of his life, require all these forms
of assistance? Why indeed, the Congress answered, and did away with
the GI Bill. '

The principal defect that the Congress saw in the Gl Bill was its
cost. Members were not convinced that its goals were made obsolete
by the ending of the draft, so veterans’ educational assistance was not
eliminated, simply reduced, and a requirement was added that to re-
ceive government assistance servicemembers set aside some of their
military pay to help finance their education. Benefit levels were
greatly reduced; instead of the $270 per morth or more, for up to 45
months, that the GI Bill was offering in 1976, the new Veterans Edu-
cational Assistance Program (VEAP) offered a maximum of $150 per
month for 36 months. The saving, or “contribution,” requiremegt of
the new plan was expected to further reduce costs by limiting pay-
ments to those veterans who were most committed to pursuing higher
education. The adoptioﬁ of VEAP set the stage for continuing debate
on educational benefits, ultimately leading to the 1981 Educational
Assistance Test Program.

POLICY DEBATE AND THE TEST

VEAP was by some accounts a failure. Participation in the plan
during its first few years was low—Iless than 25 percent of 1978 enlis-
tees’enrolled—and the services found themselves unable to attract as

-~
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‘any high-quality reeruits as they desired. Whether these recruiting
“ealties were a product of the change in educational assistance
; we may never know. but by 1978 Cengress was feconsidering its
¢ cost-cutting measures. 1t divected the Departinent of Defense
to o teet an experiment, during 1979, te determine the effectiveness

of enh.: -« 2nis to the VEAP offering, and a two-yvear enlistment
option, 1. & . <ting high-quality enlistees to the Army and Navy.
The Muiti,*  -ption Recruiting Experiment (MORYE) yielded incon-
clusive reset “he VEAP enhancements of $2.00C t¢ $4,000, called
“kickers.” - . .7 ioraise high-quality male enlistments by about 7
percent. it ot . i “he design left considernbie uncertainty about
the pres « wra .o o hie increase, but MORE did provide the first
experimne:.  #. Jenoe i olucational assistance could be un effec-

‘ive induse nwnt fo‘ vounz men to enlist.

The 19: 1 ilducativn.s! Sssistance Test Program (EATP) wes horn in
part out of the incerclusivenoss of the MOKE resuits. Convincead that
the MORE kickers were m. ply too'smal! to yieid a measurable re-
sponse, the Army requesiet a test of larger kickers. At the «<ame time,
the House wis proceeting 4 th plans fer a test of 2 new program—one
hased on the model of the Wortd War IT GI Bill, with its separate
tuition assistance and subsistence allowance components. The Senate
Armed Services Commitiee, however, developed u lese generous plan
which merely eliminated the VEAP cortribution requirement: The
competing plans were reconciled in conference by a simple expedient:
the Department of Defense was told to tost both.

Three plans were thus to be tested in ti:e EATP: larger kickers of
$8.000 to $12,000 for the Army only (Ultra- V APF kickers). a Noncon-
tributory VEAP plan. and a program that <cme have called the Tui-
‘tion:Stipend plan. Ail three werc more gerzrous than the program in
place during 1980: i-»sic VEAP for al’ the services. plus $2.000 to™,

" $6.000 Kickers for certain high-ouality “rmy enlistees. All three were
res'v,cted. in the test design. to high scirooi graduates of above aver-
age aptitude who ¢nlisied for certain suwecified “critical skills.” A
fourth plan. serving as th.: control program. rotained the 1980 offer-
ing of each of the services. Only one of the fu. - rograms, the Tuition/
Stipand Plan, himited the Army to the same level of bﬂneﬁt% as the
other services ;

The test dehlgii “Tered pach of the programs in a set of geograph-
ically Mspersed ¢ .:1s 0i *he country, and the test cells were made
large eriougli to give the - . rosults & desired degree of precision. The
test Yegan on December 1. 1985 and ended on September 30, 1981,

Tl.ree important limitaticns of the test should be borns* in rnind.
Fire.. the test comprised co.. plex experimentai treatments; indeed.
.ome of the programs posed more questions than could be answwred.

8¢
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The Tuition Stipend pla:n. in particular. differed irom the control pro-
gram in many respects. Although the test could show che impact. of ahl
of these features together. 1t could not unravel tieir separate effecis.
Second. all of the programs restricted the new educational benefits to
certain types of enlistees: high-quality recruits who were witling to
enter one of the designated critical skills. Even though some of the
test resuits carry implications that bear on the effectiveness of & ven-
eral entitlement pregram. this test was not designed to demonstrate
the effects of a universal program oven to all enlistees. Third, aware-
ness of the programs among potential recruits and those who intlu-
ence their decisions may have been lower than would be the case “or a
permanent program, and adveriising undertaken to correct this y:rob-
lem may have had a diréct effect on enlistments. Thus, the “prayram
effects” found may understate the long-term steady-state effects ¢f the
programs and, perhaps offsetting this. may inciude divect effects of

the greater advertising expenditures in the fest cells.

