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Executive Summary.

Introduction.  The study of Basic Camp had multiple levels.  First, there was the question of added local advertising dollars; second, the question of the effects of Tier IV scholarships; third, the opinions, beliefs and attitudes of cadets prior to attending; fourth, the cadets’ expectations; fifth, surveyed information on marketing and advertising; sixth, performance and demographic variables; seventh, the reported experiences of cadets at the completion of Basic Camp; eighth, the contracting of cadets; and, ninth, tenth, etc., the interrelationship of all this information.


The study of Basic Camp was complicated because the concept of Basic Camp is complicated.  The process is one of taking kids off a college campus, inoculating and indoctrinating, training and motivating them and putting them in an upper level course of instruction that will take them through Advanced Camp to MS4 and commission.  The various levels of scholarships and incentives, the recruiting functions, the activities of Basic Camp, and the cadre and other personalities with whom the cadets come into contact all interact with the cadets’ opinions, knowledges, attitudes and preconceptions about the Army, ROTC and officership.    


History.  In November of 1993, an analysis of the results of the TIER IV (CAT II) test demonstrated several relationships that were not anticipated, including a general positive impact on quality of contracts:

· Quality of contracts did not decline with the introduction of TIER IV (CATII) scholarships.  Contracting TIER IV (CATII) eligibles had slightly higher GPAs in 1993 than in 1992.  

· TIER IV (CATII) encouraged moderately higher levels of contracting - these scholarships appeared to be effective as an incentive to contract at Basic Camp.


In two years, the contribution of Basic Camp to contracted MS3 cadets has risen 120 percent.  As its portion of the commission mission increases, the more important become the issues of recruitment and training at Basic Camp.

The Basic Camp Study.
 The current study explores a wider range of questions by using pre-and posttest surveys in addition to the performance and demographic variables used in the 1993 study, as well as variable local advertising dollars to determine the following operational research questions:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Do local advertising funds result in success in recruiting for Basic Camp? 

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Do local advertising funds result in success in recruiting for TIER IV eligibles?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Why do some Basic Camp cadets decline to contract?

· Do Basic Camp attendees report a positive or negative expectation of Basic Camp and the Army prior to the start of camp.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Why do Basic Camp attendees attend Basic Camp?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
How Do Basic Camp attendees view their experiences? 

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
What is the interrelationship between prior knowledge, attitudes, and exposure to information on Basic Camp, the Army and officership, and, the experience of Basic Camp, and, contracting?

Part One - The Local Advertising Test


There was no support in the study that local advertising funds resulted in recruiting increases for Basic Camp.  Nor did local advertising funds result in success in recruiting for TIER IV eligibles.  Local ad dollars made no difference whatever in contracting from any group.  All expectations about the effects of local dollars were unsubstantiated in the study.


In addition to looking at participation based upon being part of the test or experimental advertising groups, an analysis of the impact of additional advertising dollars revealed that the test group had a 68.8% contract rate from completion to commission while the control group had a 70% contract rate, a statistical dead heat.
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The Survey and Advertising.


The results of the survey indicate a strong connection between the cadre direct marketing of the program and the reaction of the prospect.  Advertising, as a whole, has a much more modest effect on the propensity of prospects to participate in Basic Camp.  The effects of advertising are more incremental and potentially reveal an additive effect.  When asked,
"How much did the Basic Camp advertising you saw or received increase your interest in attending Basic Camp?"  The response was positive, but not overwhelmingly so.  


The conclusion of the portion of the study dealing with the effects of additional advertising dollars and their impact on the participation rates at battalions receiving those dollars is that the results reflect no statistically significant differences in participation.  The small differences that existed in contracting rates could be explained by other differences in the sample population characteristics.  Overall, there is no evidence of any effect of local advertising dollars on the success of recruiting to Basic Camp or contracting from Basic Camp.

Part Two:  Pretest Expectations, Initial Expectations, Attitudes and Goals

Basic Camp cadets pretest report of a positive or negative expectation of Basic Camp prior to the start of camp, measured with the following indices:

1.
General view of the military. 


Respondents disagreed that a military career is any less valid today as during any other time. 

2.
Knowledge and attitude about the Army.  Over 80 percent of the respondents indicated strong agreement that the Army's role in national and international affairs is as relevant today as ever in the past.  Cadets consider the Army as highly advanced in technology.    

3.
Knowledge and attitude about officership.  Nearly 90 percent of cadets believe that officer training will enable successful civilian careers, and means immediate leadership responsibility. 


The contracting cadet displays this general profile before Basic Camp:

Self-confidence

· Self-discipline is not a concern

· Like new experiences

· Desires mental challenge

· Wants to experience leadership role

Money

· Needs or desires money to complete college

· Does not see Basic Camp as financially rewarding in and of itself

· Wants good job benefits

· Isn’t as concerned with job security

Army

· Sees the Army as viable career choice

· Sees Army’s role in world affairs as relevant

· Is not as likely to see the Army’s technology as among the most advanced*


* Did not conform to overall technological expectations of all Basic Camp

Excitement

· Does not expect Basic Camp to be physically challenging

· Isn’t drawn to fun, travel and adventure for a job requirement

Tier IV and the Pretest. 
Over 88 percent of cadets knew of the Tier I, or CAT I scholarship, while Tier IV, 57 percent of cadets never heard about the scholarship before seeing it mentioned on the survey.  Those that knew about the Tier IV scholarship were far more likely to accept it than those who had not.

Part Three:  After Camp Posttest Results.


From the pretest to the posttest, scholarship remained an important factor in the decision to contract.  Other concerns in the table below show percent of contracting decision attributable to response.  Equal to scholarships was leadership, followed by understanding requirements, cadre behavior and camp conditions.
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.0014 ***

Q12 - I understood why we were asked to do specific things.        11%  




.0371 **

Q20 - I experienced conditions during Camp Challenge that


caused me not to favorably consider becoming an officer 


in the Army.            













 8%  




.0100 ***

Q22 - The cadre acted professionally during camp.




 6%




.0617 *

Q4 - It prepared me to be a leader.




             


15%  

                .0098 ***

Significance levels - *** Above 99%; ** Above 95%, * Above 90%
Part Four:  Relationships Between Pre- and Post Tests


Generally, cadets reported in the posttest that their Basic Camp experience was positive; however, the ratings were consistently lower than their precamp survey of expectancy.  Some non-predicted results occurred, such as with the expectancy of preparation to be a leader.  Many who expected leadership opportunities did not find as much opportunity as expected.  The relationship between initial expectations and fulfillment overshadowed scholarships in predicting contracting.


A significant drop in level of interest occurred with Basic Camp.  Effectively, the sale or pre-brief by recruiters may have had as much to do with the relationship between pretest expectations and posttest report of experience. Fulfillment of mental challenge was also significantly related to contracting.  However, several pretest to posttest relationships did not significantly relate to contracting.  Among those were:

· Development of self-confidence

· Excitement

· Self-discipline

· Physical challenge


In summary, fulfillment of leadership opportunities and mental challenge were critical in contracting cadets.

Part Five:  Demographic, Performance, Contracting and Survey Relationships


Performance variables, e.g. running time, sit ups, Basic Rifle Marksmanship (BRM), OSB, etc., were found to correlate with contracting in the 1993 Basic Camp Study.  The additional predictiveness of the performance measures heightens the ability to project who will and will not contract.


Whether the cadet was offered a scholarship was a deciding factor in the analysis, as anticipated.  Other factors included age, Military Junior College (MJC) candidates contracted at a significantly lower rate than four year students, and GPA.  Very high GPA students did not contract at as high a rate as moderate GPA students.  


The negative relationship between GPA and contracting is especially troubling when taken in combination with the apparent lack of mental challenge fulfillment and understanding why the cadets were asked to do specific things.  When an ANOVA covaried out the effect of not understanding why they were asked to do specific things, it accounted for an overwhelming portion of the variance due to GPA.  In other words, smart kids (as operationally defined with high GPAs) appear to be voting with their feet when confronted with what they perceive as arbitrary or confusing directions.  


Only two variables were as predictive of contracting as critical questions on the surveys, SPI and sit-ups, the same as results in the 1993 study.   

Part Six:  Tier IV Scholarship Impact on Contracting


The level of completion to contract at Basic Camp was significantly higher than in 1992 or 1993.   Tier IV eligibles contracted at a 72% rate.  The rate of contracting was markedly higher than the 57.5% predicted from the 1993 Basic Camp study.  The overall contracting rate was up, and Tier IV followed along.  The best comparison group from 1994 was the no scholarship group whose contracting rate was far lower than Tier IV.


Overall, Tier IV appears to continue to be a viable alternative to the option of larger scholarships or nothing.  Given all other criteria, Tier IV appears to motivate to contract.  Compared to 1992, when only 44% of Tier IV (CAT II) eligible completions contracted, the relative rate of contracting for Tier IV eligibles is 32% greater with the addition of Tier IV scholarships than without, holding the overall increase in contracting constant.  Those who were offered and accepted Tier IV were not significantly different from those who did not in any of the major categories of pretest opinions.  

Part Seven:  Survey Reliability and Individual Reliability


A reliability analysis was performed with Cochran’s Alpha on both the pretest and the posttest.  Reliability is the probability that the results of the instrument would be replicated with another population, and is based on internal consistency of results between items.  The relative alpha was .83 for the pretest and .82 for the posttest.  Both of these results are satisfactory for the type of instrument used. 

Part Eight:  Conclusions/Expected Results and Actual Results

1. Expected - A positive relationship will exist between Basic Camp recruiting performance and local advertising funds.                                                 Actual - No statistical difference existed between those schools who received additional funds and those who did not.

2. Expected - A significant positive difference will exist between numbers of Tier IV eligibles contracted between advertising experimental and control groups.  Actual - No statistical difference existed between schools from test and control groups.

3. Expected - Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a higher  opinion of the benefits associated with an Army career.                            Actual - No difference existed amongst this group, and amongst all cadets, the difference was generally not large.

4. Expected - Cadets who contract will have a greater understanding of the purpose of Basic Camp activities.                                                              Actual - A very strong relationship existed here, with covariance with GPA.  Cadets who felt confused or considered directions arbitrary tended not contract.  This was particularly true with high GPAs (the smarter the cadet, the more he wanted to know why).

5. Expected - Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a more positive opinion about officership.                                                             Actual - Very little pretest difference existed; however, learning about officership while at camp was important to contracting behavior.  

6. Expected -  Cadets who contract will have a greater overall positive view toward the advantages of officership, leadership and skills advancement in the Army.                                                                                                  Actual - This hypothesis was mostly accepted.  Critical elements included leadership and an understanding of the benefits of being an Army officer.

7. Expected - Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a higher interest in becoming an officer.                                                                       Actual - No difference existed.

8. Expected - Cadets who contract will deem that Basic Camp was neither too easy nor too difficult mentally or physically.                                               Actual - Physical challenge had very little impact on contracting; however, a perceived lack of mental challenge strongly inhibited contracting. 

9. Expected  -  Cadets who contract will have greater agreement of opinion of the Basic Camp experience with actual experience.                                Actual - Those who had agreement in opportunities for leadership between expectations and actual experience contracted at a higher rate than those who reported they experienced less leadership opportunity than expected.

10. Expected - Cadets who contract will have a more positive opinion about the Basic Camp experience.                                                                            Actual - overall, this was true.  Conditions and cadre strongly influenced the contracting rates across the board.

11. Expected - That cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have more concerns about continuing financial obligations of attending school.       Actual - Importance of scholarships was mixed.  Those who anticipated or had only knowledge of Tier I scholarships did not contract.  Those who knew about Tier IV reported it as important in their decision to attend Basic Camp, and contracted at slightly higher rates than the camp average. 

Part Nine:  Recommendations

The main issues identified in the study were:

· Very few cadets were knowledgeable of the Tier IV scholarship, and the lack of information on this scholarship had a negative impact on contracting.

· Cadets desired to know why things were done or ordered.

· Conditions at Basic Camp, including housing, food, cadre behavior and facility appearance, can markedly impact on cadet decisions to contract.

· The mental challenge was not as high as most cadets desired.  Cadets wanted stimulation and activity.

· Administrative foul-ups, such as losing the cadets’ medical records, reflected negatively on the Army and a career as an officer.

· Expectations of Basic Camp were unrealistic in many cases and those who did not perceive their experience equal to expectations tended not to contract.


Recommendations follow:

· Push the Tier IV scholarship strongly as a recruiting tool.  The lack of information amongst cadre at camp, who consistently referred to Tier IV as CAT II in discussions, was alarming.  Battalions should sell the Tier IV.  If or when a cadet qualifies for a higher level while expecting a Tier IV, the chances of contracting are extremely high.  However, if the cadet only knows about Tier I, Tier IV may be a disappointment and inhibit contracting.  Also recommend creation of a Basic Camp CD-ROM  that emphasizes Tier IV scholarships.  An RPI would be extremely helpful, as well to make the information more up to date, accurate and motivating.   

· Drill Instructors do what they do remarkably well.  However, explaining themselves to cadets about why things were done or ordered may not be one of those things.  Without losing the core elements of the training and evaluation taking place, Basic Camp should excite, stimulate and motivate cadets to commit to a career as an Army officer.  Recommend the replacement of DI personnel with cadre, whenever possible, and institute formal training on in-process sales approaches to continue the recruiting of cadets through Basic Camp.  Training should also focus on representing Cadet Command well through behaviors and verbalization.  Such training could be on CD-ROM to reduce costs and ease distribution, and be required of all personnel serving as cadre.

· Conditions at Basic Camp, including housing, food, and facility appearance, can markedly impact on cadet decisions to contract.  The negative impact of WWII structures in disrepair is not estimable, but cadre and planners should be sensitive to this problem and long-term solutions to billeting and administration facilities for Basic Camp should not focus on shoddy structures that undermine the credibility of the Army and officership.  When camps are split, a conscious effort should be made to effect the best possible conditions with sensitivity toward uncommitted cadet perceptions.   

· The mental challenge was not as high as most cadets desired.  Recommend alternative and optional activities, e.g., simulators, tactical board games, computer-based tactical games, logistical games, advanced land navigation technique instruction, etc., could be and should be available to fill out the cadets’ ‘free’ time.  Secondly, every effort should be made to reduce the amount of time cadets stand around awaiting the next activity.  

· Recommend requiring physicals performed prior to shipping to camp and lock down process for transfer of records to cut full camp physicals.


Positive results of the study included.

· Scholarships still mean something to our market and are driving factors in contracting decisions.  To the degree that ROTC can manipulate the scholarship mix, and optimize available scholarship resources, recruitment to and from Basic Camp should be high.

· Overall opinion of cadre was positive.  With noted exceptions, the cadets appreciated the role and conduct of the cadre.  The personal charisma of the cadre at camp may have had more to do with the learning and contracting outcomes of Basic Camp than any other aspect (POI, physical environment, etc.).  That cadets acted favorably to cadre prompts the question, “what was it that cadets responded positively to about cadre, and could we select or train some of these behaviors to enhance them?”  Recommend that if another Basic Camp study is undertaken, that we isolate these behaviors.

· Overall opinion about camp experience in terms of excitement and challenge was positive.  Recommend maintaining current levels, and if a CD-ROM disk is developed, include a realistic preview of what to expect at camp.

· Overall opinion about the Army as a viable career on initial pretest survey was positive.  Cadets responding positively about the (job) benefits of an Army career contracted more often.  Recommend will continue to speak plainly to job and career benefits of the Army in whatever literature or information we might present.

· Overall opinion about the value of Basic Camp as an experience was positive.  This was the single most satisfying result of the study.  Of those completing over 88% say they will recommend Basic Camp to their friends.  Recommend selling those not completing on the idea that camp and ROTC are good things prior to their return to ensure the return reports are positive. 

· With the exceptions noted throughout the study, cadets seemed to enjoy the experience of Basic Camp, or at least thought it interesting.  Recommend local battalion PMS contact those who did not contract to provide testimonials and include with those who did contract for local promotion of Basic Camp.

· The expectations about what Basic Camp would be were extremely high.  This confirmed the effect of the sales pitch at the battalion.  Unfortunately, the information was uneven and apparently, at times, unrealistic.  Partly, this could be due to lack of personal experience with Basic Camp.  Recommend CD-ROM to standardize and make more authentic the sale to cadets.


Additionally, the decisiveness of the cadet to contract suffered from the delay in the decision.  The positive attitudes toward contracting and the Army may decline after the experience of Basic Camp is over.  It would be logical to assume that with peer excitement and the successful conclusion of Basic Camp 80 to 90 percent contracting rate would be achievable.  However, once away from Basic Camp, intervening events and the influence of persons not pro-Army or ROTC may erode conviction and cost contracts.  Recommend that ROTC offer the completing cadet an informal commitment to the Army, something with at least the appearance of contracting.  This offer could include scholarship and/or stipend information.  If the student does not enroll or changes his or her mind in the fall term, the agreement could be broken; however, the initial bond would be psychologically binding to the cadet, provide mom and pop some clear information on the scope, options and financial rewards of the program and should increase commitment rates in the fall.

1994 BASIC CAMP STUDY

Introduction

History.

