DOCUNENT RESUNE

t .
FN

ED 148 188 HE 007 -863
nuradi o . Pisher, Allan H., Jr.; Harford, uirgi’A. - .
TITLE " Enrollment and Career Potential for College-Based
- Mil}itary Officer Training Programs:‘Results of a
. Survey Conducted in Hay 1972. ’ _
I?STITUTIQN Human, ReSources Research Orgardizationm, Alexandria,
. - va. - — T . .
SPONS AGENCY  Office Of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
i Manpover and Reserve Affairs (DOD) , Washiggton,
: , . D. C. S : .
BEPORT NO HglRRO*CR~D7~73-3“
PUB DATE T, Bov 72 ) T :
NOTE 237p.; Not availf¥Te in hard copy plue-to marginal
. legipility of original document .

~

EDES PRICE MF-$0.83 Plus Postage. HC Not jvailable from EDRES.
~ DESCRIPTORS *Career Opportunities; College:Bound Students;
' College  Preshmen; *College Students; *Enrollment
- projections; Hidher Edncation; High School Students;..
suilitary Training; Natiopal Surveys; *Officer
“ o Personnel ~ . :
_.IDENTIFIERS. tReserve‘Offiggrs Trainiag Corps . '

.

ABSTRACT . T .

' A consulting geport presents the results of a
comprehensive survey conducted in late May 1972 and June 1972 on
‘enrollment tapplicant) potential and career potential for ROTC and
other college studept military officer training programs. The survey
'yielded:aqta oh’ enrollment potential from: (1) college-bound high '
‘school seniors; and (2) current college freshmen not yet enrolled in
these programs. Data on military career potential is for: (1) college
‘men currently enrolled in ROTC. programs; (2) college men enrolled in
certain off-campus g@ilitary ofificer training programs (for example,,

| Wavy ROTC, AVROC, add Matine Corps PLC). (ASE) .

V.

P "
.. ~ . -

‘tttttttttttttttttttttttttttttytttthttttttttttt:tttttittittttttt*ttttttt? *
Documents .acquired by ERIC ‘include ‘sany informal unpublished *

materials not available from other soufces. ERIC -makes every effort * L

to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, .jtems of marginal ;\h__’//// d

reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality -

‘of ‘the. microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available . *

via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDR} is not *

responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions -*

.* supplied-by EDRS are the best that can be made froa the original. *
.ﬁtytt# SRR AR R AR RRRER KRR AR R R R KK KEX tttt#tgttt#tttttttttt#ttt##fﬁt#t#tt*#

.

Q




. - S . B .f”'
B . R Y . ? - > I " ’\
o . ¢ e ’3
y ' t l i / ) \’ ~ ) . .
} . -~ o~ o
EN!BI.LMENT AND CAREER POTENTIAL FOR COLLEGE-BASED MILITARY : g
' } . . ’ ) OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS : . .
O - 4 L . S :
o0 ) Résulth of a.Survey Conducted in May 1972 °
— / - -~ . , .
0. - c ' v -
2 - t gy
* .o , by - '
o C : .
\u . . . -
- TN Allan H. Fisher, Jf.
e O LABLE -
L | BEST COPY AVAL
. - “' o
. Margi A. Harford .
. s f o Prepared for the, ’ . . .
!r'\ . LIRS
Office of the Assistant Secretary ofjpefense
Py (Ma‘npawer and Reserve A:Efairs) N .
. _ AR
CONSULFTNG REPORT ’ : ~ . tes
CR-D? 73-34 G . '
) p )
November 1972 . -
> »
1" A . ' m™ ) )
. B - Survey Conducted by: ' ,
/(TED fe ' \ o : NN
. ) Gilbert Youth Research, Inc.’ ‘ ’
- 515 Madison Avenue : ' : '
s . New York, New York 10022 |

‘ .
D - s
N . N . v . \
+ L4 v, 4 , ’ ’ .
. . . -

_ Report Prepared bys .

. . HumRRO ’
-~ . Human Resources Research Organization -

300 North Washington Street
' Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Hg{joc‘? 35
\

U'S DEPARTMENT.OF HEALTH ¥ . , ) .
EDUCATION 8 WELFARE .
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ' . ) . /
EDUCATION .

THiS DOGUMERT HAS BEEN Rb(o - .
‘ DUCEO EXACTLY AY RECEIVEQ FROM ) .

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-  °
“ATING'IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS R .

STATED DO NDT NECESSARILY REPRE- . . . . .
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF . L

JCATION POSITION OR POLICY

M




e - - * .I . ¢
- ) 1Y >
1: . - ‘ . |‘ . 9 .
| _ . .
Y ’ . b . , . " ‘/ .
N ;. CONSULTING REPORT ° N
’ . M ' ’. f\ . . . ‘. . .
. . . ’/ . : ‘ . ’ . -
N ENROLIMENT AND CAREER POTENTIAL FOR COLLEGE-BASED, MILITARY -4
. ’ OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS: . ¢/
. Results ‘of a Survey éonq_ucted in May 1972 | ‘ .
! 3 . . ’!“*"a T "\\ ’ ’ .
, ¥ : .
. AN“J K ' y . . ' . . . “
M ~ '/l ’ '(J *
Allan H. Fisher,Jr. . . ' .
. , . u
- v + and y
/"/" T ?r‘gj,‘A.- Harford ¢ . Lo ‘
. S0

) / . - . + Q' . - . .
- . ./ Prepared for the . ' < /

; - 0ffice of the Assjstant Secretary of Defense /’ ) .
7 // . - (Manpower”’and Reserve Affairs)’ A P :
7 i . o

S ,/° Aol Novem_lger. 1'97{ . / \«\ -
’ - ) T ) .

‘/'/ ‘TTts Consulting Rei:ort does not necessarily repre- | et : ‘
) sent the official,opinion or policy of the Depart-y .
D . ment of Defense. . - - B ' ‘
b " ¢ " ' ’ ) . M
- .‘r/*; Q‘ ° * R - -
/ "' R A . .' . '!. /’ , - (l ~
N ‘ . ‘. N ' . , .
-0 / HuwRRQ Division No. 7 ( Social Science)
: /. Alexandria, Virginia 22314 -
. ’ . . -

- Lo , HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION -




« PREFACE

Tﬁis Consulting Report presents the results of.a comprehensive
v - ’ \
survegy conducted in late May 1972 and June 1972 en the topios of

1 '

* enrallment ( applicant) potential and- career potentiial for ROTC. and other s

3

colieg studgnt military efficer training pr?gramsﬂ The survey, con-
' /

ducted for the Depgrtment of Defense by Gilpert Youth Research, Inc.,

i (not as yet enrolled in these '

.

4

programs). JFyrther, the survey yielded data on ;}1itary careger poténtial
. , 7

 from 1) colleée me%'currently enrolled {n ROTC programs; and (2) college
mén ‘enrolled in certain "off-campus" militdxy officer training pgograms

.(e.g., Navy R8C and AVROC and Marine Corps PLC).

o
The survey was designed by Mr. George Mihaly and Mr. Gideon D..

-

, Rathnum of Gilbert Youth Research, Inc., w1th¢the assistance of Evelyn

B, Thaw. ‘Gilbert Youth Research, Inc. also designed the sample, can-

M

. . . ) . { . /s
ducted the personal interviews: that generated the survey datay and per-
N € . LY o . .

- .

formed tabulations of the data. - L -

-«
[ 4

Substantial contributions to sprvey(designﬁand analyses were made
Y g

’Ey:COL Gerald Berselay'(Uﬁgf), Assistant Director for ROTC'Programs

(OASD,M&RA) anJ,by Mr. Samuel Saben, Manpower‘Besource Analyst “(DASD,
MERA) . : R . <

. ' . . ' “u®’
‘. Analyses of the“data tabulations and preparation of the repott’

were performed ﬁy HUmRRO Division No. 7 (Social Science), Alexandria,
. . ~ : X ~ .
Virginia, Dr. Arthur J. Hoehn, Director. -HumRRQ alsp assisted in ques-

tionnaire design apg iﬁ‘the fpecificgt{on~of sample requirements. The
) .
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/ "’ MANAGEMENT SUMMARY
1 ' i

ROTC Apl;icant Potential ’ . . ( -,

\1—9 *

. Expressed interest in applying fof enfrollment to .an ROTC Scholarshrp

) or Subsistence* program Sponsored by each ef'the Armed Services was

found-to vary substantially as a function of the current statns of the

respondent; i.e., college-bound high,schéol serdors were far‘more favor- :

. ® . :
. R .

able toward ROTC enroleenE than college freshmen at colleges and univer-

skies which'gffer ROTC prograng? ' » ' . .

~ €ollege-bound high school seniors expressed a substantial level of

. ) = 'y .
_interest in applyitig for one-of thg college ROTIC programe (9% to 18%).

This high level of interest was noted among.both males and femeles (see

A}
.

Table 1-1, p. 20). In. this greyp, intepe?t was most éxpressed in the ROTIC
Scholarship programs Spbnsoren ny the Nay# and the Air Force. A higher
£ate of aéplicant potent;al was found for the Army RQIC Sube}stence pro-?
gram (2 years onligation) than for the‘Army\zOTC ScLolarship‘progran -
(4 years obligation). Th%s finding was noted both on an dbsolyte basis

(see Table I-1, p. 20) and on a rejative basis, when youth expressed a

sihg}e_preferenee.for'én.ROTC program or-an of f-campus program (see Table 7
.’ ) . \ . b . . . . , . ,
1-9:, po 40) . * .

-

s

'Pqtential ROTC applicants‘among college-pound high school seniors

-
tended to differ from non—applicaﬂts on the parameters of race and fhmi&y !
*Tlie term subsistence is ugsed in this re\ort to connote ROTC non- .
_scholarship programs, i which financial support ($100 per month) is .pro-
vided to-'coltege students in the third and fourth years of ROIC. Sub-
.gistegce programs do not pay colle < tuition’ books or fees, as do ‘ROTIC
Scholarship. programs. “ % oo .

'

Gt .




. '
< v - 3 ’ F Y

y . . ’
incodt Higher’gppliqant potential was notm! among non-whi;es, and, gale

‘youth from lower ineome families (see Table I-21 p. 22 and Table {F3 . n

-

. : F X4

pr 26). L. / '/‘.

-
‘

. Potential ROTC applicants among, college-bound !eniors'also tended
A 1 - .
:to differ from non—applicants in tbeir espousal of various career goals.”
Potential applicants tended to have higher'ﬁlﬂimate educational expecta- '

tions involving post-graduate study. Males whose career gpals indluded P
, .

secure employment, challenging work, and elevating one s social level
; . ) .

. P .
showed trigher applicant potential for ROTC programs (see Table II-1, p. .50 * °
. ) - »

and Table II-2,, p. 52) Male potential aPplitcants also were more likely.'
- -
‘to cite militany career opportunities, increased matur1ty, and the stabus

v .

and prestige bf being an off1cer .as general reasons for applying for a

military officer training program (see Table I1-5, p. 60 and Table I1-6,
-
P 62). Male potential applicant¥ were also more concerned about digfer-

+ [ . . - N
ences between the Services and bptween ground/aviation duty than.were non=
v A

,/ applicants (see Table I1I-9, p. 68 and Table II-10, p. 69).

0 ”~ a

As a perspective on ROTC applicant potential</evidence suggests that
1 '1 .

the majority of collqﬁe—bound high school seniors would be willing to

’ . .
attend college under some type of subsidjzation *- but that far fewer of

>

. . .

these youth report a definite willingness to accept a nilitary officer
scholarship (see Table I—ll, p- 44). Also, the reported rate of actual
application for an ROTC scholarship (5% males' 27 females) substantially

lags both the rate of expressed willlngness to accept a military scholar-
| ' . ‘
ship in general,'an$’the rate of expressed interest in applying for a speci-

fic ROTC program (see Tabl& I-12, p. 46).
" L]

However, it seems possible . that incteased awareness of the program

opt#ns availahle in ROTC could stimulate an untapped'ROTE potential fbr
. 2

. 2 . . L} '




. R . : o
. application, s\ince“awareness of the details of ROTC programs is rather

-

»
limited (see Table iII 4, ps 85). While almost 1007 of college—bound high *

-» " .-
scfool youth had heard of ROTC (see Taple IIT—Z pq 80), the program was -
o L
‘. much more frequently attribq:ed‘{o the Army than to the other Sgrvices (see
N - o, ot - ‘. .

Table III-3, p Q%} This\finding parallels the finding that high school

youth report a higher level of exposure. to advertising for Army ROTC than ' .

_ 'Navylor Afr_Force ROTC_(see Table III-6, p.*91). Compared to advertising, .‘;
t . v B - P
much lower\rate's of learnings about ROTC ‘from personal ‘conmxdn.ication were |, .
reporged by high school seniors, with close friends &nd acqua;ntances as }
y the major soutces oﬁ information (see Tgble III-8, p. 95). * g , . "{
. . ‘ ’ [ “ .

" Non-ROTC college freshmen attending ROTC schools tended to report a

.

much lower level of interest:in applylng for one of the college ROTC pro-

grams (1% to 3% ) than did college4bound high school‘%eniors (see Table I- l,~

'p 20) Male college freshnen preferred both Stholarship and Subgistence v
. -6 - -
programs sponsored by the Navy ahd Air Force over Army programs on an ab-

~ LLE 4

solute basis (see Table {—l,'p. 20). , They also prefe red the Navy aﬁd

Air Force Scholarship programs onra relativé basis see Table I- 9 : 40). \\

2

] '
However, the Army ROTC Subsistence program‘ (2 years b11gation) was endorsed .

' e ’ B v '

by QZ of the male college'freshnen‘in a relative comparison with other ,
ROTC programs and off—qanpus programs, whereas the Navy‘Subsistence program
: . B v .

was endorsed by '47'.’ and the Air-Force Subsistence program by 5% (see Table \

I-9p40)' S ‘ ‘ P ‘ - \N

;' - Potential ROTC applicants amongJ'“TIege frgqnaen in ROIC schools _ | . f;:‘
tended to dlffer from nontapplicants oni the parameters of age and rhce. :

2
Highef,applicant potential for both Scholarship-and Sub51stence programs

was noted for the younger freshmen, and for no!Ewhites (see Table I-4, /

., . , D ! 7




..' i R e, c - . ‘ e .\' 4
® — ‘o ( £ - . - . , »
p.,26 and Table 1-5, p. 28) ngher applicant potential for Subsistence

P *

. programs was noted among youth fromflqwer income families (see Table -5,

g . . ' . .
¥ .. p'o 28) . ‘ * ) ’ ’ . ‘ v 'A . . \' . . ‘ L
" Poterntial ROTC applicants among non-KdTC colleée freshmen tended to |

‘<. 2] 2 ¢ . [} s A
. N .
“ differ in;career goals from non—applicantsi Male potential appliéants
' i ’ - .

- 'tended to. empHasize moneQary goals, adventure/excitoment, and oing
: ¢

‘ dhallenging work. Post-graduate educati"nal expectatiqns were "also relhted'
to applicant potential (.pe Table II 3, p. 54, and Table 11-4, p. 56) Male ‘

» 1 - 2

potential applicants also endorsaﬁ the status and prestige ‘of beipg, an offi-

. .
-

> cer, and ipcreased maturity, as general reasons for applying for a program, k= , "
‘(see Table II-7 p. 64, and Tablej II—8, P 65) . Male potential applicants - s

cited Branch of Service and ground/air duty as specific facta‘? associated .. -
/

with the decision to apply for a military gﬁficer training program (see

Table II-11, p. 71, and Table II-12, p. 72). S ' R ’
o . . » 7 . ./

L] . ¢

Applicant Potential for Off Gampus Programs N , s

®

- o

N College—bound high school spnidns expressed substantial interest, in ¢
'.applying for one of the PLC, ROC, or AVROC' of f~campus programs (see Table

s . - ) 4 L I ' )
_I-6, p. 3I).* On an absolute basis, imore interest was expressed‘in‘PLC :

-

N

(l ‘ (ground) and ROC (sprface) programg than in the flight options %f these -
programsx(see Table I-6, p. 3;). On a relative basis, 4% oﬁ‘college—bound ’
. k ] ) ,
male high.school seniors,pregerred each of the PLC, RQC,.and AVROC {(pilot)

- ’
programs —- rates-of preferenceequivalent to that acco{Led-the various”’

ROTC program options (see Table I-9, ‘p. 40)

\

Lt ;The,Maripe Corps .sponsors the Platoon Leaders Class (§£C), the Navy ' e
sponsors the Reserve offigers Candidate (ROC) program
Qfficer-Candidate (AVROC) program. - ' - .,
, : l‘g \ ) ‘
TN, . L

id Aviation Reserve




.

K Applicant potential for the off-campus programs amnngahigh schdbl . L )

‘ ‘, aenidts varied by age and race ygr-maleh;,blder senlors showed s;ronger

]
L e a\i-

preferences than- did younger seniors, Fpr wdmen, the Qpposite relation- L

. v 2 -
v -

ship was noted.. While nbn-whites tehded to ﬁrgfer the ground" programs

o’

(or Navigator/flight offioer‘) m'!ne_“&:hap )di,dg;hi,tesf'\fbites tended td- pre— v
. L‘ . " .

fer the AVROC: pilot qr PLG pilot options more than did, nbn-whites ( see T

. s L. ! \
.. ‘Table/I-7, p. 34-35, and- Table 1- -8, p. 37-38). - : N

- . SRR N S .
< One major finding of the study was the extremely low level of _ R o
S . ‘y : -

awarehess of the existence of the various off-campus ‘programs among . o

L 4 ‘
(] - -~ - .

colleg!—bound high “school seniors. Only 77 had heard%of the PLC program .,
’ ° 2,
(\nee Table III-2, p. %O), and only one—third of the males claiming S

-
3

awareness of the program could correctly !‘end.iy she program sponsor as S o

the Marine Cvrps (sge Table III- 3 p. 82) d!aimed ayareness of the ROC LT

. "

program (lBA to Zlé) and AVROC program (147 ,to 19%) was higher than aware—

ness of the PLQ program (see Table III-2, p. 80) but sponsor identifi—
. ¢
cation among youth who Elaimed awareness of the ROC or AVRpC programs‘was T 4 ‘

.inferior to PLC. Thus, only-about 30% of youth claiming awareness cor-

rectly attributed(;he ROé}pnogram to, the Navy, and about 2Q% attributed the . !
.. AVROC program to the Navy( see Table III—Q/// 2). ‘ T .

e
»

R - Nen-ROTC college freshmen attending ROT schools reported intersst in "{

’, .

the off-campus programs (k/ to 4%) at abéut the same leVel Shown for ROTC ‘-

4

<
programs (see Table I-6, p. 31). oa an aﬂbolute basis,. slightly hrgher
‘preference was given by males for PLC (ground or pilot) and ROC( curface) . e

or AVROC (pilot), with slightly lesh preference accorded the PLC’ (flight o v

.
officer) and AVROC (navigator) programs (see Table ‘1-6, p- 31) eOn a’ )

‘

relative bBasis, males most preferred the AVROC( pilot) program (5%) and -

A
, N
N . 5 .

»




. - ' ’ ' " . C s ' 2'4 ’ "
o .
? PLC pr.ogram (42), with somewhat less’reference accorded ‘the ROC and AVROC

- -
P
I

@ (navigator) programs (see Table I 9 p 40)

e e e T - - s
R .7 WP !

ORI NSNS

Applicant potential for thevoff—campus programs among non—ROTC college

.
- ‘ .

.' ‘_ ,ftesh'men was related to .age, with younger males reporting(higher rates of .

- t
- y applicant potential than, their 1lder classmates¢ In’ gcneral non-whites in

ERY re

the freshmenl sample reported’ little interest in the off—campus programs v

. . . (see Tablenrkg, p. 37-+38),.
. i ot \
v N ) km Y, hd R ’ ‘.1 )

- . \Careerist Potential ROTC .Enrollees 7‘

. The majority of ROTC’ program enrollees expect to complet‘e their college

] Yoy

ro ram. Howevert, the majority are also undecq.ded in ‘terms of making a
P 8

»
i A ~ g

career of ‘the milit;}y service (see Table IV-4 P- J111). v . \ - -
g n
:" . Current\MTC énrollees reported different rates of anticipated mili—~.-
K Eaty career intentions, as a function of Branch of Service and Scholar—

‘qhip/Non—scolarship program status Sligh'tly hig%‘ vrates were noted for

Pl
- I » / PR ]

enrollees in Atmy ROTC (347) and Air Foree RO’I:C (37/), than were found fon
\

- .enrollees in Navy ROTC (29,4) but the highest rate of avowed intention to -

.- & -

leave the Service upon completion of ,obligation was reportgi by Army~ROTC
L enro}lees (sea Table IV'— 2, p. lO7) Moreover Ng/y 4and. Aix‘Force enrollees ¢

) were more likely .than Army enrollees Jto state that they would remain “in

8

S the ROTC program,, ev§n if, accorded a hypothetical oppo&unit‘y to leave the L4
e ;
. . LS o
. program immediately (see Table.IV-1, p 105). . - - o - ™
‘ v s - 4 . ; R
. 5 For each Serv1ce %rollees in ROTC Scholarship ,prog~rams reported _

5 ' ‘oW
q4 higher rateé ofﬂcaneer potential than men enrolled in ROTC Subsi,stence pro—

+

o grams (seea Table 17—5 p. 114- llS) The differences were most pronounced
" e . ‘ ‘ )
o for Army and Navy enrollees. < -




S S

Ny - -

ROTC Scholarship enrollees in the.Basic course also reported much
- t

highep rates of intentlon to continue into the Advanced‘course than did

Beyic%enrollees in ROTC Non—scholarship programs (see Table IV-6, p. 117).

" .The following factors wére found to be related to career 'intentions .

’
v

N
. among !!rrent ROTC enroilees. (l) ultimate post-graduate educational

‘zctations ‘(see Table V-1, p._ 122) (2) career goals of "doing-challenging

-~ <, 1

.. . . 8 L .
work' or "adventure/excitement" (for Army and Navy enrollees), and: "learning

‘

R prestige of belng an officer (5_7 Table V—5 p. 132). These reasons, as

"telated to career.intentions

hd .

as much as I can'" or "zorking fora better society” (for Air Force en- -

rollees), as giéen in Tables V-2, V-3, and V-4; respectively, on pages
N * . .

Ny

124 126 and }28 The following reasons for applying for military officer

training were found related to careeraintentions for Army enrollees.

(1) patriotism (2 military career opportunities, and (3) the status and

well -as g\e opportunity for spec1al professlonal/technical training, were

- O
ong Navy ROTC enrollees (see Table V-6,

PJ

= ‘benefits were related to career*intentions,.potential career-
< A4 1 4
ists tended to underestimate the total earnings of a beginning officer
P
(see Table v-8, p. 149), and endorsement of military pay and allowances as
a reason for e::Lllment_in ROTC was not related to career intentions in a -

.

-

straignt-forward.oositive‘manner (see Tables V-5, V-6, and V-7, on pages

¢
L 4

/132, 134, and 136 respectively). _ ) ‘ J
) _ .
Whén ROTC enrollees were asked to state the best feature of their pro-

‘gram, potential careerists were more likely to specify the opportunity to

® ;. .

-

S e

ot



. ] s . . b
. . . .
.
.

~become-an officer, military knowledge,'and the development of leadership

poterntial,, than were non-careerists. When asked to state the worst problem
with the present ROTC program, potential cafeerists were”mbrejlikely to cite

a, hostile attitude toward ROTC by non;members, or to state that there are

- \ b . . M

some poor}quality enrollees, than weré non-careerists. In contrast, the
- ’ - ’ .

ROTC potential non-careerist was more ‘likely to object to unnecessary drills,

+ over-emphasis on dress or hair length, and strict/rigid policy, than was the

. E]

7 . . . -
potential careerist. Further, the potential non-careerist was more likely
. ) . -

to state that the best features of ROTC were merely the subsistence allowance

L]

or the scholérehip program/eddcational opportunity intrinsic. to the pro- *

gram (see Chapter V). ‘ )

. " ‘
’ “ . _ » t

Careerist Potential;vmﬁf-Campué Program-Enrollees’
. . o @ '
Current enrollees in the off-campus programs .indicated differential

. N ~ . . — - - ) -
military tareer intentions. Higher rates of careér potential .were noted )

",for enrollees in the Matine Corps PLC program (35%) and Nagy avibe program
” /
(32%). than among enrollees in the Navy ROC program'(19Z), enrollees in the

.

ROC prqgrqm also reported the h}ghest level of draft-mdtivation in enroll-

.
»

ment of any of the military off}cer training samples (see Table IV-4, p. 1ll).

' ’ . . ( .
There was no difference in career intention r&tes for Basic or Advanced

.

PLC enrollees* (see Table 1v-5, p. 115). ' , g

*The distinction between advanced and bqsic status for PLC. 1is a convention
employed in this report to distinguish per-classmen from lower-classmen.
'This distinction-is not applied in trafhing status. The terms "Basic
statds" and "Advanced status" are alsé usein!isewhere in this report to
describe segments of the ROTC population, e the distinction between the
sampdes of enrollees #n the Basic Course and Rdvanced course was determined
directly-in’this study, and where this distinction is appllied in practice
fpy'the respective Armed Services in the management of these programs.

. B
‘ .
A ! a

8 , ‘ ' .
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,?"‘ , . A naticmal survey of .selected youth populations wag degigned in’

. Y e‘ 1?72 toﬁro:?lg:‘he Depart“ﬁent of D‘efense with heretofore unayail- )
« able information . '

the followiﬁg toPicS' :
Je ) » « " ¥ N . !
% ' (1) The potential for applying fut enrolJ.ment in college-rela(:ed

~

N

miliet’ary officer training programs among civilian youth; and

)
(2) The offiter caree potential among current enrollees in mili-
. v o ‘o
"% tary officer.training programs. - %;
s a “a

. . ,
In-addition, the survey was designed to provide information ou the -

, - -
level of factual knowledge af, and attitud’és‘ tovard,' ROTC programs and

off-campus_grograms of officer etraininé among civilian youth. Also,

the civilian youth ‘portion of thei survey was developed to identify
L demographic, attitudinal and pregramngtic correlates of’ expressed © Py
T ' R e
- \ interest in applying,.for enrallment in co.llege-based programs for + V. .

. -
o . ,

mi(litary officer training ’ . .

A ' ‘
., - -

The survey of military pareer intentions was designed to explore
‘ b.oth the general and specific factors invf'uilitary officer training’ ' -

. programs whi?h are associated with enrollment'and wi,t‘h‘ the oannounced
“. ) intention to remain in the ;nilitaryL as abcareer officér. o

. .
: b ., .

' The survey was conceived 48 part of a systematic 2ffort by the

- " . * LY ’ _ &z - N '-y‘ , . -~
. Department of Defense to, dgudy thé atti{{t;i\gs toward military service'

* 'among youth. ‘This report presents survey f*ndings for tthe period of /\ '
- . / \ . “ .
*/ - - May and June 1972. The DoD enwlsions subsequent (annual) replicationB )

of the Bsurvey: A program of continued research on these topics over /<: -

”

. ’

time will provide thg,basis for identification of potential trends in .. &

=
N «

'.the acceptance of thesge milj.tary officer t'raining programs among civil- ‘.

. L . Y - 4 LI

. Q A - - .. A v N 9. . ‘ " , I




‘o [ N * . ' s 1
ian youth. Further, it would .assure the/ continued availability of *

o /s
data necessary to appraise the current attitudes and reactions of

.

’ enrollees in military officer training pt?grams to.the external events

.

and ‘program moJifications that may impact on the1r attitudes téoward a

P =

% .
o

qarear in the military service ag ap efficer.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Samgligg_!g}‘ir ement 7 ’

The sampling” requirements for the survey were generated by HumRRO

in discussions with representatives of OASD GM&RA)

Y

As an initial

activity, a series of discrete,target populations were identified to

corregpond with the major objeetiyes of the ptudy.
v - . :

are indicated below:

¢

These populations
- [ v - ‘ )

)

! d .-
e

Major Study Objective

W . M .%
P . o

-

. college-related hilitary
» officer training programs
amQng target popu ns.

Estimate the military career
' intentions among current
enrollees  in selédct militawy
6fficer'tkaihing,prpgrams.

.
-

.

.
) ' n

. /
Estimate the potential for.

DESCRIPTION OF. TARGET POPULATIONS . .

~» Navy Advanced ROTC, Non-scholarship |

4 Female High School Seniorsf

Target Populations

. * * .‘_ R .
. Noa-ROTC Enrollees o2

Male High'SchooL Seniors 4

Male Colliege Freshmen* i <,

Fémale College Freshmen*

L

[ 4
On—Cémpus Progrdms (Mele’Only)
< | W
“Army Basiec ROTC, Sch lagship .
Army Advaneeq ROTC, gcholarship
- Army PBasic ROTC, n-acholarship
ArmyeAdvanced RO
Navy Basic ROTC, Scholarship

«Navy Advanced ROTC Scholarship
Navy Basic ROTC Non—scholarship

USAF Basic ROTC, Scholarship
USAF Advanced ROTC, Scholarship

" USAE-Basié ROTC, Scholarship
USAF Basic ROTC, Non-scholarship.

USAF- Advanced ‘ROTC, Non-scholarship

1

.Off—Canpﬁs Programs (Male only)
> e

. USMC® PLC enrollees,

N#vy ROC enrollees .

Navy AVROC ‘enrolleeg .

. . -

Non—scholarship

S NV

colleges-or universities which offE?:an ROTC program. p

18 W

et




_ A total 'samplé requirement of 5200 was ‘generated. The éample require—- ‘
ment consisted of 500 cases for each of the four non-—ROTC populations,
i ‘, .
+ and 200 case® for each'of “the twelve on-campus program d1stinctlons,

. 4

. w.itll 460 PI.:C enrollees"and 200 ROC ,and ‘200 0C enrgllees: a‘lso included:
c

Among non—ROTC enrollees, the high s 1 ‘senior populati’on'was

v limited to include only those men and women who. planned to achieve at
least a ‘college educati'o.n. .'I’he‘ &o{l.],ege "frzshmen popslatmn of non-— T .

C n

© .

0

[ - .

ROTC enrollees was l'imlted to men and' women currentlv attending a =
v b 1 [ *

dollege or universlty’ ét w{]:uih.on‘e or mofe ROTC programs were. offeréd y
Thus, ‘thé question-of the1r potEntial %f\?Pnlylng ffs;‘{(‘l'l;c ﬁnrpllment K | ,‘ .