TEST RESULTS

Despite its liviitations, the Educational Assi.rance Test Program
vielded several impariant results. Not the least of these is the clear
ir.iication of the efficacy of controlied experimer.ts for determining
the efli - s of poposed new programs. Had this quality been better
recognized in i976. perhups the effecis ol educational benefits could
have been demonstrt>d much ear’ier.! In addition, the test showed
why an adequate . xuerimental control group is important. Lacking
one in the EATP. we might have been led incorrectis to attribute the
Army enlistment gains of 14 to 32 percent, between 1980 and 1981.
entirely to the three test progeams.

The test also yvielded some more iimmediately uscful results. First. it
grov..ed the only strong evidence that a sufiiciently generous pro-
irram of veterans edueaticnal ber - its can bring high-quality recruits
‘ito the military. The Army's Ultra-VEAP kicker program raised
Army enlistments ui"’high-quality males by about 9 percent. and not
at the expense of enlistments in the other services. This is a consider-
abl: larger enlistment gain than theoretical examinations of the pro-
gram have indicated would f‘wgr.f

- "-‘.‘

IWEAP was enacted as a five-vear “test.” but with notontrol provided it was impos-
rsible to deterniae s effeces. / C

“See, for examy - Congressional Budget Offfee (1882). Section I describes the CBO
methodoiogy for esumating --nlisunent effects and points out its limitations.
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Second. the test results suggest that the contribution requirement
of VEAP has not resulted in significant enlistment losses. The Non-
contributory VEAP program yielded only small enlistment gains—
virtually none in the Army. where the program was most generally
available. and only in the Air Force was the response statistically
different from zero. This is not to say that a switch to a nencontributo-
rv program would not help recruiting. but it does suggest that the
costs of such a switch should be examined very carefully before it 1s
made.

Third. the results indicate thdt giving the Army a more generous
prograr than the other services is not simply a way of helping the
Army,while keeping costs down; putting the services on an equal foot-
ing. even with a program that is more generous than the Army’s cur-
rent offering, might actually hurt Army recru1t1ng This conclusion is
based on the enlistment resuits for the Tuition/Stipend program,

‘which was more generous than the Army’s control program but gave

all the services the same maximum benefit. It reduced Army high-
quality male enlistments while increasing enlistments in the Navy
and Air Force. This result is. of course. for one particular program,
limited to certain enlistees, and implemented on a test basis. A per-
manent general entitlement might have a greater market expansion
effect, large enough. to offset the cross-service movements and leave
the Army with a net enlistment gain. Even were this to happen, how-
ever, .it appears that the Army would be least helped by any new
educational benefits program that did not maintain the current differ-
ential among the services.

Fourth, the test has shown that a program of. educational benefits
need not be open to dll enlistees to have an impact on total enlist-
ments. In the Air Force, the specialties open to the test programs
accounted for less than 20 percent of 1980 high-quality male enlist-
ments, and in the Navy for only about 10 percent, yet both services
showed substantial enlistment gains under the Tuition/Stipend pro-
gram. The gains were so large in fact, that it is quite clear that many .
of those recruits whose enlistments were attributable to this program
chose specialties that did not qualify them for the special benefits.

Finally—a point related to the previous one—it is now apparent
that educational benefits can be used to channel high-quality enlis-
tees into specific skills thardly surprising), but ‘the extent of that
channelling depends on both the proportion of speciaities open to the
program and their nature. In the Army, th~ service with the greatest
number of specialtieg eligible for the fest programs, the number of
enlistees added to covered spec1altle< under the Ultra-VEAP kicker
program was as large as the tot. enli.tment gain for the program. In
the Air Force this was not thz ase. In addition, the expansion of the
Army list of ellglble specialties in the middle of the test yielded an

Sy
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ur.cxpected result. The new jobs. none of them combat related. drew
many enlistees away frum the combat arms and the addition of the
jobs had -no apparent effect on total high-quality enlistments. An
Army educational benefit program apparently must be very tightly
focused if it is to help the combat arms.

The last result—what happened when the Army list was expanded
—suggests part of the explanation for the Army's poor showing under
the Tuition/Stipend program. With its image as a service offering pri-
marily ground combat jobs, the Army may be viewed less favorably
among those who are attracted to the military by educational benefits
than among those who enter for other reasons. If this is the case—and
the test results here are only suggestive—it strengthens the enpecta-
tion that a new GI'Bill would not help Army recruiting as much as it
would the recruiting of the Navy and Air Force

”

COST CONSIDERATIONS

Interpretations of the test results are strengthened by a simple ex-
amination of costs. A complete examination of costs is not currently
possible because it would require information on participation and
benefit. usage under VEAP and the VEAP kickers. information that
will not be available until those programs have been in place for sev-
eral more vears. For now. we must be content with indications of di-
rections, rather than magnitudes. It appears that two features of some
or all of the tested programs could be used to reduce the cost of an
educational benefit program: targeting on certain specialties and a
contribution requirement. A third feature, targeting on high-quality
enlistees, also has cost-saving implications, but these were not ad- -
dressed by the test.