In 1993, ROTC Cadet Command first offered the CAT II scholarship.  CAT II provided $2,000 per year toward tuition and fees.  Cadets offered the CAT II scholarship were also eligible to receive a stipend as contracted cadets.  The test of this option began during Basic Camp and CAT II was first offered as a test to Basic Camp completion cadets following the 1993 Basic Camp.  The first goal of the offer was to increase the rate of contracting among Basic Camp cadets, while increasing the number of cadets receiving scholarship assistance.


In November of 1993, an analysis of the results of the CAT II test demonstrated several relationships that were not anticipated, including a general positive impact on quality of contracts:

· Quality of contracts did not decline with the introduction of CAT II scholarships.  Contracting CAT II eligibles had slightly higher GPAs in 1993 than in 1992.  

· CAT II encouraged moderately higher levels of contracting - CAT II scholarships appear to be effective as an incentive to contract at Basic Camp.

· None of the relationships were due to MJC participation. 


Unfortunately, the 1993 Basic Camp was restricted in that there was little or no prior knowledge of the CAT II offer prior to Basic Camp.  Motivation to attend Basic Camp to acquire a CAT II scholarship was lacking.  Further, beyond demographic data, the characteristics of contracting cadets was not studied.  Who, or what got their attention, and convinced them to participate in Basic Camp?  What was it that students were seeking when they agreed to go to Basic Camp?  Was it simple curiosity, or had they a strong interest in an Army career?  Did they represent a cross-section of values, or was there something different about these students that caused them to consider spending 42 days in a military environment?


These questions, and others, have been answered anecdotally, but not with confidence.  This study attempted to collect this data in a manner that was non-invasive to the Basic Camp process, yet yielded the maximum amount of information on the individual decision to contract.  

Background of the Current Study.


During the 1993 Basic Camp, the introduction of CAT II scholarships occurred after the beginning of camp.   The resulting taker rate for scholarships was below expectations; however, the overall impact on the quality and number of contracts increased with the introduction of the new $2,000 CAT II scholarship.  The effects were overall beneficial, and the CAT II scholarship became a keystone of the new scholarship tiering program of Cadet Command.    


The study of the effects of the introduction of CAT II scholarships  (summary at Appendix A) illuminated the need for further study of the conditions and reasons for contracting for those attending Basic Camp.  After eliminating other potentially confounding conditions, there existed considerable unaccounted for variance in the decision to contract.  Since the costs of running Basic Camp are not insignificant, and since the need to explore Basic Camp as an option to increase command productivity is high, further exploration into what attitudes, expectations, and experiences may lead to contracting and particularly contracting while accepting a $2,000 scholarship (now termed a Tier IV scholarship) were required.  

Specific findings of the 1993 study are included below.  


"Testing whether GPA was negatively effected by the introduction of the CAT II scholarship proved untrue.  The main effect, CAT II by Year, actually increases its predictiveness with the inclusion of GPA and GPA interaction variables.  A modest effect of CAT II scholarship to GPA suggests that contracting CAT II eligibles had slightly higher GPAs in 1993 than in 1992.  


As an effect of CAT II scholarship introduction, not only are more CAT II eligibles propensed to contract, but, the scholarship seems to attract those eligibles with higher GPAs.  The significance of this effect is strong enough to predict replication under the same set of circumstances.  


Will there be any difference in the retention between the CAT I and CAT II scholarship cadet?  While the second question cannot be addressed without longitudinal tracking, it is a key element in the assessment of Return on Investment (ROI).  Given existing data on scholarship vice non-scholarship retention rates, the expected difference per 1000 eligibles in commissioning would be 408 with CAT II scholarships and 238 without scholarship using the 1992 baseline data.  In review, we should expect 135 more contracts with scholarship availability, or 575, versus 440 for no scholarship.  Estimating retention at 71 percent for scholarships and 54 percent for non-scholarship contracts, provides a net difference of 170 more commissions.


Sufficient significance of the results argues strongly that the CAT II scholarship was an effective incentive, and should be continued as an alternative method of enhancing contracting as ROTC places more emphasis on Basic Camp as a source for contracting and commissioning.  Sufficient control for demographics, physical and mental performance was present.  


A question remains that begs the continued observation and study of Basic Camp and CAT II scholarship offers.  Since the availability of CAT II scholarships was not assured prior to the beginning of Basic Camp, would prior knowledge have changed the composition of Basic Camp or the decision process of those CAT II eligibles attending?  With advertising and prior knowledge of the CAT II offer, it is possible and likely that many of the variables controlled in the current study will change in strength and direction.  The proposed Basic Camp study, now beginning, will endeavor to control for these elements as well as track the variables tested here." 

Purpose of the study.


The current study explored relationships between prior expectations and attitudes with contracting and Tier IV scholarship takers.  Additionally, the study determined the degree of effect local advertising and experiences during camp had on the contract rate.  The end result was a profile of the prospective candidate and some knowledge about what advertising and marketing changes may help to maximize Basic Camp.  The basic operational research questions explored are below.

Operational Research Questions:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Will local advertising funds result in equivalent variance in success in recruiting for Basic Camp? 

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Will local advertising funds result in equivalent variance in success in recruiting for CAT II eligibles?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Will local advertising funds result in equivalent variance in success in recruiting CAT II eligibles that subsequently contract?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Why do some Basic Camp cadets chose to accept the CAT II scholarship while others do not?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Why do some Basic Camp cadets decline to contract?

· Will Basic Camp attendees report a positive or negative expectation of Basic Camp prior to the start of camp, measured with the following indices:


(
General view of the military.


(
Knowledge and attitude about  the Army.


(
Knowledge and attitude about officership. 

Why are they attending? including:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Will Basic Camp attendees report that their motivation for attending Basic Camp is curiosity or intent to further participate in Army ROTC?  

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Will Basic Camp attendees report that their motivation for attending Basic Camp is a desire to acquire a scholarship?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Will Basic Camp attendees report that their motivation for attending Basic Camp is that a friend is going or some other extraneous factor?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Will Basic Camp attendees report that their motivation for attending Basic Camp is an interest in becoming an Army officer?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Will Basic Camp attendees report that local advertising motivated their  attending Basic Camp?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
How will Basic Camp attendees view their experiences? 

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
How will Basic Camp attendees view their experiences in relation to expectations based on (1) own preconception, (2) ROTC representative's description, or (3) advertising?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
How will Basic Camp attendees view their experiences in relation to decision to contract?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
How will CAT II attendees view their experiences? 

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
How will CAT II attendees view their experiences in relation to the decision to contract? 

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
What is the interrelationship between prior knowledge, attitudes, and exposure to information on Basic Camp, the Army and officership, and, the experience of Basic Camp, and, contracting.

Methodology requirements:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Selected schools who historically provide Basic Camp attendees, and, have had CAT II eligibles of sophomore or above status during the previous 2 years.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Assigned schools based upon size, HBCU status, previous Basic Camp performance, and location to control and experimental groups.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Provided experimental groups with advertising funds to be used specifically for recruitment to Basic Camp with emphasis on CAT II scholarship.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Surveyed attendees from the selected control and experimental groups on motivation for attendance, prior knowledge, and attitudes prior to leaving campus.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Surveyed attendees from all schools on experiences at Basic Camp and relate experiences to expectations at the completion of camp.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Tracked contracting of all attendees to determine effects of advertising funds, and overall relationship of contracting to information acquired through surveys. 

Methodology:


Conducted first survey at in-processing at Basic Camp.  Although surveying prior to leaving for camp would have been preferred to identify the characteristics of no-shows, this was deemed impractical.  Pretest contained 41 items, all were quantifiable.


Conducted second survey during last day at camp.  Survey included 23 questions.  The first 19 questions were quantifiable.  Questions 20, 21, and 22 were yes/no response with the opportunity to expand in writing.  The final question was purely qualitative.  Both surveys were printed using print plant facilities and size was minimized:  two pages for the pretest and a single page front and back for the posttest.  Cost savings for this type of survey reproduction exceeded $3,000.  The use of internal expertise for delivery and management of surveys quadrupled the savings.  The end result was that the entire study cost less than $2,000 to conduct, including the data entry for 11,900 data points.  The raw data points are at Appendix D (full version only).


All questions on the posttest existed with limited variance on pretest.  Additional questions concerning experiences at Basic Camp were on the posttest with four open response questions at the conclusion.  Assumptions of experimental mortality existed within the design.  The total valid surveys for pretest was 1645, with some sampling oversight occurring due to inattentive and inexperienced assistance at Basic Camp.  However, the sampling error does not exceed + or - 1%, and for purposes of analysis, the sampling is a census.  


Overall, the time for conduct of the posttest survey did not exceed 10 minutes.  This included administrative time.  The posttest was equally brief, and few stayed longer than 6 minutes to complete the survey.   

Methodology:  the Advertising Test


Matched pairs of schools on the following factors:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Weighted number of prior year attendance at Camp Challenge

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Region

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Size of school

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Size of ROTC program

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Private or public

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Area of the country within the region


The result was 25 pairs of schools (maximum available due to matching criteria).  Doubled existing ad budget, to be used for basic camp, specifically for advertising the availability of Tier IV scholarships for test group.  Selection of schools in the advertising test held as criterion variables size of school, location, private or public, and historical Basic Camp attendance numbers. 

The list of schools included in the Advertising Test sample are below:

California State Fresno

West Virginia

Arizona State

University of Puerto Rico Rio Piedras

Western Illinois

University of Richmond

University of Tennessee, Chattanooga

Delta State

Central Michigan

University of California, Los Angeles

University of Montana

University of Alabama

Florida State University

Bowling Green University

Southwest Missouri State University

University of South Alabama

Iowa State University

Claremont College

Norfolk State University

Old Dominion University

Gannon University

Georgetown University

Seton Hall University

Morehead State University

Vanderbilt University

University of California Davis

Eastern Kentucky University

University of Puerto Rico Mayguez

Indiana University

James Madison University

East Tennessee State University

Northeast Louisiana State University

Michigan Technological University

San Diego State University

University of Washington

University of Mississippi

University of Florida

Ohio University

Southern Illinois University

University of Cincinnati

University of North Iowa

University of Southern California

Sam Houston State University

College of William and Mary

Saint Bonaventure University

Syracuse University

Furman University

University of Kentucky

Washington University


Twenty-five schools received a plus up of 100% of their 1994 advertising budget in February prior to beginning of camp.  The money was to be for basic camp and CAT II scholarship promotion.  The schools were paired with schools meeting selection criteria noted above.  The control group received no increase in funds, and were not told of their participation.

Expected results follow:

H1  =  A positive relationship will exist between Basic Camp recruiting performance and local advertising funds.

H2  =  A significant positive difference will exist between numbers contracted of all types between advertising experimental and control groups.

H3  =  A significant positive difference will exist between numbers of Tier IV eligibles contracted between advertising experimental and control groups.

H4  =  Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a higher  opinion of the benefits associated with an Army career.

H5  =  Cadets who contract will have a greater understanding of the purpose of Basic Camp activities.

H6  =  Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a more positive opinion about officership.

H7  =  Cadets who contract will have a greater overall positive view toward the advantages of officership, leadership and skills advancement in the Army.

H8  =  Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a high interest in becoming an officer. 

H9  =  Cadets who contract will deem that Basic Camp was neither too easy nor too difficult mentally or physically.

H10  =  Cadets who contract will have greater agreement of opinion of the Basic Camp experience with actual experience.

H11  =  Cadets who contract will have a more positive opinion about the Basic Camp experience.

H12  =  That cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have more concerns about continuing financial obligations of attending school.

Design of the Study (Survey and Effects).

The primary design is a simple pre/post sampling for attitudes and expectations; posttest only for experiences; and, matched pairs experimental for the advertising test.  Overall, the interaction of the several tests is quasi-experimental.

The effect of the design was to produce indicators, not causal patterns.  However, with the strength of some indicators, sufficient confidence results to use the results in policy making.  When such strength is present, the discussion will indicate so.  When correlative processes do not indicate sufficient strength for such use, the discussion will also indicate the need for judgment in interpretation.

Execution.  


Overall execution of the survey was well within parameters for accuracy and authenticity.  Of the 1722 cadets available for pretest surveying, 1614 actually participated.  The goal of 100% participation was not reached entirely due to technical difficulties associated with process.  Those difficulties are described below.  The conduct of the posttest went, if anything, more smoothly.  The match between the pre- and posttest participants was 1157, more than adequate statistically and demonstrating sufficiency of sampling to approximate the parent population of all cadets beginning and finishing Basic Camp.


Some potential for confounding existed in the sampling process.  CPT Welsh of 2nd Region assisted in controlling for lost data.  Two events occurred during the process of the gathering of pretest responses that could have greatly reduced generalization of the results.  The first was the changing of conditions of survey.  After beginning the survey process with the first cycle, a decision to move the process to the end of the in-processing cycle could have changed the conditions of survey.  The result was a pre-analysis that took an additional 11 hours of time to complete.  This type of arbitrary decision concerning data gathering is potentially problematic when integrating surveys into another structure.  Fortunately, the pre-analysis showed that while some rating decay occurred between the first condition and the latter condition of survey, it was far from significant (significance of t = .73).  The following is an extract from the after action.

"Sequence of events.  Verified coordination with 2nd Region HQ staff, including LTC Lewis, P & A Division Chief, LTC Richardson, Marketing Division Chief, CPT Welch, and LTC Ward, Camp Challenge G-1.  LTC Ward was unaware of the survey requirement, despite the 14 April 1994 memorandum tasking the region to provide assistance.  The survey conduct was to take place at first processing station in conjunction Public Affairs briefing and completion of information cards.  2LT Haas was the primary briefer, and the 5-8 minute survey would be the last item at that station.  

On the day of execution, after three platoons had completed, MAJ Moore informed me that the survey would need to be moved to the last inprocessing station, medical screening.  MAJ Moore expressed this move as a final decision.  The decision was based on the added time in processing at the first station.  Company A completed the survey as a group.  Companies B and E completed the survey one at a time at station 13.  Comparison of derived data will determine whether confounding occurred as a result of the decision.  

The completion of Companies B and E was supervised by 2LT Davenport.  The individual method worked reasonably well; however, it required constant monitoring, and due to the flow of processing and the slowdown occurring at finance, collection lasted much longer than projected.  Overall responsibility for conduct of the 2nd and 3rd cycles' pretest rests with CPT Welsh.  Given that the data collection procedures settled upon during cycle 1 remain intact, the data should be adequately free of experimental bias."  


The second problem occurred when 2LT Davenport, attached for 

in-processing only, lost some of the completed pretest surveys.  Had CPT Welsh not been on site, relying on disinterested and unknowledgeable personnel would have resulted in the complete loss of useable data.  Lessons learned include verifying action with camp POC as well as HQ POC, placing higher command emphasis on conduct of survey, measurements, etc., and ensuring that someone on the ground has control of data collection from beginning to end.

Results.

Part One:  The Advertising Test

General.


Overall, there was no significant difference in participation in Basic Camp between those schools who had additional money for local advertising of the Tier IV scholarship offer for basic camp from those who did not.  The effect of the additional money may have been ameliorated by two factors.  First, several schools indicated that the timing of the funds arrival at the school was too late to make effective use of the additional money.  Second, the emphasis placed on basic camp by the CG may have overwhelmed any results that may have been achieved.  The bottom line:  although it is highly unlikely that additional funds to battalion level for advertising the Tier IV scholarship program at basic camp will make any difference in the attendance to camp, there is a possible effect that can not be totally ruled out because of the factors above. 


The experimental group sent 215 cadets to basic camp.  The control group sent 207.  As shown below, the groups were statistically the same.


The SYMBOL 99 \f "Symbol"2  test of differences between the test and control group was .152 with a significance of .697.  Statistically, this demonstrates no significant differences between those who received the additional funds and those who did not.


An analysis of variance showed that the relationship between regions and performance based on added money was also not significant.


There was additional analysis performed to determine whether local funds had an impact on the number of contracts coming out of Basic Camp.  The analysis showed that no significant variability existed between those who had extra funds and those who did not.  However, some differences occurred between regions by Ad Test category.

	
	How much local advertising dollars contributed to contracting 

	
	Command-wide
	1st Region
	2nd Region
	4th Region

	Pearson’s r
	.09
	-.05
	.16
	.02



While the above relationships are all non-significant, they do indicate a mild difference in the overall effectiveness of the selection and recruitment practices leading to participation and contracting of Basic Camp cadets.  The strength of recruitment remains a function of the personal contact of the ROTC PMS/cadre.  


The cadets indicated in their responses that nearly three-quarters (74.5%) learned about Basic Camp through cadre (see responses to pretest questions 19-20).  Cadets provided information to 35% of the participants and letters from ROTC were received by 24.7% of participants.  All advertising accounted for less than 15% reach to prospective cadets.  This relationship remained in effect whether the cadets were from a school receiving additional ad funds, a test school (not receiving additional ad funds), or a non-participating school (not in the test).


The results suggest that the emphasis placed by the region on recruiting and contracting at Basic Camp varies between regions.  Secondly, the emphasis placed on recruiting and contracting at Basic Camp varies by battalion.  This internal variance makes any small differences demonstrated by adding local advertising dollars insignificant.


The problem of generating sufficient high-quality prospects for Basic Camp, retaining cadets throughout Basic Camp and contracting cadets is not, based on this study, a function of local advertising funds, but it is a function of local conditions, priorities, cadre knowledge and preferences and command emphasis.