)had a reasonable bas-is as0 represeptative,s of q;hese po;ul‘atlons. L ‘ g J o
- .*r/ .,”". o IR o Y, ' . .7- "‘ N

. For ther non—ROTC enrollee. ;popfu‘la‘tiqns, surVEy samples were 8¢

. . - .

. ampling P oaedu«re o, e , L .
. é .

. .. v .’ -

1? ated by Gilbert Youth §esearch I.no. The sampd.es 'were composed of a ’4
e .ndtionwide high ,school ?student.' ,sample and ei co.lleg.e s,t;udent samplg
Y \‘ v A ‘ -
The samples deri\?ed f,rom a, nat'ional probablllty sample\of youth- cdm—
¥ g . . % -

-

posed ‘of a- master prmary samp,le of~~residént college sru’derfts and a7 . L

. a \

5\’

LT e . . .- '- .o oy
special high school sample. . v\_,'\\‘_ U L D )
- R L . .‘ . - . ’ .. N .

The second category of youth po’,pulatz,ons consisted of college mep :

- A AR
. IS

/

present];z enrolled in either on—cambus or off—ca‘mpus ,programs of milit;ary

’ 'A

officer training. For the relat1vely large orr-—campus (ROTC), pro-;“: . '

.
. - - . ,,

-

grams, the following distinctions were made' (a) /brar\ch of Service e o
. ! T " ! v ' ' -
,(Army, Navy‘, o.r Air Force); (b) basic course (ﬁreshmen/s,ophomore) versu.s ;
R - . L \ L

-
. . .

. - . 4
R LI - ‘ , .. N .0

I : ' 0 v o' : . . ,'
* See Modern Sampling Doctrine: Mastep PPobaszth ample of Young ‘-
. Pecgple, Gilbert Marketing Group, Inc ~, Marketmath, Inc.,;1969. o

. ‘ | . | '? | '.
- .V . ‘. . "“ . . ’12,\' | w R ) . . # e v




advanced course (junior, senior), and (c) scholarship sta us (quibion, S

’ B .

- books, plus expenses) VErsus non-scholarsth—status (exp

¢ dn Advanced gourse -only). Por the off-campus programs offered by the *

v
o /

Navy and Marine Corps,'nozfiner sampling ddstinctions were made than

.. enrollment in the reSpECtive programs, due .to the llmited enrollments.

- ’

Gilbert Youfh Research Inc. drew the samples of ROTC enrollees -

from population data provided by the~respect1Ve Armed Services A basic

o list of - institutions* was compired go the.Gilbert master sample of " ’

' “

colleges, with maximum overlap employed in the selecx1on of colleges.

1 "’Next Servic population listings** verg employed to ‘determine the number.,

.

of cases to interv1ew per campus, to get the requisite number of respon-

- -
dents by status (BasicVAdvanced Scholarshlp/nqn—schﬂiar§hip), with
l e
Service. .Given these numeric requirements hy campus., ROTC student

o listings were then sampled to obtain the names of enrollees to be o

. . . - \

interv wed. ' . - ,

’ - L4 . ! . . /
& .

S By-name samples of enrollees in the PLC program weﬁe generated by

L . . .
. ‘e
N .

referEnce to a Ma ine Corps computer listing in which the d;stinction

. bitween Basic/Adyanced status could be made *kk By-name samples,bf

Y

/.

enrollees in th Navy ROC,@nd AVROG% ﬁéograms were generated from a

, .
* «
\ ‘ [ "

3 . -,

L .

* List of Educational Institutions Having Senior Division ROTC units:
) Departments “of Army, Navy, and Air Force;- September 1971, OASD (M&RA).
*%XThe following referenfes were employed (1) Status of Air Force ROTC
‘Enrollments, as of 31 October 1971y (2) NROTC Monthly Recowdl, 31 Jahuary ’
1972; and (3) Opening Enrollment Riport School Year 1971-1972, Army
P~ Reserve OffiAErs Training Corps and National Defense Cadet Corps, CONARC}
f' ATIT-R December 1971. . /. N

. '*** Quarterly Listing of Active Platoon eader Candidates as'of 31 -
December 1971, DPD-bab\ 28 January l972 .

.0 ' d
- *

13 ’ C . .




4 \” : 3 ‘:ﬁ .
O H - ) . » Tt :
\\ ) " ) - '(’, . . . . . . . - a ,
master G index Qf enrollees maintained by the Navy in updated form f * {
) " .
- ‘ at'Hemphis, Tennessee. The sampling was done*in March 1972.6"
o -, ' ' ‘.-, . 12 - 4 " * . \
° - Sssmpling Size ) - : » T
’ . 4_;22__2&__ih. . ) .. ’
5/{‘; ‘. : The, survey sample size consists of the followinﬁ pumbers of cases
“* - for each target populatioh Note the associated projected popluation )
b ! . o
.. iounts;- ’ . ] . . .
- P ' ' . . ’ ] L . ‘.
. e . = ) - 14 .' A st . ) ".\)’ [
R ’ SAMP'LE SIZE,_ - ‘ o
L . “t . " Sample - . Projected ! ‘
A : . Target Population 3 . N Size = Population
. . . . R . . ‘ ) -
Non-ROTC Etirollees . I . o ) ‘.
» s ) Vo ' v ’ - . .
R Male High School'Seniors . ' . P i
-~ (college-bound) - . = ° -7 554 - 1,454,000
¢ .. Female High School Seﬁiors < - . - - .
R (collegedbound) R * o, 481 1 432,000 "
# 4 o - . T - 3 ‘ 1053' . . . %‘: ‘Q“‘ Jm»
) o Male ‘Collége F:eshmen* <L 1545 » 320,700 * R
. i Female Céllepe Freshmen* . 511 B 233,500 m.
el ' DA : 4056 L -
5 v : , . . . . > ~ - &
.y . o * ’ !
‘ ©,  On-Campus Programs;* . . -,
T T I e s
" T Total,  Army ROTC Enrollees 896 . - 50,236
07 Ul Total Navy ROTC Enrollees, . 607 7,459
, . +% «, . Total USAF ROTC Enrollees . X 766 ) 19,967
3 L : . » . 2269 Ve 17,662
’ N - “ - '
' . PN ' . ¢
g o fOff-Caznpus Programs h
** . Total USMC PLC Emrollegs- - . - -405 . 2,999
A Total Navy ROC Enrollees . 200 760 b
. : Total Navy AVROC Enrollees L eg2O® , 848 N
‘ -'807 - 4,607 -

f .
. . = . =mED=

, TOTAL SAMPLE - 5167 e
¢ o . ) . o ) .
®Mn colleges or uhiversitiés which’offer an.ROTC program.’ o '
™ ) ‘ “ * A !

#*%See Appendix A for detailed sample size information. .
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Questionnaire . . ' . . .

. TWO separate questionnaires were desfgned; QOne form was employed
- B

for high school .seniors. The second” form was used for college freshmen, .

1]

™\
(Non-ROTC) ROTC program enrollees, an&"off-campus program enrollees.*

' Skip patterns were used to assure question relevance for each sample.

.
;
1, -

'Common items were emplpyed for each’ sample to the 'maximum eRtent possible, -

) l

to. permit the develOpment .of comparable responses, e.g.,. SO. one mdy com-

pare the level of information about a program held by program enrollees

’ .

and non-enrollees.

3

“~

) .
. v
- € .

Administration

t v

All data reported in the Survey were dbtained from extended per

-

rsonal interviews. In.conducting these interviews, Giibert Youth Research,.

[} 3 4 .
Inc. employs peer-group intervikewers in conjunctio ld&al super-

A ‘systematic,

.vision to increase thﬁ likelihood of .valid responses.
program of interview verification is used to insére'data/quality.

0y
. . - . -

Data Analyses

_Results for each sample were weighted for extrapolation to the
. e

>

i cesgpective populatibns. Data from high school Seniors -were weighted

to project to the national sample,of high school seniors, by sex, .

’

within geographic region. Data from college freshmen were weighted
to. ‘e’ freshmen college population, by sex, Data from current ROTC
. '»enrollees were weighted to represent the population'ribution in

Basic and Advanced status, within Scholarship/non—scholarship gtatus,

. for each of the three Armed’ Services. Data from off-campus program

‘e,

*Th# quéstionnaires are denoted as follows: (a) #R-960 High School”
* “ROTC Survey; and (2) #R—960C‘College ROTC Sufvey.

- A ”

Hoyn ' . 15. v




* enrollees in ROC and AVROC were weighted totthe respective.populations

0 ] ~

of these two programs,.while data from PLC enrollees were wei‘ghte:i to
* the population by Basic/Advanced status. - ' -

~

Data'inalyses consisted of'extensive\(ross-tabulations of each . -,

. , -

questionnalre item with selected demographic charact'eristics, and with
. 1,

” * .

criterion items on applicant {enrollment) potential by proZn, sep-
. Nk . .
p{es

controlling‘u sex. Data analyses for the samples of ROTC enrollees . / .

e = : -

arately analyzed for the high school and college freshmen
and off-campus program enrollees consisted of tabulations of each question-
agire item controlling on respondent status in these programs (Scholar-
ship/nonnscholarshxp by Service and BasicAAdvgnced by Service ~for ROTC

enrollees; Basic/Advanced for PLC, and ROC/AVROG ’for these prﬁ—rams’).

»
[ 1 v
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T . APPLICANT POTEN‘I‘IAL . . ' : '

- . { . -
. POTENTIAL FOR ROTC PROGRAMS

T Each college-bound high school senior \and non-RbTC college fresh-

man was .asked to read a brief, standardlzed dmahm

progr’ams ‘offered by each Service with' the dist1nction made between
I °/ . . -
Scholarship and Subsistence (Non-scholarship) -programs * Respondents
1 7
were told that Scholarsh1p programs Sntailed a 4 vear term of” obligated

-service, while the term of obligation Jyaried by Sm for the Subsis-

tence programs (2 years for the Army; .3 years for the Navya and ‘4 years '

. - \ . ! ’

( for, the Air Force) After reading..each program description, tjlée ; . L
. . "!l-g‘, - -
respondent was given three response options permftting a choice between

\ these stitements: (LI will apply for this program ( potential appli-
“.' . ' A N b. . - »
~,cants'{); (2) I will not apply foft}hs program, or (3) Don t know if I~

will appl for this program.

) Table k-1 sunnnarizes the extent of potent1al applicants for each N
« IO e

) program, c ntrolling on the educational status and sex of the respon-
. . — . - Loy
(8 dent. Notevorthy is the higher level of 'potential applicants among (
. i 2 R
college-bound high school seniors compared to college freshQnen in ROTC
o -
schools. Also of note is the remarkable lack of difference in;ates
of potential'application to ROHCC programs by sex. There was little ‘ '

")*;35_
e\(idence of diff\ereﬁ"tial program en ement by Serv:.ce, with the

“+

Wl
.V

_ . exception of a lower potential applicdut rate for the Army ROTC thol;
+ .- ’ N ) \‘ - .
v, aﬁhip Program among college-=bound high school® seniox:s, . ( . .

S , n : crt o (

. * - . ) - i :

. P * < - v . r
-
- . - *
n_ *See Appendix B for a copy of the gtatements emploved in this interview.
B » . - o . i
i . B 4 A} 19 ) ‘ ; B LA ~ PN
. ’ -

Q ~ . . . Lo
EMC 4 . , . - 26 . s . L i
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SELECTED ROZC

Teprewls

. . : Freshmen
A lua ) Coarcel C Sehnnis
A Ferale

\ - . - .
ADD L, 20T . L . f
- - i . ’ : ¢

e
“Ferou, *

[

: .
N

*Multiple respomses were permitted. Hence, perczdtages

. .
’ .

-

° . . . 4
of : .. ¥ mavle I

¢ *

o 27 v -
EMC L) °

=
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The reader is cautioneq“that many of the same respondents may be
'reporting a potential*fcr application to more'than one of the ROTC pro-,
. grams, hence the rgﬁplts are not additive.
iﬁbjeCt to this-cautign, it is interestin 0 examine the emographic
characteristics of respondents who report differential rates o potential
appl{sacion for each of the ROTC programs. This review will constitute

, an initial statement of the parameters of the ROTC applicant population

, —

- DemographicAgharacteristics.of Potential ROTC Applicants~

The applicant potential_for the various ROTC programs was assessed

. :
in terms of the following demographic characteristicg' (1). age, (2) race,

( 3) annual family income, (4) current( own) - employmeqt status, (5},type of -
. P

- o

~ neighborhood (city size), and (6) geographic region.* Results are pre-

sented for each Service by sex (tabulated separately), by program status

’

(Scholarship/Subsistence), and by educational status (high school/college).
- - fad

. Tahle,l -2 presents demographic data on applicant potential for.§0TC

\ )

\\Scholarship prqg;ams among college-bound high school students Noteworthy

;s-the differenfi;l\{ate of applicant potential by race (higher potential_

¥ L4

g non-whites than whites) by family income( higher potential particularly

amOng male respondents from families with incomes under $8,000 per year), -
.. ’ :

-

\and.by own eumlojment statug except for Air Force among males.(generally
' 3 ’

‘lower potential'among'youth employed full-time) :‘ Lower.rates’of applicant

. potential ware also noted by residents of large metropolitan areas. Thesé.-

findings held: independent of the branch of service, and were found for both
Y

-

mdalé and female youth. ‘ S . s

. ¥ Analyses are not reggrted by .marital status, since 1% (or less) of the”

' college-bound high school samples were~married, and 3% {or less)’of the
college freshmen samplea were married ’

%

B

>

te

—_————
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. i ‘ DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF THE PROPENSITY FOR APFLYINGFOR THE <,
L . : ; PR :
N *7 "7 ROTC SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMS _ : R N
. . ¢ ] N . v° . - . T, . 5
. ) . i . . Base: Colléfe-Bound High School Students¥ .
- v © ’ < . . MALE . A L - FEMALE_
; s . . Army Navy . USAF . Army ' Neyy 7 _M ¥
' . Total Sample, CoA . 16.6 ERUN 0.3 | 17.2° 15k
' Age ‘ e ‘ ' : ' ) ' )
L : 17 yaqrs nr.,ynux/ger BadF S I~ S 17.2 ) 9.0 11k s BRLA N AT7.9
/.  18years .. 115 16.0 .7 . . . .o, 16.7 13.9 ¢
, T 19 years or oldér ' 10.L - 17.9°, a7.h ” 2.7 ' 10.9 © - ]
? Race ) ” — : i/ . : ? . - .
L ,wghlite ) © L2 18,6 6.4 8.¢ 17.0 4.4
Black < arfed . L s - - L
Other )N°n virite Mz L. dl-z : r—f‘-l » 1‘67 18,1 19.6
‘ 5 .. ) . '[7 -~ + ‘. "
. hnnual Family Income o NN . C S
N Urder $8,000 ° 1h.€ . 2h.2 , 28T 17.6 18.7 - 2L.6
. $8,800-$13,999 . * 10.8 18.5 23.1 7.0 J19.5 10.9
- . $1ﬁ,ooo-$19;999 11.4 12.0 LR 1.8 17.6 L e
. $20,000 or over®™ , “ A1 9.5 15.2 , 5.9 T 16.2 15.2.
. Refused/Don't Know  »  1h.3 € 20.5 1.9, 8.6+ , 18.6 15.0 -
’ Erployment Status . - ”~ . | N ) '
' T Full time | 11.9 . 123 2h.0 ‘ 3.9 . 5.8 5.8
' Part-Fime - ' 13.0 19.1 18.8 : 11,2 19.2 4.8
, Not employed ., 10.3 . 15.0 15.9 - b 6.9 ¢ 17.4 -
. 4 » » M . . - - -, K .
‘ Type of Neighborhood . . ’ o - S ~ .
o Targe Metropolitan 8.5 15.9 Ww.h 8,6 15.7 1l b '
. " Small Metropolitan 13.0 . 18.2 18.3 10.2 18.6 k.7
- _ Non-metropoliten - 1k.5 13.7 26.2 . 14,0, 15.7 18.8
. , [:; ’ é; . .‘ [
* Geographic Region o ‘ - ot V.
, ‘ © Northeast . ... 20.6 1’3.3 17.8 -~ 3.k 11.2 8.7
’ \ d Nurth Céntral 10‘5 1420 . lhc . 706 » 2709 /17¢E b
South - T.4 18.5 . 2L.L 15.7 14.3 / 20,
: '+ West . 10.7 1k.3 .3 13.2 1k.0 1.3
_ o ‘ Table T - 2 x : 31
.} "/J ‘ - . N : ' ' . . . ‘¢
" ‘ ’ L3 L 4 ’ I3 '
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} L Table 1-3 presents delnograpl-fic ‘parameters of applica;:t potential for ,
¢ . \ * ‘a
v . ROTC SubsistenCe—Rrogr among college-bound mgh ﬁool students. L . :

v

. R Findings are in gg‘heral agreement wi‘th the pre{rious res:ults for ROIC ‘s

Scholarship p;:ograms, i. e—., "the highev  of applrea-n-t potential for

-
.

;o ROTC Subsistence programs were gener

.reSpondents classified as o

;- -
.

. aon-white. ‘ However,%xe r,elatio,nshi ei{z‘w&e pqten- L. '.

A J

/ tial was more cOmplex, with lower ratef’of @dorsemynt of th Navy pro-—
. N ‘
’ lgram by residents pf aon—metropolitan areas. Among -ma,les,' higher

" applicant potential was nated by 1ower ipcome- respondents - particularly

A

‘4 .

\
’ * 4
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/ v _ : DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF THE PROPENSITY FOR AFPLYING FOR THE y O
. o A . ROTIC SUBSISTENCE . PROGRAM
- . - hd /
_ ' . o : Base: College-Bound High School Students* / e
- ° . . ‘ . . ’ -
. . ’ : R MALE : : FEMALE
. b Army" . Navy USAF Army Navy' — USAF
. | Totml _S_a_mgl_g , 14.8 T k9 15.8 ‘ ‘ 12;.? . “1k 4 ‘8.6
R} . © ‘ ) ‘ ) . ’ ’ .
. m , - . . -
- e - 17 years or younger = 11.6 16.4 13.3 -15.9 172 - 8.8
I, 18 years : 16.4 13.2 ., ,17.0 . - 14.1 12,1 , . 8.8
¢ - 19 years or older _ 20.8 - 17,9 23.6¢ - 1019 - .3.6 3.6
.+ W White ’ 13.3 14.5 < T 13.7T Y7 ., 135 - 8.k
+ Black) yon_yhite 22.1 17.0 . 26.5 15.6 181 9.6
" -~ Other) , '« : .. . o - .
. . . . 4 ; 2 . J
Annual Family Income . ' .
faa Under $3,000 17.4 - § " 29.8 17.1 15.0 13.9
* + + $8,000-$13,999 : 15.4° 4.8 15.k4 18.0 1.5 7.8
- - $14 000-$19,999 11.0 T 12,0 i, T 19.0 Sk 9.9
320,000 or over 4 = 13.8 7.8 © 9.2 .~ 1.8 10.3 . 1.8
Refused/Don't Know 16:8 \ 18.1 5.4 11.4, 15.8 o 5.2
~  Employment Stat;.ﬁ N : )
. Full time 15.1 7.3 17,9 -7 1.9 7.8
. Part-time ’ 16.3 17.7 16.7 - 15.b 16.3 7.9
Hot employed ¢ 12.8 18,4 14,2 16.6 14,4 9.5
,,Type of Neighhorhood . '
. Large Metropolitan 13.1 6.2 - 12,2 13,2 13.1 8.4
Small. Metropolitan -16.4 15.6 17.9 12,6 17.3 9.3
. Non-metropolitan ..'13.3 0.7 16.9 23.2 10.3 7.7
G<‘eo.graphic Region- ‘ . : ) . -
c o, - Northeast 19.9 19.3 16.9 - 6.2 - 7.8 678
' . -North Central 12.5 11.3 14,0 16.7 21.1. 6.8:
T South .7 - 16.2 20,0 17.2 - 14.9 11.2
. West 11.5 2.7 -+ 9.9 18.7 1.3 - T
. : .. ’ ’ . &
o 33 - S Table I -.3 . . -
ERIC . - . o 7 ‘ ﬁ
JArurrex: provi c . -~ ) - . , \ , PO— \ )
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In comparison-with the previous findings on college-bound high

- ° L. \

' sohpoi genior, amalyges of the demographic correlates of ROTC applicant
. ’ v ~ -
potehtial among college freshmen revealed certain consistencies as well

-

as interesting differences. Table I-4 contains demographic data on
. d

" applicant potential for ROTC Scholarship programs among college freshmen

in ROTC schools. SubJeeé’to the consideration that the overall low rate* )

. H
. L]

of applicant potential may render “tenuous the analyS1s of demographic

correlates, the following results ‘were noted First, inkterms of race, , ~ .

-

igh applicant potential was reported by non-whites as opposed-to whites.
2 y non-wnltes

This finding, is consistent with the finding among high school seniors. /rf’—gr‘
& g

t
Second, age appeared as a relevant parameter with higher ragtes of potential i
consistently reported by the younger freshmen. 'Among high school resporddents;
" - L / * . .

4 [y

age bore a negligible or complex relationship to applicant potential. Third,

' -
0y . .

there was no appreciable’relationship of annual fan‘l& income to%applicant
potential amefig male college f}eshmen.. This finding ‘also differs’from.:

results for male high school seniors. .These differences merit additional

. -

constderation, Ancluding the performance of longitudinal’'research to ' -
. - . ] . 4
determine if changes in ROTC applicant potentiel ogcur between high school ’

- - FAd . . . N M 4

graduation and completion of the freshman year in collége. .t
s .

-
3
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v - DECRAPHIC GQRRELATES OF THE

~

-

PROPENSITY FOR APFLYING FOR THE

~

= e
@ O\ &

, & - ROIC « SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMS
,@;4"‘ Base: College Freshmen in ROIC Schools®
2 ,;‘ ‘
- *  MAIE ’ )
’ Army Navy USAF
Total le L1 . 3.0 1.9 )
’ 17 years or younger 6.4 - 6.4
18 years - 1.k b1 1.9
, 19 years or older - .3 2.5, ~ 1.% -
! Race . ' "t _
C Mhite . 1.1 | 3.0 « 15 '
* Black) Non-white - 1.9 3.4 6.1
Other) e .
: 3
. Annual Family Income’ ’ .
Under $8,000 1.7 R ., 2.2
$8,000-$13,999 Ye o b2 1.9
$14,000-$19,999 1.9 129 2.6
$20,000 or over 1.0 b . * 1.8
Refused/Don't Know 2.2 2.0 1.0 .
) gml%nt Status -
v T time - - N - ’
+ . Part-time 9 3.3 , LY '
Not employed, * 1.5 © .. 3.b 2.4
Type of Neighborhood i .
. , Large Metropolitan. 1.k L.3, 1.k s
Spall Metropolitan 1.2 3.7 1.3 :
. Non-metropolitan T - 3.6
- ’ b7 ' -
1.1. 2.6 -2.6
, ~.2.1 2.1, 2.1
.8 R 2.

1 l‘ ‘
~ { *Those respond;ents not in programs, for ROIC, ROE!, AVROC or FIC

7

) . 1

Table X = 4,

NN = N
O\NIO o ON

D
~_Nqwhn
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A2

Analyses of demographic correlatés of applicant pbtentiai for ROTC

Subsistence prqgéamé émong college freshmen revealed siﬁilar findings for

L4

age and race compared to the previous, results for scholarship programs.

’

Table I-5 presents the data. In general, ‘higher rates of applicant ”. - .
L] / . . . ws

. potential’for ROTC Subsistence programs were reported by younger_freshmeh,
and among males, b; non-whites., (The.except{BQ was Navy ROTC Subsistence} .
e amoné males, where the rate for whites was slightly higﬁer). q:fgver, in °
: terms of annual family income, higher rates of.aﬁpliiant potenti%i‘w;Qe .
noted among male youth from families with lower incomes.

P .
- , ?

-

e
! 4
° e v -
.
- /
' .
. 4
«
. M A J
[ /
, M - . ” . .g o
Iy o < *,
| 4 :
-
- ' ' .
.
. . ¥
4
.
* - ¢
' -— 1
- ~
/ b
-
o _‘e
- - . ~ §. .
.
’
.
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DEMDGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF THE PROPENSITY FOR' APPLYING FOR THE

ROTC .. SUBSISTENCE PROGRAMS

Pase: College Freshmen in ROTC Schéols*

-

MALE

;iav*g
\
2.6

3 990

TATAS
e ’ - -

Se
PSS
e 2he

Lo

‘' -
_') }/J.(‘" f"V

~
.

orecc

L'0polz.an

1 Ietropolitan
~\~*e*rovo’itan\

""}E‘"

Gqu, ‘hic*ﬁegion
heast
=¥brtn Gent*al
. ‘South

West = | .. S - 0 '
. *Those respondents not in programs for ROTC,

_\EMC ROC, AVROC, or PLC. - e
oo i o

~

-




L I o '
. - r . -
In summafy, these dnalyses suggest that a’considerable ROTC appldicap
i ] . ~ . p

h . - . ’ L] v ¢ L] ‘ P
- potential -exists among college-~bound high  school .seniors, both male and ¢ « v o
. A A . »

. P . . 1 -
' female. To a lesser extent, there is ‘evidence of untapp'ed'BOTC applicant <,

. ‘ .
Iy E potential among oll'ege\greshmen currently attending ROTC colleges and
., . [ - N - o : [y N

. <

’ univef,sifies. Demographic anal'y“ses suggest that #0TC appliéant potential’
. . g - . Y .'
does not vary fotr the branch of service offering the program, but may:well

<

. vary . by age (for collgege ‘freshmen), by race and by family in.c‘o;ne’. (,Sinc_e .
. - . . , s . : s
_ these demog}aphic ‘relf@ionships-are complex, varying insmany instancds by

14 .
-

> . * \ ~
-8ex and educational status, efforts to improve ROTC programs should take

.

‘J;\‘ . e ' . - . ' ’ , * v
¢édgnizance of the previous dage. It may also ‘be desirable to perforfi .

v - . . . 3\‘

multivariate'“;;a:na'iysgs of the curfé\f datd,’ as well as Tmgitudinal research

’

~on the stability of applicant potentialh over- time. °

Aruntoxt provided by Eic

»
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POTENTIAL FOR OFF-CAMPUS PROGRAMS

_ Each college-bound high school senior and non-ROTC college fresh-

-
. . . ‘ - .-

© man was ajked to read a brief, standardized description of ‘the Nawy Reserva o

Officers candidate (ROC) program and Aviation Reserve- Officers Caﬁdidate '
(AVROC) pregram, and the Marine Corps Platoon Leaders ClasAPLC) program.
%ter reading each description, .each resporﬂent was given three response

"< | . ~
options pemitting a %oé{between-these 'stat,ement"S° (l) I will apply .
€or this progr«am (" otengial applicants"), 2) - LWill uot apply 'for this ¢

' 4 program, and (3) Don t .ow if I will apply for this program. In considering

. A e

- PLC, the respondent was asked thiq question separately» fqr PLC (Ground),

g .

PLC (Pilot), and PLc (Fligh’ Offi*cer) €ith th

\ . .

pulat*ion‘ that the latter
. N

r

¢ b ]

programs .efltaai‘led between 5 and 6 years of oblig
¢ Em ] -

AVROC, each respgndent was asked to state application potential for AVROC

Service. I_n considering t

DS

LY
4 -

(Pilot) and foré\:ROC (Naviga‘bo\r), with the. stipulation that the teg'm of

- H

obligated service for graduates of ﬂe AVROC (Pilot),program wasg 4 1/2 years, <

,and for AVROC‘(Navigator‘) was 3 l/2 year;.s - a.fter completion of flight training
i"
The following table summarizes the rate o£ pot,ent

-~ . ! *l
%

' . “’/‘
. ' Y
program variant, controlli%g on ,the. educational status an

1 applicants for each

% of the res-‘? |

L)

, .
'l

.
o

andeht. Notéworthy igh ‘the higher rate of potential appli tion am&:g collegé- .

bound high séhool students, compared to college fpeshmeh

« \ »

Also noteworthy :ls the lower rate of applicant paotential

in ROTC scho‘ofs .

.

for high schoolp

»

aviation programs, cqared to the male high school

.

onen in te%s of the

respondents ‘h

same finding is noted among colleg fr'eshmen) Also .of

42-

‘ L4
- . ,
M inte.rest is the generglly lﬂgher rate of applicant potent l Eor the grOunda "
X v * . . L , ’
~ o programs,,as compared ‘with t‘he aviation programs.- o Gn'\ . ]
. *See Appendix -B #Qr. a’ copy of the statements employed in'the integrview. LT
. ‘ A \ ) -
- s . 30 .. - .‘_ , ot
N v ‘ . b =* $ - s »'
Q ' -? “
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PROPENSITY FOR APPLYING FOR SELECTED OFF-CAMPUS MESITARY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS

Base:, Target Civilian Youih Segments
' -/ ’ ° ! -5 ‘.
PErdént:cra ’ ‘High SchobX Seniors: College Freshmen -
" Who Would > " College-Bound S . In ROTC Schools
Apply For: A .Y Male - Female Male Female
PC | ' 16.3% .16.8% 1.5% 3.7%
(Cround) .
ac . 9.8% b7% 1.7% Y- 1.1%
(Pilot) , T e =
. _ p
PIC - 8.3% 5.2% S . 1,04 <. -0.6%
(Flight nfﬁcer) * ‘ S v
ROC - 18.6% 14.0% . 2.2 3.24
(Surface) . 3 - . . .
AVROC) » 1208 6.24 o 1.9% 1.6¢
Pildt .
( . , , a - .
_AVROC, ‘ 11.3% T.5% 1.1% 0.9¢ ° K
(Ne;vigator) ' . . .
[ . ’ . ‘(' ‘ '
o . . h >
o T ‘ Table I = 6 ° .
~ L ’
. N - - 4 ‘
‘ 0 ] . - » c o,
IO 4
43 4 ' : 44
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» . N The reader is cautioned that the percentages'inthis table are not~ -
additive, since respondenté could indicate a potential for applica't'ion ,to' i
Iore thaﬁ one program vay.ant.