- Targeted programs are generally seen as a way to minimize costs by
focusing benefit dollars where they are most required, but this is too
narrow a view. A targeted program may be more cost etfective than
an untargeted even when viewed solely as an enlistment incentive.
We saw in the Navy and Air Force results'that a targeted program
can ra‘se total enlistments by an amount that is out of proportion to
the liniited coverage of the eligible specialties. We saw further that
the enlistment gains of a narrowly targeted program are not accom- -
panied by a large shift into the covered specialties. Indeed, narrow
targeting appears to spread the total enlistment gain across both
covered and uncovered specialties; discouraging even those enlistees
who were initially attracted to the service by the benefits from choos-
irlg a qualifying skill. With an untargeted program, of course, all en-

i
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listees are in eligible specialties..A targeted program would appear to |
he more cost effective because targeting does riot seem to discourage
many potential recruits from enlisting, but it does discourage partici-
pation. )

The cost advantage of a contributory program isclear. and the test
resuits show that the cost savings are not offset by a corresponding
reduction in enlistments.* This result is_confirmed by the survey data
reported by Orvis and Hav forthcoming). A contribation
requirement offers additional co~.  -ings, however, savings that are
perhaps less widely recognized, when the benefit program offers
special enhancements to certain enlistees. Earning of the kickers
tested in EATP and MORE has always been tied to participation in
basic VEAP. By discouraging from the kicker program those enlistees
who are orly marginally comrmitted to pursuing postservice
education, the contribution requirement limits the payment of rents.
Kickers will go primarily to those whose interest in education is so
strong that they would not have enlisted had there been no kicker
program.

A contribution requirement may b. _uastly criticized 1f1t discourages
from participation those enlistees who can benefit most from higher

- education. or whom seciety would most like to see get that <ducation.

Although it was not a stated goal of the GI Bill to help the disadvan-
taged, or to raise the general level of education, these purposes have
certainly been raised in discussions of military educational benefits. It
is beyond the scope of this study to evaluate these arguments, but we
can note that blacks and Hispanics were overrepresented among par-
ticipants in VEAP during its first two years.

One positive effect of & contribution requirement is that it dnscour-
ages use of education services as consumption goods. Under the GI
Bill, the cost to veterans of mary courses of study was zero or even
negative. As a result, we saw examples of courses that were undertak-
en not to raise the individual's earning potential, but simply because
he wanted to build a color television, or learn to fly, or merely to
collect the extra money the GI Bill provided. There is nothing wrong
with such activities per se, but the arguments that are generally
raised in support of government subsidies to education—capital mar-
kets are imperfect, society as a whole captures some of the gains from
an individual's education—do not apply to education undertaken for

_its immediate consumption value. An in-service contribution require-

)
.

Hndeed. the results make it appear that potential recruits are deterred neither by
the -equirement that they temporarily forgo income nor by the provision that one-tHird

of the $8.100 maximum benefit promised by VEAP must come out of their own pockets.
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ment does not eliminate these activities, hut it is likely to reduce
them. ‘ Yo, '

The Congressional Budget Office (1982) has recently estimated the
long-term costs of four alternative programs. two of which closely
resemble the Ultra-VEAP kicker and Noncontributory VEAP plans
tested in EATP. Continuing the Army’s $8.000 to $12.000 kickers,
with ornly basic VEAP for the other three services. would result in a
steady-state annual program cost of $139 million (1983 dollars), ac-
cording to CBO. Remdving the contribution requirement of that plan

would increase the annual cost fivefold. to $720 million. Although .

CBO is more optimistic about the erlistment effeet of remeving the
contribution requirement than our test results indicate they should
be, their calculations show a more than threefold increase in the cost
per additional recruit attracted by the educational benefit programs.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The test results, and these simple cost considerations, have several
implications for future policy.

First, serious consideration should be given to retaining a contribu-
tion requirement in any new military educational benefits program.
Low participation. rates in VEAP have been cited as evidence that the

dicating that the contributory feature of VEAP has accomplished its
purpose of reducing program costs while ensuring that the limited
funds available for educational assistance have gone to those enlistees
with the greatest commitments to further education. Even if a modest
noncontributory program is adopted, special enhancements for select-
ed enlistees, which could be made the principal drawing cards of the
pregram, could be designed to include a contributory feature.
Second, any program should.be skilltargeted. Targeted programs
bring in more enlistees than might be expected given the proportion
of specialties covered, and they may bring in as many as would be
attracted by a general program offering the same maximum benefit.
A complete examination of costs almost certainly would reveal a tar-
geted program to be more cost effective as an enlistment incentive
than an untargeted program. Young people apparently react to the
maximim benefit available, regardless of whether the program is tar-
geted or not, contributory or noncontributory. When they find that
they must carry a rifl 1o earn that maximum benefit, rather than run
a computer, most apparently do not respond by not enlisting, and the
choice of whether to take the higher benefit by selecting one of the
targeted specialties ultimately lies with them. Keeping the list of