A mild, but insignificant relationship exists between knowledge of Tier IV scholarships and receiving local ad dollars (r = .23 at .78 Confidence Interval).  Overall, the knowledge of Tier IV scholarship availability impacted more strongly on eventual contracting (overall rates of contracting as well as Tier IV eligibles) than did most other variables in the analysis.  In fact, when covariance of Tier IV knowledge is removed, nearly all of the contribution of ad dollars to contracting is explained.  Therefore, the best predictors from the pretest of participation and eventual contracting of Tier IV eligibles was knowledge and understanding of the Tier IV scholarship program. 

The Surveys’ Relationships to Advertising Test and General Advertising.



Results of the survey that apply to advertising, and the advertising test.  The responses on two questions, oriented on source of ROTC information, clearly show the PMS, instructor or other cadre are the key element in the information process, outweighing aggregately most other forms of communication, e.g., advertising, etc.  



When asked "How did you learn about Army ROTC?" the overwhelming response was toward instructor, and current cadets.  Below is the order of results:

1.
Army ROTC instructor/recruiter.... 
(58.1)

2.
Army ROTC cadets.......................
(44.3)

3.
A letter from ROTC........................
(34.0)

4.
Parents..........................................
(22.4)

5.
Magazine.......................................
(15.7)

6.
Other family members...................    (13.0)

7.
Friends (not in Army ROTC).......    (11.8)

8.
Other .............................................
(11.3)

9.
Campus newspaper.......................
(8.6)
10.
Poster on campus...........................
(6.4)
11.
Promotional items (like 




mugs, pencils, pens, T-shirts)...........
(6.4)
12.
Radio................................................
(6.2)

13.
Television.........................................
(4.6) 



In terms of marketing Basic Camp, the response for instructors/recruiters was even more overwhelming.

1.
Army ROTC instructor/recruiter.............
(74.5)

2.
Army ROTC cadets............................... 

(35.0)

3.
A letter from ROTC............................... 

(24.7)

4.
Other (please write in):..........................

(7.4)
5.
Magazine............................................... 

(5.7)
6.
Parents..................................................

(4.3)


7.
Friends (not in Army ROTC).................. 
(4.3)


8.
Poster on campus.................................. 

(3.5)

9.
Campus newspaper...............................  

(3.4)

10.
Other family members............................ 
(3.2)


11.
Radio...................................................... 

(1.5)
12.
Television............................................... 
(1.2)
13.
Promotional items (like 


mugs, pencils, pens, T-shirts)................ 

(1.2)



When asked
"How much did the Basic Camp advertising you saw or received increase your interest in attending Basic Camp?"  The response was positive, but not overwhelmingly so.  


       
Decreased                                 Neutral                                            Increased

      
          
Very Much                                                    
   
      
Very Much
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Overall, the results of the survey indicate a strong connection between the cadre direct marketing of the program and the reaction of the prospect.  Advertising, as a whole, has a much more modest effect on the propensity of prospects to participate in Basic Camp.  The effects of advertising are more incremental and potentially reveal an additive effect.  The bottom line is, however, if the cadre do not actively and personally sell the Basic Camp, prospects will remain prospects, not participants. 

Relationships to Contracting.


In addition to looking at participation based upon being part of the test or experimental advertising groups, an analysis of the impact of additional advertising dollars revealed that the test group had a 68.8% contract rate

while the control group had a 70% contract rate, a statistical dead heat.

Table 1.

       
                       

CONTROL





TEST                



With Pre-Post / ALL   
|   
With Pre-Post / ALL
        CONTRACT

        0                    

 |      39   /  
62
|      

46   /   67 



        1                       

|      92   /  
145
|      

99   /  148  




TOTAL
   131   /   207


  
145
/   215

Table 1 has the actual numbers of cadets attending and contracting by test and control groups.  The overall rate of contracting from those completing the majority of camp (1719) was 71.3%, or 1226 contracts.  The first number in the chart represents those from the ad test for whom pre- and posttest survey data was available.  The distribution between surveyed and total contracted/not contracted were identical.  Further analysis using pretest variables for controlling for differences in expectations that are linked to contracting behavior is in the regression below.  No assumptions about differences between parent and sample population differences were necessary.  Some data loss due to cadets leaving early was insufficient to confound the results.


Table 1a describes the impact of advertising controlling for initial perceptions and expectations about Basic Camp.  Other variables entered into the equation based on analysis of collinearity and initial regressions to contracting as the dependent variable.  Variables other than ‘test’ are required to control for individual differences due to the non-randomness of the selection of test participation.  The six additional variables accounted for 60% of the differences between individual contracting behaviors in the entire group; hence application of the variables as controlling factors in the regression analysis was both necessary and productive.


The regression at Table 1a clearly demonstrates the total absence of impact of membership to the test group in predicting contracting.  It is not therefore plausible, given the strength of the findings, to assume that local advertising funds play any significant role in decisions to contract.  That the schools selected for experimental and control groups in the study were historically the most productive in sending cadets to Basic Camp did not play into the analyses either.


The percentage of attendance associated with both the experimental and control groups was stable from 1992 through 1994 Basic Camps.  Therefore, being selected for study or receiving local advertising dollars did not effect either the rate of participation or the rate of contracting.  The hypotheses associated with advertising were all rejected.  No variation existing with Tier IV eligible attendance either, as 19 Tier IV came from the experimental group and 20 from the control group.

Part Two:  Pretest Expectations, Initial Expectations, Attitudes and Goals


An obvious set of null hypotheses would include a reasonable expectation that the sample (cadets who are attending basic camp) are approximately the same as the parent population (all students from their campuses).  It was not the purview of the study to gather data on the attitudes of students at the home campus.  It was, however, obvious from the results of the attitudes about the military and about national affairs that the cadets attending basic camp represented fairly conservative attitudes in regard to these issues.  It is unlikely that such conservative attitudes represent the norm for the parent population.


Essentially, the young men and women who decided to go to basic camp were strongly expressive of the role of the military and the potential for the military to be a viable lifestyle and career choice.  Always, when exploring such data without the benefit of a control population, it is easy to overlook the possibility that respondents were providing the form of response that they thought was expected of them.  Based on the initial results, both by internal agreement and by strength of responses, it is inferentially correct to hold the position that those who have decided to participate in basic camp are fundamentally similar to each other, and likely dissimilar to their peers back on campus.


The significance of this result is that is plausible to build a profile of characteristics describing a prospect for basic camp.  Such a profile could be testable, i.e., a survey of attitudes could identify likely candidates.  The advantage of such a survey is clear at larger institutions, where freshmen or sophomores could take the survey in conjunction with the university's normal load of questionnaires.  Identifying those who would be likely candidates by attitude would increase our reach at larger state schools. 

General Findings.


The first finding was that extreme beliefs exist with in the camp population.  Most scales weighted heavily to either extreme.  Fortunately, the use of an      11-point scale allowed for additional discrimination.  Three or five-point scales would have allowed for nearly no variability in the data.  It is an expected result of 18 to 23 year old age group respondents that extremes in responses are more common than in older respondents.  Younger respondents tend toward true believer status, with extremely strong views.  Older respondents tend to mitigate their reactions toward the middle of the spectrum.  Errors of central tendencies is far greater as age increases.


The second finding is that those elements that are most strongly voiced by ROTC marketing strategies are those elements that are most strongly pronounced as indicators by respondents, e.g., leadership, officership, skills and attributes that translate into a successful civilian career.     

Operational Research Questions and Cadets' Answers:

Basic Camp cadets pretest report of a positive or negative expectation of Basic Camp prior to the start of camp, measured with the following indices:

1.
General view of the military. 


Respondents disagreed that a military career is any less valid today as during any other time. 

2.
Knowledge and attitude about the Army.  With over 80 percent of the respondents indicating strong agreement that the Army's role in national and international affairs is as relevant today as ever in the past. Cadets consider the Army as highly advanced in technology.    

3.
Knowledge and attitude about officership.  Nearly 90 percent of cadets believe that officer training will enable successful civilian careers, and means immediate leadership responsibility. 


Cadets indicated serious attitudes and motivation about attending Basic Camp, including:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Over 75 percent reported wanting to join ROTC.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
About 69 percent wanted to compete for a scholarship.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Peers and friends had almost no role in the decision to participate.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Nearly 83 percent reported wanting to be an Army officer.



Overall, cadets responded strongly to advertising and marketing key points in the pretest survey; those included:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Army officership and ROTC foster leadership

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Basic Camp is an interesting and exciting experience

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
The experience of Basic Camp fosters self-discipline

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
The experience of Basic Camp develops confidence

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
The experience of Basic Camp is mentally and physically challenging

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Skills and attributes developed by officer training enable successful competition in civilian careers

Pretest Survey Results.
1.  The US Army's role in national and international affairs is as relevant today as ever in the past.



Completely 




Completely



Disagree

 



Agree
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2.  In today's world, becoming a military officer is no longer a valid career choice.



Completely 




Completely



Disagree


 

    
Agree
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3.  The skills and attributes developed by officer training will enable me to successfully compete in future careers.



Completely Disagree



Completely Agree   
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4.  Starting a career as an Army officer means immediate leadership responsibility.

         

Completely Disagree


             Completely Agree
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5.  The technology of the Army is among the most advanced of any major organization, public or private, in the world. 
         

Completely Disagree


               Completely Agree
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Students attend Army ROTC Basic Camp for a variety of reasons.  Below are some of these reasons.  For each statement below, please circle the number from "0" to "10" that describes how important each reason for attending Basic Camp is to you, where "10" means it is very important and "0" means it is not important at all.  

6.  Friends talked me into attending



not
                    

   
 very




important          
       


important
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7.  I want to compete for a scholarship




not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important






8.  It is a way to make some money this summer




not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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9.   I want to join Army ROTC




not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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10.  I want to be an Army officer




not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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11.  I want to be a leader




not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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Circle the number from "0" to "10" that describes your expectations of Basic Camp, where "10" means you strongly believe the statement describes Basic Camp and "0" means it does not describe it at all. 

12.  Basic Camp will be exciting






not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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13.  It will be interesting






not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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14.  It will prepare me to be a leader





not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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15.  It will make me more self-disciplined





not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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16.  It will help me develop confidence





not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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17.  It will be mentally challenging





not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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18.  It will be physically challenging





not
                    

         

very




important          
       



important
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19.
How did you learn about Army ROTC?  Please circle all that apply. Percent responding in parenthesis ( ).


Parents................................... 1  
(22.4)

Television................................. 7 (4.6) 

Other family members............... 2
(13.0)

Radio....................................... 8 (6.2)


Army ROTC cadets.................. 3
 (44.3)

Magazine................................. 9 (15.7)

Friends (not in Army ROTC)...... 4 
(11.8)

Poster on campus...................... 0 (6.4)

Army ROTC instructor/recruiter.. 5 
(58.1)

Campus newspaper.................. x (8.6)

A letter from ROTC...................  6 
(34.0)

Promotional items (like mugs, pencils, pens, T-shirts)..............................  y (6.4)

Other (please write in): ____________________________________
z (11.3)
20.
How did you learn about Basic Camp, in particular?  Please circle all that apply.


Parents......................................  1 
(4.3)

Television..................................  7 (1.2)

Other family members..................  2 
(3.2)

Radio........................................  8 (1.5)

Army ROTC cadets....................  3 
(35.0)

Magazine..................................  9 (5.7)

Friends (not in Army ROTC)........  4 
(4.3)

Poster on campus.....................  0 (3.5)

Army ROTC instructor/recruiter....  5 
(74.5)

Campus newspaper..................  x (3.4)

A letter from ROTC.....................  6 
(24.7)

Promotional items (like mugs, pencils, pens, T-shirts)..............................  y (1.2)

Other (please write in): ____________________________________
z (7.4)
21.
How much did the Basic Camp advertising you saw or received increase your interest in attending Basic Camp?  Please circle the number from "-5" to "5" that describes how the advertising you saw affected your interest in attending Basic Camp, where "5" means that it increased your interest very much and "-5" means it decreased your interest very much and 0 means it did not affect your interest at all (in actual numbers).


       
Decreased                                 Neutral                                       
 Increased

      
          
Very Much                                                              
   
Very Much
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22.
At the end of Basic Camp, you may be asked to join Army ROTC.  Based on what you know now, how likely are you to join Army ROTC if offered?  Please circle the number from "0" to "10" that describes how likely you are to join Army ROTC, where "10" means that it is extremely likely and "0" means it is not at all likely.



Not at All                                                                      

Extremely



Likely 
                                                                            
Likely
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23.
Army ROTC offers two types of scholarships to students who qualify.  For one type of scholarship, Army ROTC pays tuition up to $8,000 or 80% of tuition, whichever is higher; mandatory fees; and a flat rate for textbook, supplies, and equipment for each year the student is on scholarship.  Have you heard of this scholarship before today?



Yes........................
1
(88.2)  

No...........................
2    (11.8)
24.
How important was knowledge of this scholarship to you in deciding to attend Basic Camp?  Please circle the number from "0" to "10" that describes how important knowing about this scholarship was in your decision to attend Basic Camp, where "10" means that it was extremely important and "0" means it was not at all important.

            
 
Not at All                                                                         Extremely

            
 
Important                                                                         Important
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25.
For the second type of scholarship, Army ROTC pays $2,000 toward tuition, fees, and books for each year the student is on scholarship.  Have you heard of this second type of scholarship before today?



Yes........................
1
(43.2)



No...........................
2
(56.8)

26.
How important was knowledge of this second type of scholarship to you in deciding to attend Basic Camp?  Please circle the number from "0" to "10" that describes how important knowing about this scholarship was in your decision to attend Basic Camp, where "10" means that it was extremely important and "0" means it was not at all important.



Not at All                                                                          

Extremely



Important                                                                          

Important
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27.
Would you accept the second type of Army ROTC scholarship ($2,000 per year) if it were offered to you at the end of Basic Camp?



Yes..................
1  (39.3)

No..................
2  (60.7)

28.
How interested are you in becoming an Army officer?  Please circle the number from "0" to "10" that describes how interested you are in becoming an Army officer, where "10" means that you are extremely interested and "0" means you are not at all interested.




Not at All
                                                         
Extremely




Interested                                                             
Interested


[image: image24.wmf]0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4.5

0.7

0.9

1

1.1

4.6

2.5

5.2

10.9

14.1

54.4

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10


Below are statements that have been used to describe an Army officer career.  On the line after each statement, circle the number, "0" to "10",  that describes how much you agree that the statement describes an Army officer career, where "10" means that you strongly agree and "0" means that you strongly disagree.

29.  It is an adventurous job








     


 





Strongly




Strongly




Disagree




Agree
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30.  It provides the opportunity to be a leader



Strongly




Strongly




Disagree




Agree
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31.  It provides the opportunity to travel




Strongly




Strongly




Disagree




Agree
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32.  It provides job security



Strongly




Strongly




Disagree




Agree
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33.  It offers good job benefits



Strongly




Strongly




Disagree




Agree
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34.  It develops managerial skills



Strongly




Strongly




Disagree




Agree
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35.  Rank each of the following seven statements in order of importance (1, 2, ..., 7). Place a 1 (one) beside the statement that is your most important reason for attending Basic Camp.  Place a 2 next to the second best fitting statement, etc., until your have prioritized each statement as it applies to you.  Mode and median in parenthesis.

I need money for college......................................................

________

(1, 2.7)
I want to serve my country..................................................

________

(1.5, 3.6


I like new experiences.........................................................

________

(3, 3.0)
I like the Army.....................................................................

________

(3, 3.4)


I had friends going to Basic Camp........................................      

________

(7, 6.2)
My family wants me to go....................................................


________
(6, 5.2)
It was Basic Camp or some minimum wage summer job......   

________

(7, 6.6) 

Summary of Pretest Survey Responses.


It would be hard to overlook the overwhelmingly positive view the majority of cadets held about the Army, officership and their expectations for Basic Camp.  The concerns about the propensity to participate in ROTC seem lacking from this group.  However, the pretest survey demonstrates also that rater error can creep into pretest conditions where expectations and initial excitement are high.  This will be elaborated upon in later sections.


Further, although the hypotheses going in were directed toward a high correlation between attitudes about the Army and officership, and eventual contracting would be high, the results demonstrated that relatively little variation in contracting could be accounted for by initial attitudes in these areas.  Simply put, much of the sale of ROTC occurs at Basic Camp, not before.  Those cadets who believed very much in the Army as a viable organization in terms of technology and career opportunity did not necessarily contract at a markedly higher rate than those whose initial attitudes were more subdued. 


The perception fostered by the results of the pretest survey alone that this group of students is altruistic and fully prepared to begin officer training is mitigated by responses on the posttest and contracting behavior.  As later described, the intent to contract at pretest, although significantly correlated to contracting behavior, was not strongly correlated (low Pearson’s r).  The process of camp changed propensity.  Further, the time between the ending of camp and the commitment to contract also impacted behavior.


The relative lack of information on the Tier IV scholarship was especially noteworthy, since the command had made considerable effort to focus on this type of scholarship and Basic Camp was to be a principle mechanism to award this type of scholarship.  The within group contracting behaviors of those who would later be eligible for Tier IV and their previous knowledge of Tier IV availability was striking.  In essence, those who knew about the scholarship ahead of time and who became eligible for the scholarship through camp tended strongly to contract.  