_The following section examines the extent of relationship of va'rious
. dhmographic characteristics, to applicant potential for these off-campus - °

military officer training programs.

o~
bt L ‘ . :
Jrahhic Correlates of Potential Applicants to Off-Campus ograms
'y
- " The applicant potential for off-campus officer training programs
k4

‘was examined by age, race, family income, employment 'tatus, type of neighbor-

hood, and geographic region. Th?results are presented for each off- campus
L

Az - o

' program (including subdivisigns) by sex wnd educational status (hi‘h school/
college freshman). Table I-7 presents demographic data’on the, applicant

potexi_tigof college-bound high school students for the ofﬁ-campus programa.:
; The most clearly definable’ trend emerging from the demographic data

fior.high school students is the declining interést in off-campus programs

t

mong white females as age increases. ' For males the opposite holds true.

4

,Interest in these programs tends to incraase with age although this tremd

. »

~ia not clear-cut. Both PLC and AVROC pilat training programs bear a more

~

complex relationship ,to ¥e for male high school students.
Amng the high schop\ student aample race shows no consi{tent relation‘a

ﬁip to interest in off-campus officer training programs. However, it appears

that whites "(male andjerﬁale) show more interest in pilot training than do

' non-whites. Annual familm also bears a slight relationship to interest ..

' in these programs. High school responden’ts from families with ,smaller incomes

are generally more likely to expt'ess m:erest in_applying for one of the

¢

off-campus ofter training programs. Fmployment 8 tus, type of neighbor- °

1 [ 4

32
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" hood, and g@ographic regjon fail to show any distinct relationship to the -
: - . - 2 ¢ i . ~
. . 4 [y g ’ . . .
. propensity for applying for off-campus programs among college-bound high
N oo , o . LI a )
* school students, » E . . .
. . * . v . ¢
) . L ~
’ . * . ' [
. ' RN - "~ | * . .
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Total Sample

17 years ot young.e,r
18 years
19 years or o],der

-

Rece
Waite

Black )
- 1
Sther )Non wh te

‘ﬁ Annual Family-Income
. Under 000
$8 000-wl3 999
$14,000-$19,599
&0 000 or over
. Befused /Don't Know
Ewployent Status ¥
JFull time
Part-time
Not employed
Tyge of Jleighborhood
e Metropolitan

11 Metropolitan
on-metropolitan

Vo Geom phic Region

1 - Northeast
North Central
Ty South .
NV West v

8

mccmswmmmmmmmmnm . J
ow-mm:smocmm ROC /AVROC )

Baser College-Bound High Scpool Students

»

/ ) . ~
ROC AVROC-PILOT  AYROC-NAV ROC AVROC=-PILOT AVROC-NAV :
186 12,0 1.3 1o . 6.2 1.5
. ‘ . ‘ o * .

17.8 - 12,4 T5 16.6 9.1 | 9.2 -
18.6 10.6 - 13.5 12.3 3.8 [ .5,
23.6 18,9 - 19.8 . - . - . - 5.5

186 ¢ 13 10.2 12.8° 6.5 _ 7.8
119.0 6.7 17.0 189+ 52 6.3

- . :
25.3 ' 12,9 ©15.7 1.6 N\ T.5 *,15.0
19.1 13.6 14,2 . 19.5 8.6 7.8
15.1 . 10.7 11,4 11.3 5.6 " 6.0 -
15.2 8.8 " 1.8 10,8 9.3 7%

~20.5 13.5 9.7 12.6 3.6 5.6¢9

- 's ) * '
15.1 ‘9.5 .4 . - 8.7
22.1 12,2 11.7 12,0 " 5.5 5.k
15.0 12.6 12,0 18.2 7.9 9.h4
16.8 13.5 7.6 110, 7.3 6.3
19.9 10,4 14,2 "15.7 5.6 7.5
18.1 14,1 10.5 q\?.o 5.9 10,0

e A ' . )
21.8 "]2-9 1209 * ' 7.8 109 503
14,8 1%.3 10{53 ¢ %g.g 9.1 '8.2
22.1 . . 7.9 ° 10. 48
14,3 9.9 % 9 - 14,0 4.7 1.9%
\ ———

_Table I ~ 7 Lo o - "
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Total M_ \

17 years or yOunger
* 18 years
19 years or older

Race
Vhite

. Black ) Non-white .
O'ther )

Annual ily Income
Under Yoy < 0CC
000-$13 999
Y4 ,000-519,999
$20 000 or over
Refused/Don t ynow
]
Eaployment Status
Full +ime
Part-time
Not Employed

Type nof Ngighborhood
- Large Metropolitan

' . Small Metropolitan

Non-metropolitan .

e hic Region
- Northeast

North Centrak
South

g0 West

EC

DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF THE PROPENATTY FOR APPUYING FOR THE

OFF-CAMPUS PROSRAMS: EI6

"College-Bound High School Students

MALE

Pllot  # FIO

9.8 8.3
s
1k,1- 29.2
. 6.3 ) 5.7
10.4 21.7
B
10,0 * T.3
8.7 13.4 7
T
6.2 14,0
10.8 T.1
11.4. - 8.4
5.7 4.6
13.0 9.7
N .1)‘..5’ 10‘1 \,,-
10.5 9.4 ‘
T.h 6.2
10.9 T.h
7.0 8.0 -
16.5 10.9 ,
EX 6.4
10.5 h.g
.l 1.8y
9.1 10.7

Table I - 7 (continu
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1 » Table I - 8 shows the demographic breakouts for the applicant’f

potential of college freshmen. One conspicuous trend is a general shift
It - ’

for male freshmen. A\i‘ - - ) e

_away from interest in off-camghs‘officer training quézi?s as age  increases

-

Another Qothble finding is the apparent lack of »interest in off=-
- campus progrgms among ﬁon-whtte males. On the other hand, non-white
females did express intgfest in these programs.’

A Among.females, the smaller the fémily'income, the greater the, likeli-

- \
hood of interest in off-campus officer training programs. Among males,

however, there is a complex relationship betweert ipterest in those programs

’ -

and famiiy ipéome. There was no interest expressed in the off-canpus

~ prograﬁé by male résidents of the Northeast.
. - n
. , o
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# e . 4 ) 7 ) ~ i .
L , 2 mmccomorm’moﬂmsmm%mcmm .
T 3 ' . :
Base: College Freshmen in ROTC Schools L, >
] . "RoC _}LBQLEM __E_TAY BRC AYBQLEEM‘.- AVREC-NAY
_ Total Semple < '2, 3:2 1. .9
17 years or younger 6.4 6.4 2.9 . - - -
~ ‘18 years 3.3 1.9 1.1 3.3 , -’22 - 1.k
19 years or older 9 1.5 . .9, 3.7 . 1.2 cub .-
- § (x - ‘oe ) . " . . - -
Race <
. White ) ‘ < 2,2 2.1 1.2 — 3.3 .9 .8 :
Black )y 1.9 - - 2.5 - 11,2 2.5
Y Other )Non-white g
— ' : . . oL , v .
Annual Family Income . ) ‘ ) .
Un er $5,000 L.8 - - L6 AT 2.6 \
5 000-$13,9% ‘ 3.3 ° 2.0 1.2 1.1 .9 ' -
. < $1£1 000-$19,999 -7 1.5 .7 3.6 - 1.L .
$2o 000 or over 2.3 . 2.8 - . L.h 3.7 1.b 1.0
Refused/Don't Know 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.3 " 2.5 .8
Employment Status - " , ' . , ) T
Full time 3.5 1.6 1.6 ' 2.5 2.5 . 2,5 .
Part-time 2.6 ~ 1.8 1.b 1.1 .5 .5
Not éemployed ‘ 1.7 2.0 .8 4.2 . 2.0 .9
* . Type of Neighborhood ) '
- Large Metropolitan 1.0 2.4 *1.b k.5 1.0 ’ 1.5 ,
' Small Metropolitan 3.6 1.8 1.4 3.3 1.2 . A
Non'mtromli'\tjan ‘1 . 5 1 . 5 - -9 "' 3 . 5 ] 9 . d
. Geographic gggon : , . '
i Northeas . . - - - - - ) 2.6 -
. North Central _ 1.6 31 1.6 52 *» 1.1 1.8
South ) 3.7 2.1 1.1 2,2 1.1 6 53
West 3.2 1.6 1.6 4,2 2:6 .9

e o Table I =8
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'
ABSOLUTE PROGRAM PREFERENCE
~ After consideration was given by. each respondent\to each of the
) ROTC programs and off-campus military officer training programs (PLC,

: ROC AVROC), each respondent was provided a list including each°of

-, v

these programs and requested to state in which 3__ of these programs

8

" . he (or she) was mos} interested. The response, "none of ° these (pro—
3rams)", was a permissible option, hence an absolute appraisal of the

_ concept of military officer trainiag programs could be gained from the

) , . . e
’ ¥
&

results.

The folloding table presants coiplete on the prefefence for

each of these-programs (and for nome *of these '{ar‘ograms), controlling
‘on the educational status and sex of the*respondent. Noteworthy are
tﬁe differences betwpen males and females in the appraisal of a __Z of3
the programs.as most preferred. Preference for ‘one of tne pfograms

' was e!bressed by 602 of high school males, compared to 47% of high
scnool females. Among the college freshmen, 42%, of the men expressed
- a pr,eferen{:g _for one of {he progr\ams,“ﬁile orﬁy 26% of the females_

- * o
expressed a single program preference.




MOST PREFERRED PROGRAM FROM AMONG SELECTED MILTTARY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS
v / - ‘ '
s *. . Base: Target Civilian Youth Segments .

," °
r

———

Percent Who' . - High School Seniors:. - < . College Freshman
Prefer Each - T CollegeésBourid ~ . In ROTC Schoo
Program: e Maie ) Female ) ) : Male Fehale le

¢ . . . . - »

-Army beyear ROTC Scholarship L T1.2% ™. 5,24 Sy 1.6% 1.5¢

‘Navy L-year ROTC Scholership ©4.0% . o« 6.6% , ’ 5.6% o 2.b%
- ~ N ' ’ [ ’ .

A:L;Foﬂe Leyear Scholarship = 12.h% ,l"_ B.4% T 7.3 . 6.6%

g

Arcm‘ROI’C Subsistence sé'rviiag 2 years -8.0‘,‘1': - » 8.4% ' 4,89 ‘ L 3.5;77

. lavy ROTC Su‘osistence sei‘ving 3 years L3¢ L.5¢ - L 3.9% 1.8%!
=) ) .
Air Forpe ROTC Subsistence serving - k8% - 1.7% ‘ ' 58% 2.T%
h years - :

Marine Corps-Off-Campus PLC |, . b4 T 6.3% , . L.0% TULT%

A

13

Navy OE-Campys ROC Progran ' _ - 4.5% N-E- K T 3,34 2.29 "

" Navy off£-C uaA oc(Pnot) " b.ug ,é".h% g . T 5.4 - 2.5%

Navy Off-Campus AVROC (Navigator) A.‘-_ _ 1.2%. 1.5% - _1..03$
None”of these - . 1&0.;2 ' - 2.7% L ’
' - 1oo.o1z_ - 99.9%
" Tane 1-9




'l'he Air Force G-year RO’I’C Scholprship program was the moét preferred
' option among ea outh segment. The Army 4-year ROTC Scholarship program
lagged the Navy -year uR,OTC Scholarship program in preference. .

3 llowever the Army ROTC Subsistence program (2 year ogligation was ¢

te

f gederally preferred over the Navy Subsistence program (3 year obligation)

and the Air Force Subsistence program (IO year obligation) " The only { -

. &
exception occurred for male college freshmen. ‘1

\

In total approximately 462 of the high school males and 35% of the "
‘

- high school %hs expressed a preference for one of the ROTC programs---

'K

_either the full Scholarship program or the various Subsistenc:e iroigrams.

‘The various off-campus programs also el‘icited considerab rt. \
- P
b

Among college-bound high schodl s.tudents, 12% of the. females and 14% of |

+ the males\preferred gne of the off-ca~ : programs. Among the college .

" T - freshmen -ih’ ROTC scl}oolf "ZZ of the £, ‘ s andm of ‘the males expressed .
- ~ 4",“. .- N, L
a preference for o% of the offa-campus programs e ? . - )

.
o ' B
. v . y »
,
.
.




PERSPECTIVB~ON ROTC APPLICANT POTENTIAL

She preceding data suggest a vas potential for ROTC:and off-
'y

" ‘campus officer training programs;' cularly among college—bound high

e,

' echoet seniors. In lieu e!‘longitudinal research, it 18 difficult to
s =~ T

asseés the ialidity of this projectioc; however, iespbnses te otheri
questions provide a'valuable perspective on current rates of applica:ion.
Each college-bound high school senior was askeé if he had applie&
ior aq‘ROTC scholaxahip, or expected to receive an ROTC schblarship.
Rhsponses presented in the following table indicate that 3.6% of the
r

_ males had applied for an ROTC Scholarship while another 1.7% were

preetmably informed that.tlrey had .already been awasded a Scholarship.’

. 7. B i .
te !PECTATIONS FOR RECEIPT OF AN ROTC SCHOLARSHIP
N K : P
Base: College Bound High School Seniors,
L] ‘ .

-

Expect/Hope to Receive .an : High School Seniors:
ROTC Scholarship i T College-Bound

Male s Female'
(2)

Have Applied o ‘ e 3.6
(but not heard) - | | , B 5.3%
Know they will receive . c 1.7
an ROTE~Scholarship
. 14
- Do not -expect/hope to -
receive and ROTC Scholarship




s

’
a! ' - P R ‘ L ’
. s

» - '
)

. . = "

gram in 1973 is thus estimated at 5.3% for males ;nde.ZZ for females.
N ’ . ' LY .

These figures. do not include-anyone who might joggeROIC after entering
g ~ : T

college in a non-scholaritip status, or be eligible'for a scholarship

of less than 4 vears duration: In general, efforts ,p expand this base

t .
. rates of applicant potential for college-beund high school seniors as
- -
R ’ S 1
noted previously in this chapter. .
: - S : ’ . '
. ‘wégtance of College. Expense Subsidizationd Concepts ~"? . .
o , Another approach to assessing the extent to which a program of °
Y -
subsidized college expenses would appeal to college-bouﬂd high school
-
) seniogs ﬁig obtaineJ'by asking these students two questions:

: o »
- Would you jttend college if it was subsidized

by someone? . ’ -

- - Would you go to college on & scholarship if you
’ had to serve as a military officer after graduation?

Although the vast majority (70%-802) of college-bound high’

+ school seniors state a willingne}bvfo attend collége under some form~of

:;l\ subsidization, the raté~of\icceptance of the conéepiibf ‘a military °
L offi::;.scholarship is initially far 1e§§,(151-28%) i!he rate £or
LI ' . - -
ot males (28%) is much higher than the rate for females, (152).
. P ' ,
. N e
. . ’ .o .. .
9q .
S~ d— . ;:
7 N . ~ ~
-

The currenmt potential for enrollment in an ROTC scholarship pro-

N
.

would appear warranted,_given'the difference between these data and the.

L 4

&,

.o

2




©

"‘ " ’ v ' T . R ] ) '/
- ASSESSMENT OF THE CONCEPT OF Sl]BSIDI?.A’I‘IpN OF COLLEGE EXPENSES
’ Base: College Bound, High Jeletl Seniors /
Lo
‘ L4 Lad N
', Males Females
-Would Attenad College if '
. Subslidized by somegne . i .
. Yes ~ | A R Thb
. ,, LI 4 ’
No . o o, 3.7 : g.2
" “Don't kKnow - - . 11.8 17k
) . N a
Lo 99.9% 100.0% |
o , Val " Pemales '
“Would Attend College on ' %y " L (%)
! scholarship if Military ’ o . .
Officer Service is Required . -
»” Yes . 28.2. ¢ 15.0°
. ' , =TT i R
' Wo 57.8 0.7
\ . . . ) R N . e ,"'
Don't know ' 14.0 . 1k.2 e
- N . @ . ] /é%" ‘
. 100.0% ‘ 99.9%
' - Las ‘* .
, .
ﬂr—a
s . . .
. e Tatle I = 1 v
A L4
.. B
1 * .-
. ~ . t 7
~ ‘ { ‘.
i .
‘ 44 )




o : . s
It should be noted that the reaction to the qﬁ-stion of'military

o -
- osicer trainin& subsidization was owbained from responhints before

were presented with detailed descriptions of the varipus optione

~ .
cm'rently available. ‘ ooy !

It is also noteworthytlnt a aubeta.ntial pf_gentage of college-boumd

high school seniors (149 ) were unsure as toﬁether or npt they would be

s L

_ willing to accept a military officer scholarship to college. Teken in
. N . , . ‘ —
. combination with those.responde ho expressed a firm willingness to

.

accept & scholarship, some 42% of high school males and 9% of high

. . : /_—/j , . ’ .

school females appear to-constitute & potential target for military\ofﬁce;
v training scholarships to college. .

" Given all*these data, an assessment of the "true potential" for*ROIC

a}pears,complex. To smmarizé the deta, and to present a comparison of

’

. - T~
regponses to the various réhavorial/attitudinal indices, the following
summary table 1is presented as: a convenient reference. .

- . ‘ . ’7 i . L) A

) Tt p . i . ' ' -~ .
. b 8 * g
’ + t
~ \ s
»
\ (
» Y \
[ 4
l" -
N - : ' '
r ) . o
/ . . 45 » ,
/ ‘ ’ ‘ : " 2
. 3 ' \ T

/

<\




) _/ ‘ . . [
I . , _// e . \ .
:’ COMPARATIVE SUMMARY AND APPRAISAL OF ROTC POTENTIAL ‘ :

"Base: College-Bound High School Seniors

‘ ' High School Seniors: .
’ . _ College-Bound
- . ) Male Female L
'~ Have spplied‘for, or . . , 5.3% . J2.29
" expect to receive, an : ' —
~ROTC, Scholership . , .
- Express a*willingnegs to 28.2% ©. . . 15.09% Willing to accept =
. attend college on & military N 1L.09 14.2% Don't know
officer scholarship, or o . .
-~ don't know. . he.2% 29.2% Total »
" 'w Express a preference ) " k5,79 3489
for- an ROTC Scholarsiiip . )
or ROTC Subsistence Program ' . ~ "
- ' N B = ‘
— . i
. - "Table T - 12 K
. .
A . . v
N : o
' " . i : h
\ - . N . 1-:4
. | . . ‘
- ‘ ] . ‘ )
46. N
] .- v




S NV ‘
It seems that a noticable gap exists between behavior (applying for
RO’I'C). and ex;ressed attitude (willingness toﬂaccept a military officer

scholarship; or preference for ohe of the ROTC programs).

P

'

- This discrepancy may resulg from an inflation of responses'favo:"ablé

toward thg'appliqatioh'for/ROTC programs.- After béing given a description-

of th&\gfograms (in contrast to the'initial level of avareness/ignorance

about the options) many }college'-bound high school seniors may have found
these programs to be attractive -- hente the-'favorahle' attitudes egpreésed.

Taken in total, these data suggest that an untapped ROTC potential v

’
. ’

’

may exist a!nong’ college-bound high school students which merits more -gserious- -

efforts at adeertising and recruitment. Pge'r evidence to support

these recommendations is present'e;:l in the fo¥fowing chapter.
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.

OVERVIEW

T : Additional analyses were performed to determine the extent and

" CAREER GOALS

> )

¢ . - ’ . |
FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ROTC'APPLICAﬁi YOTéhTIAL
) ‘ Ty .

P .
’ . » ¢

1 . - S

»

directiOn of "the relationship of applicant potential to several ﬁdctors

\other than demographic characteristics (see Chapter I). “In particular,

»

f the applicant potentig was investigate’-in termd of its rélati‘i%hip

=

" to (1) educational expectations, and (2) life goals. Also studied was
the’ relationship of .applicant potential to Junior ROTC exposure in high

school Results of these‘!halyses wf’l be presented~¢n the first part

of this chapter

’
L]

Endorsement of a series of general and specific reasong for appli-
e

[} . >

~cation to military officer training programs was also studied for itg

Al ¥y o

relationﬁhip to Applicant potential. Results of these analyses will

appear in thé éecond part of.this chapter.

v . ’ ' %,
.
For censistency with Chapter I format,. findings for career goals'

status (college-bound high seftool seniorsy college freshmen &n ROTC

t
. ’

N

schools) ) ‘ P

. é
Tahle II-l presents data on applicant potential for ROTC Scholar-

) ™
ship pregrams among college-bound high school students Noteworthy is
&

the differential rate of appliCant potential for the Navy Scholarship

program among youth whose ultimate educational expéitations encompass '
‘ \-

.fost-graduate study. This finding held for both males and females. "y :

L 4 » . ...5

49 o .

e BT o

-

will be analyzed by proéram category, controlling on sex’ and educational

2
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(nCol:lege .Degree
Beyond CoIlege

L{f? Gosala e

M

Me_d level of Education

-

;
. 14
vmxwms OF -me mOPENSm FOR APFLYING FOR THE

rénC xmpm

‘s

.

Base: . Chllege-Bound High Schcnl Student

-USAF !
18.4 7

L ] ‘ .
Working for & }mtter spciety 17.L .
Doing challengir;g ;o\x% 8.4

Making s lot of honey
< . *

.

9:8

Learning as mueh as Tcan. T.6

Hélping other people: ‘ . 8.7

Having -a secure steady an U 8
4

.
>

- Being lble to do what I want 12, 1

to in-a Jjob ~

-

Ralsing my owm soc{dl level 23.5
. 4

Recognition Tstatus %

Adventare / hc itement "

M_Jr_}“ﬂ

-

©12.9

‘Arn;'
10,3




~

-

Howmr, sex differences were noted in the re1ationship of applicant
potential td life goals, and ,10:: RO‘I‘q exposure. Male college-bound .

high “school seniors whose life goa1s called for "having a secure, '
I~
steaay joB" vjere more likely to &xpress an interest in applying for
A
each of the prograns, than ‘ere males who espoused other goals. Excep-

tions tend*to’ vary by Service, %.e., men whose major life. goal was
‘
"doing challenging work" reported high applicant potential for Navy or

Air gérce; progr‘a\ms, but not for Army. An important goal to\otential
Ariy and Air Force applicants was raising my oi'n socia1 gvel Nor

.females, there was a negligible reJ.ationship noted between these life

goals and applicant potenti. . .

> ’
Junior ROTC exposure had\ a complex relattonship to applicant. poten-

A
tialg For males, exposure to Junior -ROTC was negatively relaeéd to_the ,

K‘ :otential for applying for ROTC Scholgyship programs. For femaies, the

erse held, with exposure to Junior ROTC related in a positive direc- - ° .

‘ -
LN

tion to app1icant potentia’l. B '
4 : o : . .
_‘Data on’the‘relationsh}p“uf career goals to app1icant potential

A

"for RQ o1C Subsistence pro&rams among co],.lege—bound high school studemts .-

at‘e given in Table II-2. These data are consistet“:/with previous finel-i
1ngs for Scholarship programs, in that (1) ﬁigher rat’ of applicant

potential for \_rx ROTC are,;iven by youth with post-graduate educational

e

expectations, (2) male youth. who gite« raising their‘social level” as a

- -~

-
life goal reported a higher rate of app1icant potential and (3) exposure
to Junigy ROTC was inversely re1ated to applicant potential for males,

but posi’tively r‘l’ated for females.
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. ! . A CORRELATES OF THE PROPENSITY FOR Agh.mc FOR THE :
. T ' ROC SBSISTRWCE PROGRMS .
~ - . r. )
- . ‘. . , " Basé ': Cnllegg-Bound High Schraal Students// . JPu— s
- - .. -~ . :
T Cor Ye &Fz USaF ’/Am Tavy USAF
4 ° N 3 A 4 . - * .‘ §‘ e
. Total “Seyple " . L A 15:8 k9 1.4 8.6
Expected-Lewfel °B_'f_ Bducation oL, v “ .
v . . ¢ £ ’ J .
- College Degree . . 15.; . 14.0 )16 ] 15.8 < 2.7 .81
. Beyond-Gollege s L. 6.7 713.5 " 12,0 .19.k4 10.3
N . ~ . \“ . LY , - . .- PN
N Life Goals | ' | v ) ) . k\ o I
i ‘Working for a bétter socigty 17.4 Wk - (132 J9.s r12.6 . 9.0 '
‘ . € S
Doing challenging wnrk 1.3 . 21.0 19.3 1.1‘} . 11.8 6.7 -
. Making a lot of money . 15.5 1660 ¢k 9.9 1% 6.1 - o
& LN . d , . : .‘ L] . ' .
v ’ ', tearning as much'es I can  11.8 o . e 't 12.7 " 15.6 $ 8.6
0 I3 ~ .
‘ Helping-other people 9.2 : T L 164 ¢ ' 186 15.2 R
. , T . . X
Raving & secure, stegdy job 12.9 (- ~ 18.2 .  16.7 *o2%9 163 , 11.0
“~ °.  Being-sble to do vhat I want 16.7 ~ _ 1.3} 3.6 . ° 154 -, 106 13.8
to in & job N Cs - s, ‘ : .
1 A4 N . - - v . - ¥ », a3 -t
" Pajsing my own Aal level® 23.5° ;23’5 . 23.% - oo s s
-~ h ) : . ‘ . I3 /,‘ Al
. Reco'él‘&tdm\ls coL TR0 o g50.0 (S R ¥ 2.7 ’
. A \ o, . . T i
B * , Adventure/Eb(citem;:nt* e, 177 .3-:? . 22.6 . ’8.1, 210.3-' lﬁé .
' ‘ '_Presence of Jr. 'ROIC +* S, . v .
) j m at Respondent’ ' ol . . : -
High, Schioo R ' ' S
e .t N . »
. ' Yes \ 14.8 . 0.2 - 10.2 ) 19. 23.9 12.6
N6 ° ' 15.1 16.3 17.8 \ 12& -] 7.8".
Don't know. 136 14.2 13.6 10,1, -11.1- 7.9
[ A ) > e,
) * Responses are based on a small number of cases: - . ) - *
oF - s . ’ ' ' . : " : '
‘ T 7 . , Table 1I - 2 S . '
“y . KY ) . . * . / v -
. . R . N ® [ .
e M- S
o] L ' - ! ) L )
. : * N : . - _ _
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. P Youth' who eopoused the life goalﬁo{/"&f(enture or excite:xent-": were aleo : ) .
+ wmore likely to indicdte a potential for appdying for ROTC Subs‘istence X -
prograns saonsored by the Air Fc}e. |
Analyses were alao performed of the relat'i,onship .of life gosls

-

(and Junior ROTC exposures to applicant potential for ROT('.' Scholarship

/m among college fresf'unen in ROTC schools. Table II 3\p)'esents ' )

the tesul’ts._ Certain: interesting silmilarities and differences are \
.. " 3 4 o ),

Ve hoe it'h the results for high schoo{l. seniors. First higher potential .

g‘the Navwy ROTC Scholarship program is again shown by males Iwith post-‘

% gradiate expectations Among the high school student samples, this

y N

+ " finding held for both males and feneles (sees Tab,].e II-l) . Second, the Lt

life goals of college’mgles predisposed to\ ROTC include making a lot -
. . L - ' y; .
of money", as well as;. "adventure or excitement.” While the latter - N

-«  results are consistent with the findings for high scﬁool students, the

former are not. Third, exposure to Junior ROTC programs in high schobl N

4
appesrs to bear.a positive relationsbip t8 college RQYC applicant poten- ’

. tial for the SchoHrship pr'ograms, among both male and female college

freshmen samples. Among the high school seniors, the 'pobitive rela- S /

4

3 . . ) +
tionship..was noted-for females, but not for males.
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‘s W4 CORRWTES OF THE PROPENSITY FOR APPLYING FOR THE

;o ROIC SCHQLARSHIP PROGRANS -

\w‘ﬂl...‘
.
- .
'
.
-
.
-
-
.

. ’ . ' = [
. Yo Base: College Freshmen in ROTC Sohools
)y N X . * N -
{ R e MALE : FEMALE
; . : ‘ Army Na USAF ., & Navy , UBAF
- Sample. , ) 1. % 1. C 2.2 . 1.2 3.0,
Total le. | ; ; 3 9 3 ,
Expected Level of Educetion i
. A Y 3.8 1:8 SR - 19 .
.6 2.8 1.1 4.2

- -

- . ) - - Morking for a better soci.ety 2.8 _‘ 1.3 ‘ 3.7 - '2.5» 3
. h . : v e ; .
. ) } " Doaing challengihg work - . ’\ 3.1 e 3.1 1.6 . VA e * 1.6
»© ' N .‘ . ‘ - o “ .
. T e aking a lot of -money £.7 59 _ 7.7 . - - N

. Y. ; . "
. 1ping-other peonle . 9 . 1.9 - . 1.0 1.5 b2
e /ﬂn)?/ing a Secure, steady Job ‘ .9 3.3 * . 7.2 \ 4.0 - a
- . ‘\ * ‘ LY . .. - DY
| i Being able to do what I wgnt to - 8 T 2.7 . - - -
) ~in a job . % / * . .
S . . Raising my own social level- - ) - - - -, ‘- v
v . , » . *
L / SR : : ws - - {s.
° . L. Recognition/Status . . v 3.5 . ) {?
e ) v Advepture/Excitement - 9.5 2. 7 o k.2 T -
LN Presence of Jr. ROIC = 4 - - "y ‘
o0 . . Pro, at Responderit's < ’
8. . FProgram at Hesponcert ®
A:;) h. ' . . High School . 7 ¢ - . . .
T / Yes, . . .« +~1.2 7.2 2.5 - 3.5 1.7 1.7
o : Fo + ' . 1.2 1.9 2.h 241 1.3 3,k
r ' Don't Emow ’ * - + .16.8 - p - - -

/ - -
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Table II-4 presents data on the relationship of‘EEree;‘goéls to
. / T ’ .
‘ ) S
applicant potential for ROTC Subsistence programs for college freshmen
, -

in ROTC schools. There is a positive felatiénsh%p between applicant

’ i .

B un . . Y .
potential and eventual post-graduate educational expectations, as - -

‘ noted preQiously for the Scholarship-program. Also noted 1is a Higher

applicant potential for Navy and Air Force Subsistence programs aﬁong
. .

male college freshmen whose most important life goal is either "making
' . . ¢ ) v '
a lot-of money," or "doing challenging work.”, Finally.‘sxposure'té :

Junior ROTC programs is related positively to applicant potential for

Subsistence programs, among male college freshmen. This result is

consistent with findings for Scholarship programs (see .Table 1I-3).