9

_program has been ineffective, but they could instead be taken as in- -
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covered specialties short—and particularly restricting it to the less
attractive hard-to-fill skills—with a much more modest bernefit for
other jobs. will ensure that most of the dellars spent will go to those
enlistees who most want to continue their education. and whose deci-
sions to enlist were most influenced by the availability of postservice
educational benefits. )

Finally. in the design of a new program some recognition must be
made of the special problems faced by the Army. Youths whe are mo-
tivated to enlist by the promise of educational benefits seem to be less
willing than others te serve in the ground combat arms. Given a
choice. they will choose a noncombat job over a combat job within the
Army, and more generally will choose the Navy or Air Force over the
Army. To help the Army with a targeted educational benefits pro-
gram, it is not enough to give the Army a longer list of covered spe- -
cialties. This was made-clear in tize Tuition/Stipend cell, where the
Army offered the program to thres :imes as many recruits as the Air
Force, and six times as many as the Navy, yet arparently lost recruits
to both services. A new program that did not allow the Army to offer
greater maximum benefits than the other services—even a program
more generous than the current—would reduce the Army’s share, and
perhaps even its number. of high-quality er:listments.

The Army’s special problem does not necessarily mean that any
extra help it is given should come from more generous educctional
benefits than the other services. If educational benefits are indeed a
less effective means of attracting recruits to the Army than to the
Navy and Air Force, other incentives should be considered. A hinus
for three-year Army enlistees, for example, might be combined wiili a
skill-tar eted educaticnal benefit program. This assumes, of course,
that the Army current'y needs special help, which is less clear now
than it was in 1980. High-quality male enlistments in the Army were
up substantially in fiscal ycar 1981 over their 1980 levels, and results
{or fiscal year 1982 indicate that the improvement in the quzlity of
Army enlistees is continuing.

These conclusions do not imply that a new educational benefit pro-
gram, or even the retention of the existing VEAP (plus Army kick-
ers), is necessarily desirable. There are as yet no good estimates of the
costs of such programs. The recent Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates appear to be the best available, but their reliability is question-
able because they depend upon assumiptions about enlistment effects
that appear to be understated, given the EATP results. CBO also was
forced to estimate costs based on GI i1l usage rates, which may not
give accurate indications of usage by VXA and VEAP-kicker partici-
pants. Within the next few years, datz wiil become available on bene-
fit payments to kicker-eligible v-terans who enlisted during the 1979

Vol
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experiment. Until those data are analyzed. we will remain uncertain
about the balance of cos: and benefits for a program of the type we
suggest, although it should be cost superior to the noncontributory,
untargeted programs generally being considered. In the meantime,
we should examine closely the effectiveness and costs of alternative
means for bringing highly qualnf‘wd individuals into the military ser-
vices. ’

A new GI Bili has been advocated &« a way to save the All Volunx-
teer Force, to reward service to country, and to turn military service
from a job i1to an opportunity for advancement. The Educational As-
sistance Test Program could not Teveal whether a GI Bill would ac-
complish these purposes. What it has shown 1s that educational
assistance tied to servicg in the military does have some appeal to
today’s youth, and can assist the services in their efforts to attract
highly qualified recruits. It has show, further, a way t. accomplish -
many of the recruiting objectives of « new GI Bill without the high
costs usually estimated for such a, program: restrict the maximum
payment to enlistees in a iimited number of military specialties, and
require the enlistee to demonstrate his commitment to study by set-
ting aside some of his military pay to help with college expenses. Two
important questions remain: (1) Would some alternative enlistment
incentive be a more cost-effective means of helping the services at-
tract quality recruits and (2) does the experience of the 1960s mean
that such heip, which seemed so obviously needed in the late ',19703, is
no longer required? These issues may weil be the focus of debate on
any new program of military educational assistance.

¢
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4

MILITARY SPECIALTIES ELIGIBLE FOR

TEST PROGRAMS..

Table A1

AIrR FORCE SPECIALTIES ELIGIBLE

AFSC
20731
20732
208307
16130
16230

16130
81130

FOR TEST PROGRAMS

Title,” .

Morse System Operator
Printer Systems Operator
“Voice Processing Specialist
Munitions Systems Specialist
Aireraft Arinament Systems Speciaiist
C(A,B,C,D,E F, G HJ 7
"Explosive Ordnance Disposal Specialist
Security Specialist

2 Also oli’giblf- for enlistrtent bonus, as of
December 1. 1980.

.
e

Table A.2

Navy SPECIALTIES ELIGIBLE FOR TEsT PROGRAMS

Rating
STS
STGH
: cTi*
- T™T?
E1¢
) _ EMY
v 1C!