One should not assume, vis a vis the strength of extreme ratings, that the cadets were a homogeneous group.  The subtlety of the 11-point scale employed was to tease out small differences between respondents who might answer similarly but not exactly.  On a five-point Likert scale, for example, almost all might be forced into responding in the extreme.  Additional problems of scale interpretation, too academic to address here, would obfuscate results.  The only problem presented with the 11-point scale is the relatively high degree of computer power necessary to extrapolate results.  This trade off was made through the recent acquisition of a computer powerful enough to perform the analysis.  

Propensity to Attend Basic Camp and Variables on the Pre-Survey.


There were several pretest variables that contributed to knowledge of propensity to enroll as an MS3, or contract with ROTC.  Conditional attitudes about ROTC and expectations about Basic Camp combined into several domains.  The domains coincided with those domains initially selected for the construction of the survey.


The major domains for exploration were:

1. A preexisting opinion of the benefits associated with an Army career.

2. A preexisting opinion about officership.

3. A high preexisting interest in becoming an officer. 

4. A preexisting opinion of interest and excitement associated with the Basic Camp experience.

5. A financial interest in scholarships.

6. An interest in self and leader development.


Of these primary domains, the combined effect of scholarships (5), leader development (6) and anticipation of challenge and excitement (4) were dominant predictors of contracting in the analysis.  Combined effects are shown at the regression at Table 2.

Table 2.

* * * *   M U L T I P L E   R E G R E S S I O N   * * * *

Pretest - Domains of purpose for attending Basic Camp: 

    Leader/Self Development

    Excitement 

    Money

Equation Number 1    Dependent Variable..   CONTRACT

Block Number  1.  Method:  Enter      EXCITE   MONEY    LDRSFDEV

Multiple R           

.20171

R Square             

.04069

Adjusted R Square    
.03819

Standard Error       
.44500

Analysis of Variance

                    

DF      

Sum of Squares      
Mean Square

Regression           

3            

 9.68333          

3.22778

Residual             

1153        
228.32013           
  
.19802

F =      16.30003       Signif F =  .0000

------------------ Variables in the Equation ------------------

Variable              
B        
SE B       
Beta         
T  
Sig T

EXCITE        
 -.006677     
.016835   
-.014522     
-.397  
.6917

MONEY           
  .074826     
.011325    
.196823     
6.607  
.0000

LDRSFDEV         
  .018604     
.025343    
.027176      
 .734 
.4630

(Constant)      
  .324077     
.120423        

2.691  
.0072


The analysis at Table 2 points out the strong relationship between scholarship expectations and contracting from Basic Camp.  When controlling for scholarship expectations, the secondary domains of interest/anticipated excitement and self/leader development are explored at Table 3.  The effect of ancillary covariance with scholarships (money) is apparent in the analysis.  The ANOVA at Table 3 further illustrates the effects of covariance.  

Table 3.

            * * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * * CONTRACT  by   PRETEST INTEREST AND EXCITEMENT WITH BASIC CAMP PRETEST ANTICIPATION OF LEADER/SELF-DEVELOPMENT with IMPORTANCE OF SCHOLARSHIPS 

UNIQUE sums of squares               All effects entered simultaneously

                                   

Sum of              

 
Mean                

Sig

Source of Variation               
Squares    
DF    

Square       
F       
of F

Covariates                          

7.475      
1         

7.475    

37.791  
.000

   ANMONEY                          
7.475      
1         

7.475    

37.791  
.000

Main Effects                        
2.343     

12        

 .195      

.987  
.459

   ANEXCITE                          
  .865      
7          

.124      

.625  
.736

   ANLDRDEV                        
 1.257      
5          

.251     

1.271  
.274

Explained                          
  
11.919     
13         

 .917     

4.635  
.000

Residual                          

226.084    
1143      

 .198

Total                             

238.003    
1156      

 .206

Variable           


Mean     

Standard Dev     

Cases

CONTRACT          

  .7105            
.4537      

1157

EXCITE          
 

7.7087            
.9869      

1157

LDRSFDEV         

5.5283            
.6628      

1157

MONEY            


4.4771           
1.1935     

1157

- - -  P A R T I A L   C O R R E L A T I O N   C O E F F I C I E N T S  - - -


For the basic relationships between the domains, the key correlations include leadership/self-development and anticipated excitement, and, money and leadership/self-development.  While excitement and leader development strongly correlate, and covary in the regression formulae, the intercorrelation between money and other domains explains much of the relative insignificance of leadership and excitement as domains in the analysis.  See zero order correlation below:  

Table 4.

Zero Order Partials

            


CONTRACT     EXCITE   
LDRSFDEV      MONEY

CONTRACT      

1.0000      
.0406      
.0661      
.2006




 (    0)    

( 1155)    
( 1155)    
( 1155)

             


P= .       

P= .167    
P= .025    
P= .000

EXCITE         

.0406     

1.0000     
.6141      
.1953



             
( 1155)    
(    0)    

( 1155)    
( 1155)

             


P= .167    
P= .       

P= .000    
P= .000

LDRSFDEV       

.0661      
.6141     

1.0000      
.2429

             


( 1155)    
( 1155)    
(    0)    

( 1155)

             


P= .025    
P= .000    
P= .       

P= .000

MONEY          

.2006      
.1953      
.2429     

1.0000

             


( 1155)    
( 1155)    
( 1155)    
(    0)

             


P= .000    
P= .000    
P= .000    
P= .


The strength of relationships was not entirely indicative of their utility in analysis.  The cumulative effect of all domains does not exceed R = .3 in a linear relationship; however, the standardized values of the cumulative domains, accounting for partial non-linearity, is R = .48.  This enhancement is not part of the basic comparison in this study because of the modifications implicit in using standardized values, and the confusion they present to the reader.

Table 5.

           * * * *   M U L T I P L E   R E G R E S S I O N   * * * *

Listwise Deletion of Missing Data

Equation Number 1    Dependent Variable..   CONTRACT

Equation indicating the relative strength of each pretest item to predict contracting.

Equation Number 1    Dependent Variable..   CONTRACT

Multiple R           

.36235

R Square             

.13130

Adjusted R Square    
.10097

Standard Error       

.43023

Analysis of Variance                   F =       4.32894       Signif F =  .0000

                    

DF      

Sum of Squares      
Mean Square

Regression         

 39            
31.24973           

.80128

Residual          

1117           
206.75373           

.18510

Table 5 cont.

------------------ Variables in the Equation ------------------

Variable              
B        
SE B       
Beta         
T  
Sig T

P1             
-.005167     .007579  
 -.021569     
-.682  
.4955

P10            
 .012536     .011462    .
060380    
 1.094  
.2743

P11           
 -.006991     .013424   
-.018008     
-.521  
.6026

P12           
 -.016012     .014396   
-.054693   
 -1.112  
.2663

P13           
  .012306     .016349   
 .037243      
.753  
.4518

P14           
 -.010332     .017626   
-.026553    
 -.586  
.5579

P15           
 -.017348     .014002   
-.052011    
-1.239  
.2156

P16         
8.895E-04      .011383    
.003094     
 .078  
.9377

P17           
  .013297     .011713   
 .045584    
 1.135  
.2565

P18            
-.007357     .012233  
 -.021725   
  -.601  
.5477

P2             
  .005745     .005357   
 .032691    
 1.072  
.2838

P21          
  -.007625     .006504  
 -.034689   
 -1.172  
.2413

P22          
   .035948     .009079    
.181703     
3.959  
.0001***

P23           
  .028958     .049217   
 .018574    
  .588  
.5564

P24           
  .003608     .004696    
.031054     
 .768  
.4424

P25           
 -.038676     .053797   
-.042180    
 -.719  
.4723

P26           
  .005333     .003909   
 .046910    
 1.364  
.1728*

P27             
.024744     .054179    
.026659 
     .457  
.6480

P28           
  .001320     .012404  
  .005926 
     .106  
.9153

P29            
-.015567     .010894  
 -.057529
    -1.429  
.1533*

P3              
 .010067     .010452   
 .032409
      .963  
.3357

P30           
  .026657     .015863  
  .071361
     1.680  
.0931**

P31            
-.001441     .008737   
-.005907
     -.165  
.8690

P32           
 -.002085     .008703  
 -.009062
     -.240  
.8107

P33           
  .028278     .012099   
 .095671     
2.337  
.0196***

P34           
 -.024605     .011649  
 -.083042  
  -2.112  
.0349***

P35        
-4.54E-04     .008746  
 -.001755    
 -.052  
.9586

P36           
 -.012862     .009090   
-.044849   
 -1.415   
 .1573*

P37           
  .011114     .010014    
.033412    
 1.110  
.2673

P38           
 -.017623     .009741   
-.057085   
 -1.809  
.0707**

P39        
-6.83E-04     .008236  
 -.002615     
-.083  
.9340

P4            
 -.007294     .008900   
-.025928    
-.820  
.4126

P40           
  .004065     .008348    
.015407      
.487  
.6264

P41           
 -.003871     .008300   
-.015171     
-.466  
.6410

P5            
 -.005768     .009003   
-.021066   
  -.641  
.5219

P6            
  .005158     .004687  
  .033115    
 1.101  
.2713

P7            
  .004240     .005012   
 .031620     
 .846  
.3978

P8            
 -.009535     .004214  
 -.072533    
-2.263  
.0238***

P9            
  .011415     .007275   
 .064112    
 1.569  
.1169*

(Constant)      
.465156     .177110                
2.626  

.0087

Predictive Capacity of the Pretest Survey.


Of the above variables, the following have the greatest  contribution to the prediction of whether the cadet will contract.  Note that the variables break out as four positive relationships and five negative relationships (Table 6).  Given all that the survey will provide, however, we can explain only 36 percent of the variability of contracting.  While the explanation of variability is not overwhelming as such, the reader should note that the results of this survey exceed the published predictive relationships of many of the instruments used in employment selection.  The predictive capacity of this survey certainly exceeds the requirements of generalizability and utility function (Schmitt and Hunter 1983, 1987).  

Table 6.   

Item

Question content



Beta Weight       T          

Sig T

P22 
Cadet feels likely to join ROTC    


.181703     
3.959  

.0001***

P33
Cadet feels Army offers good benefits   

.095671    
2.337  

.0196***

P8        A way to make money this summer     

-.07253   
 -2.263

 .0238***

P34      Army develops managerial skills     


-.083042   
 -2.112  

 .0349***

P38      Cadet likes the Army (image) 


-.057085    
-1.809  

  .0707**

P30      Opportunity to be a leader



 .071361     
1.680  
 
  .0931**

P9        Wants to join ROTC



 .064112    
 1.569  
 
 .1169*

P29       It is an adventurous job     



 -.057529   
 -1.429  
 
 .1533*

P36       Wants to serve his or her country     

 
 -.044849   
 -1.415    
.1573*

In addition to the key variables discovered above, other variables, whose individual measurement covaries with others include:

Basic Camp will help me develop discipline................negative relationships

Basic Camp will be exciting.........................................negative relationships

Basic Camp will present mental challenges.................positive relationships

I like new experiences..................................................positive relationships


It is apparent that the cadets who contract from Basic Camp consider themselves to be up to physical challenges, and do not perceive that camp will provide much of a physical challenge; thus, the greater anticipation with mental challenge, not physical at the beginning of camp.  It is also apparent that although the key variables of wanting and expecting to join ROTC were significant, they did not account for more than a small amount of the overall variance in whether the cadet actually contracted.  


Certain terms evoke less response than others.  The term ‘leader’ has a much more positive feel to contracting cadets than management or ‘managerial’.  ‘Exciting’ is not as well received as ‘interesting’ or challenging.  In future survey constructions, it will be necessary to use more sophisticated key words to reflect a different market leaning with 20 year olds than with our 17-18 year old high school population market. 


The following (Table 7) subtracts out MJC population (through age) and shows that using fewer variables, an adequate prediction capacity still exists.

Table 7.

          * * * *   M U L T I P L E   R E G R E S S I O N   * * * *

Multiple R           





.32355

R Square             





.10468

Adjusted R Square    




.08971

Standard Error       





.42931

Analysis of Variance

                    

DF      
Sum of Squares      
Mean Square

Regression         

 15            19.33082          

   1.28872

Residual           

897           165.32636           
.18431

F =       6.99213       Signif F =  .0000

Table 7 continued

------------------ Variables in the Equation ------------------

Variable              
B        
SE B       
Beta         
T  

Sig T

P4             
-.020740     
.009878   
-.072653    
-2.100  
.0360

P9              
.014354   
 .007990   
 .082055    
 1.796  
.0728

P10           
  .050399     
.009714    
247413    
 5.188  
.0000

P11        
 7.089E-04   
  .015001   
.001837     
 .047  
.9623

P15            
-.011639    
 .015173  
 -.034857   
  -.767  
.4432

P17           
  .014692     
.012615    
.052045     
1.165  
.2445

P12          
  -.007698    
 .016047   
-.025365   
  -.480  
.6315

P13        
 8.993E-04   
  .018615   
 .002626    
  .048  
.9615

P14          
  -.012869     
.019006   
-.033467  
   -.677  
.4985

P18           
 -.012536     
.013605  
 -.037726   
  -.921  
.3571

P27         
    .015859   
  .029580   
 .017208    
  .536  
.5920

P29         
   -.010379   
  .011611  
 -.037864    
 -.894  
.3716

P30         
    .035401    
 .017460   
 .094029   
  2.028  
.0429

P33      
     .031002 
    .011655  
  .108017    
 2.660  
.0080

P34         
   -.026323   
  .013183  
 -.087618    
-1.997  
.0462

(Constant)     
 .320782     
.164137                
1.954  
.0510


Predictably, initial responses to desire or expectations to join ROTC increase in predictiveness.  Older cadets are more certain of what it was they wanted.  An ‘opportunity to be a leader’ appears to have greater pull with older cadets who contract.  And job benefits upswing markedly.  On the other hand, ‘adventurous’ and management are definite turn-offs to those who will contract. 


The contracting cadet displays this general profile before Basic Camp:

Self-confidence

· Self-discipline is not a concern

· Like new experiences

· Desires mental challenge

· Wants to experience leadership role

Money

· Needs or desires money to complete college

· Does not see Basic Camp as rewarding in and of itself

· Wants good job benefits

· Isn’t as concerned with job security

Army

· Sees the Army as viable career choice

· Sees Army’s role in world affairs as relevant

· Is not as likely to see the Army’s technology as among the most advanced

Excitement

· Does not expect Basic Camp to be physically challenging

· Isn’t drawn to fun, travel and adventure for a job requirement


Overall, the contracting cadet is a bit more self-confident going in, and more serious about the Army as a personal near-term career choice.  He or she is not frivolous in comparison with those cadets who do not contract.  The contracting cadet tends to be very practical and focused on short and near term rewards of the decision to join ROTC.  The contracting cadet also shuns the middle management stereotype, but seeks leadership.

Analysis of Correspondence.


One method of looking at the relationship between domains and contracting is to view actual relationships in Analysis of Correspondence (ANACOR).  The following (Table 8) represents the findings of relationships between leader/self-development and contracting, and anticipated excitement and challenge at Basic Camp and contracting.  Since, arguably, contracting can be viewed as a nominal variable, the relationships of key domains were appropriately sought through Analysis of correspondence.  This methodology was not employed for individual scale representations, but, serves to bracket the base scores of domains as a function of contracting.  The utility for ANACOR is specific to determining functional ranges.  The reader who does not have a background in non-linear, non-parametric statistical analysis or who is disinterested in the screening utillity of the pretest should skip this section.

Table 8.  A N A C O R 

The table to be analyzed:

  Leadership        
2        3        4        5        
6          7




Margin 0        
3        8       62      134      127         1     

 
335

 Contracted          3       27      88      321      380         3


822

 Margin          
6       35      150      455      507        4     


1157

Dimension    



Singular       Inertia       Proportion    
Cumulative

              




Value                        
Explained    
Proportion

    1        




.12101         .01464                1.000                         1.000

Total                       
    

                    .01464          
    1.000          
         1.000

Contribution of column points to the inertia of each dimension:

Leadership and Self-Development 
          Marginal    

         

Dim                    

   2             



.005     

        

.076

   3             



.030     



.037

   4             



.130     



.660

   5             



.393     



.003

   6             



.438     



.222

   7             



.003     



.002










1.000

Table 8 (cont)

The table to be analyzed:

Excitement          1     2      3        4        5        6        7

8

9



Margin

Non-contract       0      0    
1       3       13       56     112
132
 18
335

Contract              1      0     2        6       31      106    237
397
42
 822

     Margin          1      0     3        9       44      162      349      
529
60   
 1157

Dimension    



Singular       Inertia       Proportion    
Cumulative

              




Value                        
Explained    
Proportion

    1        




.08735         .00763           1.000          1.000

Total                      
 


     .00763           1.000          1.000

Contribution of column points to the inertia of each dimension:

EXCITEMENT   

   

Marginal    



Dim

   Profile       


  

   1             





.001     



.046

   2             





.000     



.000

   3             





.003     



.003

   4             





.008     



.010

   5             





.038     



.001

   6             





.140     



.281

   7             





.302     



.189

   8             





.457     



.466

   9             





.052     



.004

                         




1.000


The analysis of correspondence at Table 8 demonstrates the complex properties of the combined domains.  Each question could be associated in a similar manner to acquire absolute values if the survey were used as a screening instrument.  That is not with in purview of this study.  However, it is evident that a value of 4 is more predictive than other values for leadership, despite having fewer in that number.  By weighting out values of the individual variables based on contribution to predictiveness of contracting, an ideal value could be attained.  