-~
- R N
P ) . LY *

4
-

>

;,

-

.




cbnmm'ormmopmsmmmm FOR THE
’
« ROTC SUBSISTENCE PROGRAMS

>
’

Base: College Freshmen in ROIC Schools ~\

MALE .
- Army Na: USAF
* Total Sample - L.b . Q.E 1.8

-~ Fhrpected Level of Education

a

N College Degree .
Beyond College

Life Goals
Working for a better socieky
q.,Doing chellenging.work
Making a lot’'of money .
Learming as much‘ag"( ean
Helping otbex"‘ people
Raving a secure, steady Job

'Being able to do vhat I vant,
in a Job

Raising ..w own social level
Recognition/Status

* Mventure/Excitemeng

‘l_%:l’bm ent's

5.8
1.6

Table II - 4

L3

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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In summary; these-analyses suggest that.a goal of post-graduate

‘educatioh may be a motivational factor relevant'tq thre potential for

applying for ROTC programs.’ In'particular; the relationship is noteworthyl"

vforlgggiFROTC programs. Further,.these data:suggest that certain life

s

, Y | _ .
goals are associated with applicant potential. for ROTC programs. Among

high school males, relevant goals were secure employment, challenging work, -

P

adventure/excitement, and elevating one's pwn social level. Among male

icollege.freshmen, relevant goals were ch lenging wotk, adventure/excite- o

»

L4

Iment, and makin&\lots of money.

, ! , ' 1 et
t

The presence of ‘a Junior ROTC pr ram in the tespondent‘s high school

held a complex relationship to applicant potential for)cOllege ROTC pro-
% 14

grams. For college and high school women, the presence of a Junior ROTC .
’ program-was related to applicant potential in a positive direction. How-
ever, for high school males, the relationship<:ﬁs negative;* for.male

college frashmen, the relationship was positive. . "

\ . T .
REASONS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION - . , . - co . »
- N d !

Each respondenf was presented‘t?o lists}gf reasons'fpr applyipg for °

milita® officer training. One list included general\:easons for military

. affiliation as employed in other youth officer surveys.** Tﬁe,otper list

consisted of. specific reasons generally unique to ROTC or the other off-

L »

. - - ) ) \
campus programs, .and was developed for use in this Q:IVEY- Results appear 'ij
. A A ! ) -

below for each type of reason.

[ o B . ‘ .
*This finding was ypanticipated and may well prove to be an artifalt of '
this particular gample of high school students. Replication.of the survey
one yéar hence :E another independent sample of‘college-bound male seniors
.in high achool 11 provide a test of this finding. . ‘ .
**See Fiaher, A.H.. Mbtzvat;;ns and Attitudes of Offzcer Gandidates: An

Ihtttal Report of andtngs om the Officer Pre-Comm Survey, HugRRO Con-
sulting Repa‘hf CR-D7-72-7, March 1972.

."'

; - . 79.,“’ -~ | . ., R g e

{ o ,"‘ J'_' 5% ) ’ . | " ,“/’. R
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Each respondent was asked to xeview the following general reasons -

-

for applying for military officer train;ng, and, to indicate whether

each reason would influence his/her decision to apply

- -
LN .

GENERAL ‘REASQNS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFECER TRAINING

1. Military career opportunities .

" 2. Travel adventure and new experiences

3. Serve my country Ct
7,4.'pppo€tunitycior further academic education
- ” ", ~ [ A .
! ) ° ,‘ -
> 5. Qualify for G.I. Bill benefits .

6//Bay and allowances '

RE ,Benefits, such as medical care, BX/PX etc.

" ~

" 83/ Avotd beisg drafted o

9., Become more mature. , .

10 Status and prestige of beixg an officer R

T11.. Difficulty in finding a suitable civi-lian qob* L

L3

12 Fulfilring-myﬁmilitary obligation at a time of my chbicJ

, —

l3 Opportunvi?v for special proﬁessional/technical training

= 7
Analyses were‘performed to determine the extenﬂ‘of applicaﬁt poﬁential

3 among persons who cited each reason a;ﬁexerting agy influence on his/
her deeision In this section, results will be.sumnaij.pd toAindicate
the reasons most'frsquently e;dorsed by potential applicants

e
' Table 11-3° presents data on ROIC S;holarship potential among i.
college-bound high schoal students Noteworthy 1s the :niform, rela1 :
tively hdgh rate of endorsement of each.of the reasons{by potential

. applieants. ﬂowever, among males, the teason ' status"g% prestige of ,

N

( 58 -




- ‘, ¢ .v,’, A ' . .
bein an officer’ was cited more frequently than the other reasons,
8

by potentiql applicants to each program. Also cited by potential male
spplicants to the Afr Force. Scholarship program were the reasons of
"military career opportunitdide" aid to "become more mature.'

Among females,' the tiniing associated with fulfilling one's mili-

tary obligation wss pa.rticulsrly cited for potential applicants to the ¢

Navy Scholarship prog‘:a‘#
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‘ experiences ~ “
.. gfeTve my country ! ©13.9. C20.2 . 4
e .\ .
rtunity ‘;or—fur‘ther aca@emic «12,9 ... " 2kbk - .
.. ‘eGucation -* » &
\ } . . . 'A'- ;.
& Quanry £0oF G.I. Bill benefits = f13.1° _21.0
- . “A
s v -
’gay and, al;.ovances . i - .. 20.9
Benefits such as medio\al ear!e 13.6, % 7 2L.9°
BX/PK, ete, oo ) " VAN c
Avoid bein"g arafted o 13.7-- °  19.5 )
- - s <L Comt ) - . “ . -0t
Bépome moré mature: N :h,. 15.2 . & 20.h -
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< tus, and prestige of being an '\ v, s ce ..
ofﬁcer , RN e L 26.3.
Difficutly in finding o suttablle . . L7 .
oivilien Job L » 1;.1 ks -
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. P ¢ Arty
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Generq!ﬁeasons o .
Mi ry ‘tareer oppg'tun.ities- 15.7

Travél ‘adventure, amd new - 1143 ‘.,j

Fulfillfng my military obligation 13 3;
st a time of my cho!ee

Oppbrtunity %or apecial pro- .  14.0. . 22,1.°
fessional/technical t'raining " Cwe
L0 - ‘ ’ i
et L * . Table IT =5
"W}. £, ot e . . - el ' N
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Navy

2.7

" e
3.4

25.3.°

213
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4

2k.2

N

23.1

238

18.6
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Table II-6 presen,ts data on ROTC Subsistence potential’ among

,college~bound high school students. .Among males, the reaso& \F\Eatus
and prestige ‘of being an officer was found to be rela‘ted to applicant

potential for Subsistence programs sponsored by each Serviqe. This |,

finding is Tonsistent with previous results for Scholarship applicant
‘ ”
pot“éntial. Also consistent ‘with previous findings is the relationship

g s

betwegn applicant potentia& fogUSAF Subs_istence progran;s and endorse-
" ment of the reasons to ~"oec'ome' more mature" and "militgry career dppor- -
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I . . _srmszémq; mocnms 3

I . - d g .-
/ " R Base: #£6llege-Bound High School Students o~ N ’ Lo
- ‘e - » LI \’ ¢ ) - ) . .
M ‘ L JMALE RN . FEMALE - .
o - . ’ Army " Navy USAF , o Army’” . Navy - *USAF =
® - ‘.’ i . ’ - . ! . . > - * ‘
General Reasons - . / "_ REY . ) - .
’ . . . . . -
Military Ceireer opportunities . 19.2 16.3. - 20 . 2206 7 2003 ¢ 12.h
'Iravel admture,fa,nd ‘nemt. "o 18,5 - - 16.8 - 17.3 : 1691&’ 16.8 10.1
experiences . R - ' ; -
‘s‘érve my count'ry ‘§ ‘ 19.3.  © 17.1% [.19".'8 . 19.8°° .18 1L.6-

‘ ‘ . N S e S e
Oppbrtunitp‘for'fﬁrther academic. 18.5 L o18k xRk *.19.8 17.9 ) 10.9.
edacgtian | : , ) ) . - i . .

.. . ’ N ’ . . ‘ . e " . b . L
- o Qualify for G. I. B&heneﬁts © 16.6 . 17.5 . 18.8 . 20.2 19.2 - 11.L .
~ » J . . . . ° ‘ /

Pay and ellovances . ; 17.9 . 17.9 19.3 . 20 T18k .. 1011
‘ ‘ ) .« - ' . 8 .
Y|

r . . y o

Serefits such as!'hedicél care, 17.3 19.6 - © 20.2° 19.1 1 19.2 .10.7 -

. BX/PX etc. ’ : \ . - A . | I
_ Avoid being drafted " 1}*3j 18.5 T L2211 13:2- 9.2

LT L4 . v R

Become more mature 0193 , 16{& 22,3 . 20.5 - . 182 0 . 1k2
Skatus and res’ei e T2k, .7 © @ll- ¢ . 21: . 1T. g .
" an offnc\e'p & Of being" 3 : €3.7 ) €L.L- ¢« . 9. T I . ‘ 9 -
pifﬁculty in finaing a sui'tablefc 17. 5 . 6.5 L 7.4 19.5" - 16.9 | 10.2
c‘lvilian job. . R N e g . [ ‘

Fulfilling my mnit"m-y ob]_.igation" L . } S o R .
v at a time of my choice . - .19.8¢ S 19.% - "19.k L, 25.5 * 1.k . 11'?

Op'pq'rttmithor epecial % . 17.1 197 19.0¢% = 193 . 19.6 - 11,k
prdfessi al}technica]. training - cot T, : . :

. ) . 3 ) P L R “.”_:‘ . . . . . u. ‘-‘ . . Vg .
o5 € o o \ Sl ge b
EMC - ] ." ' .77'..., ‘e 3, . - ‘ %ABLE/IIéé‘ L) o~ .. ) s ..‘ b . .~
A uirToxt provided by ERic K . ¢ Lo ' ’ .. . Y-, ' Yo . . . . L [ -,
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endorsed by \‘.ollege-houmi high scthl seniors with the amasons endorsed
N

3

by egllege freshmen in ROTC col}.egg_s/a,nd universities,- ""I.‘able I]% -7 .

~

presents ‘data on ROTC Scholarship pbtential among co’i:legg freshmen.

~> L J

Noteworthy is the endorsement of the reason status and prestige of

2

) being an officer" among&iboth male and female freshmen-predispoded to

‘
B.OTC.

¢

L1

. \
. 1n the cdntext of .applicant/potential for ROTC Subsistence programs’

-ds shown'in Table II- 8 4&

* .

.

Endorsement of this reasen waH' also given by college freshmen

L4

is reasOn, and the ¢ sgn "to become moye

'

manure" were more frequent’ly cited by male £ ege students predisposed

to both ROT\'cholarship a!id Subsj.stence program&,__as no~ted in Tables

4
11-7 and II 8
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' T . . GHERALREAMSMTOTEB-PRW‘SITY APPLmGFORm
l LA : ' RofC SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM& / ,
L7 ) . . L ' Base: 3College Freshmer in ROTC Scbools " )
b, e . * . - . .
: , ' MALE R FEMALE .
> - Army + Navy USAF/ X A_::gx ' - Navy
. (‘jgneral Reasons - ' \ P ) . .. S . :
Military career opportunitiés 1.7 « 54 vi,o2.5° 2.8 T . t2a
o R - N ke
Zravel, ad\,enturo, and newv. 1.5. 3.8 3.2 2.7 ./_ .6
e"perierces . ' - . - - .
Serve my country 1.8 4,5 3.5 ’ 2,7 2.1
LN . . . . ‘ . » .
, ' Opportunity for furtker academicA 1.6 2.9 2.6 T, 2.6¢ 1.k
-education , . " ‘
: B L .- . o - . 1
. - &ualiﬂy for G. I. Dill.venefits . 1.5 3.3 %25 y 2.7 1.2
v » ¥ ' - . .
b . -~ N L[]
‘Pay and Bllovances - . 1.9» - L& 3.k 2.7 : 1.1
. = L ce e .
L. Benefits such as md;cal ca:ke 1.7 \,?_ 4,2 2.8 2.9 1.6
Bx m ntCQ “ ) " ' “e
' " Avoid *ceing‘a‘rafted o 2,2 3.k 3.7 2.2 1.5
’ ~» < N ot -
| .. . Deecormc rore rntu'e. o 3.1 R - S BN 3.1 1.8
(- T e
Ste'tus - and pre}stigefof Leing’ 2.9 .0 . ;l' ,3..7 e LT 1.8 .
. an officer - ) . ‘ L . )
. ot . - * . . -' . v, ¢ -~ .
. Difficylty in finding a suitable 1.1° 2.9° . 32 . . 3.1, 1.8
’ civAlian jot ’ " e " T .
P . Fulfilling my m,,ntary J 1iga‘cion L 8 “:ou.8 3.9 23 e 1,2
at 2 time of my ¢ oic ) -
‘ . . o R . ,t
Opportuni‘cy ;ror special 1.5 T3 Y =) 2.6 SR
- 88 professional,technical tra.ining T + * - T '
EMC LN ° l ’ ~ - " .
| . . - b1e”T1 -fl ; \ - S
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iilitary careei' opportun'ities'

Trawel adventure, and e
experiences .

Sez‘ve’zrq/ country

ed,.zc ation
‘

Qualify for G. I. Bill tenefits

Pay ‘and allowvanges

' Benefits suéh as medical care,

BX/PX, etc. )

« .
s - -
. .

Avoid being drafted

gecome r'ore matur -

St o and prectisg of Leing

an officer > — .

\

4

ROTC SUBSISTENCE PROGRAMS

) ,Opportunity for- further academic

Difftculty in finding a suitgblé , 1.8

ivilian Job

N

filling my ‘mf itary
"obligation at"

Opportunity for specigl

professional/technical ‘training

a

time of my cholce

-

¢

.

-

0 _6. ;g'\-
.Base-: - C6llege Freshmen in ROTC Schools '
Army Navy . USAF Army Nevy . USAF
. ‘ e t r.c.. ) , ] ’
2.1 4.3 2.6 - 2.4 1.6 1.8 b
. o , - v
1.() 3.0 . 201 3.0 102 :- 1\ . 4 ’
) .., s \ \\ 2 ’
1.9 3.9 2.3 2.5 1.6 1.9 ‘
2.0 2.7 .. &5 2.2 1.1 1.7
1.8 2.8 1, v B2 1.9 1.0, 1.1 S
* 2.l .4 , 2.3 2.3 1.0 . 1.3 *
S - . & . -
- 20-1"'_ 1"'.2 2.0 2.2 lch' . 106
) P ) . . . -
2.1 . 3.2 ) 2.5 “1.0 1.6 - A
29 5.7 3.9 2.k 1.0 -« &k R
B e R - I'd ‘: : 0
. . . 3 o . ‘ ,
_2.5 5.8 ° . 4.0 b0 1.1 29/ < >
. 3.0 1.8 . 2.2 1.1 1.8 4;3 : /
' L . \ - ‘
1.6 L3 . 2.1 1.8 . 1.0 - . 3
- . S
‘ 24 3.5 2,2 2.0 1,5 1.b .
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'§peci£icykehsons- v oe

- 4

"Each respondent was asked to review the following specific reasons

for applying)for college military officer training. This assesément 4 .

: e - ‘ . e
foltbwed valuation of ®ach program in détail, as discussed in-

A

| A
Chapter-I. Each respondent was gsked to state how strongly each -

r..son would)influence hts/her~decision to apply.

o
- i LS

SPECIFIC REASONS FOR APPLYINQ‘ORVOFF'ICER TRAINING

1, .Which particular Service I am trained. for (Army, Navy, Air
o Force, Marine Corps) ’ )
‘o ¢

2. Whether 1 become “an aviation officer (get, to fly) or not
3. _J fécome 3 "ground" officer (do Pot get to fly) or not” «

ney. I-get each month I'm in college- (subsistence -
- . . § 4 e L .“,
If I get e;pense podey for a1l 4 years of. college
if T get expense money-just for the last 2 years of college
"If I have to go to summer ‘camp
’ -~ ‘, . - ° é
If my college tuition is,paid (Scholarship program)

If I get to go to the college of my choice

If I get’ paid to go to ‘college, regardless of my fathef'
income ] v : .

R INR

’ :}1 "‘
If I have to- take-courses in mIlitéty sup é@%s»in college

v Ik o~
If 1 hade to drill (march) oh campus .\‘ . . S

- -
VY

14. How many years ‘T have to serve iﬁ thé military after I.graduate
from college AP o - . 4‘ﬂ
15. How many years I have to’s rve in ‘the Reserves”aftér 1 comﬁlete"
actPve duty, ) : ' Ve
g A —

]




‘ -, Analyses were performed to determine the extent of applicant -

2 ¢

potential among -persons who endorsed each reason as” exerting any
~

Y ‘e »
Ed

' \ini-luence on their’ decision to apply for officer training.

-

’

o

a

Among male coLlege—bound high school sen-:kors, higher applicant -

- : -

1) "W,hi*part,icular ‘Service I am trained for;'_' (2') "Whether I become

-

an aviatiem officer or not" (particulag:ly related to potential' for Air'

A4

L
Forc&grams), and (3) "Whether I become a ground" officer or not."

Tables II-9 and II-10 present da.ta for ROTC Scholarship programs and{

I
! .
!

.ROTC Su?sistence programs, respectively.

-

T |
ERIC™ |+ 2 > " o

potential for both ROTC Scholarship programs and ROTC Subsisteglce pro-

eams‘ was noted among yolth’ endorsin:g'the, following specific reasons:

PR

‘

*

.
Al
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-t ., SPECHFIC REASONS RE ED TO THE PROPENSITY FOR APF % FOR' THE
L} ' " ROTC SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMS . .
; . Base: College-Bound High School Semiors
’ ' - | MALB .
- 7 Rmy Navy USAF
- v oo
Specific Considerations . ° o S .

-, Which pgrticular Service I am trained for 16.3 23.1 27.2 17.2
(Am, Navy, Air Force, Lhrine Corps). . _ ‘ o,
Whether. I become en aviation ofﬁcez: (get 15.9 . 23.3 30.1 ° “15.4
to fly) or not - , ..

‘ M . . ‘.
Whether I become a "ground" officer (do. 16.h 2.0 25.8 17.4
not get to fly) or not " ‘ -
lbw mwch wney I get each month I'm in.  14.2 19.8 # 23.6- -13.7
college (subsistence allowance) - -, v L . .
If I get expense money for all k years 1k.0 19.3 2.1 - W8
Of 3011983 / * ;_ ]

If I get expense money just for the last 2 klh.? - 21g5. ‘, A1 T 13.6
years of college J . * ! ,
If Thave to go'to summer camp 2.4 20.7 -2 B <110.:5
If my college tuition is paid. 14.0 "'20.5 23.0 0 . 1.9,
(Scholarship Program) i L
. '
If I get to go to the college of my choice 1k.1 Y193 o207 13.0°
If T get paid to go to college, rega.rdless kL2 21,2 2.6 kb -
of my fatber's income ‘ T -
I71 haveltq go into the military service 11‘.9 . }.7.2‘ . o1, 5 « 15,3
IfT have to take courses in mili‘tary 13.3 20k .221 1479
subjects in college . S B - -
I£1 have to drill (march) on caupu; 13.2 19.0" 20.4 , 13.0
How many years I have to serve in the 13.2 18,1 21.6 14,8
military aftér I graduate from college St
S ° e . ‘I :'\ e .

How many years I have to serve in .0 13.5 19.1 22,2 :: 4.4
l'{uexjv.ea after I complete Active ‘ . dae o . .l

) .- TebleTr-9 * . .,

o. - N

22,2 ?8‘.8 - J

A

188 . L
18.6
!

18.2 .

18.7— o 3
X . v

" 19.0
+
4 N ' »
19.9
x:l- 14 : * < “' ¢

[
»

1.9 -
209

Cos
.l%', I3 - " .




- SPECIFIC REASONS RELATED TO THE PROPENSITY FOR APPLYING FOR THE - ! *

ROTC SUBSISTENCE PROGRAHS

. . . Base: College-Bound High' School Seniors . . ! p . l
a . . ) - hd 'y ’ ., ' . L ’ ’ 1
L . . MALE ) FEMALE | > L %
, o ' . TAmmy Navy CUSAF _Army —  Navy USAF .
Specific Considerations . . - Y . -/
Which particu]a.r Service I am trained. for 21.2 20.1 2.4 17.2 2h.b 2.6 . C
(Army, ir Force, Ma.rine,Corps) T : P
* \
“ Whether I become an aviation officer (get to 0.1 20.5 23.3 15.4 /22,6 20.8 ° .
. N fly) or not ‘ - “ - .
,Whether I become a ground"officer (do not get 21.0 19.5 21.3 ¢ LT-b 4243 21.7 )
. . to fly) ‘or not . . ) : ’ . . Y
V. * : ) .
How much money I get each .month I'm in college . 17.7 16.6 * 19.2 & 13.7 22,8 18.8 , .
(subsistence allowance) . v . - . )
B N Ii‘ I get expense money for all b years.,of 17.3 17.3 // 19.0° 12.8 22.9 18.8
‘ college . . '
If I get expense money Jjust for the last 2 years 17.0 ° 18.3 .. 20.4 13.6 22.7 18,6 - . f '
- ‘ of college - * ’ . N ) ‘
If1 have to go to summer camp 19.2 17.5 17.3 14.5 21.5 182 &
. - - \
' If my college tuition isjpaid (Sschelarship 17.9 17.6 8.9 12.9 | 21.7 18.7
Program) » - : . . .
. ¥ - v .
' X If I get to go fo the gollege of my choice 18,4 17.0 18,3, 13.0 22,2 18.8-
) \i‘i;‘\« N -
If I get paid to go to college regardless of 18,8 18.3 18.9 . b 22.9 19.Q
' my fathker's income o . o . ’ v .
L If I have to go into the militayy service ¢ 17,4 16.8 +  16.9, 15.3  2h.7 19.8
© If I have to take courses in milifary subjeats 16.5 17.8 18,5 1k.9 24,2 20.1 .
in college . * .
. - A . " ¢ / -
If I have to drill (march) on campus 16.3 16.2 15.2 13.0 20.3 17.9 5
’ ' . S E
How many yéars I have to serve in the military 17.9 16.3 * 16,8 . 1k.8 2&,.1 20.9
« after I gradua#.e ‘from college ( ( ) A
. . LN . ’
. . T Hov many years I have to serve in the Reserves _ 18,0,  16.4 18.2 © 14.4 23.8 19.6 -
. after I eomphte Active Duty - ' S ) vy L .
& : ’ /zrable II - 10 . 9'¢




o

~ ! N

'Among female college-bound high, school students, endorsement of the

.

s’

-Bpecific reasons of Service and ground or air duty was-also fnund to be

related to applicant potential for ROTC programs. However; the female

college-bound high school seniors also cited pther specific rgasons a

-

rélating to applicant potential. Included were the following: (1) !

many years I have to.servg in the militdry aftér-I‘graduate from ?u
s - : 3
cotlege;" (2) If I have to take coyrses in military subjects in collaée:"

, ' .. s
,and (3) "If I have to go into the military service." Results appear in .

N Tables II-9sand TI-10. 3&, . . '

Inspectign of data from college freshmen in ROTC schools revealed i‘

.
» S
simllaritles with the high school data betyeen the endorsement of ; -

4
\J v

. specific reasons and a/plicant potential for ROTC ptogram Amdng male

college freshmen, applicant potential-was slightly morglpbsitively
. s . /’ -
related to branch of Service, and to ground or air dﬁty, than it was

‘te the’ 6ther reasons. ﬁ;wever, the d1fferencea/?f; quiti>>inimal .

i

Results appear in Tables II-1l1 and.II-12,
N - / " ™ ) . ,/ A

-




SPECIFIC REASONS RELATED 70 THE PROPENSITY FOR APPLYING

7 . ROIC scﬂomnsm mocmm
Base: College Freshmen in ROIC Schcola

Y . Navy USAF

e

Specific Considerations - : s

" Which particuler Service I am train;d Hor -
(Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps)

Whether I become an aviation officer (get to. | -
fly) or not

Whether T become a "ground” officer (do not get
to fly) or not

How ‘much money I get each month I'm in college
(subsistence allowance) .
If I get expense money for all b yé(.rs of
college

It)I get expense money Just for the last 2 years
o? college

If I have to go to summer camp

If my college 'tuition is paid (Scholarahip
Program)

/ If I get to go to the college of my cholce

’ If I get paid to go to college, regardless of
N\ father s income \ .

If I have to go,into the ‘militar:y service

If I have to take courses in military subjects
in college , .

If I have to drill (march) on cempus .

(
How many Years I have to serve in the military
after Ipraduate fyom college '

v/ How many years I have €o serve in the Reserves
after I complete Active Duty

‘




! S SPEIFICREASONS m'rommopmsmmmmmm

.|

5 . ‘/V "RoTC. sxms1m;wcn PROGRAMS . LT 0
o . - . o ! ’ e Y R /| -
. \ T Base: College Freshmen.in.ROTC Schoolp o /
. hd 1 m . v N [ *. i /
) . -t - . MALE ¥ Co FEMALE . ,
o , ’L ' : ‘Amy . Ny USAF - Amy . Bavyy  USAF
- ~ @ecif Considerations .- . . - -
* . ‘WHich particular Service Iam ‘tyained for 2.3 b1 2.0. 2.7 1.3 2.0
‘(Army, Navy, air Force, Marine Corps) . - Lob ’
: .. Whether | become an nviation officer (get to - 1.2 . 3.5 2.5 2.1 1.1 1.5
T . . ﬁy) or dot g s v ‘
) . . ) ‘ .
« . Whether Ii become a ground officer (do not 1.0 4.9 2.8 1.7> -1.0 .5
.. '-gettoﬁ)ornot ot ., ’ .
‘ . How mech” ney I-get each month I'm in 1.5 « amp 2h Lk 2.2 1 1
1 . L college (sybsistence allowadce) . . - s . C e .
. . \ . * * ; ‘
. ’
If I get exppense money-for all 4 wears of . 1.7 3.0 1.6 1.8, "1a » 1.3
\ . college ) ' )5 o - L )
If Y get ext nse ‘woney just fér the “last 2 1.6 2.9 . LT 2.0 1.2 - 1.k -
years bf col ege co o . . ’ : .

.‘ ' \ o . . ) 4 a’

' .- Ir1 have  to \go to summer camp , X.3 3.0 1.6 ~ 2.3 ¥.0° 1.3
. ' \
If my college!

tuition is paid. (Scholarship t.6 . 3.0 1.5 ‘2.0 1.3 . 1.2,
Program) : ‘ ‘ ' . ,

*

Hos
Lo}
-
e
:.T
)
<
‘@
[ng
(o]
1.2}
O

If I have to tak courses in military sAbjectmw 1.k 2.1 1.3 2.2 1.0 . 1.6
o - in college - '

If I have to dril (march) on cempys ° . 1.1 . 2.8 1.k - 11 1.k
. : cd ‘ y ) con .
Y How many years I Have to'serve in the military 1.2 ) 2.6 ‘1,5 ¢ 2.1 .-1.3 1.3
: » ' after I graduate m college ©~ M . . R .
N & . O i . ’, ! . 5
1 nl © _, How meny years I have to serve in. the Reserves -&.3 v = 2,5 = 1.4 1.9 . 1.0 1.0
after I complete AQtive Buey Y . ) '

Table  II- 12




/!

Among female college freshmen,.the d1fférential endorseﬁent of

Service (for Army ahd‘31r Force), and aviation.duty (for Air Force

Scholarship programs) Was related tgpapplicant potentlal These results
. v

are similar tosthe results for the college men. However, the college

“ e

- Al =

f&omen also cited other specific reasons which were slightly related to
oo !

<

applicant potential, ‘e.g., the neéd teo drill_on campus as related to

potential for applying for the Army Schdlarship ‘program. ﬁbwever, there

1

was endorsement accorded each specific reason, with less variation eYident.

-~

thaniwas found for female college-bound high school students.

) In summafy, general reasons'found related to applicant potential

for ROTC programs include the status and prestige of being #m officer,

the desire for increasef maturity£ and military career opportunities.
\

Specific considerations related to applicant potent1al include Beanch.

-

*-of Service, and the avallablllty of‘éround duty or aviation duty. . For

) females, more complex cons1dera:ions also appear relevant, such as the
. S0 .

" term of obligatiord, the need to take military courses, and the need to

drill.
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AWARENESS OF OFFICER COMPENSATION ROTC, AND OTHER

MILITARf OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS, . f
' [4
. t'
OVERVIEW \
. . ] ' P ) .
One major assumption underlying this research was the concept that

[ 4

program awareness functioned ag aslogical preréqu181te to the formathon
of favorable attitudes toward the various campus-related military !¥ficer
& ’

training programs. For this reason, a varfety of questions were developed~

¢ - P « * R “ \d
to assess the level of knowledge and awareness of ‘ROTC and otherfmililary

‘ ‘e .

officer tJaining programs among contemporary Amgéirican youth. Partigular

emphasis was placed on the topic of offdcer pay, due.to the recent, sub-~

. b4 . %1
stantial increases in military compensation, Othfr‘questions were con-
. N ~ .

-

. L]
cerned with awareness of the varibus programs by name, by'sponsoring
< L

[ Iy
o

- 4
branch of Servicé, etc. Finally, a variety of more detailed questions

about ROTCLprograms were employed. This section reviews the major find-

’

ings for eachrof tHese topiés.' It should be noted that these questions

[3

. , . '
were asked befgre the respondent was given any i.nform_atiotf’about t/he

various programs --' hence the replies-jndicate basic knowkedge and aware-

ness on the.part of the respondent. * o

N
AWARENESS OF‘OFEICER‘EOMPENSATION

Each respondent was asked a series of questions on the\gaz that ™
. ) 4
military.offfcers receive.,JAffer firsg, being queriedlfor any awareness

of a recent Pgy increase, each respondent was asked to specify the date

when ége last - (most recent) starting pay 1ncrease for officers had

~ . -

2
occurred, to specify the current totaL‘entry pay for an officer (as
! ¥ -~

N

well as the current base pay for an officer), and finally to estimate




-

N

ERI

DI A s et provided by eRic:

.would earn in his first (c1v111an) job.
.
;of knowledge a?d awar

enrollees. Ta?

in jaccuracy as' a function of sample membership is noteworthy.

whether tHis pay. was more, less, qr about the same as

i colleg}e graduate *

¥

t
* For perspective,

it is-useful to compare the extent ‘of accuracy

.
.