TM(SS)*
RM

sM?
cTT?
CTR*

Title
SONAR Techinician (Submarine) <+ ©
SONAR Technician (Surface)
Cryptologic Technician Interpretive
Torpedoman’s Mate (Technical)
Elcctronics Technician — Nuclear Field
" Electrician's Mate - Nuclear Field
Interior Communications Electrician —
Nuclear Field

Torpedoman’s Mate (Sulymarine)
Radioman :
Signalman N
Cryptologic Technician Technical ~
Crxptoloy:e Technician™Collection

A 7Also eligible for enlistment bonus, as of

O
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Table A.3 N

ARMY SPECIALTIES ELIGIBLE FOR
TesT PROGRAMS—GRoup 1

MOS Title . 4
OaB:1 " Radio Opera".or »
oiC! Radio Teletype Operator -

05D  EW/SIGINT Identifier/Locator '
05G" - Signal Security Speeialist K
05H" EW/SIGINT Marse Interceptor

SKfl EW/SIGINT Non-Morse Intercoptor N
fl‘Bf’ Infantryman
1c? Indirect Fire Infantryman <
11H" Heavy Antiarmor Weapons Cro\\ man_ .
12B% » Combat Engineer (S
12C Bridge Crewman
lf_’Efl Atomic Demolotidns Muanitions Specialist
liiBjl Ciannon Crewman :
13¢? TACFIRE Operations Specialist
13E¢ Cannon Fire Direction Spocnalm
13F® Fire Support Spocmhat

13Rfl Field Artillery Firefinder Radar Ops-r.ltm .
15D% LANCE Missile Crewman

C15E? PERSHING Missile Crewman

154% LANCE/HONEST JOHN Qperations/Fire v

Direction $pecialist .

16B 'HERCU LEQ Missile Crew Member

16¢! HERCULES Fir> Control Crew Member
16D? HAWK Missile Crew Member

16H ADA Opomllone and intelligence \%l\t.lnte
164 Defense Aequisition Radar Operator

16P * ADA Short Range Missile Crewman -

16R °~  ADA Short Range Gunnery Crewman

17B. Field -Xrullor\\ Radar Crew Member

17C - LField Artillery 'T.nr).ol Acquisition Specialist

19D} Cavalry Scout
IE)E"I MA8-MGOA1/A3 Armor Cre wman

19F" Tank Driver . -
1947 MGE0A2 Armor Crewman

19K XM 1 Arnrer Crewman «

19L XM-1 Tank Driver

36K Tacticul Wire Operations Specialist

1ak Tank Turret Repairer

45N . Tank Turret Mechanic

54E" Chemicil Operations Specialist .

558 Ammunition Speceralist . : .
535G 'uclmn: Weapons Maintenance Specialist
72E ‘Telecommunications Center Opo rator
82C * Field Artillefy Survéy

95B ' Military Police
96(3"' Interrogator
958G EW/SIGINT Voice Intorcoplon

4Als0 eligible for onlntmont l')onus as of January 7
28, 1981. v

;o k'.tg?.
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Mos .

03C

‘21G2

35G =

12D-
63B
61C
71D
71L
71M
71R

726G

75B .

76Ct
76Y
82B?
82D?
91E
93H
94B

8!
’
Table A.4

’ARW SpecIALTIES ELIGIBLE FOR .

Test ProcRAMS—GRoup I~ \_‘ ‘ .

U S Sl '
. ; :
N - “Title
Physical Activities Spacialist .
PERSHING Electronics Material Specialist
Biomedical Equipment Repairer
Dental 'Laboratory'Spebialist‘ .
Power Generation and Wheel Vehicle Mechanic
Motor Transport Operator .
Legal Clerk
Administrative Specialist .
Chapel Activities Specialist ) ' ‘
Broadcast Journalist - :
Data Cdmmunicatjén\s Switching Center
Specialist
Personnel Administration Specialist
.~ Equipment Records and'Parts Specialist

Unit Supply Specialist
Construction Surveyor
Topographic Surveyor >
Dental Specialist
Air Traffic Control Tower Operator r

98J * -

Food Serviee Specialist . )
EW/SIGINT Noncommunicatigns Interceptor-

3Aiso eligible for enlistment bonus, as of January
28, 1981. .

.



| ‘Appendix B

AFEES TEST CELL ASSIGNMENTS

. -~
.
' 3

Control - {JIlm- VEAP Kicker Tuition/Stipend
Albany, NY Atlanta, GA Beckley, WV
Anchorage, AK Cincinatti, OH . - Buffalo, NY
v Baltimore, MD Coral Gables, FL " Dallas, TX

Boise, ID Fort Hamilton, NY Fargo, ND

- Boston, MA Fresno, CA Houston, TX
Butte, MT . Kansas City, KS o Jackson, MS J
Chicago, IL i Minnezpolis, MN Louisville, KY
Cleveland, CH Newaik, No - Memphis, TN
Columbus, OH Oakland, CA Omaha, NE
Denver, CO ) . Philadelphia, PA
Des Moines, 1A - . Seattle, WA -
Guam Sioux Falls, SD -
Harrisburg, PA . Spokane, WA
Honoiulu, HA S Syracuse, NY
Indianapolis, IN .
Jacksonville, FL ! -

_Knoxville, TN
Little Rock, AR Noncontributory VEAP

0S eles, CA i
tlanglneiter,'NH ’ Albuquerque, NM
Montgomery, AL ér.'narll]o' X
Nashville, TN Lharlt?tte' NC
. New Haven, CT Detroit, MI
New Orleans, LA El Paso, TX
Phoenix, AZ . Ft?rt Jackson, SC
Pittsburgh, PA Milwaukee, ‘.NI‘ .
Portiand" ME Oklahoma City, OK
Richmond, VA Portl.and, OR
Salt Lake City, UT  Raleigh, NC \
R San Diego, CA San Antonio, TX