The ideal domain value for excitement has a value of 8.  The same holds true for this domain, in that the ideal value is attainable by going to the individual questions, weighting those (with positive or negative valence) and recombining the domain based on the new algorithm attained.  The total predictiveness of the survey could be doubled in this manner.

Knowledge of Tier IV Scholarships.


As compared to leadership and excitement, less universally important to cadets in their decision to attend Basic Camp was the offer of scholarships; however, in the decision to contract, scholarships were extremely important. Unfortunately, the offer of Tier IV scholarships was lowest of all in terms of motivating cadets.


Over 88 percent of cadets knew of the Tier I, or CAT I scholarship, while Tier IV, 57 percent of cadets never heard about the scholarship before seeing it mentioned on the survey.  Those that knew about the Tier IV scholarship were far more likely to accept it than those who had not.  The following table shows the relationship between knowledge of scholarships and potential commitment to acceptance of scholarships.

Table 9.

	Knowledge of...
	Pearson's r
	Propensity to...

	Tier IV scholarship
	.85
	Accept Tier IV scholarship

	Tier I scholarship w/o Tier IV knowledge
	.51
	Not accept Tier IV scholarship 

	All scholarships
	.88
	Join ROTC 

	Tier I scholarship w/o Tier IV knowledge
	.26
	Join ROTC



Knowledge of Tier IV scholarships was a high indicator of interest in joining/contracting ROTC.  With 3 out of 5 not knowing about Tier IV, the likelihood of high percentage of contracting, based on initial propensity, seems remote.  The test of this relationship comes with the introduction of contracting decisions into the formula. 


The importance of delivering the Tier IV message to prospective cadets who are contemplating attendance at Basic Camp is underscored by the above findings.  If a cadet only knows of Tier I and believes is attending Basic Camp to gain a scholarship, the offer of a lesser scholarship appears to have a negative impact on contracting.  The obverse is not, apparently, true.  If a cadet is aware of the Tier IV scholarships, the overall willingness to accept any scholarship is considerably higher (small sampling restricts confidence in result).  The lesson is to sell the Tier IV scholarship first, and if the PMS feels that the prospect may qualify for one of the limited numbers of Tier I, II or III scholarships, he or she may provide additional information on the potential for more lucrative scholarships.  However, telling more than enough to get the prospect to camp could potentially result in dissatisfaction or disappointment, and therefore, no contract.

Table 10.

	Variable
	B
	SE of B
	Beta
	T
	Sig T

	Mental challenge
	.010
	.026
	.006
	.11
	.707

	Physical challenge
	-.008
	.020
	-.027
	-.38
	.745

	Will join ROTC
	.024
	.016
	.128
	1.50
	.135

	Knowledge of Tier IV
	.149
	.083
	.195
	1.27
	.018

	Would accept Tier IV
	.136
	.104
	.102
	.87
	.085

	Interest to become officer
	.057
	.037
	.181
	1.43
	.081



The above table refers to cadets eligible for Tier IV scholarships, comparable as a group to the study undertaken last year.  The biggest apparent problem is that many who were eligible did not know, and this difference in knowing made an extreme difference in contracting rates in this group.  Considering the size of the group, the significance of the finding is strong.  


Overall, Table 10 points out the high requirement to inform of the Tier IV or potential Tier IV prospect of the prgram.  With the confines of this group, knowledge of Tier I had a mild negative relationship to contracting, further emphasizing the need promote Tier IV as a first, and potentially only, option to the cadet.  

Part Three:  After Camp Posttest Results.


The measurements associated with posttest responses include many of those measurements in the pretest.  The change in perceptions, attitudes and conditions will be measured as they correlate to other factors, e.g., camp performance and contracting rates.  The purpose of the posttest is to measure change and perceptions of experiences that may tend to affect contracting.  


The primary issues here are:  did a change occur in general attitude and did that change affect contracting of the cadet.  The source of change in attitude can not be directly addressed in this study, although some indications may be found in data associated with the open-response question section.

An example analysis.


The posttest gives us the opportunity to determine if Basic Camp met expectations of cadets, e.g., was Basic Camp physically challenging?  Below is the posttest, showing 53.7% of cadets believed to be challenged physically (rating of 7 or more).




The pretest showed that physical challenge represented an important expectation, as shown below.  The question arises, did Basic Camp meet the expectations of the cadets represented below, and, did this have an impact on contracting?







As a response to the question implicit in the results above, running a simple regression can demonstrate the complexity of the relationship on this one scale alone as a comparison to contracting.  Although the cadets demonstrated a high interest in being physically challenged, those who said camp was highly challenging, tended not to contract.  Physical challenge (P18 for pretest, Q8 for posttest) are compared in the regression at Table 11.   

Table 11.

Multiple R           


.06959

R Square             


.00484

Adjusted R Square    

.00266

Standard Error       

.44937

Analysis of Variance

                    

DF      Sum of Squares      Mean Square

Regression           2              .89423           

.44712

Residual           910           183.76294           
.20194

F =       2.21414       Signif F =  .1098

------------------ Variables in the Equation ------------------

Variable              B        

SE B       
Beta        

T  

Sig T

P18           
  .012390     .011588    .037286     
1.069  
.2853

Q8             
 -.011114     .005400   -.071771    
-2.058  
.0399

(Constant)      .674860     .103063                

6.548  
.0000


The result of the analysis, the steps of which are too complex to be included here, show that the non-linear relationship between contracting and physical challenge belies the negative beta weight in the above regression.  An ideal, or hump in the response to the statement, “it (Basic Camp) was physically challenging”, standardized to the whether the cadet contracted, shows in Chart 1 Those who deemed Basic Camp to be extremely challenging also found it too difficult physically, did not perform well in sit-ups, push-ups and run, and generally, did not perform well on the OSB either.  


Table 12 shows the relationship between performance variables and the cadets’ perception of physical difficulty.  Again, correlations assume a linear relationship.  Note Q8 and Q9, which measure the perception of physical difficulty, correlate negatively with physical performance measurements.  This relationship is due to the non-linear right-skewed relationship between perception of difficulty and performance.

Table 12.
- -  Correlation Coefficients  - -

OSB1       Q8         Q9      PUSHUP1   RUNNING1  
SITUP1

OSB1         
1.0000     -.1647     -.1821      .1439      .1991    
.1105

            

P= .       P= .000    P= .000    P= .000    P= .000        P= .000

Q8           
-.1647     1.0000      .3359     -.2700     -.2861    
 -.1747

            

P= .000    P= .       P= .000    P= .000    P= .000         P= .000

Q9           
-.1821      .3359     1.0000     -.2289     -.2788            -.1917



P= .000    P= .000    P= .    P= .000    P= .000    P= .000

PUSHUP1       
.1439     -.2700     -.2289     1.0000      
.6102      .4212

            

P= .000    P= .000    P= .000    P= . 
P= .000    P= .000

RUNNING1     
 .1991     -.2861     -.2788      .6102     
1.0000      .4495



P= .000    P= .000    P= .000    P= .000    P= .       P= .000

SITUP1        
.1105     -.1747     -.1917      .4212      .4495     1.0000



 P= .000    P= .000    P= .000   P= .000    
P= .000    P= .

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance)

" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed


As performed with the physical challenge sub-domain, other sub-domains were analyzed for linearity, predictiveness and sensitivity within domain and within the survey.  The level of detail required to present such data would be excessive, and the explanation of each variable’s relative effect would saturate this analysis, and would be only effective in the construction of a screening test.   


In Chart 1, the standardized observed value relates to the strength of feelings about the statement “it (Basic Camp) was physically challenging”.  The Y axis shows the relative affect of the response compared to the deviation from average rate of contracting.  From the mean point of response (0 on the X axis), the points on the scale reflect deviations from the mean.  Extremes to either end of the mean relate to contracting negatively.  Cautiously, this result may be interpreted as those who see the physical requirements as just right, tend to contract.  



Chart 1.
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The caution in using the interpretations above is that an overall value of satisfaction with the Basic Camp experience may be in covariance with the physical sub-domain, obfuscating the results.  The actual analysis is more complicated than sum of the individual results.  Despite this strong caveat, the analysis of posttest surveys begins here with the posttest results, similar to the pretest survey analysis.


With each question is a review of the implication of the frequency distribution as a separate issue.  The caution implicit in such analysis is that overall interactions and interactions with performance variables and contracting for each question may be of greater import than the actual distribution itself.  Therefore, the correlation to contracting and the beta weight for prediction to contracting for all questions on the pretest should be viewed with the distribution itself.  For those cases where individual question contribution to contracting is strong (above .05 positive or negative valence), the Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation term (-r-) correlation the regression term (B), Standard Error of B (SE B), Beta Weight (regression term adjusting for standard error), post hoc T-test (T), and significance (Sig T).  A (**) indicates a Pearson’s r at the .01 level of significance and (*) indicates a .05 level of significance.

Posttest Survey Results

1.  I attended Camp Challenge to compete for a scholarship.








No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely
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Notes:  This response is a dichotomous or bi-modal response.  Those who did wish to compete for a scholarship later contracted at a higher rate.  The beta weight for this variable is the highest of all those entered into the full posttest regression.  Extreme differences are logically consistent.

Within Regression Prediction to Contracting

-r-
   B        

SE B    
     beta 

T      
 Sig T

Q1


.1692**
.013040    
 .004078    .111851        3.198 
 .0014

2.
Camp Challenge experience was interesting.

No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree




Agree At All

                        
Completely
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Notes:  An overall positive result, yet the relationship to contracting was insignificant.

3.
Camp Challenge was exciting.



No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely
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Notes:  Insignificant finding related to contracting.

4.
It prepared me to be a leader



No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely



[image: image35.wmf]0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

3

0.4

0.8

1.8

2.2

7.1

7.5

15.3

21.4

14.5

26.1

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10


Notes:  Significant finding related to contracting.  Fulfilling expectations of leader training appears to be highly significant to whether the individual contracts or not.  

Within Regression Prediction to Contracting




-r-
B        
   SE B           beta 
T       Sig T

Q4              

1104**
.026215     .010139    .121160     
2.586  
.0098

5.
It helped make me more self-disciplined



No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely



[image: image36.wmf]0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4.2

0.8

1.5

2.1

3.1

7.1

6.4

12.1

19.8

15.1

27.7

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10


Notes:  Despite a positive correlation, the self-discipline question measures some qualities  that do not play well to cadets.  The question does not measure just one attribute, and once entered into the regression, the covariance of the positive aspects of the question are extracted, leaving the negative.  Future surveys should avoid this wording.

Within Regression Prediction to Contracting




-r-
       B        
SE B    
 beta 
       T       Sig T

Q5            

.0286
 -.009535         .008370   -.051099    -1.139  
.2549

6.
It helped me develop confidence




No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely
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7.
It was mentally challenging



No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely



[image: image38.wmf]0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

5.8

2

2.8

3.8

4.7

11

7.3

11.6

15.1

12.5

23.1

0

5

10

15

20

25

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10


Notes:  Non-significant finding as related to contracting.

8.
It was physically challenging



No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely
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                                  Notes:  Non-significant finding; however, as discussed above, the response relationship to contracting is non-linear.

9.  It was too difficult physically




No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely
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Notes:  Obvious finding:  those who found it too physically demanding did not contract; however, although the simple relationship was highly significant, it covaried strongly in the regression equation with other questions.

Within Regression Prediction to Contracting




-r-

B        
SE B    
             beta 
T           Sig T

Q9             
         -.0844**
     -.006354       .009278           -.029696     
-.685  
.4936

10.  It was too difficult mentally



No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely
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Notes:  Strong agreement that Basic Course did not overtax cadets mentally.  Suggestions that more mentally rigorous or stimulating events might be preferred.  Insignificant negative relationship to contracting.

11.  Most of the activities were senseless



No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely
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Notes:  For the strength of this question, the number of respondents some or total agreement with the statement is cause for concern.  See summary statements.

Within Regression Prediction to Contracting



-r-

B        
       SE B    
 beta 

T       

Sig T

Q11            
-.0880** 
 -.006362     .005499      -.037605    
-1.157  
             .2476

12.
  I understood why we were asked to do specific things



No,  Do Not  
                   
             
Yes, Agree





Agree At All

                        
Completely
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Notes:  An inverse of the above statement with considerably less strength gives a better view of the domain of understanding.  Understanding why was a critical element of the decision to continue in ROTC.

Within Regression Prediction to Contracting



-r-

B        

SE B    
 
beta 

T       
Sig T

Q12            
.1148**

.011423     
.005473    
.067411    
 2.087  
.0371

13.
  Would you recommend Army ROTC 


NO  (11.3)         YES  (88.7)


Camp Challenge to friends and classmates?


Notes:  Relatively strong positive simple correlation (.088**).

14.
  How important is the $2,000 scholarship to you in your decision to continue Army ROTC? 


             Not at All                                                         

Extremely

             

Important                                                                  
Important
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Within Regression Prediction to Contracting



-r-
          B        
SE B    
 
beta 

T       
Sig T

Q14             
1185**
        .006112     .003955               .053714     
1.545  
.1225

15.
Please circle the number from "-5" to "5" that describes how the advertising you saw affected your interest in attending Camp Challenge, where "5" means that it increased your interest very much and "-5" means it decreased your interest very much and 0 means it did not affect your interest at all.


            
Decreased                        

Neutral                         
Increased



Very Much





Very Much
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Below are statements about Camp Challenge.  On the line after each statement, circle the number, "0" to "10",  that describes how much you agree that the statement describes your experience, where "10" means that you strongly agree and "0" means that you strongly disagree.

Notes:  Statistically irrelevant to the decision to contract.

16.
It was a valuable experience
















Strongly   



Strongly

Disagree      



Agree
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Notes:  Strong positive agreement with the statement; however, insignificant in its relationship to contracting.

17.
It provided the opportunity to be a leader















Strongly   



Strongly






Disagree      



Agree
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Notes:  Reinforces the need for experience of leadership during Basic Camp, perhaps increasing the number of cadet led activities.

Within Regression Prediction to Contracting



-r-

B        
   SE B    
 beta 

T       

Sig T

Q17             
.0784**

.014117     .010440    
.063983     
1.352 
 
.1766

18.
I learned a lot about the Army




Strongly   



Strongly




Disagree     



Agree
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Notes:  Insignificant in relationship to contracting.  Knowledge of the Army did not help place the cadet in MS3.

19.
I learned a lot about being an officer

Strongly   



Strongly

 


Disagree      



Agree
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Notes:  Far less positive agreement than on knowledge of Army question, the responses beg the question of how much Army information versus how much officership information is critical to the influencing of the cadet to contract.  Correlations of officership knowledge to contracting was 18 times stronger than Army knowledge.


For the following statements circle either yes or no indicating your experience, and comment if appropriate.  All responses will be confidential.

20.
I experienced or was subjected to conditions during Camp Challenge that caused me to not favorably consider becoming an officer in the Army.   
Yes  (26.3)       

No (73.7)       

Notes:  The responses to this question mirror closely contracting.  The conditions referred to in the question is open, and may reflect elements wherein Cadet Command may have the control to change, the desire to change or both.  

Within Regression Prediction to Contracting




-r-

B        
SE B    
 
beta 

T       
Sig T

Q20             

.1329**

.083897     .032512             .081755     
  
2.581 
.0100

Posttest Survey and Propensity to Contract.  


Although the pretest survey can be used as a predictor or contracting, the posttest should achieve higher reliability with contracting than the pretest.  The exception to this rule is when questions about intent to contract are part of the pretest as in this study.  The first regression (Table 15) shows the pure contracting prediction rate of the posttest survey.  The assumption of the survey was that decision to contract would represent the response from the survey.

Table 15.

Multiple R           


.27413

R Square             


.07515

Adjusted R Square    

.05721

Standard Error       

.44058

Analysis of Variance

                    

DF      Sum of Squares      

Mean Square

Regression         

 22            17.88573           

.81299

Residual          

1134           220.11773          
 .19411

F =       4.18834       Signif F =  .0000

Equation Number 1    Dependent Variable..   CONTRACT

Variable              B        SE B       
Beta         T  
Sig T

Q1              .013040     .004078    .111851     3.198  
.0014

Q10            -.004384     .008956   -.021342     -.489  
.6246

Q11            -.006362     .005499   -.037605    -1.157  
.2476

Q12             .011423     .005473    .067411     2.087  
.0371

Q13             .050974     .051842    .032831      .983  
.3257

Q14             .006112     .003955    .053714     1.545  
.1225

Q15            -.007740     .006477   -.036151    -1.195  
.2323

Q16            -.014436     .010378   -.064399    -1.391  
.1645

Q17             .014117     .010440    .063983     1.352  
.1766

Q18            -.009371     .008805   -.044442    -1.064  
.2874

Q19            -.008149     .008189   -.042284     -.995  
.3199

Q2              .007941     .011695    .030437      .679  
.4973

Q20             .083897     .032512    .081755     2.581  
.0100

Q21            -.016707     .035125   -.014530     -.476  
.6344

Q22             .069897     .037367    .056973     1.871  
.0617

Q3             -.007287     .010327   -.033132     -.706  
.4805

Q4              .026215     .010139    .121160     2.586  
.0098

Q5             -.009535     .008370   -.051099    -1.139  
.2549

Q6              .002002     .008959    .010079      .223  
.8232

Q7             -.001757     .006890   -.010848     -.255  
.7987

Q8             -.006984     .006020   -.044877    -1.160  
.2462

Q9             -.006354     .009278   -.029696     -.685  
.4936

(Constant)      .488186     .092634                  5.270  
.0000


If the pretest does not include questions of direct intent to join ROTC after camp, the R = .272, only slightly lower than the posttest comparison of R = .274.