. @

eness of officer compensation for each. of the major'
. ‘.

samples in the survey, ranging'from high school youth to. current program'

-

™

e ITI-1 summarizes’these'results. The enormous variance

.
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Each lbjor Youth Sample

-

S

. Correctly

- Decent Pay

Percent
College=-Bound

High School Seniors: .

‘%Revorting: © lale Temale
B * - X 4 . . ;0
- ‘5""03 e 30‘9
*Increasé occurred’ . .
(last €= 'ontbs)

¥ - Tate @f oct

Recent Increase
(January 1972)

- Rarge of Total
Crricey Entry
Barnings (3601-
\DO/montb)

- u&ulvalénce of | 29.5 -
Cfficer & Collegb‘.

Graduaté Pay

~-Amount pf Entry ld.h -
Bfficer Base Pay
($550/month) * . v

Nat;/r

Collége Freshmene ROI‘C Prog&'ams
_In ROTC Schools: (Total)

0ff Campus
Programs-

- Temele Armiy HNavy " USAF

566" 190.9 733.0 93.2

~
-
. bw

39.1 bhb, 593,

.

N .
L10.6 1 WT.L 50.5

°

45,0 M, 0 W45

éh:11.62.8 '56.1

PIC ROC  AVROC

[ . o ¢

8.7 €8,6 81.7"

. 59,5 64,k
0.0, 61.0 ¢

kd

" SLL7 bT.L 3’0 )

“

45,8 %8.0 67,3




) The extent of claimed awareness of a recent pay increase was high,

- . , . . 14 . .
ranging from over 50% for high school and; collegeé ‘males to over-80% for
- - . ’

current enrollees in ROTC or other off-campus ‘programs. Mowever, when
; ;

the level of claimed awareness was validated by asking respondents for
- 2
. v N
the date of the last change and the current amount of officer earnings,

it was determined that much confusjon existed.- For example, less than

’ . . . .
50% of ROTC enrollees could state the date of the mpst recent stagting -

-
=

pay“increase for officers. Only approximafely~half of the ROTC enrolleas

kney the correct range of total officer entry earnings, althohgh from

54%-63% could state the correct amount.of en ly base Eaz. But less than

'50/ of ROTC enfbllees Qudged officer pay and college graduate (civilian)
< pay to be eqaivalent. N - — '

ynder the assumption that enrollmeng_in,RdTC programs would presgnt
more frequent apportunities td learn basic-facts of ofﬁ}ler,life and to

inculcate an awarepess of the remunerative aspecé>of the profession, one

ks N - »

might have expected a lower level of kﬁewlédge/aﬁareness among men

enrolled in the various off-campus programs. However, the data suggested

that men enrolled in the off-campus programs were at least as aware of
e P

the details of military Officgr coﬁpensation asawere the enrollees in

the various ROTC programs. e

The other major finding fﬁom this aﬁalysis was the relatively low .

.

level of, awareness of military off‘ﬁfr compensation among the farget N

.

youth grougs-of college-bound high s&hool aeniors'and college freshmen,

in ﬁbTC colleges and universities. In general, men were more aware of
- . e ' . a .
the details of officer pay than women. However, there was no appreciable

difference between the sexes in the perceived equivalance of officer
* -

earnings and college gradudte (civilian) pay in-an initial job. This .

- ' .t -

78

109




AN . i
findfhg may reflect 4 favorable attitude toward the officer profession

a
.

as well as 'knowledge of compensation. = ‘,
¢ . . ’ '
. ¥ .

3 LN

tARENESS OPVARIOUS TRAINING PROGRAMS "

*
.

ggggitespondent was quefﬁed to- d@?@?mine ayareness of the ROC p\b
E i
'gram, “PLC program, ROTC program anduAVROC'prog am. For those réspoﬁ-

dents whozcl@imed an awareneés;of any one of the programs, a_probing
1 .
question was employed tokﬁgtermine if the respondent could identify-
. \ LYl
corretEiy the particular branch(es) of the miiitary-#gfvice which spon-

& U
. ' J
sored the program. . . J " i ' ’
5 . ' ’ - !

i For.perspective, it is\interesting”tp comparé the percentage of

N a A . !
claimed awarengss for each program, amoné representatives -of each, of
’\

the major samples<in the survey. Tible III—%\presents the findings;,

Noteworthy is the eﬁtremely high level\Qf awareness\pf ROTC in each

sample (ovet 95%), and the low }eVEl of.awareness of the various of f-'°

.
' - .

‘campus programs —- particularly among colle e—bound high school senlors
% g

¢ L3N

and cqllege freshmen in RO%G dolleges and universities. Also of potential

ot a ~

interest is the finding that ayareness of the off campus programs is .even
A, .
low among mén enrolled in other programs bf military officer trainingb

e.g., men in PLC have not "heard of‘ROC nor have men- in Army ROTC or
-» o~ - .
USAF ROTC. Indeed, while most men ehrdlled in ROC have heard of AVROC,

° >

almost 40% of the enrollqes in AVROC Have not heard of RéC
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AWARENESS OF SELECTED MILITARY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS
. < "y . Ll
o ' ‘ ., _ Base: Each Major Youth Sample .

., Percent. : High School. Seriiors. Colle’ge Freshmer ROTC f’rograms .  Off-Campus :

¥ho Claim . College Bound . Th ROTC Schools __(rotar) Programs ° ,

Awareness of: Male Female Male . Female Army Naéx ‘USAF g 'ROC . AVROC :
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3
3

2

N

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

s

+ td which respo dehts could identify cotrtectly the branch of service n
F "\ ,

"inélated spuriously‘due to illeg}t e claimed awarenessc,To‘baiidate"the

L ot ' '

The previous awareness data must be interpfeted with caution, n

- a » * <

that even the low levels ‘of awareness of the off-campys programgfhaye been

f . s

. o
. . N

accuracy of cluimed _program awarenes it is necessary to review ‘the extent
‘,

' » Y

‘sponsorlng each.prog‘ram.9 Table TII- 3 presents thﬁ f1ndings. The resultS":

ERIC™

" .

indicate that the majority of the target group of eoilege*bound high .

- ‘4

school seniors whoFtlaTm awareh s, of ROTC attr“bﬁte the program to the

; < . 9 AR

Army, whilé at~tr1but10n to theLNa\)y or Aif Fo\‘ce is much ’fow@:r. ~Witb

4 v -

[

\the exceptioh‘of %LC wh1ch ds cbrrectly attributed to bhe USMC by most.high

. .\ . LD ] 7
school females (not males) and'hy most male - collegé fneshmen, threot )
- » . & * L ' A R l '
attribution of the other off-campus p rams (ROC and AVRO : ‘the Navy
. " . % \ . ‘
was nqt in evidence;amongnt target grohps of. c1v111an youth S )
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*Indeed, among youth who claimed to have heard of the ROC and AVROC
' programs, the majority attributed the programs to 'the Air Force —-
instead of ‘the Navy .. o . . o v
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- AYARENESS. OF SERVICES SPONSORING SELECTED. MILITARY OFFICER TRATHING PROGRAMS ' . ®
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_)p!:cent Corrett y 7 * - High School Seniors: , College Freshme ‘
Identification : College-Bound © . In ROIC Schools . ° Lo
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IJARENESS Of SERVICES SPOMSORING SELECTED -MILITARY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS

N S P} »

- Fereent Correct ROTC Programs Off-Campus
Identification R -~ (Total) Programs
Sponsoring Semvice .o . Arm ' Ha%x »JUSAF . PLC ROC

— 7 e
. -~ /!

1 El"] . ‘ m“ m -
a0c (¢ ravy) . - ) 39.3 ‘ 45,6 ) 97.h

e (4 uzc) ) : ge.1 9% 8

2 6 *  75.6

5.9 L5 0.7

sk 60.L 52.7

k9.1 9,2 100.0
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- ' Among'current‘program enrollees, the ovetrwhelming majority af men

in each program correctly idegtified the 'Service which sponsored their

-

0

program., But the}~hwas evidence of confusion regardlng the sponsor-
» o P
ship of other programs. For example, only 50% of Army* ROTC enrollees -

. »

. knew that the Navy_sponsored ROC (and only 35% knew that the Navy ¥

sponsored AVROC]. Tess than half of the PLC eayollees knew that the.

Navy sponsored ROC and AWROC. ' ' s

It seems reasonable :B conclude that awareness of the various off=- ¥

. ’ . .
. 4 ¢ 3 ’ ->
-

[ N . - " '
campus ‘programs among the target segments of the civilian youth, popula- .
tion is low, and fufther that current program enrollees would be unfikely -
to dispel this-ignorance heild by their'younger peers -- with the possible

exception of diseuseing their own program. : ' ’ —3
) v ' ) . . '
. AWARENESS OF THE ROTC PROGRAM - . ’ AN
i 4 S
JR

Avareness of details regarding the ROTC program was assessed by =
\ ' ! — . !

querying each respondent on the following topics: (a) the particulap{ ’

.

types of-college‘costs which were paid for:by ROTC, (b) knowledge of’

the existence of both Scholarship and Non-scholarship programs, (c) . {

Vo

awareness that the sc¢holarship and subsistence benefits differ, (d)
]

awareness of the rqcent increase in subsistence allowance, i.e., an

increase within six to eight months'of'the'interﬁiew,\and (e) awareness

¢ “of the amount of the current monthly subsistence allowahce ($100).

. . > ’ )
.For perspective, it is useful to compare the extent of knowledge s ‘
“=and awareness of ROTC programs for each of the major samples in the ’ \

. survey, rdnging from college~bound high school seniors to enrollees in

current ROTC programs. Table III-4 presents the results. The data

indicate high awareness of ROTC. among ROTC enroilees, lower levels of

’ . . ¢ ) N

84

- 118
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- ACCURATE KHOWLEDGE AND AWARENESS' OF SELECTED ASPECTS OF THE ROTC PROGRAMS .
. " ' AF ' N -
" Base: Each Major Youth Sample A
. .
~N
\ Percent ’ igh School Seniors: College Freshmern _ROIC Enrollees . .
Correct Xnowlcdge/ College-Bound It ROTC Schools (Total) ff-Campus Programe,
» huareness of: . ~Male .- Female lale ' Female Army }1 USAF . ROC  AVROC
. ! 7 b i~ s © (/") m ) m 3
- R vs toth college 28.7 27.1° 2,6 2.l 0.6 8.0 '50.7 33.3 5.5 43,0
tuition anhd other : oo : C e,
expenses -
. » . ' .
- TotMscholarship & .+ - .. 32,0 - 28,1 gl o3 42,3 2.9 98.7 9k.3 59.1 6.k s.5
llon~-scholarship ‘ . ) . St ‘
. - prograns . _
- The distirction.tetieen 7,0 hWe b 63.7 .1 8h,5, 713.2 89.14_ k2 32;5 01,6
3 scholarship & suosistence ‘ ) T '
allowanrces ' - :
b ; ’ ’ - l
.= The recent increasc in the 22.0 15.6 3%, 5 27.5 91,0 97.8 okl 51,1 36.4 L6.1
sursistence allovance - <
Y The precise arott of the * 24,2 T 17.2 37.1 2t.2 .:9_1.1 98,2 93.0:} 70.2 0.0 . 57.0
©  current ronthly s&b\sistence . ) - g
allowance .{ $100) ¢ . v - —
/ ‘ ./
= p— - ;
» ' Table III»- 4. -

~,
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' kno;rled'ge and\ awareness among both off-—c'ampﬁs&;ogrham enrollees gh:d_i
[ - -
’:'A’non-ROTC freshmen at ROTC colleges and »univer’sit‘ies, with the lov;est
. A . . .
' awareness levels amoné college-bound high school senfors. W | »
‘o \ . - As a 'rule, awareness and knwledée of.R'OTC is higher among males
‘ than among femal‘es..: Mor'e refined analyses re\;ealed that among-the seg-"

.
- . f .

-;m?nt; of coilleg'erbodud high gchool seniors,‘o.ver. 50% thought that scholar- "

] . - * -

7/

ship apd subsi‘stence benefits wer’eqfuivalent".-The- rate was approxi- )

mately ZSZ among college freshmen at ROW schools, Among high school

Seniors and college freshmen who had not, heard of both ROTC Scholarship )

and Subsistence programs; most had heard only of the Seho]:ar,ship pro-

_ gfam, but very few had only heard of. the Subsistence prog‘ram. Among *

h:fgh school seniors and‘college" freshmén who did not know that ROTC'

N : »
__ paid college expenses plus tpition, tha majority were aware that ROTC

pai:i for cbllege tuition‘(only).' In the same sample segments, moSt yOuth

ELY
- "

were unaware of a recent increase in the ROTC 'subsistence allowglce <

S but nonetheless estimdted the current monthly payment at either $50,
\.' * 2 ' . *
) $100,,or $150 ‘ - T, o : L

. .4 Among current ROTC enrollees and off-campus program enrollees, less

+  than 20% felf that .scholarship and subsfstence benefits wete equivalent,

- - R -« Y . b3 -
* . and among ROTC enrollees only, less than 5% had heard of only the Scholar-

K 8

- ship program, while ‘1Z.or less had ¥nly heéard of the Subsisteﬁce program.

- N s

However, appi;oximately 207 of the‘en ollees in off-carmpus programs had.
o > heard%f only‘ RO;I Scholarship progfams -- not RO’I‘C aSu‘bsistence programs‘ '
- In specif}L%\whibh college costs were paid by ROTC betmeen’24z and 40% "
Ofl. ROTC enr01lees and off-campus p‘rogram?’llees stateq_th_a: ROTC paid

.. ®

~

»
B + v

Qollege tuition (only)-, not the corret:.t resions'e thaf. ROTC also-paid for

v

other college expenses.- : A substantiaI number of off-ca;npus program -

-y R f12 1y, . R

? . ¢ . .
. [ d N A ] . . L ~
) * - A/Y

e *
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o : " enrollees were uhaw{re of th& recent increasé in the amount pf the ROTC' -

2
s . .

’ . monthf& subsistence éllowance; and estimates of the amount tended to

N L J
' .

err on the low side, i.e., between 10% and 30%°set the amount at $50 °

" per month. ‘. -

- . Each respondent was also asked if persops.enrolied in ROTC'earned
N . - " ‘ o €

- . ® v
college credit for ROTC coursework.* While the vast majority of current

I3 . .

., ROTC enrollees answered affirmatively, the results for of f —campus
. A}
> enrollees suggested some iégPrande. The percentages fndicating that .0

. -

\\college credit could be earned in ROTC were as follows: AVROC, 75%;

3

-, PﬁC, 687%; and ROC, 59%. \Apprdximately.ZOZ of the men enrolled in these

programs stated that one could not earn college credit _for ROTC. Among ,

collegé freshmen in ROTC schools,,the rate of affirmative responses t¢

this question was 71% for both malés and females. The rate among high

- : . . . L% N
school seniors was: male, 75%; fémales, 68%.

. . "

:

'Finaliy, eadh respondent was asked to specify the;tiﬁﬁ(of obligatéd

service for graduates of ROTC Scholarship programs. Responses were .

# requested separately for each.Service, i.e."kimy ROIC, Na&y ROTC, and *~ *

-Air Force ROTC. Table III-S‘pre'Ents the results in terms of "percent

* correct replies (4 year term of obligation) for each maipr.samp;s in .
.7 the ‘survey. s S . )
-‘ - - - - . - .
k] ‘ . -

- ) . . . ) .
*Interpretation’ of the extent of accuracy in respgnse to this question g
is somewhat ambiguous, due to the variation between institutions in the
policy of gccording college credit for ROTC courses. . P :
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CORRECT KNOWLEDGE OF THE, TERM OF OBLIGATED SERVICE FOR ROTC SCHOLARSHIP GRADUATES .

e , 3

/"fé?.e: Each Major Youth Sample .

-

Fercent
» svare of Four Year

/

}'lig'n School Seniors:
College=-Bound

—

College Freshmen

In ROTC Schools_‘

ROZC Enrollees

__»(Total)

Off-Campus. I-;rogram
PIC ROC A

Cilicetion, Ly Service iale " Temale liale Feriale Ar lla USAF i .
@ [ R 6 GO R GO R o N OO BN CORN
- rry TOC 31.1 "7 oz3.k 11.9 £7.5 6.1 he.3 3kl 28,7 33.5 37.6
- lavy ROIC .5 23.5 5.5 22,6 51.2 90.5 53.3 50.4 L9.h .60.3
= N . ' 3 ' ~ -
- U0AT 070 3700 31.6 \ 53.0 31.8 61.k 65.5 27.L T1.5 56.9 56.9
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In gene;gl, awareness that an ROTC scholarsﬁip requires a four year:

" ) committment was quite low amcfnd»tar'get~ outh segments, ‘es g, college—
. »
‘ | bound’ high sihool seniots ané‘even cq}lege freshmen in ROTC schools.
. Avareness was only slightly higher’ among enrollees in the oéﬁ-campus - ﬁf‘ .
- 3 programs. Only’ROTé émrollees.apoeareg aware of the obligation, and

even fh this casé, awareness seemed restricted to one's own Erogram, 4 .
- Lt v v
e.g., USAF ROTC men 'knew the obligation gbf USAF ROTC, but not ﬁorﬂArmy

"
+

ROTC. 1Indeed, when q?erieﬁ about the obligated service term onr the I :
— - . " N " .",i . -
other Services, between 13% and 31% of Cu?kent ROTC enrollees claimed * ¢

- ‘. i .-

that' they did net know. Also many current¥ROTC enrollees attributed Lo
a shorter term of service to the Army (2 years, or 3° years) than they

did t0°the other Service programs. This confusion was alsq noted among

-

the college-bound hlgh sthool senior segment where 247 of males apd -
\

- 284 of females though hat an ROTC scholarahip required .only two’
. Y

years of‘obligated servige.. Analogous rates for non-ROthcollege

v
-

e . . ; -7
freshmen were 24% for males, and 23% for females. . Although males in . (N

. the.target you¢th segments were generally better informed than females
regarding the term of obligated service associated with an ROTC schol-

M R f

. arship (see Table III-5), there was a'suBstaﬁtia;/mdon't know" rate .

’ . . -

for both séxes,* regardless of current educational status, or ‘the parti-

cflar Service toward which the questiof was directed. ) o » . >
¢ ) .

- \ ‘ )

- /‘ 9 '
. *For males, the rate varfed from 22% to 39% who did hot know the term
of obllgated service. For females, the rate varied from 32% to 45%.

o )

. T 89 - L e .




SOURCES\OF INFORMATION ABOUT ROTC\\ - .

Each respondent in the survey was asked two questions c9ncerning

3
="

potential sources of knowledge ‘about ROEGﬁgrograms. First,” personall

-

‘dommunications with Various influential persbns were explored (patents,

P eré},scﬁooL authorities, regéuiters) Secoﬂd, exposure to Service

ad ertising for college ROTC was queried Results_for each topic are

’

e ROTC’ If so for whlcg,colleﬁe ROTC program have you seen
) //
or heard i¥?" The.respondent could re y by Service, or 1nd3cate adver-

£, - .
o5 3

‘-

of reported'exp Sure’ to advertising for college ROTC programs - particu—
larly Army ROTC \. ' v\—" ;
‘e ' ’ : N
Among college-bound high school seniors, 22/ of the males and 357 -
, I
of the\%emales _reported notexposure to advertls/ng for college ROTC..

l ’

Those youth reporting exposure ind1cated that they had seen or heard -,

P

advertising either Tor Army ROTC (only) ‘or for all of the Services

Mention Jf exposure only to Navy ROTC or/Air Force ROTC was llmited.
Among college rreshnen in ROTC schools, few interviewejﬁffaported

no exposure to ROTC'Edvertising.ﬂ Only 8% of'the males and’l9Z of the

1

. females claimed no\exposure. Exposure to advertising for Army ROTC

» (only) or exposure to advertisipg(for each of tﬁe/Services were reported
’ - -
by both %exes, more so than éprsure solely to Navy or Air Force ROTC

d
o

,advertising. N
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REPORTED EXPOSURE.TO ADVERTISING FOR COLLEGE ROIC

Base: Target“Tivilian Population .’ '

t
.

Y - J

.

’

L ‘ High School Seniors College Freshmen
Peported Service : . ColleggsBound °~ In ROTC Schools:
Program Exposure ' M?le Female . . Mglé Fe@ale'

.. § R Y

2 ‘ .

Ay i : 2.7 6T T 6
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MSAF RCTC
ALl 'af ~hen

Have no or hearc

se
.
E
bl

<.

[
- 3 -
any advert

2.1,
sin




Among current ROTC program enrollees, only 3ZLSZ'rep5rted no expo-
. \ 4 . .

sure tp ROTC advertising. However, even Qmong this select group, highet

- . V2

exposure rates to Army }OTC were found than exposure to advertising for =

- .
the other'Services. However, a "Service-factor' was noted, in that Navy -
: . \

- . ’

ROTC enrollees were morealikely‘to.féport ekposure solely t; Navy ROTC °

" ads, Army ROTC enrollees to Army ROTC ads, and USAF ROIC enrgllees to

Air Force ROTC ads. TResults appear in fabie III;7% T
Enrdilees in off—campu; programs tended to réport expésuré to

college ROTC advgrgising at appqoxim;;ely t?e same:l;;qi‘a; non-ROTC

college freshmen, i.g., loz-lhz_r;pofted ﬁq expesure, and Army ROTC

o -y . ! 3 o N
{only) exposure was reported by 40%-50%.

N -
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+  Persgnal Communications .

The extent to which various peréons provided éach respondent with ,,,/
: . . s .
informatioh about ROTC*'was explered in two different mefghods, with one
a . .
appreach employed for college-bound high school ‘seniors and an alterna-

f 4 /
. tive approach used, for each college gpample. -

College-bound high $chool seniors were asked the following "opén-

ended" question: "Except for now, who has ever giaden you ariy informa-
. . F
tion about ROTC?" Responses to the question were content-analyzed and

coded for tabulation. ‘Some 32% of male deth apd 48% of female'youth‘
- .

reported: no personal sources of ROTC information.* Many of the responf<
dents cited either recruiting materials or other iﬁpersonal media.

.

Counselors or teachers were cited as sourcés by 11% of males and 4% of

females.

L4
. ° -

Friends or school acquaintances were most frequently mentioned as
1 ’ ‘ . . .. B
personafrsanpes of information, but even this category was mentioned

\

by ealy 12%-14% of these. youth. ] : . ) -

.
. . )
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College students were asked a mQre Structured question !mderning'
7 ~ ? . . . ) e * '
personal communieations about ROTC .Each member’ of the college _«sampl'as

.
v ¢

was (@s ,\How did you find out about ROTC" Was it from &our....?"
. < - . w8 oo .

t this point each ‘Yespondent was rad a common list of potential

Sources, incliding the following: Father; Mother, Brothers, Other

- I > .
. o

relativeilx.CIcyse friends, School acquaintanc"es,.Teache‘gé, .CAounseior’s‘,'

"Military _ruipez-:t “schéol, or Military recruiter away’ from school.

-

B . \ » . . .
Respondents were also probed- to determine if they had heard of ROTC

N
. ‘o %, .
from some other %ce.l . . . . ’\‘

"Most respondents-at the ‘college level .obtained ROTC -information
St¥ {V ' : fma

from some personal soyfce. " Endorsement of close friends and school

. -, M

a_cqua::mt!ances as source.f~of information abm‘xt ROTE'-”s noteworthy, for

teach college sample - —RO'IZC freshmen, current ROTC enroilees, and
* Y N

em:olleés in the RLC, Iﬁ)C and AVROC/;rogranfs > Howeiver, current‘ ROTC

t

enrollees also c1§ed parval influence (father) as an information

~€ [
.

source (224 30/), and millta?v rncruiters (at school) as a source (187"

o 4 .

Z).. Enrollees in Navy ROTC and Air Fbrcu.l‘l‘C were somewha more

A
.«é’ﬁ
li’f\{;r:dorse a counselor as an 1nformation gwrce (277 and 24%

resp-ectively) t”han were Army ROTC en‘llees (18%2). - Table III—-9 pre-
L - -

sents the complet.e data.
N ‘ » 1
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‘ ‘ , FERSONAL SOURCES' OF -INFORMATION ABOUT ROTC ) - - -
! Y . Base: Major College Studeht Samples - ' . '
- r ] i ) - ) ) '
T . College Freshmen ROTC Programs ' .0ff-Campus
, ) ‘ . In ROTC Schools . (Total) Programs
Source of .Information Male ° Female _&A;r’rg Ne USAF - PFIC - ROC AVROC d
| PR i couB R BN ) e - e g
, . o ’ ‘ <, ) . . . - . . ‘e )
» , - Father- /'/ ¢ . 13.6 13.1 22,k 30.3 2,5 8.6 13.9 12.9 , : ke
‘ . , " ’ . R . . . . o 7
' - Mother - AW R % Y- 4.8 b 2.2° 300 - 2.5 : . /
" 2 - ) L - - L4 R
) Bmther§/ : ©1.Y A5 11205 LN- N Tib 7 10.8 8. P
. - <<, o ] ) . LN i .’
' . O‘theréila’ciugs 6.6, 10 9.7 6.6 Tig 6.3 5.5 5.k . .
.. ©  CloséTFriends - . - 23.8. - 3k.b 22,0 - 16.9 17.5 22,5 28,0 er.7 ' : ’
e - ' ' ' ) ‘ .
o ’ School-Acqs}Snta.nceS‘ . 28,3 ™ il o 17.8 12,4 2.9 27.8 32.5 35.6 ‘ L . . o
-~ Teachers “ ' . ;.. Sb T AL 50 k.3 b6 5.0 5.9 " .
. . J : e . ’ .. AN , - -7
i . - v * - . R N -
‘i ‘ ’ ‘\COU.BSE:LO!‘S .0 _‘ . S 10'5 n"r 27'3 " 23'7 [ /. 7'2 ll'% 9-9 N ) ' .
St . - . 3y " R '
: ; mlitary Recmiters N 1.t ) 10 . e0.h £1.6 17,7 ‘.lp 2k,s 29.2 L
. “(at, school) - T : . ~ . o * . ,
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RELEVANCE OF MOgETARY INFORMAbeN ; .. .

In the initial p&tion of this chapter, data were presented (vhich .

- : . .
; 1indicated that only 8. 97 of males and 3. TZ ofzfemales in _the targét .t
. [ 4 .
. group of college—bound high school seniors could estimite the correct ‘

°

amount of total monthly earnings for a beginning officer (éee Table.

[N
III-l) This finding raised a key question:r to_what extent is accurate

information on officer earnings related to-the expressed interest of

these‘xputh»in applying for the ROTC program? Analyses were performed

¥ 4 . ! .
to.address this question. Esﬁimates of total monthly earnings for

beginning officers were classified as being underestimafes,‘overestimatqs,
! accurate estimates (’601 -800 per month), or "don t Know" responses. & '
- L A ° -

Estimates were: then arrayed fqg only those college—bound high school

senjors who expressedba willingness & apply for each category of ROTC

S 3 , . £ ]
e programs. These estima for potential ma}E‘and female appliqants
W' L. 9
" were then compared to the gstimat s de;ived for the total samples of .

- -

. PRI I R 2
male and female students. : ’ : g

Data on potentihl\appliqanzg to ROTC scho;arship programs appear

in Table III-10: Comsared'ﬁb .the total male and total gegale estimates,.’ 1

- -~ &

fewer potential’ applicants admitted bha; the d ‘ndt know the be inning e
Y g ,

&

earnings of a milit&rygofficer. fUrther\;the potential applicants were ,

more likely to generate accurate es&imates. However, the‘potential

1
-

Y "',.",1 .
T applicants also’ tendadgto undergstiggte officer earnings. This finding ~-
. ¢ :
held”for both sexes and fb%'applicants to each program with the excep- . ‘
- » K3 I
) tion of male poqsﬁtlal appkicants to the Army\ROTC Scholarship program. /

. , N

.
» ' - \ .




N .
RELATIONSHIP OF APPLICANT POTENTIAL FOR SCHORMNSHIP

- . PROGRAMS TO ESTIMATED TOTAL BEGINNING OFFICER EARNINGS -
Q e, !
Base: Potential Applicants to ROTC Scholarship hogr;ms Among College-Bound High School Students® ~.

P —
>

>

v

- Estimate of Beginning Arniy -  Navy USAF . Total Army Navy USAF Total

© Officer Earnings Applicants Applicants Applicants Males Applicants Applicants Applicants Females

. - (2) (%)~ (%) NT (%) - (B (%) (%)

- Under estimates 46.5 %6 .2 58.5 49,3 46.6 Ly, 7 51.0 36.8
($€00 a wonth or less) ‘ : , & L )

- .

LY ) "'
-»

- Accurate estimate 15.1 " 10.3 "16.1 . S . 3.7
. %  (3601-3800 a month) . \ .
i - ) _

-
. = Over estimates T.6 - - 6.7 4.8
($801 a ‘month or more) ) Q

-

Don't Know ' 31.b 27.3 25.1 38.3

= ] =
3

* Includes applicants, non-airplicants, and "don't know" respondents.

h ]
‘Table III -10 -




J
Analyses were also performed on potential applicants to ROTC Sub-

I -

sistence programd. Potential applicants to these programs were again

]

found to provide hnderestimates of tot§l earnings for beginning officers.