San Juan, PR
Shreveport, LA

" Springfield, MA
St. Louis, MO

.- Wilkes-Barre, PA .
< , {

O
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Apper;dix C

CHANGES OVER TIME IN'TEST
PROGRAM EFFECTS

“1

Implicit in our use in the regression model of a single variable to
capture the eniistment gffect of each of the test programs is the as-
sumption,that the programs’ effects were stationary over time. To test
whether this assumption was correct, we reestimated the medel for,
. each of the services with additional variables to measure any changes.
Two approaches were followed: indicator variables and linear trend.

In the indicator wvariables approach, the ten- month test period was
divided into two-subperiods: December-February and March- Septem-
ber. Indicator variables were introduced into the madel for the latter
period in each of the three test program cells. That is, the added va\ria_:
ble for the UVK cell, for example, took.on the value one if the obser-
vation was on an AFEES in the UVK cell andsfrom a month in the
period March to September; for all other AFEES,;and for all AFEES
~ from December to February, the variable took oh the value zero. This
gave the coefficient estimates for the eriginal program indicators the.
interpretation of the effects of the programs from December to Febru- .
ary, and for the new variables the interpretation of the change irr the
effect between 'the earlier period and the later period. Standard sig-
nificance tests for the latter coefficients then indicate whether the
measured changes are statistically different from zero.

The unequal division of the test period was borne ¢f an expectation.
that it might take several months after the introduction of the test -
programs before their full effects would be felt. The details of the test
were not set until November 1980. As a result, Joint Recruitipg and
Advertising Program (JRAP) advertising of the Noncontpbutory
VEAP and Tuition/Stipend programs did not begin until January, and
Army instrugtion manuals on the test programs did not reach recruit--
ers until late January.! The particular division of the test
period—between February and March—had another rationale; it was
at the end cf February that the Army’s.Group II specialties were
added to the eligibility list. We also estimatéd the model with the
second period further subdivided, in case the response lags were

IBrief descriptions of the “programs were sent to Army recruiters when the test
began.
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longer than (we expc- ™ . the programs’ effécts ewveéntually
diminished. ‘ :

In the linear trend 2 PTee .ariable was introduced for each ceil
‘that took on the value ~4.5° © >:mber, - 3.5 in January, and so on
to +4.5 in September. Cent: - these variables on zero'gives the
coefficients for the p'rograr'n - ‘or variables the interpretation of

" (approximately) the aveiage p...ram effects over the entlre' ten
months.? Coefficients for the trend terms indicate how much the
program effects changed from one month to the next, under the
assumption that the changes were constant. :
Table C.1 gives the coefficien’ estimates for the program and trend
terms only.? Results in the is; panel are for the indicator variable
approach, and results in the bowzom are for the linear irend approach.
Looking at the Army UVK results, for example, we see in the upper
panel that during the December to February period, the program
raised the logarithm of enlistments hy 0.11 (11.6 percent), but that
the response fell off by 0.034, to about 7.9 percent, during March to
September. This fall is. decompos/ed into: (1) a small rise (0.022) in
March-May and (2) a drop of 0.069 in June-September. The large
standard errors for the change coefficients md1cate however, that the
results are consistent with an enlistment effect that did-not change
over time, as well as a substanhal fall or rise in the true program
effect. In the bottom panel we see-an average effect of 0.088 (9.2

percent)——almost exactly the sdme as is reported in Table 10——W1th a-

fall of about 1 percent per month. Again, the coefficient for the
montl?ly change is not significantly different from zero at-the 5
percent level.

Neither approach yields mdlcatlons of any statistically significant
changes over time in the programs’ effects. In large part, however,
this is due to the inherent randomness of the data. Changes between
‘periqds would have had to have been at ‘least 12 percentage points to
be statistically different from zero, and menth-to-month changes
would have had to have averaged almost 2 percentage points. The
results are worth examining, therefore, for any consistent story they
might tell. ‘ ~

With few exceptrons one is hard pressed to ﬁnd any readily ex- ’

plainable phenomena in the results. Some trends are up, some are
down; for no program,are the trends in the same direction in all threé

services, and only the Navy had the same general trend in all three ,

’ t

v “The program coefﬁcnents are only approximately the average effects over all ten
months because the model was estimated by weighted least squares. To the extent that
enlistments (which determine the weights) exhibit seasonahty, the average program
effect estimates of this model will differ slightly from those in Table 10.

IEstimates for the other variables in the model were ‘essentially the same as those

‘presented in Table 10. .
101 - ?