For purposes of comparison, the pre- and posttests are equivalent (Hoetellings T significance .8).  The interaction of key variables and their predictiveness of contracting will be covered later.  For now, concentration on the key variables for prediction of contracting follow:

Leadership Opportunity.



For the interested reader, the results do not indicate that the cadets uniformly believed they were offered the opportunity to develop leadership at camp; rather that those who did feel so contracted.  The actual correlation between pretest expectations of leadership development and posttest report of experiences and attitudes about Basic Camp was r = .2478.  Basic Camp did not meet everyone’s level of expectations.  The comparison of the differences (variable name lead90) is at the chart below (Chart 2).

Chart 2.





If anything, Basic Camp fell somewhat short in fulfilling the opportunity for leadership experiences in the eyes of the cadets.  The pre- and posttest data was for those cadets completing Basic Camp only, so that any other expectations from cadets failing to complete are not included.  Despite the general trend downward in ratings from pretest to posttest, leader opportunity exceeded the downward trend of other items.  The issues involved with perceptions of leadership opportunities involve both recruiting efforts and training regimen.  Since expectations are wholly or in part a product of recruiting, and fulfillment is a product of training, these issues are mutual.  A decision to either decreasing expectations or increasing fulfillment is a logical recommendation.  However, recruiting and training do not necessarily operate in opposition to or exclusive of each other.  

Understanding.


The author’s personal observance of confusion in directions that cadre provided to cadets during the posttest survey conduct and stationing of cadets for training events may represent a systemic problem that requires addressing.  Given that cadets’ understanding of why they were asked to do certain things is significantly related to contracting, the problem should be explored.  The two events are recorded below:

· Conditions of the test.  During the set up of the test, the drill sergeants (DI) changed their directions to the cadets on three separate occasions as how to place the tables and chairs.  The changes in direction included setting up the tables and chairs, then removing some of the tables, then realigning the tables in configuration, and finally, adding tables and chairs back to the configuration.  At the completion of the test, confusion on how to put the chairs back ensued.  Orders to the cadets were perfunctory and no apologies were offered for the confusion.  Following the test, cadets stood around for up to approximately 45 minutes, awaiting directions on where to go next.

· While in the Ops shack during the visit of MG Lyle and MG Arnold, the author observed that Ops personnel changed the direction of two platoons for training events in anticipation of where the generals’ party would be heading next.  After 20 minutes of radio communications and coordination, the platoons proceeded to their training.


The efforts to explain changes in directions were somewhat the same as if the cadets were trainees, i.e., without explanation, although the manner of speaking was significantly less brusque than DIs would normally use with trainees.  Occasionally, the confusion on the faces of cadets in and around the company area reminded one of the basic trainee; however, these cadets were more circumspect, questioning, curious and obviously brighter and more articulate than the average 18-year old trainee.  Given that, the denial of explanation of changes in direction by the cadre was potentially problematic.  Without explanation, the cadets would have been justified in assuming a lack of decision-making abilities on the part of the cadre, or a systemic confusion on the part of their total experience of Army procedures.  The drill sergeants, who were used to BCT conditions, were not as patient as ROTC cadre with cadets who asked clarification.


Anyone who has had the experience of directing basic trainees recognizes the difficulty in moving trainees around, accountability, ignorance of the most basic ideas and methods of the Army, etc.  To say that the experience is frustrating is putting it mildly.  It takes a supreme amount of patience on the part of professional soldiers who understand requirements on an intuitive level to deal 

with patent ignorance.  Over time, even the best DI or NCO could become callous, and might be forced to become so as a matter of self-preservation.  However, cadets are not trainees, and some balance should be sought between giving the cadets an understanding of what the purpose of the activity is and sufficient guidance to accomplish the activity safely and in a timely fashion.

Conditions.


Some conditions are much in character for trainee management and soldierization, yet may not be appropriate for college students who have yet to commit to ROTC and the Army.  In part, some of the conditions may be due to the title “Basic” as applies to camp.  Some of the negatives voiced by cadets on surveys and directly at camp are listed below:

· Many cadets took a physical at their school before coming to camp only to find that the paperwork was lost and therefore they had to take another one.

· The ‘barking’ of orders to the cadets in the dining facility to be quiet, stay in line, etc.

· Immediately after receiving a small casual pay, cadets had to give back about half for Officer’s Club membership. 

· While in the reception battalion area, cadets must use port-a-potties, rather than latrines, and those who used the latrines were harshly berated.

· Although billeting was in 1960’s concrete block structures, and classes were often in modern brick buildings, building 6645, a temporary WWII structure  was selected to be the site for posttesting.  The exterior appearance was perhaps the worst of any outside the impact area.  Paint was falling off the structure in large chunks.  There were holes in the siding that would accept a good-sized groundhog, and mud was spattered all over the side of the building.  Although the site of the testing was changed, 6645 had been used for other purposes.  WWII wood buildings used in administrative functions  (in-processing, training activities, etc.) provide a less than ideal image of the Army, but those that are in state of complete disrepair serve to undermine the credibility of the Army’s viability and source for a rewarding career. 

· More personally amusing was the return to the pressed metal tray at the dining facility, the use of which imparts that characteristic mess kit metallic flavor that all who’ve experienced it remember fondly.  

Cadre Behavior.


As alluded to above, cadre behavior significantly influenced whether the cadet contracted.  The scale provided both a positive and negative response option.  The absolute “cadre acted professionally during Camp Challenge”  begs only singular exceptions.  If the cadet saw only any instance of what he or she judged as non-professional behavior, the tendency was not to contract.  


Here again, Basic Camp differs strongly from BCT.  Where BCT is an evaluative process of potential soldiers, the trainee is committed to the Army contractually; therefore, he or she is not strongly engaged in an evaluation of the Army.  At Basic Camp, ROTC evaluates the individual for potential officer material, but, equally, the cadet evaluates the Army as a potential career decision.  A primary function of Basic Camp is recruiting those non-committed to ROTC with scholarships, future careers and a positive view of the Army.    


Some of the negative responses toward professional cadre behavior are not contained within; however, the overall aspect of recruiting, or lack thereof, may be illustrated in the two anecdotal observations below:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
During the conduct of the EOC test, one of cadre left a current copy of the Army Times with the front cover blazing the headlines "Officer Drawdown".  Although the cadets could easily access this newspaper, leaving on a table does not speak well to the level of sensitivity to the recruiting mission.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Drills and TAC NCOs repeatedly volunteered that the training was too soft and that cadets were not getting the intensity of training needed.  Drills offered that they would prefer to work with trainees because they can't discipline a cadet as easily as a trainee.  Only one drill mentioned his role in recruiting, but inferred that the role was in conflict of his role as a trainer.    


Any efforts to recruit may have been more driven by cadre, who had a vested stake in the process.  Where ROTC cadre were outnumbered by drill instructors, the overwhelming interest was unlikely to be recruiting.  Secondly, drill instructors at Fort Knox are unused to working with female personnel, another decided disadvantage in the Basic Camp process.

Scholarships.


Not surprisingly, continuing significant relationship exists between scholarships and contracting.  To the degree possible, the number scholarship opportunities could increase the number of cadets contracting.  Although second in importance to the opportunity for leadership skills and experience, scholarships will continue to play a major role in committing to ROTC.

Part Four:  Relationships Between Pre- and Post Tests


Tables 18 and 19 show the relationship between pretest response to wanting to go to Basic Camp to compete for a scholarship and posttest response.  The relatively high correlation in responses does not approach 1.00 and shows clearly that the intervening conditions of attendance and activities at Basic Camp can have a major impact on the attitude of the cadet.  Were the cadets asked on consecutive days the scholarship question, one would anticipate a nearly perfect correlation.  Thus, both time and events change how cadets perceived what their purpose for going to camp was.  


The purpose for bringing this up, in fact the purpose for having such basic similar questions in both the pre- and posttests, was to demonstrate the measure of shift in responses.  By identifying a question that logically should not change, the study identifies a baseline for correlations.  Any correlation approaching .64 accounts for all of the shift in the population response due to time.


Table 19 shows the interrelationship of scholarship competition and contracting.  Here, assumptions about what the cadet thought he or she wanted at the beginning of camp was not nearly as valid as the information at the end.  The expectations of the cadet at the beginning of camp are not as valid as the end.  The importance of this observation is the comparison of regressions for prediction of contracting from the pretest to the posttest occurring in the preceding chapter.  Despite the apparent similarity of predictiveness, individual questions are still more valid on the posttest.

Table 19.

            * * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * *

                 CONTRACT by   P7  Q1

                 UNIQUE sums of squares

                 All effects entered simultaneously





Sum of                 

Mean             

Sig

Source of Variation               
Squares     
DF        Square       
F    
of F

Main Effects                       
14.744     
20          .737     

3.751 
 .000

   P7                               

2.399     

10          .240    

 1.221  
.273

   Q1                               

6.892     

10          .689     

3.507  
.000

Explained                          

14.744     
20          .737    

 3.751 
 .000

Residual                          

223.259   
1136    
.197

Total                             

238.003   
1156      .206


The F-ratio of the above ANOVA for the pretest question of scholarship is no longer large enough to indicate significance.  Similar correlations and ANOVA are listed below for expectations and experiences.  Where these correlations are substantially below the .64 level, the inference should be that Basic Camp did not fulfill expectations.  Where expectations were met are noted.

Table 20.

Camp would be//was interesting.

                      - -  Correlation Coefficients  - -

             

P13        


Q2

P13          
1.0000      

.3127



P= .       


P= .000

Q2            
.3127     


1.0000



P= .000    

P= .

Table 21.

Camp would be//was interesting.

            * * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * *

                 CONTRACT by   P13   Q2

                 UNIQUE sums of squares  All effects entered simultaneously

                                   

Sum of                 


Mean             

Sig

Source of Variation               
Squares     
DF        

Square       
F    
of F

Main Effects                        
4.511     

18         

 .251    

1.222  
.235

   P13                              

1.209      
 8          

 .151     

 .736  
.659

   Q2                               

2.988     

10          

.299     

1.456  
.151

Explained                          

 4.511     
18         

 .251     

1.222  
.235

Residual                          

233.492    
1138     

 .205

Total                             

238.003    
1156      

 .206


A significant drop in level of interest occurred following Basic Camp.  The lack of correlation indicates that this drop was very uneven, i.e., some who initially thought it would not be greatly interesting, may have found it so, while those who thought that it would be greatly interesting were not so positive afterwards.  Again, expectations this uneven with experience leads to conclusions about whether cadets were adequately appraised of the type or quality of experience they would encounter.  


Effectively, the sale or pre-brief by recruiters may have had as much to do with the relationship between pretest expectations and posttest report of experience.  Further, although not significant, posttest agreement with the statement that camp was interesting was an apparent factor in the decision to contract.


Tables 22 and 23 explore the question of excitement.  Here expectations and experiences fall even lower in their relationship.  It is apparent that a disconnect occurs between the information given before camp and the experiences of the cadets.

Table 22.

Camp will be//was exciting

     
                - -  Correlation Coefficients  - -

             

P12        


Q3

P12          
1.0000      

.2865



P= .       


P= .000

Q3            
.2865     


1.0000



 P= .000  
  
P= .

Table 23.

Camp will be//was exciting

            * * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * *

                 CONTRACT by   P12 Q3

                 UNIQUE sums of squares

                 All effects entered simultaneously

                                   
Sum of                 


Mean             

Sig

Source of Variation            Squares     
DF       
 
Square       
F    
of F

Main Effects                        3.715     
20          

.186      

.901  
.586

   P12                               
  .693     

10          

.069      

.336  
.971

   Q3                               
2.705     

10          

.270     

1.311  
.219

Explained                           3.715     

20          

.186      

.901  
.586

Residual                          
234.288   
1136          
.206

Total                             
238.003   
1156          
.206


The relationships of leadership opportunity and contracting were explored earlier; however, it is interesting to note the further decline in expectation/experience relationship at Table 24.

Table 24.

Camp will prepare//prepared me to be a leader.

                      - -  Correlation Coefficients  - -

             

P14        


Q4

P14          
1.0000      

.2478

  

P= .       


P= .000

Q4            
.2478     


1.0000



P= .000    

P= .

* * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * *

                 CONTRACT by   Q4 with P14

                 UNIQUE sums of squares       All effects entered simultaneously

                                   

Sum of                 

Mean             

Sig

Source of Variation               
Squares     
DF        Square       
F    
of F

Covariates                           
.011      

1            .011      

.056  
.813

   P14                               

.011      

1            .011      

.056  
.813

Main Effects                        
4.491     

10          .449     

2.205  
.016

   Q4                               

4.491     

10          .449     

2.205  
.016
Explained                           
4.729     

11          .430     

2.110  
.017

Residual                          

233.274   
1145       .204

Total                             

238.003   
1156         .206

Table 25.

It will make//it made me more self-disciplined.

 - -  Correlation Coefficient  - -            









Q5

P15



.2961 (.000)

                 CONTRACT    by   Q5   by   P15





Sum of                 

Mean             


Sig

Source of Variation               
Squares     
DF        Square       
F    

of F

Main Effects                        
3.501     

19          .184      

.893  

.592

   Q5                               

1.561     

10          .156      

.757  

.671

   P15                             

2.140      
9           
.238     

1.153  

.322

Explained                           
3.501    

 19          .184      

.893  

.592

Residual                          

234.502   
1137          .206

Total                             

238.003   
1156          .206

Table 26.

It will help me//it helped me develop self-confidence.

                      - -  Correlation Coefficient  - -

       



Q6

P16   


.3193  (.000)

CONTRACT by   Q6  by   P16





Sum of                 

Mean             


Sig

Source of Variation               
Squares     
DF        Square       
F    

of F

Main Effects                        
5.821     

20          .291     

1.424  

.101

   Q6                               

2.320     

10          .232     

1.135  

.332

   P16                              

2.890     

10          .289     

1.414  

.168

Explained                           
5.821     

20          .291    

 1.424  

.101

Residual                          

232.183   
1136          .204

Total                             

238.003   
1156          .206


Table 25 and table 26 below show the greater relationship between pretest expectations and contracting than posttest experience.  Discipline and self-confidence expectations correlate highly and may be redundant measurements.  These measurements represent a clear precondition to contracting effect. 


The above ANOVA explains a significant part of contracting behavior at nearly 90% Confidence Interval.  A predetermined mindset of acquiring self-confidence apparently is a key quality in the individual who will contract irrespective of actual experience.  

Table 27.

It will be//it was mentally challenging.

                      - -  Correlation Coefficient  - -

                Q7 by P17            .3588  (.000)

            * * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * *

                 CONTRACT by   Q7  P17

                               
Sum of                 

Mean             


Sig

Source of Variation               Squares     
DF        Square       
F    

of F

Main Effects                        5.315     
19          .280     

1.367  

.134

   Q7                               
4.070     

10          .407     

1.989  

.031

   P17                           
1.287      
  9          .143      

 .699  

.711

Explained                           5.315     

19          .280     

1.367  

.134

Residual                          
232.689   
1137          .205

Total                             
238.003   
1156          .206


Table 27 shows a significant relationship between experience of mental challenge and contracting that is not shared at all with expectations.  The conclusion would be that mental challenge is an experiential variable, perhaps not fully explored by the cadet prior to Basic Camp.  Secondly, failure to achieve mental challenge could be a strong inhibitor to contracting.


Table 28 shows the conflict between expectations of physical challenge and actual experience.  This question was treated in some detail earlier.  Significantly, neither the pretest nor the posttest, nor the combination of the two held any strong significance to contracting, which was an unanticipated result of the study.  It would have been hypothesized that failure to provide adequate physical challenge would have negatively correlated with contracting.  When combined, however, the relative significance of fulfilling physical challenge was totally insignificant.

Table 28.

It will be//it was physically challenging.

                      - -  Correlation Coefficients  - -

Q8 By P18                .2767

            * * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * *

                 CONTRACT by   Q8 P18




  Sum of                 
Mean             


Sig

Source of Variation               Squares     
DF        Square       
F    

of F

Main Effects                        2.737     
19          .144      

.696  

.826

   Q8                               
1.576     

10          .158      

.761  

.666

   P18                              
1.113      
  9           .124      

.598  

.800

Explained                           2.737     

19          .144      

.696  

.826

Residual                          
235.266   
1137         .207

Total                             
238.003   
1156         .206

Summary of Pretest-Posttest Comparison.