Male potential applicants also estimated these earnings with more accuracy

than did the total sample of male, cpllege-bound‘higﬁ school seniors. -For -

females, only potential.applicants to the Army Subsistence program were
"]

more accurate_ than the total sample of females. Results appear in Table

jou
CIII-11. &
~
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> RELATIQNSHIP\OF APPLICANT POTENTTAL FOR SUBSISTENCE PROGRAMS TO . .. ' R
N\ ESTIMATED TOTAﬁBEGINN]NG -OFFICER EARNI.NGS ) . ~"/ - \
Base. Potentiaﬁ. Applicants to ROTC Subsistence Programs Among College-Bound High Schooi Studente .
. ‘_ . \ ” e
. ’ \ ) : RN ! .
MALE = FEMALE
Awareness of Beglnnlng Havy ™~ Totai Army = Navy - USAF M™tal

Officer Salary A licants Applicants A licants }hlee Applicants Applicants Applicants Females
. —m—m—‘m@r—'mm— I ¢ B R ¢ i ¢

- Under estimates . . . 1

($6oo a month or less) 0.8 51.0 5.5 49.3 - T 47.9° 5.5 50.3 36.8 -
- Accurate estmates 1h4.b 9’.7 16.1 8.9 - 10.3 3.1+ 3.3 3.7
— TX601- .poOO a rionth) ® ¢ . - .
8 «
. - ) - ’ . .
- Over estimates L6 7.0 6.1 - 3.6 Tl - . 7 3.3 N T '
(4001 a month or more) R :
Don't Know 31.2 26.4 22,2 8.3 8 - ks k3.1 - - 58.8
\ . . \ N : . .
, Table IIT = 11 | nT )
- N ' R [ ® -
. v @,f . . . ‘ L]
] ] !
14‘2 - . &\43 |
'y . ‘ *
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-

These-findings, consistent with certain results of Chapter II%

2

appear to challenge the position that, economic motivatign is centra‘l\'
in the decision to enter the military service as an officér. This

finding merits additional research 1nvolving—6ther items of a factual

- .

nature about the college ROTC programe or military gervice in genéral

tg determine their potentigl-relevance in the decision to apply for

.these military officer-training programs.

- .
This need for.research is further justified in view of the evi-

1 & - e
_dence presented in Chapter V of this report that potential’careerists -+

S ’ . - .
amorig- the current enrollee population are also morer likely to under-
~ * N ‘

estimate entry eérn;ngs than are potential don-careerists.
[ 4

-

. - L4

*In Chapter II it was noted -that general and specific reasons other
than pay were more frequently cited as.influences in.applicant poten-
tial (see page 73 for a'summary of major reasons). However, "making
lots of money" was found to be one life goal associated with applicant
potential (see page 57). ' .

-
»

102

144.
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CHAPTER 1V

" CAREER- POTENTIAL AMONG PROGRAM ENROLLEES
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CAREER POTENTIAL AMONG PROGRAM ENROLLEES

b4

L3 I

N P

OVERVIEW C - .-

One major, objective of this survey was to estimate the size of
. . P .
_(,—h . the career population among ROTC students, and among enrolleearigioff-'
. \ .

gamphg programs for training military officersafucp as the USMC PLC

-

program'and the Navy ROC and AVROC proérams. As an introduction to

-

this topic, it 1s useful to review some comparative data across pro=-

grams 8n the career 'intentions of current program enrollees, contrast-

. .
-

“ing their immediate career intemtions With their long-range career

intentions. This comparison indicates the extent to which there is
agreement between expectations for completing the cdllgge program ‘ver-

sds‘making a career gzimilitary service as an officer.

-
-

Imnediate career intentions were assessed by asgiﬁg each enrollee

4

a hypothetical question: "If you had no military obligation and were )

“permitted to leave yodr military officer training program, wouid you

N~ do 80?" The permi®sible response options read (a) "Yes,'I wouliﬂleave

the program as soon as possible,” (b) "No, I would stay in the program,"
‘ - ¥

and (c) "I don't know." In response to this question, 73.8% of all

¢ 8

.ROTC enrpllees stated that they would remain im.the program. \Equiva-

4

L

lent or higher responses/were provided by entollees in the off-tampus
pngramé. However,, the.differences between programé we\é interesting,

and merit discussiom. .. » - ' »
Table IV-1 indicates ‘that the highest rates of immediate career
. - . '

1nfentions'were reported by Navy+ ROTC and Air Force ROTC enroilees,

and by PLC and AVROC enrollees. ;Somewhat ldwéf‘7ates were generated

» by enrollees in the Army ROTC program and the Navy.ROC program. = . '
' 106 -

ERIC - 7 146 o~ . - L

V4 ‘




\

[}

IMMEDIATE CAREER INTENTIONS

, Base: Total Cur?ent Program_Enrollees

2

Immediate
Career Intentions*

LS

- I would stay in the
. Trogram

‘« 1 would leave the .

program

- I don't know

“

I'd

»

-

‘
X

-

ROTC'?rograms
(Total)

14

Off-Campus Programs

e

TT.5 81.L

5

18.2 13.3

<

©15.3

4
+

PLC -

[€)]
8635 ) ,73:.6

ROC AVROC

@
LI

93.2

-

8.7 - 6.5

ya

21l.1

k.8 5.5 0.5

11.7 '7.1 , . .5.b4

100.1%  99.9% -100.1%

-

* Given‘ opportunity toflea.\‘re the program.

+ 100.04 100.2%. 100.2%

Table IV - 1




L 3% L ar® ) » B . . L
intentjions i§'essential in ‘manpower planning, each current -proggam
nrentions X

™ - - £

. v

e enrOIIEe was also asked the foilowing questibn’ "Bo'&ou plan to stay
€
3

‘in the Servi%e at the' end of your initial obligated period of serviee

-’ [ 3

"as a comqissioned officer?" The respondent was permitted one of -four *

R - ', . .
respohse:options; *(a) "Yes; I plan to make the Service my career,"

(b) ”Yes, I pla, )ay in for a whilep" (c) "I am undecided,"” and
) s i
(i%."No .L,plan () flnﬁe‘when Iwcomplete my igation." ' In rgsponse’

to this question most enrolleg§ fbported indacisio"(regardless of
. /
' the ‘program” in which enrolled) The.highest rates of . anticipated

-

s

militapy career intentious wer'e reported By USAF ROTC enrollees, USMC

PLC enrollees, and Nawy AVROC énrollees. Ieble IV;2 presents the_m

«
., . . 5

+ @ ! "~ . 0
complete datq. ,

»
‘

1

i

i

i
;
i
1

i e
L .




- . 0 . B 5
, . . ) ’ . ,

e ! N - “ » °
< . ,- ‘5 . , - .AQ ‘ N ) - e ) .
‘P . J B 4 . ) * ‘ .
L4 . - W ) “ ‘ . %
F] M s: " /' ] . ’ ’ ve . ‘
~.o - ' r\ j ’ : ‘ M ' ) ”
0 ‘ . v . d SRR . B
S . . * 7 -+ " LONG-RANGE CAREER INTENTIONS . e *
a” ' . - . i’ . = . ) : v, :
. ~ . - * ] ¢ ‘
P, - \' ' Base! Total Cyrrent Program Enrollees - . .
. . . ) . ’ L . - Lo RN ) . . .

’ ‘ S : : ROTC Programs . S
¢ ‘ Long-Range : (Total) C Off-Cangpus Programs .
P“*‘f?c' * Lareer N T " A Na USAF - ¢ FIC ROC. AVROC.. .
Plans é;* . ~ (%FE (E/-'; % .. . [€3) % (%)~
L - ' . “ 4 ¢
L Military Career * % " 18.0 15.6  22.9 -t 23.6 8.9  19.8,

. R Nl 1 , - .
4 c . Stay in Service - 1%.8 12.9 ll&.S' ) ' 11.6° 10.0 11.9
- 4’ , for a while DL .- R , . .-

L3

Un'deci%ec""" . ' k0.8 ° 5.5 -49.0 ° , ~ 45.3 45,0 59:9+ ' y

Leave upon completion ': 25,4 21.0 13.6 -
of orligation . ' * ’

| BN

19.5 - 26.1 fB.h‘

» e o4

‘*\ . | . « 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% N 100.0% 100,0% , 100.0% .
‘ PO . ) - )

» . y

. Lo 14 ¢

~ ] ¢ Table IV -2l . - L. U Y
‘b S '¥:' fa / ’ ) . . l ' , 7 ' ¥ ce
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The overall findings on immediate and long-range’ career intentions

suggest that the majority of program enrollees will complete their college

.

program, but do not a icipate making a career of military service. How-
g

s

¢

ever, the high ra;e of "undecided" as showtf in Table IV-2 suggests that .,

N - the potential exists for developing a higher rate of officer careerists.E;

- & An gaﬁicional fiuding on tbe’éitent of thft-motivation in initial program f

enrollment confirms this position - - Fﬁ

-

' * The extent .of draft—motivation in‘gnrollmen//ﬁas assesséd by‘asking-
each respondent &his question "If there had been no draft and you had ‘K
no military obligation do you think you would have enrolled in a military

« . officer training projram?” Responses were classified into the three cate-

i;szZfo;‘}a) "trye volunteers," (b) "draft-motivated;" and (e¢)""don't

” .
know. SN . » -
) . ‘ .

The overall finding was' that a very high level of "true-volunteerism

existed among current'program enrollees The majority of men’in each pro-

gram claimed that.they would have enrolled, even in the ahsence of a ,

draft/milltafy obligation.. Table IV-3 presents the results, for both RGZC.

-

enrollees and men enrolled i% the off-campus programs.*

a »

' ! . . e . N

. ‘e .
' ;’. o

. :
-

*Detailed data on the extent oilitaft motivation among ROTC enrollees aB 4
a function of Basic and Advanced status in Scholarship and Non-schobn;ship
programs ‘appears in Appendix C. For eaéhrService, higher rates of draft-
motivation were found for Non-scholarship’ enrollees than for ScholarS»
enrollees. Higher, rates of draft-motivation were also found among A
enrollees than Basic enrollees. - . N

hip
anced




. - -
* ) EXTENT OF DRAFT MPRIVATION -
. “ . . .
Base: Total Current:Program Enrollees .
> * '/ i 3 . ~
Category . ' RO‘I'é, Programs . Off-Campus
of . (Total) . : r 3 Programs )
Respondent AT?)'HX Na USAF * PLC ROC AVROC
' . z (%% (%) @ @ @
-“True Volunteer . 60.5 T0.1 6.7 + N 8v.6 5.1~ 871.1
- Draft-motivated -7 361 282 216 * 1.9 4.0 120
‘ ) . . . @ .
- Don't know 7 3.4 1.8 1.8 0.6 3.9 0.5
p— . ~ — - ' n & ;
3 100.0¢% ’100.11\ 200.1% *100,1% 100.0% 100.0%
P R— ) S \' -
v . S - -
. T . Tgble IV -3 ’
. 4 S a A \.//\ ’




It i1s interest to,fdote that the lowgst tates of draft-motivation .
’ . , ’ ~ ’ < .

were reported by .enrollees im,the USMC PLC prégram and the Navy AVROC
. ; . - ) ‘ !

~

. - ~
“~program, while the highest rate'g,of draft-motivatien were reported by

meh in the Navy ROC program and Army ROTC program. Nonetheless,

<

enrcllees in each of the pro’"grans‘.reported a very high level of true-

i,

- . volunteerism, eupporting the 'Qntention that increased rates of officer

cm/eerist ;;’otential could. be developed by managers of each prograp. For
i - . * N
- convenient' reference, Table IV-4 summarizes, the overall findings on :

»

true-volunteerism, and immediate and long-range career intentions. The
——

data in this table suggest that there is a strong, positive re1ation— . .

bl .

' ship between initial motivation to¢ enroll ih the program (true'-ﬂrolunteerism)

. K]

. + and avqwed interition to rsemain in the,program (immediate goal). Also

' indicated is a mor discrepancy between the intention to remain &'n the

-
. ’

qxrrems program, and the extent of annogmced military careerist poten- N\
v

tial: However, as noteg previously, most enrollees are. undecided with

regard' to making a career of 'militar.y service, and this indecision’ could

rd

presumably be translated into career intentions by the Services.*

~

f v . - 4
Ld o’
. . ] . .

*However, the desirability of increasing careerist intentions for
these’ young men must be evaluated by continuing reference to projected

manpéwer rexirements for input wersus retention, relative to manpower
strength-aufhorizggions. - \ ‘ - ) 2
. o ® , . / ’ . Vs

g 110. . )

A = .

-e




" Base; -‘Total Current Brogram Enrollees

Lonc-RinE MILITARY CAREER IRTENTIONS

- =

L4

__4?_ ]

SUMMARY DATA ON TRUE-VOLUNTEERISM INTENTION TO REMAIN IN CURREIT PROGRAM AND

/

Selécted Indices
of Mtivation . ’
& Career Intention

- Txue-Volunteerism .
(enrollment not predicated
on draft-motiyation)

11T

- éohtinued Program. -
“Enrollment (willing to

, _stay im current jzograml .
tential

, = Military Career

. Plan a military career -
. Plah to stay in for a while

‘ 1 o [

ROTC Programs
(Total)
%g N%x USAF
(I"‘) 'E"
605 .1 6.7
\ .
" . a
e N
T.2 M5t 8L
Z
. B
18.0 -15.6 22.9 )
15.8 12,9 lh'.S
s 33.8 . 28.5 3T.h

Of£-Camp, -

: " Pro
PIC  ROC _ AVROC
®m @/, & -
87.6 6.1 B87.1 ;

’ e ¢

» ! 4

8.5 T3.6 93.2 . - .

- “A‘ , .

# . ' -
23.6 8.9 19.8 '
11.6 .10.0 71.9
35.2 18.9 3.7




. ' v - . . . "’;:
A—— hd T . . - .
v ] . - \\ . . - X
4 Another implication of the data in.Beble IV-4 is the fact that
. ’ \ - . -

- ’ ! .
certain'current enrollées do not plan to make a career of the military

. '
.

service, but do plan to remain-in their current programs ts completion. ./

-
o . .

. In the event that requests for.enrollments exceed progfam limitations

- - '3 '

for enrollees, it may be desirable to "screen" current enrollees to~ !
‘ ¢

.« - replace them with new applicants posseséing avowed intentions to make

a.caregr of the miligéry;gervice. Dat#findicate that’mgny:avowed fon- ’

. ’ careerists among the ROTC enroilee,samples intend £o étay‘in the pro- '
gram. Approximately 50% éf AfmydROTb’non—careqr;sts_plan to Fémain in .
B the program, while the ;ateé of remaining in the pr;gram,gf;\sz for.

- s
. ¥

r Navy ROTC non-careérists and 45% for Air Forée’ROTQ.qon-cafeeris;s.

e ; \

Similar findings were noted among of f-campus enrollees.*

e, )

- o .
*Data indicdte that 397 of non-careerists among PLC enrollees plan to
remain in°the PLC program. The,rate for ROC/AVROC enrollees is 46%.

< L]

& ’ .
- .
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" CAREER INTENTIQN DETAILS

‘It is important to dist nguish between Scholarship and Non-scholarship
[

status jor ROTC enrollees in assessing their potential as ¢areer’ military )
officers. 1In Table -2, rates of careerist potential were presented by""a
Service with a higher rate recorded for USAF ROTC enrollees (37: 42) than
_fer ROTC enrollees in the Army (33.8%) or Navy (28.5%). —~

,(,~Further analyses indicated that differences in career intenticns

occur as a functfvh of Scholarship vershs Nog-scholarship status, amqng

A}

" both Army.and Navy program enrollees. For fhe Army and the Navy, higher

“rates of careerist pgtential'are‘noted for Scholarship enrollees.’ Thus,

» .
the'career intention rates for Army Scholarship entdllees are 40% or

\

higher, while the rates for Army Non-scholarship enrollees a'e 3ZZ 332,/

Table IV-5 presents the detailed results,” with a further “control 6n Basic/
7
e ~
Advanced status Noteworthy is the finding that career ifitentions are

.

cited by less than 30% of Navy RQTC enrollees in eaeh status except Basic

Scholarship. Also, the lowest rates of caréer intentions were noted for

i

Navy ROC enrollees (18~9Z) apd Navy Advanced Non-schdlarship (17 4%).




LONG-RANGE CAREER IN'I‘ENTIONS

. —

'Base: Detailed Categorization of Cu.rrent Program Enro].lees

T Army ROTC - ' . NaleO'I'C '
Lohg-Range " Scholarship ‘. "+ Non-Scholarship Scholarship n-Scholarsgip
Lareer - Basic Adv. Basic . %Z Basic _ Adv. Basic Adv,

Lan's \ % %

\ : : » SN TR P ’ “

Leave upon 13.6
. completion of
otligation -

oo
. v

- }3.2 : ak.7 - . 17.6. C 15 T4 30.0° '¢ 29.9 -

Undecided P N k.3 52.9

. . N ', . N 1' . . - . * /
Stay in service _AT. . - . . . 12.3 7.0'
for gewhile ’ - ) . . ,

YeT.T - L AT

¥ilitary- Career -

2 ‘ ‘ : 14.2° - 15.k 10.k

/ .
. 100,0% 100.0% -° 100.2%

- .




Tl LuG-RANGE CAREER mlons

Base + Detailed Categorization é tf?rem: Program Egrollees®
J . oLk e e ’

e . i S o LR

A usaF RoTé o P . BN gk,
Long-Range Scholarship - NGn—SchdlarsEig BPLC Program

Caregr Plans _Basic Advanceg " Basjc - Advanced * Basic

. R § X 2

. { ’ . _f F A - ‘ R 1"

Leave upon . ; 11.7 15.8 I
. completion of . - B o * Cote 2 :
- obligation © . ' : ' <

®

-

Undecided o . .5 * 45, : 5Q,.0 .,:‘p 46.1 - « ®45.1
St’ay in . o, . : &

Service for
awhile

-~

R S P " 236.8

' Military  , 21,9 . 23.0

— . - b . _ F— D —\
R . 100,.0% J00.0% . * 100.0% - € . 100.0% 100.0¢

- y - ’ *~ . \ ' /
- .‘. ’ Y - ’ . . R K * .
. R . N
v . T B : A v ki

' *The distinction Yetween Ad\‘&ance Basic statps for PLC is a’convention emploﬁ in this' report to
"distinguish uppe lassmen frq lower-classmen .This distinction ia, not appl!ed in training status.
[ . .. . : - PR * .
‘ . . - v‘ . ) 4 .,. N

- - g

.' ‘ '. ‘ 'I;ab’l'eh'z.l‘v—f (co.ﬁtim.uad)
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It is noteworthy t no differencé in career intentions was' found for °*

- - Air Force ROTC enrollees, regardless/6fﬁbregram)status. There was also
’ ) *e ¢ —

. ‘no difference in careér intentions b;tween.Basig and Advanced enrollees

-

L in the Marine Corps PLC program.* , i
- ' ' S—
-, . ’ . . )
: R "
PROGRAM CONTINUATION DETAILS o

-

Further analyses were also performed to determifie if there were dif='
[ . . Lol

ferences in program-continﬁation intentions as a.function of Scholarship
o ' r 7 ¢
v or Non-scholarship sf"ths, Earlier‘in the ’ chapter, Table IV-1 reported .

LY

immediate career ipfentions for progra%?pontinuation based on responses
from all the enroll es, in the Army, *Navy, and-Air Force ROTC programs.

. A .

¢ '+ It was found that Army enrollees (70.22) had a lower rate.of expectations  ~

. R
. .

, for prograu continuation than did enrollees in programs Sponsored by the ﬂvj//

» - «

Navy (77 SZ) or the Air Force (81 4%).." These analyses were performed on

LN

both Basic and Advanced enrollees.' It was desirable to investigate the .,
6 5

program continuatyﬁ.‘dntentions of onlx Basic eprollees, for whom a sub~ », “9

[ .

w 4
e stantial period of time remained for committment to the pfogrém In these

~detailed analyses,.the distinction betwg:: Scholarship-and Non*scholarship

4 ‘ B A - - - . * . , " »
- was also made. . . . L : Y
’ Detailed analfSes indicated that differences in program continuation
H
- - - * ‘
K intentions occur as a functibn of Scholarship versus Non-scholarship status. - .
.o . . A,

N Further, the analyges revealed that the'enrollees in Scholgrshfp programs‘
" reported uniformly higher Tates of poogram continuation intentions “for -
_ each Satvice than<did‘Non-scholarship enrollees. - Détails of the results
appear in,Table IV-§6. . '/_ :, L ‘ s <

. , *No analysis of career'intentions for Basic versus Advanced ROC or AVROC
enrollees was made becauSe an insufficient Dymber of “cases of Basic

ie
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" - Table IV-5).

®

-— ' g . - Sk
*This decision was Arther Supported by the fadct that Army and Nalvy

4

Because}b the consistently lower rate of program continuation

> . f . . . ’
intentions-repprted by Basic.enrollees in the Non-scholarship programs,

. » - :

- ' . . ‘ El
wit-vas-deemed unnecessaty to' analyze faetors associated w‘it;pi__long-range

.
N '

, v * '
career intentions for men in the *Basic Nonrgcholarship status.* Hegce,

all -results on this -tppic”presented 4in Chapter V are based on analyses
. B - ‘ \ ) '.
of three sugsamples\ of (1) Basic Scholarship enrollees, (2) Adyanced

o

Scholarship enrollees, and (3) Advanced Non'scholarshiz enrollees..

- LY
Bagic' Non-scholarship enrollees aiksh reported lower rates of, long-rangé

career intentions than did t:heii\6 peers in Basic Stholarship status (see
. * -t ) ):

0

118 e

167




. CHAPTER V

FACTORS RELATED TO" CAREER INTENTIONS

FOR ROTC ENROLLEES
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- . e . ¢ ’
. ' . . ° ” .
FACTORS RELATED TO CAMEER INTENTIONS FOR ROTC ENROLLEES o
’ . Additional analyses were performed for ROTC program enrollees to L e

identify factors related to the avowed intention to either (a) makg a e
career of military service as ;1 off1cer, or (b) remain in the service .

KS ' .
beyond completion of the initial term of obligation.* In addition o .

N

. variations in long-range career intentions by program (see Table IV-2)

and by draft-motivation at entry (see Table IV-3),’ f,urther analyses g .
\ were performed to determine the extent to which e2eh of t‘e following

M. %‘ . were‘ related to long-range caree'r‘intentiqs: . .

‘ . l)"—'Educatio'nal expectations

¢ ¢ N ) 4 W d

2) Life goals .

3) Reasons f~or‘military affiliation ' .

. . ‘ . P T
-~ 4) Knowledge of tothl»garnings for a beginning of'fice’r ) N

< . In addition, ROTC enrollees (only) were queried to determine the best

[

. feature"s of the ROTC program, and the worst features of the ROTC pro-

.

gram, These responses were also related to stated careeir intentions. .
-

. Separate analyses uere performed for rﬁhe (9) shbgroups of ROTC

) o - -9 B 3 s
'program engll;es‘ ! : . ’ “
) 1) Army Basic Sc'holars,hi.p enrollees -
.o . ¢

P . 2) Army .Advanced Scholarship’ enrollees . ,

A

3) Army-Advancefl. Non*schglarship .en'ro]Jees‘ . .

- A -Navy Basic’ ScholarsMp edfollees , . | S
. T A :

e .
‘ , . . . .
. ¢ . ! [

*The. precise response options to the guestion on’ long—range career °

S intentions were (a)?''Yes, I plan to make the Service my career," and -

, T Ab) "Yes I plgn to stay in for a while." -The: gydﬁtion read, "Do you
. plan to 'stay in the Service.at the end of your initial obligated

period of service as a: commissioned ficer?"

. . C » ’ Al
N . ¥ » o - [ SN .
4 , v . «
\ v 4

.. ) ‘ ' ’ 120 Ce cr . N ‘/ 4

j ‘, ‘ ! K ) - 16 . 4 . . ‘ | o
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5) Navy Advanced Scholarship en;ollees

":' .

6) Navy Advanced Non-schola:ﬁiiﬁ enrollees

’75.Air Force Basic Scholarship enrollees
. 8) Air Force'Advanced,Scholafshib enrollees

4
9) Air Force Advanced Non-scholarship enrollees

-
»

Because of the a priori assumption that magz’Basic Non*scholarship

- v

enrollees were- unlikly to complete their ROTC program and enter the

[
. -

Service, the analyses described in this ciapter were . not made for en;ollees

in ngic Non-scholarship status.*

¢ a

. .
EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS: . il’ o

The rblationship of edugational expectations to long-range career

intentions proved complex. For enrollees in Advanced Scholarship status,

-

there was a consistent positive relatignship between expectations for

post-graduate training and avowed career intentions. This finding held

for ROTC enrollees In each Service. However, the feverse held for enrollees

.
~

in Army and Air Force Advanced Non-scholarship programs, where post-

, <X
graduate eggectations were inversely related to announced career intentions.

See Table V-i"for the complete results. . )

.
’ ‘.,

\ .
- ' ‘ ‘ * AR

*Chapter IV @ontains dat4(on the program completion integéiqns of Basic

enrpllees. * : - }

-
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RELATION

°

Arwy ROIC Enrollees

-Basic Scholarship-

Base:

B
-t

Selected ROTC Program Enrollees

- Hgvy ROTC Enrollees
. N

-Basic Scholarship-

©

Highest Level of Education

Plan T Temaln
In Service

Flan to Leave
Service Undecided

tudert Expects to Achieve

a

College Gradaate
Beyord College

E

[¢3)] (%)
3P 30,5
e 61,9 69.5

Plan To Leave
Service

Flan To Remain

-

OF EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS TO MILITARY OFFICER CAREER INTENTIONS
-

-

USAF ROIC Enrollees

-Basic Scholarship-

Plan”ro Remain
In Service

Plan To Leave
Service Undecided

Undec ided In Service
20 4

)

2L, 7
75.4

3.9 '
65.1

25.1
5.1

9 —ur.
38.1 L6k

100,0 100.0

-Advanced Schnlsership-

100.2 100.0 100.1

\J

-Advanced Scholarship-

-

L6,
5k, 61.9 g'é 1.
100, 100.0 180.1

«Advanced Schola*ship-

#ighest Level nf Edula<ion , Plan ton Leave

Student Bxpects tn Achieve

Flan To Remain
In Service

Crllege Grad.iate
+ Beyond College

Higrest Level of Bfuca*lon
“tudent Expectc to Achieve

- s
Plan to Leave

Service Undec ided
¥ 4

13.8
56.1

Plan To Leave

Service’ In Service

Undecided
4

u5,0 .8 20

.23
55.k 76
00

Plan To Rémain

Plan To Remain
In Service

Flan To Leave
Service Undecided
¥ . ¥

3b.

28, 2@.3
TL.L o .7
100, 100.0 99.9.
~Advanced lion~Scholarghip- ,

-

.2 %,
6T 106.0 1%

«4dvanced .‘ion-‘Scholarship-
% »~

9
€5.k
100.3

27.7
7.3
00.0

1

-Advanced Non-Scholarship-

Plan To Femain

~Llege Gradia‘n
yoné Cnllege

Service Undecided In Service
¥ Ca 4

~ * ~

36.6
63.3

27.0 22,
7.0 17

Plan To Leave

Plan To Remain

Plan Td Leave Plan To Remain

Service Undec ided In Service
04

K3 7 <
5.9 . 15.3 19
7

100.0 100, 9.9

dervice "*décided In Serviee
F 4

1 ~

. ' 19,1 23.

53.5 8. T3
5.5 100.0 100.

Table V - 1

3
%. 0.9 76.
100. 100.0 100
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. sumparized.

- -

- . . . ' -
Y

. Ve { N
graduate training expectations to military officer career ’_:[n_tentions.,

was fopnd to be positive.
It is useful to keep this finding in'mind, as s;ubseq’t data on -

. - . . \ ) ¢

the types of training/education which.ér_e related to career intentions

¢

will add substance to\these findibgs. The data appear in thi’e chapter-

under the heading of Reasons for Military Affiliation. ’ ) ) " e
o . ] 1 o .
LIFE GOALS N L . ) .
Each respondent in the survey was presehted with-a list'of ten o ‘,1\
v . -, e ‘\

'(10) life and ‘career goals.' From this list, "each respondent was asked

* to specify the first most i?ﬁportant goal. In this section, an analysis

.

was made to determine which life goals were Eonsistently related to

N .
avowed long—range career 1ntentim‘ Only those goals ‘bearing either ) \
a positive or a,.negative relationship to career intentidn for these .

a

samples of ROTC enrollees will be {esented and” discussed in this

. section.* Findings will be discussed separately for each Service, then’

H

» -

- r/ ' -
Among Army ROTC enrollees, "doing challenging work" and 'h;ea%e/ o

excitement' were important life g\als whfch were related in a positi ®

direction to career intentions. "Doing challenging work"* the more .
r .

frequently cited of these two goals. Conversel}’, "being able to do What

.
L] - - “ v

I want to in a' job" was ne a!‘ively related to announced career intention.
- g .

See Table V-2 for complete. data on Army ROTC enrollees. '

Y

*Three (3) goals yere unrela ed to career intention for each sample. ]
These goals were: (1) "Making a.lot. of money":. (2) "Rai{ing my own \
social level"; and (3) "Recognition/status.” : g o N

" For the ;najority of these samples, the relationship of eventual post-. o

- !

4

]
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- i & positive direction were "doing challenging work" '(except for Advanced
.
N3 ~ . < ¢
‘ e, Non-scho?arship enrollees) and, "adventure/ excitement. "Doing 'challenging . .
"° work" was”the more frequently ciged of these‘t‘wo goals. ,The goal of - . ’
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1
@FELATIONSHIP OF LIFE/CARE®R COALS TO MILTTARY OFPICER CAREER mmxsoxs
v ’ -
)' Base: Selected 'Navy ROIC Program Enrollees
.
.

.
. -

Banic Scholarship- -Advainced Scholarship- v -hdvanded Non-Scholership-

Selected Life and ' Plan To.lLeave .- FPlan To Leave - Plan To Remain Pign ;En’e T Plan To Remmin .
Career Goals Serv Undec 1ded : Sepvice Lndec 1ded n Serv rvic Undec id In Service
. . B £2) ) » (% ( ®) (%) . “ . ®) co]
M .1

Working for a better soctety . .. ., . .. 18.5 3.6 233 8.1 o, 15 1.0 s el

PR ) . . ' . »
Doing challenging work . , . " 7 T || . ; ) 3 . . 31.9 ’

Learriing as much se I can , . o . - .l
8k ) P
. .

L ) .
Helping other people .. \ B 9. . . 2.1

H

faving e secure, steady job . . . . . . Lo’
» *f e

J ° .
Being sble to do vhat I want to 4n‘a Job L. Lo . . . 7.9
. . . . .

Mmtqn!/ec 1tement

1.




- -

i
H

.

The. goal of "hebing other ‘people'x'ovaried in its relat‘ionship'to career

. 1ntent10n‘ among Army and Navy lnroﬂees‘. Among Army Basic Scholarship
' ’

enrollees, th1s goal was ;elated in a somewhat posi@lve direction to

- careez intention' aglong Navy Ba31c Scholarship enrollees, the' -directi'an

’ ~

of the (relatlonshlp ‘was decidedly negative. "lj; goal of _"learning as
’ : . . ) N

v
. . hd .

moch as I can tended to be related in a negat‘ive direction fo avowed
-t *

career int’entl S, ,for both Army and Navy ROTC enrollees (except among

‘Navy A&nced Non—SCholarshlp enrollees) Th‘lS flnding is also rele- °

..i

vant to the educatlonal expectatlons topic dlscussed previously and

.