[



I

' '~ . ¢ ~r 87
¢ . ¢
9 .
. . TablecC.1 o B .
"CuaNGES OVER TiME IN TesT PROGRAM EFFECTS
. (HigH-QuaLITY MALES) *
rmy ~~. Navy ' J Air Force
Period indicator T ~ e T ‘
variables e,

UVK
Dec-Feh, « 0:110% (0.051) 0.009 (0.086) -0.007 (0.045)
Mar-Sep, >0.034 (0.061) 0.112 (0.085) 0.048 (0.053)

1Mar-May 0.022 (0.072) :0.i28 (0.07€) 0.034 (0.064)
Jun-Sep ~0,069 - (0.066) 0.i02 (0.089) 0.057 (0.058)

NCV v . T, '

Dec-Febb . 0.059 '(0.036)  -0.029 (0. #4) 0.098% (0.049)

. Mar-Sep -0.085, (0.066) 0.090 (04054) -0.061 (0.058)
* Mar-May -0.068 (0.078) 0.091 10.077)« -0.060 (0.069)

Jun-Sep -0.062 ‘(0.072) 0.088 (0.069) ,-0:061 (0.064)

T/S. .

Dec-Feb -0.096 (0.051) 0.067 “ (0.054) .  0.137% (0.050)
~ Mar-Sep 0.054 (0.064) 0.046 (0.064) ~-0.086 (0.058)
> Mar-May®  0.098 (0.078) 0,038 (0.076)  -0.082 (0.089)
Jun-Sep® 0.025, {0.070) 0:088 (0.070)  -0.088. (0.063)

Linear trend : ]

UVK . . .
Average 0.088% (0.028) 0.088% (0,028) 0.025 (0.024)
Trend -0.011 (0.010) 0.013 (0.010) 0.009 (0.008)

aw NCV ’ o :
: Average 0.013 (0.029) 0.034 (0.029) 0.0562 (0.026)
Trend -0.003 (0.010) 0.010 (0.010) =-0.007 (0.009)

TIS . . .

J Average! -0.059% (0.030) 0.098% (0.038) = 0.078% (0.027)
Trend

ndicates t-ratio exceeding 1.96 in abso

theses.

ISPV

0.005 . (0.010).

0.008 (0.010).

-0.010 (0.009)

lute value. Standard errors}i‘g.paren-

‘bCoefﬁcient indicates change compared with December-February.

O
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programs. The Navy *rends. may~indicate&hgt this one service did
have trouble implementing the test programs, but noting that the
enlistment growth took place in the Ultra-VEAP kicker cell, as well .
as in those cells where the Navy had test programs, we might just as
easily interpret the résults as indicating a‘minor downtrend in control
cell enlistments. The Army results give no support for the hypothesis
that expanding the Arm¥s list of eligible specialties improved the
appeal of the Army programs. v '

. The lack of any consistent pattern i. the trends strongly suggests
that the observed changes are more a product of random fluctuations
in enlistments than an indirition of true changes over time in the
enlistmient effects of the test programs.



Appendix D

FY82: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION GN

"_v ‘ THE ULTRA-VEAP KICKER

‘o

At the end of fiscal year 1981, the Noncontributory VEAP and Tui:
tion/Stipend programis expired in all the services, but the Army UVK
program, renamed the Army College Fund, was extended nationwide.
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps educational benefit programs re-
verted to the basic VEAP plan in all areas. Thus, FY82 provides, with
certain limitations, a second “baseline” period, in the sense that all
areas of the country had the same educational benefit offerings. En-
* listment data from this second baseline may | be compared with FY81

data to yield additional estimates of recrultmg performance during
the period of the Educational Assistance Test Program!:

Three factors prevent a complete assessment of the test programs’
effects compared with a FY82 baseline. First, the Army began a new
experiment with enlistment bonuses in July 1982, effectively ruling
out the use of data from July through:September for analyzing the

. EATP. Second, in the Noncontributory VEAP and Tuition/Stipend
cells, two changes took place.between FY81 and FY§2: (1) the test
programs were eliminated, and (2) the UVK program was added for
the. Army. Comparisons involving these two cells would confound the
effects of the two changes. Third, awareness of the programs on the
part of potential. recruits, built up during the est perijod, mlght be
expected to affect enlistments during FY82. Again, compafisions in-
volving the two eliminated programs—Noncontributory VEAP and
Tuition/Stipend—would be most seriously affectzd. Neither of the lat-
ter two problems, however, should affect either the control or the Ui-
tra-VEAP kicker cells.

By comparing the FY82 results through June with FY81 data it is

possible to form a second set of estimates of the effects of the UVK
program on Army and other’service enlistments. Of particular inter-
est is the effe¢t on Navy enlistments: the FY80-FY81 comparison
yielded an apparent “spillover” that was dlsconcertmgly large. The
two sets of estimates will not be independent, of course, because they
share the test period data but the second set will prov1de additional
information. -

The change in the EATP control cell—-rthe UVK program subetltut-
ed for the previous control program—alters somewhat the appropriate
comparlson‘ for determmmg the UVK effects Now it is the EATP con-

89
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trol cell that has experier'lced a change, whereas the UVK cell of
EATP serves as a control (unchanged between FY81 and FY82). Thus,

if the EATP control cell experienced a larger enlistme:.. gain between
the FY81 test period and the same months of FY82 than did the UVK
cell, we may interpret the extent of that outperformance as a measure

of the effect of the UVK program in the areas where it was added. -

That is, the estimate of the UVK program effect is the ratio of FY&2
" to FY81 enlistments in the EAYP control cell, divided by the same
ratio for the UVK cell. Data werg not available to permit regression
controls for outside influence., ut based or: the small changes such

controls made for the FY81-FY80 comparison, we can use the simple

comparisons of cell totals without fear that they might be seriously
biased.