While several elements of the pre- and posttest were virtually identical, there were significant amounts of change in most of the tendencies of cadets.  Overall, expectations exceeded experiences.  Gross generalizations about this result would be misleading in three ways.  First, there was a shift downward in response level and greater variance in posttest results.  Without exploring survey and rater error theory excessively, two other confounding effects explain this shifting and broadening of responses as accountable in the theories of expectancy and halo effect.  In the Army, this is often referred to as your best assignment is the one you are going to, not the one in which you are currently.  Expectancy ratings always tend toward the extreme, and partly justified using an eleven point scale to accomplish some variance in the pretest.


The halo effect rating error addresses the extreme ratings on the pretest as a result of the considerable sales technique likely employed by recruiters, driving up all expectations of Basic Camp.  The general view of all aspects of expectations are enhanced by the nervousness associated with new and little understood sets of environment.  


The interesting element of comparison is the greater variability of the posttest (more objective rating canceling the error existing in the pretest), and the relative lack of agreement between pre- and posttest results on similar questions.  The posttest, as one would anticipate, was more often a better prediction of contracting than pretest responses, with the exceptions noted above.    


The major results included the wide variability in the response on expected versus fulfilled leadership opportunity and the impact of mental challenge on contracting.  Leadership opportunity, viewed as expectations versus experiences, was a powerful indicator of contracting propensity.  

Conclusions drawn from the comparison of same domain posttest survey questions is that the expectations of mental challenge and physical challenge were not fully met; however, physical challenge appeared to be irrelevant to contracting, whereas cadets who perceived that mental challenge was not up to expectations tended strongly not to contract.

Part Five:  Demographic, Performance, Contracting and Survey Relationships


Performance variables, e.g. running time, sit ups, Basic Rifle Marksmanship (BRM), OSB, etc., were found to correlate with contracting in the 1993 Basic Camp Study.  While the current study explores far more information on the cadet, including the survey variables unavailable in the 1993 study, it does compare demographic, performance and contracting as did the previous Basic Camp study (at appendix A).


The additional predictiveness of the performance measures heightens the ability to project who will and will not contract.  Unfortunately, some of these data elements were erroneously entered, not entered by the time of the analysis or simply lacking.  Standard approaches to management of missing data assisted in filling in the blanks. 


Whether the cadet was offered a scholarship was a deciding factor in the analysis, as anticipated.  Other factors included age, Military Junior College (MJC) candidates contracted at a significantly lower rate than four year students, and GPA.  Very high GPA students did not contract at as moderate GPA students (Table 29.).  


The negative relationship between GPA and contracting is especially troubling when taken in combination with the apparent lack of mental challenge fulfillment and understanding why the cadets were asked to do specific things.  Although, there can be no causal inference can be drawn about whether lack of understanding (see discussion at Part Four and Table 17) having a negative impact on high GPA .


When an ANOVA covaries out the effect of not understanding why they were asked to do specific things, it accounted for an overwhelming portion of the variance due to GPA (Table 30).  In other words, smart kids (as operationally defined with high GPAs) appear to be voting with their feet when confronted with what they perceive as arbitrary or confusing directions.  

Table 29.

Regression With All Pre- and Posttest, Demographic and 

Performance Variables to Contracting

Multiple R           


.58880

R Square             


.34669

Adjusted R Square    

.33752

Standard Error       


.36932

Analysis of Variance

                    

DF      Sum of Squares      Mean Square

Regression          16            82.51248          5.15703

Residual          1140           155.49098           .13640

F =      37.80936       Signif F =  .0000

           * * * *   M U L T I P L E   R E G R E S S I O N   * * * *

Equation Number 1    Dependent Variable..   CONTRACT

---------------------- Variables in the Equation -----------------------

Variable              
B        
SE B     
95% CI 
B       
 Beta
Sig T

BRM        
-3.7E-04  
5.733E-04     
-.001495        7.548E-04   
 -.017063
.5188

AGE             
.022682     
.006208     
.010503      
.034862   
 .09774
.0003****

GPA_AD_1       -.066442     
.027585     
-.120566     
-.012319   
-.060767     
 .0162***

LANDNAV1    
9.06E-04  
5.512E-04 
-1.753E-04        .001988    
.041245       
.1005**

GENDER          .024157     
.028667     
-.032089     
 .080404    
.023367

.3996

OSB1        
2.665E-04  
6.501E-04     
-.001009            .001542    
.010961

.6820

P10             
.016377     
.007015      
.002613      
.030140    
.078880

.0197***

P22             
.016981     
.006822      
.003596      
.030365    
.085831

.0129***

P26             
.003152     
.003023     
-.002779           .009084    
.027730

.2973

P8             
-.004680     
.003321    
 -.011196          .001837   
-.035600

.1591*

PU         
-5.72E-04  
4.96E-04     
-.001546  
4.024E-04      -.030839

.2497

Q1             
-.001265     
.003385     
-.007906             .005376   
-.010852

.7086

Q12             
.004654     
.004247     
-.003679             .012987    
.027466

.2734

Q20             
.056541     
.025802      
 .005915      
.107167    
.055098

.0286***

Q9              
.007940     
.005423     
-.002702           .018581    
.037105

.1435*

SCHLRSHP      .477072     
.024763      
.428486      
.525658    
.518407

.0000****

(Constant)     
-.211421     
.189631     
-.583487      .160644

Significance levels:  CI 99%=****, CI 95%=***, CI 90%=**, CI 80%=*

Table 30.

* * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * *   by   GPAANOVA with Q12

                 UNIQUE sums of squares         All effects entered simultaneously

                                   

Sum of                 


Mean             

Sig

Source of Variation               
Squares     
DF        

Square       
F    
of F

Covariates                          

3.229      
1         

3.229    

15.907  
.000

   Q12                              

3.229      
1         

3.229    

15.907  
.000

Main Effects                        
5.069     

23          

.220     

1.086  
.354

   GPAANOVA                        
5.069     

23          

.220     

1.086  
.354

Explained                           
8.208     

24          

.342     

1.685  
.021

Residual                          

229.796   
1132          
.203

Total                             

238.003   
1156          
.206


Very little of the summary results between this camp and previous camps in analysis changed.  Although the previous study of 1992 and 1993 Basic Camps focused on the effect of Tier IV (CAT II) scholarships, the contracting implications of performance measurements were similarly predictive of contracting. 


At Table 31, the regression formula identifies the major variables used in the previous analysis to determine the relative contribution of Tier IV to the predictiveness of contracting.  The major elements include environmental, performance factors, academic major and Tier IV scholarship acceptance were included.


The Tier IV scholarship was the third most significant factor in the regression behind SPI and sit ups.  This relationship coincided with results from previous study results of 1992 and 1993 Basic Camp.  

Table 31.

* * * *   M U L T I P L E   R E G R E S S I O N   * * * *

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number

   1..    TIER_IV

   2..    PRACSU

   3..    TEST

   4..    GPA_AD

   5..    PLTSIZE

   6..    MAJORSC

   7..    LANDNAV

   8..    OSB

   9..    TABRETWO

  10..    TABREPU

  11..    SPI

  12..    PRACPU

  13..    TABRESU

  14..    TABPU

  15..    PRACAPFT

Multiple R           

.28486

R Square             

.08115

Adjusted R Square    
.07038

Standard Error      
.43202

Analysis of Variance

                    
DF      Sum of Squares      Mean Square

Regression          15            21.09849          1.40657

Residual          1280           238.90151           .18664

F =       7.53618       Signif F =  .0000

Table 31 cont.

           * * * *   M U L T I P L E   R E G R E S S I O N   * * * *

Equation Number 1    Dependent Variable..   CONTRACT

------------------ Variables in the Equation ------------------

Variable              

B        
SE B       
Beta         
T  
Sig T

GPA_AD      

3.13E-05  
4.11E-05    .020474      
.761  
.4470

LANDNAV     

3.37E-04  
6.28E-04    .015453      
.537  
.5916

MAJORSC        

-.011305     
.012137    -.025407     
.931  
.3518

OSB        

-4.50E-04  
6.98E-04   -.019198     
.645  
.5189

PLTSIZE        

-.006341     
.006678     -.031237     
.950  
.3425

PRACAPFT    

8.07E-05  
6.93E-04    .010039      
.116  
.9074

PRACPU      

6.51E-04     
.001324     .028470      
.492  
.6228

PRACSU          

.003386     
.001518    .133589     
.230  
.0259***

SPI             
   
.009015     
.001279    .81262     
.050  
.0000****

TABPU            

-.001973     
.001723    -.089678    
1.145  
.2525

TABREPU    
   
-4.81E-04     
.001194    -.018047     
.403  
.6870

TABRESU        

-.001378     
.001392    -.044829       
.990  
.3224

TABRETWO    

2.59E-04  
8.82E-04    .012797      
.294  
.7688

TEST            

.001787     
.003341    .014445      
.535  
.5928

TIER_IV         

.047128     
.033103    .040269     
1.424  
.1548*

(Constant)     

-.112397     
.115404     
-.974  

.3303

Part Six:  Tier IV Scholarship Impact on Contracting


The level of contracting at Basic Camp was significantly higher than in 1992 or 1993.   Tier IV eligibles contracted at a 72% rate (see award category 5 in Table 31 below).  The rate of contracting was markedly higher than the 57.5% predicted from the 1993 Basic Camp study.


The overall contracting rate was up, and Tier IV followed along.  The best comparison group would be category 6 where the declining contract rate was much greater than with Tier IV.

Table 32.

CONTRACT  by  SCHOLARSHIP AWARD CATEGORY

FOR CAMP COMPLETIONS
                    TYPE OF SCHOLARSHIP ELIGIBILITY

                  
 
|                                              Row

                   

|      0  
|   1  

|   2  
  
|   3  

|   5 * 

|   6  
| Total

CONTRACT?

DID NOT----

|    43

|    34
|    17
|    78
|    95
|    77

|   149

|   493

                   

|      

|      
|      
|     
|      
|      

|     


|  28.7

DID-----------

|   106

|    52
|   234
|   283
|   131
|   197

|   223

|  1226

                   

|      

|      
|      
|      
|      
|    72% 
|     

 
|  71.3

      Column     
149     
    86      251     361      226      274    

372   

   1719

           Total     
  8.7    
   5.0    14.6     21.0   
  13.1     15.9   

21.6  
           100.0


Overall, Tier IV appears to continue to be a viable alternative to the option of larger scholarships or nothing.  Given all other criteria, Tier IV appears to motivate to contract.  Compared to 1992, when only 44% of Tier IV (CAT II) eligible completions contracted, the relative rate of contracting for Tier IV eligibles is 32% greater with the addition of Tier IV scholarships than without, holding the overall increase in contracting constant.


Other hypotheses were generally refuted, such as a difference in pre-test feelings about the Army and officership (Table 33).  Those who were offered and accepted Tier IV were not significantly different from those who did not accept in any of the major categories of pretest opinions.  

Table 33.

            * * *  A N A L Y S I S   O F   V A R I A N C E  * * *

                 TIER_IV by   P1 P5 P10

                                   
   Sum of                 

Mean             


Sig

Source of Variation               Squares     
DF        

Square       
F    

of F

Main Effects                        5.620     
26          
.216      
.857  
.670

   P1                               
2.504      
9          
.278     
1.104  
.359

   P5                                
.542        
8          
.068      
.269  
.976

   P10                                  1.492       
9          
.166      
.658  
.747

Explained                           
5.620     
26          
.216      
.857  
.670

Residual                          
110.165   
 437          
.252

Total                             
115.784   
463          
.250


Conclusions.


Longitudinal information on the retention rate of Tier IV needs to be evaluated.  It may not be a sound assumption that the scholarship retention rate for the old Tier I ($8,000 per annum) scholarships will be mirrored in the retention rate for Tier IV.  Holding all other variables equal, however, it would be a reasonable assumption that the effect of the Tier IV scholarship will be to increase substantially the number of commissions available from this group.  


The results of a look at Tier IV SPIs (Table 34) shows that contracted Tier IV scholarship recipients had a slightly lower SPI than those without scholarships.  This result is an effect of the criteria for scholarship offers, and also reflects extremely small numbers for non-scholarship Tier IV eligibles.  In both scholarship and non-scholarship categories, the SPI was greater for contracting cadets than non-contracting cadets.

Table 35.

Variable      Value  Label                      Mean    

Std Dev    

Cases

For Entire Population                       102.3487    

14.0777     

1719

All other completion eligibles            103.4453    

14.9011     

1445

TIER_IV  eligibles                               96.5659     
  
5.7246      

 274

t-tests for Independent Samples of TIER_IV

Mean Difference = 6.8794

       t-test for Equality of Means                                      


95%

 Variances   
t-value       
df    
2-Tail Sig     SE of Diff           CI for Diff

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 Equal          
7.54     
1717          
.000           
.913        

(5.089, 8.670)

 Unequal       
13.16  
1086.17    
 .000           
.523        

(5.854, 7.905)

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


The Tier IV SPIs are statistically dissimilar to the overall SPI for those completing Basic Camp.  Despite this difference, the standard deviation (variance squared from the mean) for Tier IV falls within the first standard deviation for all SPI, indicating only a slight difference, however significant, in SPI between groups.


Assumptions about lesser quality of Tier IV scholarship candidates are challengeable in view of overall variability within the groups.  The majority of Tier IV eligibles (67%) fall between the 23rd and 50th percentiles of non-Tier IV eligibles.  This close grouping demonstrates that unless the variables used in defining SPI are criterion variables (go/no-go), defining the difference in quality by SPI isn’t plausible, despite statistical reference.


Unfortunately, many of those who were eligible and were offered Tier IV scholarships had not heard of them until Basic Camp.  Of the 77 declining Tier IV and not contracting 79 percent reported having had no knowledge of this scholarship.  Of the 197 accepting the Tier IV scholarship 55 percent said they knew about the scholarship ahead of time.  This radical difference, discussed in earlier parts of the study, was so extreme as to imply a direct causal relationship.


Tier IV, although effective, was limited in its recruiting power by the apparent lack of emphasis by the battalion ROO and cadre.  More importantly, of those who declined the Tier IV, all knew about CAT I or Tier I scholarships and likely expected to complete for one of those.  The disappointment of being offered the lesser scholarship may have emotionally outweighed the reasonableness of accepting the Tier IV offer. 

Part Seven:  Survey Reliability and Individual Reliability


A reliability analysis was performed with Cochran’s Alpha on both the pretest and the posttest.  Reliability is the probability that the results of the instrument would be replicated with another population, and is based on internal consistency of results between items.  The relative alpha was .83 for the pretest and .82 for the posttest.  Both of these results are satisfactory for the type of instrument used. 

Table 36.

P R E T E S T  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A)

Reliability Coefficients    39 items

Alpha =   .7926           Standardized item alpha =   .8308

Table 37.

P O S T T E S T   R E L I A B I L I T Y  -  (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases =   1157.0                    N of Items = 19

Alpha =    .8160

Tukey estimate of power to which observations

must be raised to achieve additivity         =       .0948


An additional step was employed for the posttest, a Tukey’s Estimate of Additivity.  The reason for examining the posttest further was its relatively small number of responses.  The Tukey estimate shows that additional questions, particularly those that would be similar to those already asked, would enhance the reliability of the instrument.


For a non-performance instrument an alpha > .8 is considered quite high.  The achievement of this level of reliability was assisted by the large numbers in the sampling group and the standardization of the sampling process.  The alpha level achieved exceeds most published instruments of this type and suggests that the validity of the results are extremely high.


The alpha also suggests that the instrument could be used in the recruiting process, with some modifications.  This will be addressed in the recommendations section to follow.

Part Eight:  Conclusions


The reader is, by now, aware that the Basic Camp study is extremely complex and multi-layered set of observations and measurements.  The level of detail represented in this report is less than 20 percent of the overall analysis.  This report is the highlights only.   

Expected Results and Actual Results

1. Expected - A positive relationship will exist between Basic Camp recruiting performance and local advertising funds.  Actual - No statistical difference existed between those schools who received additional funds and those who did not.
2. Expected - A significant positive difference will exist between numbers contracted of all types between advertising experimental and control groups.  Actual - No statistical difference existed between schools who were in the experimental groups and those in the control groups.  The control group had a modestly larger percent taker rate.  Neither the control or the experimental group differed from the rest of the schools.  There was no net effect.
3. Expected - A significant positive difference will exist between numbers of Tier IV eligibles contracted between advertising experimental and control groups.  Actual - No statistical difference existed between schools from test and control groups.  There were 19 Tier IV eligibles from the test group and 20 from the control.
4. Expected - Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a higher  opinion of the benefits associated with an Army career.  Actual - No difference existed.
5. Expected - Cadets who contract will have a greater understanding of the purpose of Basic Camp activities.  Actual - A very strong relationship existed here, with covariance with GPA.  This hypothesis was accepted.
6. Expected - Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a more positive opinion about officership. Actual - No difference existed.
7. Expected -  Cadets who contract will have a greater overall positive view toward the advantages of officership, leadership and skills advancement in the Army.  Actual - This hypothesis was mostly accepted.  Critical elements included leadership and an understanding of the benefits of being an officer in the Army.
8. Expected - Cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have a high interest in becoming an officer. Actual - No difference existed.
9. Expected - Cadets who contract will deem that Basic Camp was neither too easy nor too difficult mentally or physically.  Actual - Physical challenge had very little impact on contracting; however, a perceived lack of mental challenge strongly inhibited contracting. 
10. Expected  -  Cadets who contract will have greater agreement of opinion of the Basic Camp experience with actual experience.  Actual - Cadets tended to rate experiences below expectations throughout the surveys.  Those who had agreement in opportunities for leadership between expectations and actual experience contracted at a far higher rate than those who reported that they experienced far less opportunities for leadership than expected.  For many other variables, i.e., anticipation that Basic Camp would be exciting, anticipation that Basic Camp would be physically challenging, would help develop self-confidence, and make (me) more disciplined did not have strong relationships between expectations, experiences and contracting.  Mental challenge, although not as strongly related as leadership opportunity, was strongly related, and, to a lesser degree was anticipation that Basic Camp would be interesting.
11. Expected - Cadets who contract will have a more positive opinion about the Basic Camp experience.  Actual - overall, this was true.  Conditions and cadre strongly influenced the contracting rates across the board.  Straight questions about the value of the experience (p16) had less potency in prediction than other questions asking about specifics about the camp.
12. Expected - That cadets who elect to accept the Tier IV scholarship have more concerns about continuing financial obligations of attending school.  Actual - Importance of scholarships was mixed.  Those who anticipated or had only knowledge of Tier I scholarships did not contract.  Those who knew about Tier IV reported it as important in their decision to attend Basic Camp, and contracted at slightly higher rates than the camp average. 