© AN
also: treat‘ed in the sectlon on Reasons for Milltal Affiliation. T
s ’ . '

Among Air Force R C egrollees, the followin life goals were -
g air rorce % 8¢

'related to “career 1nt_ent/1ons- in+a positive dir‘ectio‘n: ¢)) "learning

. as much as I can"; and (2) "working for a"'bett,er ‘society." "WOrking
. M - = - ¢ .

-
- ‘ .

for a better' society" was the more frequently c1ted #f these two goals.
r< ] [5S
There was negllglble ev1dence ,f:hat endorsemenb of theée gpals was related

e

. R ,t .

positi‘(rely to career intentions_ in the A\Zmy and Navy ROTC samples. However,

N .

the goal of "bein able to do what I want to in'a job". found to be
g i ?%

. .
v nefgatively related to -avowed cateer - i,n‘tentions, and this. finding was _

on31sten-t aQSS each Service sagph of ROTC enéollees——Army, Navy and

,- Kitr Force., -, ."

\




.9 N ’ r ‘ \ g ) ' X . Y . 4 < ; N
' . N . - .
PR TN . [} . . e .9
. R . a
., ) M hd / “ - : . L3 . - "' ' .
. . & v . . . .
t .7 . 4 o . » v
L & [\ . . .. . N e
' ‘ . - * . hd . - - -
" 1 . 4 ; ’ T
> - : . : 2 ’l . ‘ . .
N ’ * T . . . ~
¢ ,ff - & . . vy, ¢ N . ' ..
. ® a s * © ' . .
v . 4 , . - . *T t 4 N . .
. - ~ v . « . " . [ -
. N ” . . ‘ * .
. ‘ - R -2 . . \a—-J - N . q
\ ' * ; « < N ‘
. . , * . RELAYTORSHIP OF LIFE CAREER GOALS TO MILITARY OFYICER CAREER DFTEWTIONS .
[ . .~ .
- . t ¥ 4 .
\\ , I s - . . Base: Selected-USA? ROIC Progras Enrnllees ' ’ ‘.
. \ - . »
1 . ) > i . L4 . L]
- L ' ' ~*
. . .
. .
- . . - ’
[N . - r . e . - . 4
. : . P “Besic Tholarship- -Atvanced Scholarship- v ~Advanced ston- Sebolarship- ¢
- ‘- . [ ? . i .
. - . - . )
ge)..c:ed Life and | . - Plac To Leeve e Me:, Flan Plan To Lesve v FPlar To Rewain Flan To Lesve Plan to Rematn
s Career Obals "~ - Servic ec Service Undec {ded In Service' . Servid® dec 1ded - Bervice
. o) . - TmEme T , A e an 2 i ¢ » xS o & o
Working for s bSetter society . 7.6 1n.v s 17.5% 8.7 7.9 17.7 . 154 2.4 15.6
- - s . . IR ’ . .
Dotng challenging work ‘ ) 15 3 13, TR 173 2,8 153 - 0.8 %, 29.7
\ AR . ~ L) > - - - "
:-\-; Laaming ss mxh as I cann .5, ., '\ .. - .13 10,2 k.3 ¢ 7.9 69 - TT 1L.€ : 25
[o < KRS p . E . N ., - ‘e »
felping other pecple #97, A TN -to1sa 17.3 ' 21.9 A U . 2L.0. 4 15.4 12.% it
i} . 8 4 . -
- ' ‘e AT ' . ’ - e L. T m
Heving a secure, stesdy Job , 476 R L X O T 109, 12.5 i 7.7 ‘13 18.8
- - - '
- ,_ . I i . 0" N
Being sble to do vhat I vent % fn a §b . . | 2.9 203 we & 2.9 .18.8 9.7 1.6, ™ v 2 1.9
. v € !
. . \ . ’ ‘ » - .
. » * h - .
Adventure ‘Bxcitesent . 2.9 * 11 . V5.7 13.0 9% . 7 9.7 "« 3.8 . ¥ 3. 3.1
s L ’ - . T ‘ .
‘ . | ‘ 'y , w \ } N
' -
. .2 - X R . ¥ 1 P ‘"
‘.’ : o ' a - v S
. ‘L = Table V - & ~ g . . .
» » ' ’ ’ S . . ' v
. ' . - . . . P 3 “
N oo . - + & LR
- - » 0 .
N . : ’ ¥ v, “~
» _ - ¢ ! - P Y
A L -
\ . . . , - o . .,
- - . N N . L. .. P i )
o - ‘ s . Y
! - - . \ 1l 3 i » - »
ot . K ' - . 7
= ’ N * &\ ' o .« . & A - !
L34 v R L e , b .. » b t 13 »
. - - . ) X . .
Q . . C ) - . . o . '
10 . .. . 3 . . s ) v : , .
. » i - “ ! *
o . . . R ; . ‘ ' E » . — * . . - P 1 81
\ . . ' e . s
. - , . . - . [ ’ [N
PP

.

N I
’ %
.

4

.

»
.

[
P

. »
.
1
[
{
PR
-
=
:
« .
'
-
z
. '
.
i
ie?
.
. . [y
!
- .t -' »
| - .
-
s .
»




. . 'n i . " , e . . i . . R
Other findings unjque-to Air Force 'ROTC enrollees were the lack of any

. a preciable relatlonship between career intentioﬂs t‘he goals of
P

4 " . 3r .

L "adventurelexcitement" and "doing chal]‘}ging work. \ The 1atter, _/.

. wl}'ile highly endorsed by Alr Force enrollees, was related positively —_

* to career intentions among only U§AF Basic Scholarship enrollees, while
% . * "o . ' .. ‘ . :
among'Arfny and Navy enrollees it was found to bé related to career inten-~
. - ’ » .. . 2, N R .
tions among séveral subgroups. The goal of ""'gdventure/exci¥ement" was

- . negatively related to. career intentions among USAF Bas‘; Scholarhsip
Joe . . s - - L . : 3
-enrollees -\while aﬂzong"the_sampl'es ‘'of Army and Navy enrollees the

.
' * >

.o re1ationship ‘was either positive or non-ekistent.. , .
N . - . ’ . .. . .

-

In ‘summary, compared to non-careerists, potential careerig;s among
v . R
Air Force ROTC enrollees cite "bettering sotiety" and ‘to a_ lesser extent

e ' "learning as ‘much as ,I can" as l1fe goals, qhile Arn;y and Navy enrollees
' \ tend not to.do so. Conversely,- com‘ﬁa\ring po@ntlal non-careerists to
/ "' careerists among the” Army and NaVy ROTC enrpllees, t’he goal.of adven-

'\." .o ~ tur exc?ement and partlcuaarly the'g‘oal of "doing challe.nging work™ ¢

N tend) to %e re1ated positively to career igtentions - more so than

) v

'<-among Alr (Fonce enrolllees. ‘I‘here appears ;to be differences in moti-

- > . ' * . *
v‘at:'z between the Armed Services ch-may He‘v"imp rtant in efforts to

o L : , ' i T ‘e
¢ expatdl'the careerist-base- among curgent ROIC fnrolleées. » - {
o o¥ , . . . . : . . , . - "
. . - ‘ ’ . N “y R , X ~
o . C- e 2 o . B
+# 21 "' REASONS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION ' : S
- - . ’
. +7 In addition to rev1ewing various generaql life and career goals,
. - o . ) .
- $ each RQTC enrollee in the survey was presented a list of thirteen (13)
' . ’ ! > \ % ¢ v

- L v ‘ : ' Lo

appe'ar*s gelow o S LT
-
3

w . . . - ot . N

possible reasons forr applying for military officer training The ,list -

. . .

. : .. Loe e )

. . . . . v
: 7 ® . ' . - L 9 . - f ‘—"'éf L8 .
¢ . . . ¢, . . £ [} . .
a. ., ., . " ' L . '
. . , .
. . »
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POTENTIAL REASONS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION -
‘ 0

« L]
Military career opportunitieE
. » - ‘. .
. Travel, adventure, and new experiences.

+ Serve my country

[y

- Benefits 'such as medical care, BX/PX, etc. g
’ ! ' T PR
Avoid bedng drafted- .
Ce maure |
ome more mature
tatus and. prestige of being an officer

,

S 11, DiffiCulty in finding a suitable civilidn job

li: Fulfilling By military obligation at a time of my choice
[
-
13, Opportunity for special pronssional/technical training

v

. Y
. \

. ’ - . ‘e
. % . Y .
-~ N X . ~
,

[y

e nespondent was asked to consider each reason, and to report hew
strongly it influenced his decision to apply—for'piIitary officer

~

‘t@a¥ning -&\Et:ong influence, some influence or nd inflquce at all

In this section, findlngs are presented on the extent aqd direction of - °
relationships between announced caréer intentions and the attribusjf¥y

vt - ® -

F
of strong;influence to each. of(these reasnns-fqr military affiliation.

‘ . L

,
.

Findings are presented in a series of three tables, pne for .each hrmed

¢ . 3 . -
. o .

SErvicevwhich sponsots an ROTC program -t' . : . ,
‘ 1 * N ~
Amoﬁg ___z ROTC enrollees, the rbasons f0r~applyingﬁfor military

4

Bfficer training consistently related to cdreer intentions in a p'hiri‘
. tive directidﬁ were as foliows. (D) "military career opportunities b

1y U
. 1 . ¢

(2) '"serve my coyntry" (patriotismo, and to a. lesser, extent,.(}) the

-
' : e e ‘ .

( . statua and prestige of heing an officer. Also related posi- vely
EKC e ‘ _ ‘ \ -
, L 153 - ~
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were 'travel, adventure, and new experiences's {seespreviqus section on
' . ‘e . - -~ . * ' .
Life Goals) and "benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc.". However, -
. ' . A‘ N - R l' - - h .
.t "pay-and allowances" had'a complex relationship to career inte tions,
N > . ’ . ' . . . - .
with a slight negative relasionship noted among Army Basic Scholarship
) gnrollees., ) C. S .
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For- eag'ifh Army.ROTC subgroup,-positive relationshipe wke potked: between

‘ _ . A ] $
career intentions and the "opportunity for ‘special professio 1/technical I *

training," but the relationship to career intentions of "0pportun.ity for

. %

further academic education" differed by subgroup. ) R
-t \ -

The reason, "avoid 1_>eing drafted,"-—was negatively related to career

intentions (see. Chapter LV). Also negatively related to a lesser extent
) \ * . ! . . » . 1

was-the reason, "fulfiITling my military obligation .at a time of my. choice." v

) . . ) . . & L

Among Navy ROTC enrollees, mang findings.analogous to Army findings \__/
) » ' —’ 1 M ’ . . - - )
were noted. For each‘rsubgroup of ‘Navy ROTC enrollees; the reasons for _ '

4 .

ppplying for military, officer training.which were related positively“ to’<

announced career intentions were the folloving : (1) "serve my country,
[ -~ Qﬁ f/
(2) "military carebr opportunities'" (3) the "status and prestige of .

»

) being an officer;' w and' (4) the ' Opportunity for special professional/
ng

technical training _Thep' officer status *and prestige ,reason was

. -

accorded less endorsement th¥h the other three reasons. The "opportunity
. T 2 . » -

fox’further academic education” was related to, career intentions in a

. -

. compiegt ;nanner -- negatively for Navy Scholarship enrollees, but po'sitively‘ .

1
-

for Navy Advanced Non-scholarship enrollees.
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Base: Selected Navy ROTC Enrollses ¢ . , e
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. .
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. Becom moremature . . .., . ... ... 16.7 185 - 155 . 6.8, 7.2 Wo 2.1 R '
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<. militafy obligation at- a time-af _my choice," were found to be negatively

officer;" and (4) ‘the"

iencesg"

. ’ ;
Career, intentions were negatively related.tq;attriﬁuting a strong iqflu:' .

"

ence to

"pay and allowances" in the decision to apply ﬁor.military

officer training.a»Hoqsggr, "henefits" as an influence were'positively
related to cgreer iatentions among Navy écholarship enrolkées..:
3 !
The reason, "

avoid being drafted," and the reason, "fulfilling my ‘

related’ to career intentions among Navy ROTC enrollees.

are consigtent with the resylts for Army ROTC edroIlees. <

These findings BRI

. M

Among Air Force ROTC enrollees, the following reasons’ for applying
\ 'S
for military officer training attributed strong influence were found to be !
/ oo
related positively to-career intentions: (l) "military career opportuni-

.
N .
%

ties;" (2) "serve 1 Juy country," (3) the "status and prestige of being an

opportunity for special professional/teehnical
. . S
training." The-"officer status and prestige" reason was accorded less

T #

Also consistently related to

>

o -
endorsement than the other three reas%ns.‘ '
career intentions were "benefits" and "travel, adventure and new exper-

(except among Basic Scholarship enrollees). N

o s . .
. . .. 4 4
- i .
'

‘ ) \ .
. .- A
r . . . .




Reasons for *
Military Affiliation

Military career opportunities , .

4
Travel, Adventure, and new experiences. . . .

Serve:wcomtrx.'. g DL
. .

v
. 'C'pportunity for furthay academic education ..

9¢1

Qualify for 5. I. BIil benefits. .

.
~ a Pay andggllowances . . . . . . . .. P
* ., . DBerefits such as vedicalicare, EX'PX, etc. ..
B [
Avoid veing drafted . . . ., .. ...
L3 . A L
Become more mature . . . . ... ..

.
Stutus and prestige ~f teing an nfficer , , |

.
Difric,zlty‘ in firnding 2 suitatrle civilian jod

N

.
- Fulfiiling my military otligatinn at a time .

'. ~f my choice . . . . v
Opportuanity fnr special professional /tachnical
» treining . )
%
»
.
v
/o .
v - .
- . h
. *
!
i »
~ .
¢ . \ »

o191 ‘ |
ERIC - .

T £
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. RELATIGNSHIP OF CAREER. INTENTIONS TO-STRONG INFLUENCES ) ’
. IN REASONS POR MILITARY AFFILIATION ‘ b )
, . Ball: Belected USAF ROXC Enrollees
. ~Basic Scholarship- -Advarced, Scholarship- -Mvanc'ed llf.m-Schelarlhip-
Plan To lLeave “w- Flan to Remain Plan To Leave Plan To Remi.;: . Flan To Leave Plan To Remain
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. . ) e
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Inversely related to career intentions among Air Eorce ROTC enrollees wefe

application for military officer training to” avoid being drafted" and for

.

{ "fulfilling my military obligation at d time of'my choice. .

-

. [n sumary, many common reasons for initially applying for ROTC were

found to be related positively, to career intentions for all ROTC progﬁaﬁ
<y ot 3 - ° . Y ) .
W!;z==;ggrollees. Included were patriotism, military career opportunities, the
. v ’ . ‘ )
* » status and prestige of being an officer, and miljitary benefits. Whiie
,B_—/ < ‘r,.
L officer status and prestige' was one of the maﬁt idbortant reasons for

' . . -

aqplyin%, it was not the most important influence in career intemtions

¢
- » ‘
\among enrollees; patriotism and career opportunities were mora frequently

» . .
. -

¢ M N

endorsed. . ' .

The relationsh1p ‘of military pay and allowances to careerist inten-

. | .

fions was complex - negative in some instances and positive or unrelated

- 0 M v ~ ’
. in other cases. Draft motivdtion (serving to avoid the draft; serving at
. . . . . ‘ .-

+ a time other than one's choice) was negatively reFfated to career interitions.

)
’ . L ‘-
A\J

The.opportunity for special nrofessional or ﬁechnical'training‘vas .
generally related to career intentions in a’ positive direction, while'the
’ oPportunity for further academic educatién yas npgafivelv related or
. unrelated in most cases: and positively related to career intentionsxonly

/

.

/jor Advanced Non-scholarship enrollees. In general, this finding taken in .

¥

Al ‘
’,'conjunctioa with the earlier finding on post-gradyate educational expecta- -«

. .tions suggests that potential careerists in ROTC may seek specialized/train—

. . .- . D ) T
ing as opposed to advanced education for{its own sake.
> [Y . - Vi [
’ . \ ) :
KNOWLEDGE OF OFFICER EARNINGS -~ ¢ ° . T 5

) I

" Each ROTC enrolfaé was asked to egﬁimate'abdut how much money in

) | ' A '
total a beginning officer would earn in. a month. ' The question was,elari- ..

L} .

-~ ’

.
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fieduwith the stipulation that the amount include basic pay plus allawances:

. f .
for an unmarried commissioned officer.

a

The correct response was cpded in

a range of between 6601 and $800 per’ month ,An underestimate would be’ less

than $600; an overeStimate would be more than $800

.

- presents nesultds for the total ROTC enrollee population'*

The followipg figure

s

It is noteworthy

that almost half oftthe Current ROTC enrollee population stated an amount
. - » Y
in the correct range. However, ober 307 estimated thatsa beginning officer

would. earn between $40l and $600-a month. ; . ' ! .
.. ° . ESTIMATED TOTAL MONTHLY OFFICER EARNINGS** ' - ) h
o . V SdBase: Total ROTC Enrollees ’
o Amount | Percernt ‘
. ,Less:than $200 a month\ b.6‘, \:,‘
; 5 5201 - $400 a month ‘3.9 ,
] " $401 - $600 a modth 31.3 . L
. - ; :
| $601 - $800 a month . ' 48.9
1 sson - $1,000 a month 8.5 |
S " 51,001 Z7$1,250 amonth 0.7
. A . ’, . P
* pon't know ) ) - W9
' ’ “ \'l . , : - m . p »
L o cT S 99.8% ‘
; . o .

**Beginning earnings of basic pay plus allowances for ad
. Y unmarried commissioned officer. . , .

’ Almpst 90% of the current, ROTC enrollees estimated total monthly earnings

Ny

for'a beginning officer'at between. $401 and' $l;000 a month. Further

. - . o -

analyses a e,restricted to persons estimating amounts in this range. /
) y Le, | P 8 g

. " it ] . . . B
. *Including Basic/Non-scholarship enrollees and men'in éach-of the other

categories - .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

»
-

.range of total earnings for a beginning officer?’

. ’ -
“ .. .
. ’

. /,Ige crucial qﬁéstion thbé aaaressed in

. T L
this section is siﬁply:

v

Is there a relatidnship between career intentions arid the €stimated

Results are given

. L]
- . ‘ N ~'
. -
. -
in Table V-8. . v ‘
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. b - . . * RELATIONSHIP OF CAREFR INTENTIONS TO SELECTED ESTIMATES ’
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. - T ‘ OF TOTAL EARNINGS FOR BEGINNING MILITARY' OFFICERS . v .
- ¥ v .
.. % - . . * .
vt . ' Base: Selected ROTC Program Enwollees * N f
, ‘ Army ROX JEnmollees . ¢ - '
' . . \ . Pavy ROTC,Enrcllets . USAF FOTC Enrollees
4 . ’ -Basic Scholarship- ‘ . ' -
. - ~Basic Schcl'aruhip- ~Basic Schczla.rship-
/e Seleptgd Categortes for- | hd — 4 i
‘ FetiBated Total Bamnings Plan To Leave " Plan To Remain Plan To Leave, . _ s Flan To Remaln Plan,To Leave . Plan To Remaln
of @ Beginn fficer Service Undecided In Service *_ Service Undec ided In Service Ser:ice ‘Undecided In_Service
i - e . 1) €23 152 7 hE e 7
‘ * 540143600 8 month ' L7.6 TN S Y Lk, 37,9 35.4 7.6 22.8 3.3
%01-%‘3 ponth* 28.7 s1.4 ‘© 53.8 $.6 L85 5.0 77.1 55.2 ko.6
. 3801-31000 a month 189 9.7 3.0 . 16.7 < 8.8 10.7 . 153 . 153 16.0
. x r .
’ . ) -Advanced Scholarship- * . «Advanced %\holarship- «Advanced Scholarshipe
'y ' | Plan To Leave Flan To Remain rvice Undecided In Servic Servi ' Undec1d rvice
. Service Undecided _ M Seryice —ferv e Iyice Undecided ——IL%— .
O/ R 7 € 7 - }?“ = ( % % 4 % "
. ¢
* : 0.8 2u.8 2h,1 8.4q 20,8 19.5
. <$401-5600 & morth 18.0 2.0 25.5 2
/ 36005800 a-ponth* . 57.0 -\,68_1 &2.9 62,2 67.5 70.0 87.0 . / 6;9’.3 68.0
$801-$1000 a month 18.0 ‘i Lk L 5.b - 17.3 P L8 - ' . 4.3 29 L op 112
.‘d . " ed Non-écholag"hip‘ Py -Advanced Non-Scholarship -Advanced Non-Scholarshipe
A . T ToTors T TS Tl Flan To Leave K Flan Tn fr  Flan To Leave - PTan To Remaln
f L . Service = Undecided ° In Service *Service Undecided In ice c Undecided In Service
- : : X ‘R A F 7 ? 7
$401-3600 a month 25.9 28,3 23.3 ° ‘ s .
' 36018800 2 ponth™ 62.9 59.k 66.7 23.2 . 2.7 39.3 11.5 3.5 125.0
$301-$1000 a month o 3.4 - 66 7.8 s 7.0 60. 59.8 769.2 61.8 .57
. . v 3.8 2. - 15.4 6.7 14,1 .
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Several dikferent relationships are noted. F7r Army and Nawy Basic

- ’
, -

Scholarship enrollees, potential careerists, ténd ;o.prbvide accurate
estimates, while non-careerists  either underestimate or overesiimate-
A . \

earnings. -For Army and Navy Advanced Scholarship enraileeia the, provi- °

\ L]

sion of.either correct estimates or.underestimaées is positively related
. ) ; . T ' / .

to career intentions, € i

. Jn contrast with the other Services,: Air Force ROTC eArollees whg-

’ »
~ express career intentions are more likgly to underestimate tofal officer
..' N . . ‘ ] [ \
-earnings, while non-caregrists are more likely to estimate the correéct

A )

- . - [N
. .

amount of'earninés. (This same finding.is also notéd fof Navy Advanced

Non-scholarship enrollees ) The fact that accurate knowledge of earnings )
R . . s
may be inversely related to cgreer in;entions may have eome dramatic
(imnlicétions‘fbf the use of mPnefary incentives in inEreasing retention.‘;
At the Very 'least, enese data suggest tn;t overestimates of earnings are

%
L)

seldom generated by potential careerists.* Hence, one might conclude that
. & ' .

factors other tHan knowledge of pay serve as "motivators' to enhance

- retention.’ The fo§iowing assessments of the ROTC program,byrghese current

enrollees will support and aﬁplify this conclusion. ,

BEST FEATURES OF ROTC hd

Each enrollee was asked: '‘What ig the best Yeature in the ROTC

[ 4

Program?" Responses in the precise wording of the. enrollee were content-
i . . )

) analyzed and tabulated. .Analyses were performed of these resfonses by
- - N

content cdtegory to.determine which comments weme positively and nega-

. Vi .

v
tively related to career intentions.
a .

L

*See the data in Taple V-8 on Air Force Advanced Scholarship enrollees-

for the only major exception.
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]

<
a

141 .

198




- . . v . . »

* i .
In the majority of the ROTC/samples, the following comments w%fe'
! ~ . — - * : .. s
rélated to career intentions in a positive manner: (1) "BOTC develops
. o - -

leadership potentialjy" (2) "RO&C pspvides an opportunity ta become an

officer;" and (3) "Knowledge gained of the Milttary in general." :These

. ' ¢ @ . . 3 ) .
comments appear to stress leadership dnd military information acquisitionu*

., $
Conversely, the following comments were found- to” be expressed more by g%n-
- !' _—_“ -

gcaregrists than by potential careerists: (1) "ROTC provihes a Scholarship

pfoggamieducatfonal opportunity;" and %(2) "ROTC_prdvides a subsistence !

- L] I -

: - - .8
. allowance.". Hence, it would appear that non-careerists were less able to

.
- . : : ¢

ebéluate ROTC in a positive manner as possessing ‘attributes beyond the

.

. : .. - s
essentials of a subsidized college education,_Ehereas‘potehtial cargerists

” . .
evaluated the program as management development with an emphasis on mili-
. ‘ s I / ) - | . *
tary service. , " - ¢
. \ .
4 L . N
WORST FEATURES OF ROTC, A |

’ 1

R . " ‘
As a mlethod of el’Liting comments which migjht assist in ;pproving
s . ' - .

ROTC, each ROTC enrollee was®*asked: "'What is the biggest problem with,
. . . AR . ’ ' Ead
the ROTC Program?" Verbatim responses were content-analyzed by category -

)

and tabulated. Analyses were then performed to determine which comments
were made more frequently by potential careerists compared to non-

careerists. - ' .

’ ~ - * . . /

. . 4 . * . Y .
-In the majority of the ROTC—Egﬁples,anqg;careerisﬁs were more likely

than potential cak¥eerists to critfcize ROTC f3¥‘the folloéing';épects:
2 . . .
/fl)""Unnecesqary drills or marching;" (2) ""Over emphasis on dress or Jhair
[ 4 - * : .“ ¢ . .

L

~

*A1so more- frequently stated by potentiafgcareeziSts than nen-careerists
was the comment that ROTC'ppovided an "Actual application of course work."
This finding may be related to 'the findings in Chap:gr.vf/bn‘thé quality V.
of ROTC coursework and enrollée §gggestions for improvements in‘courge
content, :

S qgde L

L3

- a » . /\
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] - ! - . . ’
.‘ . N » ) - ! ’ . . kﬂ .
length;" 4and (3) "Strict/rigid.policy.'t Hence, the non-€areerist seems

s
(W]

most ‘concerned gbout the military aspects of the program. N
|
+ L4 - N
- Conversely, potentlal careerists are more likely ‘to eriticize the °
.\ .

progr%&for ﬁ’ne ‘following, reasons than non-vcareerists. (l) "The hostile

e

atfitude toward ROTC by non-members' 5y and 2) !:he .fact that there are

some poor. quality ‘uollees.
. . , <. .

A 4 . «

SUMMARY ' . L . . S

-
.

" At the risk of premature generaliZation, a narrative profile of the

. . ' . . N .
. potential careerist in RQTC suggests that his motivations extend beyond

. the college Subsidy he receives. His career expectatior&are mil:{tary i&

’

Orientation, and. his educational obJectives c.all for_post-graduate work,’

w1th,' the emphasis on technology/specialization. .He is desirous of chal—.

' ) - ¢

PRy

/

?
]

' - . . N :
lenging work and adventure/excitement as life goals, and seeks the pro- @
. k. . . A . .

-

r

military benggfits are an incentive to r\etention, the potential careerist

» o

is Iess conceﬁ;ed with pa}? amd allowances than the non-car;eeriqt - and

N

-may actually'undé.t\'estimate his earning power as aémilitary gfficer.

‘ * -
] .

. N ) - . N ' .
‘ fession of a military officer ag-offering status and prestige. While —

/
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" COMPARTSON OF GRADES ACHIEVED IN ROTC WITH COLLEGE GRADES IN GENERALI’
Oie approximate method for assessing the abademic quality of the ROTC )
" programs involves a comparison of grades achieved ‘in BOTC courses wilh)
oveerl college GPA. - The assumotion;is m;de that if stydent

grades-in ROTC courseWork than they-attain in their co

ki

’iculum, then the/ﬁOTC counsis are "easier" and may well possess less.

A . . - '

academic quality than do college coursps 1n\general This su:yey was
designed to evaluate the quality of ROTC coursework by a dqmparison of

1

/"‘“’ '
.reported ades in ROTC subJects and in college courses in general. ", o

-

B .
¥

Res ondents in ROTC ‘programs, were asked to indicate what grades’ they -

0 Nt ‘

usually received in ROTC eourses. This informatf was® then analyzed

This fin, ing supports the contention that‘ ROTC co;rses may v graded on

Aa‘more lenient %as1s, and/or that the subject matter is less difficult

than collegeicourseyork in general. -

*For practical- reasons, this approach,was employed in lieu of an evalua-
tiog of actual- transcripts of, grades.earned. However, this more precise
- approach wouldﬁappear eminently feasible, and might merit consideration.

v
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_ _ RELATIONSHTH: OF COLLEGE GRADES TQ GRADES IN ROTC COURSEWORK

. / .
. . ) X Base: /R,OTC Program Enrollees T e

~ ~ . . ]
., -

Re*oort'ed Achieved: ‘Army’ ROTC . . Ja ROTC Air Force ROTC..:
' ” (%5 /(%) (%)

A ’ . » ‘
. ._Higher grades in . 5.8 . ..+ . 6.0 - - 2.6
' college-than in =~ ¢ o {. ’ * . )

ROTC - T . ' ~
Higher Grades in’ 59.7 - Lhs* o 65.4
ROTG than in ¢ ’ - T

college . - ’ - o

_ The sare grades oL e 5 ) k9.5 ' 38.0
in beth ROTC & / ' , ‘
college . - ) - ‘. o

100,0 100.0 - ,100.0

. .' . ) . ;/ "’ ‘ > .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i ) FO
Compared tp "Navy.ROTC enrpllees, men in Army ROTC .pfograms a

» .
Force ROTC programg were more likely .te report higher grhdes in ROTC |

. e - - . -
‘c':ourtork than in college coursés in general.

p 4 .
. < uP s .

~ W - ’

ATTITUDES TOWARD ROTC GOURSEWORK AND INSTRUCTION

' “
. hd 3

) Another appfeach to assessing,the academic quali . of RO@C pr grams ',

.
~

4
was to query representat1ves\bj the var1ous college s udent sampLe

regarding their att1tudes toward ROTC courses and RO ‘%@structor .f{ '
v “} .
Questions:were framed wh1ch requ1red the réspondents to evaluate* gth
o Pl '_,.!q;,.‘ ../'

_ROTC coursework and 1nstructors vis-a-vis other college courseg 3

* \ N R
¢

faculty members.’ ) I N \ oo B
_ . * ; : .. [ . DR
The assessment of the quality of ROTC 1nstruction was fuumd to véry
4

by student status. Cohlege students who were not enrolled in: ﬁOTC tended

to report no opinion about the -quality of ROTC 1nstruction.‘ Bﬂth non-

.