Table D.1 gives the FY81 and FY82 data for the mdnths December
through June: counts cf high-quality male enlistments in thé control
and UVK cells, the year-to-year ratio of those counts, and the esti-
mated UVK program effect in FY82.! As was the case between FY88
and FY81, the Army experienced a large gain in high- quality male
enlistments. These data, combined with those in Table 7, suggest that-
over the two-year perxiod FY80 to FY82, the Army would have

registered a 79 percent increase even in the absence. of the new '

educational benefit programs. The Navy and Air Force reversed their
~ relative positions of the previous comparisions, so that each recorded
a small gain between FY80 and FY82.

The column headed “relative increase” gives the eStlmated program

effects. Of the three services, only the Army showed a substantial. )
relative gain in the control cell, where the UVK program was added

in FY82. The 8.6 percent estimate is remarkably close to tae 9.1 per-
cent from the regression results (Table 11), and the 8:7 percent re-
poried in Table 7.2 The Air Force result is also consistent with the
earlier findings: a small,*possibly nonexistent, spillover.

The Navy result is markedly different. Instead of indicating a large
spillover effect of the Army program into Navy enlistments, the FY82
data show a very slight negative effect. The magnitude of the differ-
ence between the two estimates, and the consistency of the results for
the Army and Air Force, suggest that the earlier Navy result' was

truly an anomaly, due either to the basic randomness of the data or to

)

'The comparisons exclude October and Nevember (reca]l that the UVK test began in

October 1980) to.be more nearly-comparable with the results presenteéd in Secs. IV and
V. Including those two months'ddes not appreciably alter the comparisons.

‘ 2For comparison, using only the December~June data for FY80 and FY81 yxelds an

estimated UVK effect (without regression controls) of 10.5 percent. As shown in App. C,

the effect of the UVK program on Army enlistments diminished somewhat (though not

" significantly) during the summer months of FYSI .

kS _ ) =
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. Table D.1.
CoMPARISONs OF YEAR-TO-YEAR GAINS IN BHGH-QUALITY
‘MaLE ENLisTMENTS: FY81 anp FY82

Enlistment Contracts

. . Relative

Service/ FY81 FY82 . Ratio | *  Increase

Test Cell®  Dec-Jun Dec-dun FY§2 to FY81 . (Percent)
k Army . '

Control. 9710 15442 - 1.5903 8.60(2.9'7')b
UVK ~ 3734 5468 1.4644 . =

Navy
Control ~ 9148 10798 1.1804 -1.54(3.55)
UVK 3929 1710 1.1988 -

Air Force ’ , .
Control . 12143 11381 0.9372 2.84(3.17) .
UVK 4570 4165 09114  * - ‘

N 3Cells are indicated by EATP designations. The Army coutrol cell -
offered $2000, $4000, and $6000 kickers in FY81, Ultra-VEAP ~
kickers (88000, $12000, und $12000) in FY82. The Army UVK cell
offered Ulhj:-VEAP kickers in both periods..:The Navy and Air Force

basic VEAP in both cells during both periods. .

bApprox mate standard errors are in parentheses. N "

offered onl

some factor—affecting Navy enlistments only—that was not con-

. trolled for in the regression. This is confirmed in another examination
of the data, comparing the control and UVK cells in terms of their
enlistment growth between FY80 and FY82. We should expect these
growth rates to be essentially the same, since in each period the edu-
cational benefit offerings were identical in the two cells. In'the Army
and Air Force the cells’ growth rates differed by about three percent-
age points, but in the Navy the difference was almost 12 percentage
points.® It is impossible to know, of cor:rse, whether Navy enlistmerits
were unusuallyJow in the UVK cell during FY80, or unusually high

" " during FY82 (the control cell growth is subject to less randomness
because of the larger number of enlistments involved), but we are
inclined to believe the former because it would explain the very large

estimate of the spillover that appears in Table 11.

The spillover from the Army’s UVK program into Navy enlistments

JThe difference for the Marine Corps was also small.

108

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Y
92 - N

that appeared in the FY80-FY&1 comparlson was unexpectedly large.
To explain it, we might have been led to suppose that some unac-
counted for. factor raised enlistments in all the services during FY81,
" explaining both the unexpected Navy spillover and the apparent re-
sponse of Army enlistments to the program, However, extending the
analysis to include FYs2 data has made such an explanation unneces-
sary. Combining the two Navy estimates, we can place the spillover at
approximately 5 percent, more in line with our expectations than the
earlier 10 percent. The previous estimate of the direct effect of the
UVK program on Army énlistments remam/s ‘unchqnged

e
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