Table 38.
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As table 38 demonstrates and, as alluded to before, the relationship between survey responses and the probability of contracting is not linear.  The harsh break point, whereat the estimation of probability of contracting sharply increases, is not visible from raw data, but does exist in standardized residual form.  That is to say, certain scores are predictive of a very low probability of contracting and other scores are predictive of very high probabilities of contracting.


The utility of the above information is that the survey may be altered to be used as a selection device.  The best use of this method comes when allocations for Basic Camp are exceeded by demand.  Selectivity could maximize contracting from camp.  However, until then, the survey may be used as a device to recruit.  By providing the survey to large numbers of sophomores to determine prospects.  For either of these uses, the survey will require major reworking and piloting specific to the use intended.


Figures 1 and 2 represent the areas of potential conflict and suggest some alternative solutions.  Figure 1 suggests that the training element of Basic Camp is not necessarily aligned with that which will recruit Basic Camp cadets into MS3 cadets; however, much of the training requirements overlap significantly with the types of physical and mental challenges that cadets sought when committing to participate in Basic Camp.  The diagram does not suggest a percentage of actual overlap, but probably a worse case scenario.


As previously discussed, there are pressures to ignore alignment of training and recruiting function, both from a practical point of view (the cadets must acquire certain skills) and a philosophical point of view (an expressed concept that Basic Camp is either similar in its goals or a substitute for Basic Training).  Recruitment should not stop at in-processing.  This is not to suggest that training must play a secondary role to recruiting, but that recruiting should not be confined to campus.  The more overlap that can be achieved, the higher the quality of cadets contracting will be, which is the ultimate goal of Basic Camp. 

figure 1.







To a reasonable degree, Basic Camp has attempted to meld the two domains.  This is evidenced by the briefing provided DIs and cadre on the necessity of maintaining the climate of recruiting during camp.  The question is not of whether the attempt is currently underway, but to what degree it is sucessfull.  The part of recruiting that is out of the hands of the camp cadre, i.e., the recruiting to camp at campus and the completion of the recruiting process when the cadet returns to campus is beyond the direct effect of the camp cadre.  All parts of the recruiting and the training functions should coordinate highly to produce an integrated and seamless recruiting/training philosophy and execution.


The first step may be determining the exact activities and methods of conduct to which the cadet responds.  This level of detail is missing in the present study, and would have complicated the conduct of the stduy considerably.  The second step is orienting recruitment to those activities.  The third step is determining the degree to which specific inhibitors to recruiting exist and attempt to minimize their effect or eliminate them.  


Figure 2 below suggests that the skills imparted during Basic Camp can be out of alignment.  The leadership opportunities that cadets expect when committing to Basic Camp, as well as interest in what being an officer is all about, may be difficult to impart in the six weeks of Basic Camp.  The difficulty that may exist later is that contracting Basic Camp completion cadets will be in positions of leadership upon returning to school.  Again, anecdotally, cadets standing outside the building after taking the posttest survey did not seem to be aware of leadership opportunities once they returned to campus and prior to commission.  The author found it extremely difficult not to go into a recruiting mode and talk to the opportunities awaiting them.  


Although there is a clear overlap between enlisted and officer skills, and learning to be led is a precursor to learning to lead, the opportunity to taste the privileges and responsibilities of being an officer are very important.  While 75 percent of the cadets reported strong agreement with have had leadership opportunities, just 60 percent reported having learned about what it is like to be a officer in the Army.  

figure 2.







Focusing on skills common to enlisted and officer, or focusing primarily on enlisted skills may not, of itself, expose the cadets to enough of what is unique to the officer role in the Army.  If the POI itself does not allow for more indoctrination on the status, privileges and responsibilities of being and officer entail, something needs to augment the instruction.


Once cadets return to their campus, they will be expected to compete with progression cadets who have had up to two years of enlisted and skill training.  The elimination of critical skills training at Basic Camp, either enlisted, officer or common skills, would put these cadets at disadvantage when they returned to campus.  


No simplistic approach to optimizing recruiting is suggested by the study.  A wide range of influencers impact on the final decision to contract, and these involve a number of different people, circumstances, and intervening events, the majority of which are not within the control of Cadet Command or camp cadre.  Among these are:

· Influence of cadre on campus 

· Influence of current cadets on campus

· Influence of parents between end of semester and beginning of camp

· Influence of peers between commitment to go to camp and beginning of camp

· Influence of professors before and after commitment to camp

· Influence of cadre at camp

· Physical facilities to which cadre have access during camp

· Instruction at camp

· Influence of fellow cadets during camp

· Influence of current cadets, peers, parents, family members, professors and national or international events following completion of camp and beginning of school

· Influence of campus cadre when cadet returns to school


The limitations of the current study were within the time of camp, but the events leading to the cadet’s arrival, other than expectations, were outside the scope of the study.  So, too, was the events after camp.  The only measurement taken after camp was whether the cadet contracted.  To the degree possible, this study observed what significant attitudes, opinion, experiences and expectations led to contracting.  Almost half of the variability of contracting was outside the study, and much of that existed in the time after camp.   


This limitation of cadre impact on the contracting decision does not change the level of impact but suggests that the entire period of influence needs to be understood and managed to the degree possible to optimize contracting rates.
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Part Nine:  Recommendations


The most troublesome result of the study was not anything involving advertising dollars, or Tier IV scholarships quality issues.  The main problems identified in the study were:

· Only two of five cadets had any knowedge of the Tier IV scholarship, and the lack of information on this scholarship had a strong negative impact on contracting.

· Cadets desired to know why things were done or ordered.  Cadets with high GPAs reacted unfavorably to confusion or rigidity.

· Conditions at Basic Camp, including housing, food, cadre behavior and facility appearance, can markedly impact on cadet decisions to contract.

· The mental challenge was not as high as most cadets desired.  There was an inference of boredom in the combination of pretest and posttest comparisons of mental challenge and interest.  Cadets wanted stimulation and activity.

· Administrative screwups, such as losing the cadets’ medical records, reflect very negatively on the Army and a career as an officer.

· Expectations of Basic Camp were unrealistic in many cases and those who did not perceive their expectations fulfilled by experience tended not to contract.


Taken one at a time, recommendations follow:

· Push the Tier IV scholarship strongly as a recruiting tool.  The lack of information amongst cadre at camp, who consistently referred to Tier IV as CAT II in discussions, was disturbing.  Battalions should sell the Tier IV first to cadets who are not definitively qualified for a higher level.  If, or when, a cadet qualifies for a higher level while expecting a Tier IV, the chances of contracting are extremely high.  However, if the cadet only knows about    Tier I, Tier IV is a disappointment and may deter the cadet from contracting.  Recommend creation of a Basic Camp CD-ROM  that emphasizes Tier IV scholarships.  An RPI would be extremely helpful, as well to make the information more up to date, accurate and motivating.   

· Drill Instructors do what they do remarkably well.  However, explaining themselves to cadets about why things were done or ordered is apparently not one of those things.  Anecdotally, some Drill Instructors complained about the task of working with cadets (“can’t force them to do anything like you can trainees”), and two that expressed that they saw Basic Camp as an opportunity to slack off.  Either attitude would not be received well by cadets with high GPAs who reacted unfavorably to confusion or rigidity.  Without losing the core elements of the training and evaluation taking place, Basic Camp should excite, stimulate and motivate cadets to commit to a career as an Army officer.  Recommend the replacement of DI personnel with cadre, whenever possible, and institute formal training on in-process sales approaches to continue the recruiting of cadets through Basic Camp.  Training should also focus on representing Cadet Command well through behaviors and verbalization.  Such training could be on CD-ROM and required prior to Basic Camp.

· Conditions at Basic Camp, including housing, food, cadre behavior and facility appearance, can markedly impact on cadet decisions to contract.  Current billeting is satisfactory, using 25 year old concrete structures.  However, the cadets’ first view was of a reception battalion area that was scheduled for demolition a decade ago, and was used for the filming of the movie “Stripes” because it fits the stereotype of the Army that ROTC attempt to overcome.  The negative impact of WWII structures in disrepair is not estimable, but cadre and planners should be sensitive to this problem and long-term solutions to billeting and administration facilities, particularly if Basic Camp moves to another site.  Requiring Basic Camp Cadets to use inferior WWII structures may act undermine the credibility of the Army and officership.  When camps are split, a conscious effort should be made to effect the best possible conditions with sensitivity toward how the cadet may perceive what he or she sees.   

The mental challenge was not as high as most cadets desired.  There was some inference of boredom in the pattern of responses.  Cadets wanted stimulation and activity.  Alternative and optional activities that are mentally challenging, e.g., simulators, tactical board games, computer-based tactical games, logistical games, advanced land navigation technique instruction, etc., could be and should be available to fill out the cadets’ ‘free’ time.  Secondly, every effort should be made to reduce the amount of time cadets stand around awaiting the next activity.  

· Administrative screwups, such as losing the cadets’ medical records, reflect very negatively on the Army as an organization, and may lead the cadet to perceive that a career as an officer would be frustrating.


Several positive results also came out of the study.

· Scholarships still mean something to our market and are driving factors in contracting decisions.  To the degree that ROTC can manipulate the scholarship mix, and optimize available scholarship resources, recruitment to and from Basic Camp should be high.

· Overall opinion of cadre was positive.  With noted exceptions, the cadets appreciated the role and conduct of the cadre.  The personal charisma of the cadre at camp may have had more to do with the learning and contracting outcomes of Basic Camp than any other aspect (POI, physical environment, etc.).  That cadets acted favorably to cadre prompts the question, “what was it that cadets responded positively to about cadre, and could we select or train some of these behaviors to enhance them?”  Recommend that if another Basic Camp study is undertaken, that we look at the interaction of cadre and cadets from both viewpoints.

· Overall opinion about camp experience in terms of excitement and challenge was positive.  Recommend maintaining current levels, and if a CD-ROM disk is developed, include those elements as a realistic preview of what to expect at camp.

· Overall opinion about the Army as a viable career on initial pretest survey was positive.  Cadets responding about positively about the (job) benefits of an Army career contracted more often.  Recommend will continue to speak plainly to job and career benefits of the Army in whatever literature or information we might present.

· Overall opinion about the value of Basic Camp as an experience was positive.  This was the single most satisfying result of the study.  Those who return to campus and contract were obviously sold on the experience.  Those who did not contract also return to campus and might have negatively influenced subsequent year recruitment.  With less than 6 percent of the cadets completing Basic Camp reporting that their experience was not valuable, this may be of little concern.  However, nearly 200 did not complete camp, and therefore, could not be surveyed in the posttest.  Recommend that as much as possible, the effort needs to be made to sell even those not completing on the idea that camp and ROTC are good things. 

· With the exceptions noted throughout the study, cadets seemed to enjoy the experience of Basic Camp, or at least thought it interesting.  Recommend local battalion PMS contact those who did not contract to provide testimonials and include with those who did contract for local promotion of Basic Camp.

· The expectations about what Basic Camp would be were extremely high.  This confirmed the effect of the sales pitch at the battalion.  Unfortunately, the information was uneven and apparently, at times, unrealistic.  Partly, this could be due to lack of personal experience with Basic Camp.  Recommend the CD-ROM to standardize and make more authentic the expectations of the cadets.


Additionally, the decisiveness of the cadet to contract suffered from the delay in the decision.  The positive attitudes toward contracting and the Army may decline after the experience of Basic Camp is over.  It would be logical to assume that with peer excitement and the successful conclusion of Basic Camp 80 to 90 percent contracting rate would be achieveable.  However, once away from Basic Camp, intervening events and the influence of persons not pro-Army or ROTC may erode conviction and cost contracts.  Recommend that ROTC offer the completing cadet an informal commitment to the Army, something with at least the appearance of contracting.  This offer could include scholarship and/or stipend information.  If the student does not enroll in the fall term, the agreement could be broken; however, the initial bond would be psychologically binding to the cadet, provide mom and pop some clear information on the scope, options and financial rewards of the program, and should increase commitment rates in the fall.


As stated above the POI and the conditions of camp do not expand on the status, privileges and responsibilities of being and officer entail, recommend augmentation of the instruction through CD-ROM and video tapes.  These devices need not be part of the regular instruction, but should be made available in a common study hall area.  Along with the other devices, simulations, books and activities, the free time of these cadets will be rapidly exhausted.  That should be the goal of the common study/activity area:  stimulate, educate and motivate cadets to visualize themselves as Army officers.

Final Comments.


The study of Basic Camp was complicated because the concept of Basic Camp is complicated.  The goal of taking kids off a college campus, inocculating and indoctrinating, training and motivating them and putting them in an upper level course of instruction that will take them through Advanced Camp to MS4 and commission.  The various levels of scholarships and incentives, the recruiting functions, the activities of Basic Camp, and the cadre and other personalities with whom the cadets come into contact all in interact with the cadets’ opinions, knowledges, attitudes and preconceptions about the Army, ROTC and officership.  



The echoes ringing throughout the study suggest that Basic Camp accomplishes a great deal of training goals, and has improved markedly in its recruiting function.  Though true, many adjustments are possible to increase the recruiting effectiveness, both to Basic Camp and to contracting.  The window of opportunity to effect a change to this process while Basic Camp is a separate entity is closing rapidly.   


The criticality of increasing the recruiting effort from Basic Camp to contract has to do with the expanded impact of Basic Camp on the overall mix of Basic Camp cadets and progression cadets.  As Basic Camp cadets become a larger percentage of the overall mixture of MS3/MS4 cadets, the quality issues will be more fundamental to the quality of ROTC commissions as a whole.  The more cadets at Basic Camp who desire to contract, particularly among high GPAs and high tech majors, the more selective ROTC may become.  The greater number of qualified candidates within the pool, the more competitive the selection, and the greater the quality of the end product.


If Basic Camp is done well, a large function of the process will be evaluating from an enriched willing to contract pool.  The difficulty may then arise when Basic Camp is combined with Advanced Camp and the evaluative process, with shared cadre and involved logistical requirements, has the potential to become less personal and more dependent upon scores, GPA and other data that may not represent the potential of the cadet as well as personal evaluations.  The transfer to combined camps will undoubtedly complicate any refinements of the Basic Camp recruiting process, but should not defer or eliminate efforts to achieve an 80 to 90 percent contracting to completion ratio.


The study confirms that Basic Camp does do its job reasonably well, and that recruiting on campus is, if anything, aggressive.  The study does not show any improvements based on local advertising dollars, yet, the lack of difference associated with greater funding may be more due to the lack of consistency and cohesion of the local advertising plans than the existence or absence of money.  The use of funds, while hampered by the time of notification and receipt, probably suffered more from lack of guidance than time to plan.  Local advertising suggests flexibility to meet local opportunities in the battalion market, e.g., print ad availability in local campus papers, or local radio/television that in one market is not cost effective, yet in another market is.  



While the argument for local funds is intuitively obvious from the above perspective, the marketing acumen of cadre and PMS is not uniform.  One battalion could only think to purchase sipper cups with the money, while another said print and radio was unavailable from the standpoint of cost.  It is expecting a great deal to have every PMS be a wizard at advertising and marketing, and the lack of guidance from this headquarters that would have leveled the playing field for purposes of this study was wholly inadequate.  If ROTC is to effectively use local advertising funds specifically to increase Basic Camp and Tier IV scholarship interest, the headquarters should be prepared with a kit specific to that purpose.  


A continuance of the advertising test will be offered in 1995, using the same schools and providing the funds well ahead of time for planning purposes.  There is still no Tier IV at Basic Camp local ad packet, and if the follow up shows no significance, as the current study shows, it may yet be due to lack of tools provided the PMS not the money itself.


The study did not explore relationships between contracting and regions specifically, however, it was interesting to note that once again, 2nd Region had the greatest number attending, yet their contracting rates were significantly lower than either 1st or 4th Regions.  Focusing on recruitment to Basic Camp is not, therefore, the total answer.


The relative value of this study will be determined by the degree the findings are understood and recommendations explored.  There is still more information outside the scope of this study than within, yet it is a good beginning to understanding the recruiting/contracting dynamic.
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