ROTC college freshmen and off—campus program enrollees respondeﬂ in this

< . . . .

manner. However, the majority Pf'current ROTC enrollees'tended to view

. . f . s M
L

]

ROTC instructers as 'about as good! as the other faculty
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L . ) ! -4 o
< ) ' « [ -
APPRAISAL OF THE QUALITY OF ROTC INSTRUCTION ,
' Base: College Student Samples
> o Non-ROTC Collége .o ,f‘, o . "
_Quality of ROTC Freshran In ROTC Enroljlees ,0ff-Campus "o
Instructors ROTC Schools (Total]- o Program Enrollees N :
(vc Otr‘er Faculty) Male Female - 1 prn Nayy gg%;-‘ ‘ AVROC
KON R G W —Y RN
-ROIC is Better _ 2.4 3.6 39.8, 27k 3146 8:3.., 55 ko
. ‘. N . ' -
-BYTC is-Worse ‘ ‘ 8.7 3.1 6.1 2 7.5 . 3.4 13.9- 3.k :
. N L7 - * ¢ .
-Atout as gead - 02,7 22.1 "51.5  AL.T .0 27.9 18;.)/6 36.2 ?
v » : . ) - .
-No opinion/DK 65.2 7.2 2.6 1.7 +lL.8 60.k 621 56 5
’ Y l . .
; 100.0¢  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%_ 99.9% 100.0% 100.1% 1oo 1%

T
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Further analyses vere perfermed ‘to determine if the appraisal of
*

qualig of ROTC instruction varied by enrollee status’ as Basic/AdVanced

B
[¥3

- or as Scholarship/Norr—scholarship. The ‘ults of t‘hesé analyses syg-

gested that there ware minor variations iffjassessment of the' quality' of

T

N M .
a .o v

For example, 4-775mo»re of the men

. in Non—scholarship programs claimed tﬂat ROTC inst?uctdrs were superior

ROTC, instructors on these dimendions.

.
- s \ ‘ *. . .

S -, to other faculty niembers, than did men in Scholarship nrograms. ’Fur‘ther,
f

LANRY
é
lO 12’ more of the men ;n.'Ba‘s.ic ROTO rated R‘OTC' ~in$trﬁc'tvion .as su.perior

PN

. . N .

compared to the ratlng prov1d'ed by nf&n !ﬁ\nrolled‘ in\Advanced ROT€ .

‘ "

e ;e
N R - .\ . -

v \The var1ou’s colle?e studemt samprlres we‘re alSo asked to apprarse -the
‘ "\ et ' N\,

_The maj6f1ty of. ROTC. enrollees s&a;ted that

LI

qu,ality ‘of ROTC coursework

[ . é

the  content of' ROTC coOurses was "a-bout: as g&d"

PR ] ‘a

as the content oﬁje

Y N ., 0 L3 .
e 4
. cher courses 1n the11; sc,hdols.,‘ !on—R‘O‘I‘C coll‘ege fres’hmen w‘eré more b

P L a0 H . \‘

] l1kely to state thag the ' comparlspn of cbursesquality woulcf‘dep‘end en,
1 2, ‘

N . . I

* the course whl.le enrollegs d.n off—campus prograﬁs simp-ly ﬁespoqded that

® s

N

g they weré not in the (RO'I(C) pl'ogram or did. not know th;e qvuality of the ‘.

ot ‘-

. D . . A
‘f . .
. ‘ N i . . |

courses.- t . : . e i

. .
.. - " L) 4.
e ‘ . ’ . 4\' .’ . .
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. . APPRAISAL OF THE QUALTTY OF ROTC €OURSE WORK ‘ . )
. .. . o - ‘ . Y
. - - Base r fident Ssmples o ‘ .
" .. P i\v" .~ o~ v L] *
‘. f H -
- v - . "} ’ \ N ‘ae - ¢
' : ’ Non-ROTC College. ] T S ’
. , . : /Freshmen Irb ”ROTC Enrollees .+ Off-Campus .
, - Quality of ROTC .- ROTE. Schools (Total) - .Program Enrollees
i Courses {vs. othir courses) * "Male * . Female' Army Navy USAF- PLC.° ROC - AVROC
4 B S (€) ~« (%) 7 (9 (8 (D % (% (%)
R . .o . \ ¢ .
-ROTC is Better 2.7. 2.2 '19.9  13.5* 140 .58 3.9 k.o
L -ROTC is iorse - ) 154 152 12,5 16 7.5 13.00 9.9
.o ' ( » . . h * ¢ ’e *
_-Avout as Good y T 27,1 . 48,7 -58.1 ‘ 58.0 27.2 20.0  .30.2, .
-Deperds on the cour 36.4 . $16.0 153 -11.2 1108 164 . 11k .
. et In Program/IK | 18,5 . 2 0.7, Ob. U786 U6k bh6 -,

14

7

; \ : L e ’ i / R * .
: . . . 100. 1% 100.0; 100.0% 100.1%100,0% . 99.9% .99.9% 100.1%.7 *. °
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. Further analyses of ROTC enrdllee.opiﬁions were made by enrollee -
« ¥ . '

N - .
L4 . £l

status. The feSults,of thdse’anaryses suggestea that there were minor
« . : “ - .
differenpes in tbe assessment of the‘auality of ROTC coursework, depending

on the status of the enrollee. Basiec RbTC entdllées in Army qnd‘Navy pro-
. \ - ’ ’ . .
' grams were more likély to report ROTC coursework as superior to other

v 2

college coursework than were'Advanped enrollees in these programs. For

each Service, Advanceg enrollees were more critical of ROTC course content
R ‘
than were Basic enrollees. Non-schola¥ship enrollees were more favorable
. e

in their appraisal of EOTC course content thap were enrollees in Scholar-

~

‘ship progpamé. - - -

\
re

It is interesting to noteg that fewer ROTC enrollees claimed that ROTC

' course content compared favorably with

b o ' 4

the content o? other. college chrses,

than,defeﬁded ROTC instructioi .as superior td’other instruction received.

/ . ‘ . . ’ )
f  from other facwbers (compare Table  VI-2 and Table VI-3). This

finding, taken in conjuﬁctiqp with the earlier findings indicating higher

grades were earned in ROTC compared to college grades in general, suggest

K ’ v < e

. ) ‘ . 3 e

. that the ROTC curriculum may be less ‘challenging than the regular callege
A , ‘

curriéhlum and perhaps more variable than in theﬂduality of the instruc-

tors who teach ROTC. Cognizant of this possibility, it is instructive to
’ v *

review the suggestions of ROTC enrollees for improvements in ‘the content
5 - . .

of ‘TC cour sework . ' - -

N ‘ ! ' ’ ! -
"SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS IN ROTC COURSEWORK '

L] * -
The major suggestions’ fér coursework improvement presented by current

LI T

' ROTC enrollees were designated as the neeJ for: °

. ) \
- . = More practical applications (of counsé content); .
, ~ ”
. B /
S . . o -
e . ! . 151 - "
, .

’ ~




-

- Course orientation more related to actual ‘military

5

® 7 _More challenging textbocks ("higher levelﬂ.téxts).'

life (as opposed to theory); and

~

Although the objectives of increased challenée and increased-felévapce/

practicality may appear ambiguous these and other suggesfed improve-

men&: merit serious. consideration in the evaluation of éurricula for

ROTQ‘ﬁrograms for the future.* The following table‘presents the most /
- ’ ’ - ’ .

. frequently suggested improvements, by service, for ROTC enrollees.\, '

.
,e

s

*Among suggestions for improving the,qbality of ROTé'instruction, the

most frequently cited suggegtions included the need for 'more interesting

erial”, and for "morg practical abplication of knowledge learned'---.
comments reiterated in the context of changes suggested for course content
as noted above. Also cited was thé-need for "more ‘professional" teachers.
This comment was more frequently. made by Army and Navy ROTC enrollees
(19% and 15%, respectiveﬁy) than by ATY Fotce ROIC enrollees (9%)...;
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- L ’ - Base: Current ROTC Enrollees
. .o \ .
Suggested Improvements in . ‘ ‘ .
. ROTC Course work* _ S . Lurrent -ROTC Enrollees*
) - -
. . . Army ROTC Na ROTC USAF ROTC
. A Leed theory/More praéﬁical . 15.0 ‘ }%.3 _14.3 )
yoo- . application * ' . L . L
- 4 L] T oLk r. )
) . ‘Material shculd Le updated - 5.4 . LR % R 6.4
[ — ' -° . o . . . . .. . p
W _ Broaden Curriculym . 6.1 . 83 7 6.7
.~ . . L w s
. Hae courses that relate . - 9.0 . 11.5 9.6 .
to actual ' military life ) .
*Texts of higher level/ - T 8.7 * T.4 11.0
L More challenging . . , ’ |
" ~\ i ' I% . . “oiﬁ 3 , o a
< ln impr®verent necessary k.9 . 15.6 . 13.8
Don't Know - 9.9 s 925 6.9
v . _No.answer - . 18\ 20.1 - 16.2
T ) - o . A Y ’
- . . ‘\' . . . . , \
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In_addition_to- the "suggestions, noted ghpve; tﬁe _only other Sugges-—

. .

tions for change which were endorsed meore t‘hat-lsﬁgof ;he samples of

ROTC enrollees were the ‘need to "broaden the curriculum" and to "update
. e y - .

the material,” . - &

- Apprc;xima,tely 14%-16% of tl'lle‘re°spdndents felt that:-,‘p;g change"to .
| ’ . .

the ROTC curriculum was required. : . ’

-~<

.




O;Ie,rv'iew' ‘T

. . . ) 9
Prior to the perfbrmance of this éurvey, there'was a dearth of

LN

empirical research concerning the attitudes ‘of American youth toWard

affiliation with the various college—related military officer training
' programsv Two, of the most recent federally sponsored surveys (Guinn -

» ’ * -
et al, 1971, Grlfflth 1972) focused on: H) the importance of draft-

v ey
P . .

- motivation among- enrollees in Air Force ROTC programs, and (2) a com-"

< s - -

parison of the a_ttitudes of Negro and Caucasian cadets.toaard kir

Force ROTC. HMowever, nq studies have beén conducted which 3ttempted

to rela_te attitudinal and demographic correlates to potential enrpll- ‘

’r—~~‘ment in precommi‘ssd.oni.n‘g prog.ra.‘msl Altkoligh the attitude,s of civilian
| high school seniors and college freshmen toward‘ ROTC programs havé

»

been investigated (Ayer, 1972), ho distinctian has been made in these
- . . . . -.. ’ 4
studies betwe?n attitudes and program af?iliation among potential male °
. - i . '

and fem#le enrollees. i Ct A

-

[ -

One major goal Jf this present study was to ‘provide information.
+ on the extent of interest in applying for various nrilitary pfficer

*'v--; 4

trqining programs sponsored by the Army, Navy, and 'Air Force among

target samples of« pale and female hi%\school sentors and college

-

freshm;n. -A second‘goal of the study as to estimate the extent of’
[ . N . ) ! . . .
+ military career potential amoéng curreat program enrollees in.the ROIC

. SN : . .
o and er/ltolleéin\off—campus military officer training progr'ams,.‘Tbis
‘. [ . ’ Al .

’ a 9w

RO?C programs and three off—campus /programs. Enrollees‘ fronf the. three

7

b, . R ' \ . i \ A * T~
survey was unique' in that samples of: cadet;s %e interviewed from. three

u!' ]

ROTIC programs were classifLed according to ‘both Basic/Advanced status o4




. . ‘ ] oo S N . ‘ . .
and Scholarship/Non-scholarship s(atus. The study was designed to pro-

v1de profiles of career-oriented enrollees which included (1) demo- . "
graphic.information, (2) ‘attitudes toward ROTC, (3) general knowledge

of militéfy offic;r training programs, and‘(4) sources of knowledge

about the military officer training programs. Similar profiles were .
construcLed for potéhtial male and female enrollees from target pop- x 0

ulations of high school and college civiliah youth.' .|

-
- . »
4 .

App#icant Potential - - -~ ., . o . .

! ' B
w Results of this survey indicate-that high school seniors repre- . N
sent the most fertile population for redruiting potential enrollees in . 4

military officer training programs.* Between 9-18% of the high school. .

seniors,expressed interest.in applying for one (or more) of'these

4 _ programs, as'comparéd to 1-3% of college freshmen interviewed. Ayer
(1972) reported simifar—results from personal interviews ‘conducted -
Hmorig a naéionwide ®ample of 500 high school seniors. Twelve percent .

Y

(124) of the respondents in the Ayer survey indicated’ that they would .°

. 4

‘.~ probably ‘enroll in an ROTC program. - - . |
7~’ 3;9‘ . "y S . ‘ . , ‘

, Although college freshmen in the’ present surv!y represented only ,

Vs ) ‘a small potent1al appiicant populatiqﬂ’ other researchers have identi-
: fied speclal instances in which h1gher percentages of college freshmgn
and sophomores indfcated an interest in applying for the ROTC programs.
In interviews witlr approx1mately 100 non=ROTG college sophomores, Ayer'

,found that between 12-214 would consider enrolling in the ROTC programs .

- with modifications (e.g.., suspension of the active duty requirements, *

> increment® in the monthly allowance) *In another study, Johnston and

‘ Bachman (1972) reported that 9% of 1nterviewed college freshmen . \‘
X attending institutions with no ROIC programs claimed they would have TR P

) I *In total, applicant potential for twelve separate programs was evalu-
ated.  These programgg included. Army Scholarship/Non-scholarship, Navy i'r
" Scholarship/Non—schoigrship, USAF Stholarship/Non—scholarship, PLC Ground,
» PLC Pilot, PLC Flight~ Officer, ROC, AVROC Pilot, and AVROC Navigator.

‘ . . . S 156
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enrolled iq:ROTC if these pxograms’had-been offered. ’!

o *

{

De ogT ph c Profile of Potential Applicant}p///’ 1
; . . |
"Among high school seniors npn-whitles tended to be more favorabﬂ

'toward affiliation with ROTC programs than whites. Potential appﬂicants
: . ‘ 5
“also tended to-have a lower socio-economic background than non-applicants.

Many of the potential applicants also held péft time jobs. A majority
of these individuals were residents§gf small or rural communitieé Most

4

high school applicants were residents of the South and North Central

v
reFions. Non—whites among' the college freshmep potential enrollee

po%ulation also reported a hagher rate of affiliation than d1d whites. ' °
Further, their profile was: not employed or working full time; from lo

socio—ecpnomic backgrounds; and from the’ South. There were ng sex

differences in expressed interest in enrolling in the ROTC programs,-”

~;These profiles are similar to those reported by Johnston and Bachman

.

»for potential applicants to the ROTC programs from college freshmen in
non—ROTC/sEhaclsf Such individuals also came from rural areas in the

-'South and were of lower socio<economic status than were non—applicants

attending the same schools. In addistion, Ayer found that over 50% of

the high school senior subsample most likely to enroll in® the,ROTC
. LA . Y ) . g

programs as college students (the "patriots™) were from blue-collar

backgrounds. . . . f . .

’

Thesé results suggest that,the Armed Services should examine the
‘ ] \‘ eow

.

possfbility of expanding recruitment efforts for the present ROTC pro-

éﬁraqk to irclude female as well as male high school senioré{ IndivI—
/ ’ ' ‘

’

/

duafs who must rely on their own initiatfve to finance/azcollege edu~




presentlﬁo‘rwpear iﬁore receptive toward the possibil(ity of affilia-
oL, . ' . / -
tion with these programs. Minorities also are a potentially important

~
'

target population.‘k Stqdepts entering (or attending) vocational schools,

L) K

\jl{nical schools, community colleges, and junior colleges may al/so repre~

sent a considerable pool of potential program é'-}'ollees. Recruiting

* efforts might also be intensified for residents of non-industrialized

-

areas‘and communities ‘yhere the mdlitary ethic is traditionally strong, s

2

. . -
r erg., small communities in the_South and Midwest. However,l prior to modi- /

. . fying recruitment strategl’; information is needed on each of these sub-
. «
. ‘ T . v .
‘samples of potential applicants to determine if they are qualified to be

considered as future mititary officers. . 7

N4 ¥

?

'Program Preference - - -

Both the high school and the college segments of ,the ‘potential appli—
cant populatlon preferred the Air Force 4-year ROTC Scholarship program
over the other ROTC and’ off—campus'programé. Ayer found a similar prefer-

. L.

+ ence f)r Air Forte ROTC amoné civilian high school “seniors and college

'sophomores. (However, no distinction was made betwéen Scholarship and

* °

aSubéistenceJ programs in the Ayer survey.) Second preference in the

current Survey was f'or' the Army Subsistence program (2 year obligation)
and the Navy 4-~year Schcasnip program. Least prefeerred were four"

- - .
variations of the off-campus ‘programs. Hewever, potential enrollmegnt

K . : . N g - .
rates for one (or more) of the off-campus prdograms were similar to rates,

-,

. .. - 1
-, reported for the ROTC programs (5-197% of high school sgniors’ and 147 of

v

tollege freshmen 'expr‘essed interest in applying for one or more of these
. - ’:‘

off-campﬁ programs).

v
¢
.




- and PLC as compared to 2 years for Army Subsistence)

-for the ROTC programs, but only 4% actually‘enrolled voluntarily, (amw addi-

These resudes-indicate that nany potential‘enrollees are attracted
to: (1) prognams which provide limiteg’assistance in obtaining a college
degree and (2) programs with shorte!‘periods of military. obligation, or
(3) the traditional "glamour. military Services, especially those synony~""

mous with aviation.‘ The least.preferred programs provide only a sybsis-

tence’ allowande as opposed to full scholarship and require Substantially .

longer. terms of military obligation (from 43 to 6 years for ROC, AVROC,

]

l . N . . .‘ .~

Perspective on ROTC Applicant Potential

. - ‘ ,
Although expressed interest in the programs among higie school seniors

> »

O N -
was. around llZ, the actual rate.of application for ROTC was considerably -
K r

lower (5% for males .and 2% fot females). However, respondents were_asked‘

to indicate their potential fo//pnrollment after they had read a detailed *

-

e ’ PR
description for the program. Their lack of pRevious knowledge about the

various prograﬁs may have contribufed to the low actual'application rate.
- ‘ L d - "" .

Exposure to the program via the written descriptions may have then provided *

the higher potential application rated. If this is true, then increased .

LY

advertising and recruitment efforts would seem justified

The results of this survey are consistent with thgde/reported by

" . .

Johnston and Bachman. In their research, some 9% of the high school stu-
- L 3

] . , ) :
dents and college freshmen interviewed expressed an interest in applying '» *

tional 27 were enrolled in compulsory ROTC programs) . . . '
- ' . . ' .
\

P
-

N
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‘e < . N . . v .. . N
Lareer Potential \ -‘ - R

'program For ROTC, seventy—three percent (737) of enrollees expressed*

»

a

Force ROTC'cadets and 10% of White cadets intended to make a career

»in the present suyrvey. . . .

.

K’majority of current program enrpllees wexe interested ip con-

tinuing their enrollment in their ‘ROTC brogramﬁax the off—campus .

- o

;- - s

a willinggess/to remain in their cugrent programs. ~ Equivalent (or

¢
AJ

higher) rates were found for off cameus pfogxam enrollees.

- [ 4

Similarly, 807 or moxe of the Basic ROTC students in each program

-

indicated that they would continue Into® the Advanced ROTC program.

Ayer found that 67% of.Basic ROTC program'enrollees intended‘to con- _5
/ B . .

tinue into the Adyanced program.

However, it should be noted that 40- 607 of current program enrollees//// '

. have made no* dec131on about their long=-range, future‘military career
/. y . ‘

: R .
1ntentions. Les¢ than(37%,p1anned to remain in the Service beyond, -

<

-

their 4ipitial obligation and-only. approximately 16-23% indicated a

I

P . " ! 4 ) N
. definite career intention. Griffith (1972) also reported low levels

¥
.

of, expressédd qi;eer intentione. Fifteen‘oercent.(15%) of Black Air T e

~

. ,‘ “
of the Air Force. Furthermore, 137 of these cadets;élaimed they would, -

s;ill select' the military as a career even if givea d chance to enter

civilian life at graduation. A substantial percentage (34-43%). of -

/ ' -
these USAF cadets were uncertain as to their career potential, *his

finding is also consistent with the high level of uncertainty evidgnt‘\

!

Demographic Profile of Current Prograaf Enrollees - /7ﬂ/ .
4 " ’ :

" Based on“data reported by cher\researchers (Guinn‘etlal;.197l;

-

Ayer, 1972; Griffith, l972% Johnston and Balhman, 1972) the demographic

160 &




.
.

profile of the current ROTC program enrollee depicts a homqgeneous popula-

‘
tion of predominantly white 1ndividuals from middle class backgrounds. A
- . ‘

majority of these individuals were residents of small communities in the
- . e ’ ' )

P « - -

South and Midwest. . i ) . ’ d
Although racial differences and socio-economic, diﬁferences existed

between potential program applicants and potential military careerists,
a‘mﬁﬁority of individuals from both populations were raised in regions’

where the military ethlc is traditlonally strong. This facebr, along
k - * B
with several.other'factors to be discyssed, may have been responsible for

s .

the high rate of self-motivated enrollment (true volun€Eeré). Approxi~-
mately '60-77% of the ROTC program enro}IEes in the currept survey reported

that they enrolled voluntarily and not as a result draft motivation.

" In comparison, 50-60% of Air Force ROTC cadets interviewed b} Griffith’

could be classified as true volunteers. Th: Ayer survey found that 68%

of Army ROTC enrollees claimed-that they would have enrolled in a no-draft

condition.

Factors Associated with Applicant Potential and Career Potential

»~

Edueational Expectations. A higher percentage of high school seniors

N L3

with ultimate post—graduate expectations were integested in applying to

+

the ROTC program than were peers with more limited educational expecta=

. -

=

tions. Among current program enrollees, a majority of those individuals
who planned to remain in the Service expected to continue their studies
beyond the initial cellege degree.

’

These results suggest that both high school.seniors with applicant

! . -

. potential and current program enrollees with careerist potenti view

the undergraduate military officer'training programs as itial step

161
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4

in achievement of advanced education and/or technical training. 'Bushnell

’

(1972)’ found that a higherﬁproportion of racial/ethnic minorities aépired

to an advanced degree than did whites. - Demographic profiles for respon-
Q.‘ . . " ‘ '-
" dents in the present sufvey also showed that a higher percentage of non-= -,
[ . c. - . . ! ) <
: ar . ! .
whites than whites expressed an interest in applying for these programs,
J . ’ - -

indicating that potential‘non-white applicants may'view these programs as

)
~
.

" a step towardhcontinuing post-graduate.study or training. In addition;A
‘ . . P
-demographic variables indicated that a considerable percentage of the

L

potential‘college freshmzi)applicants were already employed full time.

These individuals could

—

means of pursuing a career rather than a means of obtaining an education.

=

ard military officer training programs as a

L1fe Goals. Potential applicants in both high school and college

tended to select economic and self-motivated choices ffom a list of future

.

life goals ("making a lot of money," "secure, steady job," "raising my

social level"). In a survey of youth's attitudes toward military service,

Fisher (1972B) found that a sample of’ high school students also endorsed

having a secure, steady job as their most important 1ife goal. Furthery
more, they beliaved that this goal could be ‘achieved in the military.

However, potential careerists among'the current program enrollee sample
0 .

selected adventure/excitement (Army‘QOTC and Navy ROTC) and, working for

. a better society (Air Force ROlC) more often than non-caréerists. Fisher -

/‘/7///reported that American youth believe that adventure/excitement was also an

)

- ' . ‘ ' .
- achievable life goal* in the mflitary service. ..
2 ) i .
These results indicate that potential appiicants consider the military

officer training programs as -a means of raising their own soclal status and

later providing a stable employment opportunity. Griffith (1972) reported

.




that most Air Force ROTIC c¢adets enrolled in the ‘program because of (1) the

opportunitp it provided for a better stand;rd of living‘&n the future, (2)

the monthly pay, and (35 the presfige of being an officer. .

Differences (in selection of 1%ee goals between potential enrollees
and careerists may be due to demographig differences (especially between

race and social level) already reported.

Reasons for Military Affiliat¥¥n

.

In general, a majority of the hi%ﬁrschool seniors who had expresjgg,ﬁ_ .
interest in the Scholarsblp or Subsistence programs‘cited d'status apd _ ‘
prestlge of being an offlcep“ or "military career opportunities as »

strongly influenping their decision to apply for.the ROTC, programs: The
majority of potential college freshmen applicants ingicated/the importance

*
»

of "becoming'more mature" as well as "status and prestige of being an

-
v . . '
. .

officer!"

> v -

Black and White Air Force cadets' surveyed by Griffdth (1972) were

asked a similar question. The majority of both races indicateg that being

an officer in the Air Force rather than an enlisted man was their major

#

reason for enrolllng in the program. Griffith s (l972) survey data-also
suggested that status and prestige and opportunity for a better standard

-of living influenced Air° Force cadet decision to apply for \ROTC programs:
& prog

x

Johnston and Bachman also found g substantial percentage (50%) of

v
'

individuals who, indicated that the opportunity to become an officer was
Py .
the most important reason for ROTC enrollment. " Almog? 50% of the ROTC

Ed

aepirant population (individuals interested in ROTC who attend non—ROTC

affiliated schools) replied in a similar manner.




A . .
. . & . e
In the present sh;vey, po#ential’program applicants also were asked

to indicate which specific reason strongly influenca&-théin,qééision to
— .

. apgly for military:officer training progrqms: A mgjority of high school

seniors ahd male'collegé freshmen were strdhgiy,infihenced‘in their deci-

sion to apply for one of thes% programs by such éonsidefations as Branch.

~

. % ' ’ e .
of Service and the opportunity for ground/air duty.. Female college fresh-

1 . ' N :
men tehded to attribute strong influence in their decisiom to apply to a
vartety of reasons including amouat of subsistence allowanece apd summer
. . .

camp §bligafion.

.Potentidl Careerists

When asked to,indicate which of sevéfgi general redsons had strongly
A} A » . s

n
v

influeficed the decision to continue in the military, poténtial careerists
: \ w : : ' : . ’

for all three ROTC programs.selected ¢D) miliiary.career opportunities; .
\ ° .

. (2) patriptism, (3) opportunity for special professional/technical tfgin—, :

ing, and (4) stat\pﬁnd prestige ,associat:ed'wit‘h being an offiter.

N - -

- ‘. .
Relevance of Pay .

°

v Potgntial applicants and potential careerists do not appear to be

motivated by anticipated financial remuneration. Less than 10% of ROTC
. ? .

cadets cited paymént and’allowances as a reason for applying for the ROTC
Progtams (Johnston and Bachmaq, 1972) . Pay and aIlowaan;;we;e not L
;;ason for’énrollme:t in ROTC hy an§ of fhé ta;get

po;ulation groups in éhe present study. 1In a&ditioéﬁ'pay anq allowances

4 5 "

selected as a general

were negatively related to exprgssed career intentions among the current
- f) . A - . .

v 11 . ' -
p&gg;am enrollees. . -
* L]

Furfhermore,.approximately half of all potential applicants to ;he N

military officer training programs underestiméted the total earnings of* ’

164
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- b , - Py

a beginning military officer. Less than half of these individuals were

aware thaf military officers had received a recent pay intrease, and fewer
Py ) e .

B P Y . . . :
. of theseeindividuals could_ identify the date this increas® had taken.plaee.'
ro - o

" Fifty percent‘(Soz) of current program enrollees knew the correct salary - - /

for a beginning officer; with most (35%) of the incorrect red;onses;under-._

estimating the pay range. Although 80%.of currdnt pfogram enrollees
. < .

*

’

créimed'awareneés of, the current pay increase, less.than half could iden-
tify the correct date of the increase. Air Force ROTC cadets in Griffith's

v " - -

study also underestinated’btarting'ofticer salary. .

. 2 M AN .
In sum@ary, most potential ﬁ{g;:am enrollees and potential careerists
» . <« <

~
cons1dethhe ROTC program as a means of initiating their education and

s teghnlcal training Most potential applicants also regard“the ROTC pro-

- -

; grams as providing a means of achieving their major life goals: raising "
* .
social level, becoming an officer, and providing a secure, gteady job. K

However, meither ROTC potential applicants nor potential military ‘career-

[ 4

/. ists are primarily‘motivated by anticipation of possible -economic advantages

accruing from either program enrdllment or from,a career of gervice in the

miiitary.
~ = : 4

Awareness of*Military Officer Trainiﬁgférdggams Ty ,

T~ . ' g

Most high school seniors and-college freshmen 1952) had henrd of the

. ROTC programs. The majority knew that thé Army sponsored ROIC. However,
. 5 o ,
less than 50% of thejeollegé freshmen and only 257 of the high school

. ad

senidks ,knew that the Navy and Air Force aiso sponsored these programs.

. ~ -

Ayer's survey found that 70% of high school seniors designated -as "patriots"

. .
-

(and therefore assﬁme& to be more likely td join ROTC programs) indicatedQ

’qhat all three of the Armed Services had Reserve Officer Training programs.

]
v . . . - .
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. . ’ oy,
level of awareness was found among these enrollees for the’ of f-campus

"less than 10% cit

LI - i -

o . . . ‘ L . ’

JIn the present study, awareness of off-campus programs was found-to
be very low. Only 20% or less of the target populations had heard of the ,

various off-campus programs (ROC, AVROC, PLC). The inability 6§ yeuth‘to
o P . A g
relate the programs to the sponsoring Services was partieularly notéwor'thy,

, ) ‘ . ,
i.e., AVROC was cited as an Air Force‘brogram when in fact it is sbonsored

by the Navy. ,

. P -

In general, currént program enrollees were better in%irmed than were

<

civilian }outh. However, the level of awareness of Subsistence programs

[
among ROTC enrollees was still less than 59%- "The level of awareness of

v
ROTC among og%jcampus program eﬁrollees\was also high (97%); but a low

P

programs other than their respective programs (approximately 45%) .

Reported exposure to ROTC advertising was low. Approximately 304 of

L

the high school seniors and cbllege freshmen reported exposure to all three

ROTC programs. ‘Kpproximately 20% of, these populations had neither 'seen nor
” .
heard any advertising for ROTC. .

‘ - i

“No particular group of individuald was specified as a source of ’

‘information about ROTC by thefmajority of high school senioip or college

" freshmen. Thus; the majo major personal source of "information abofit ROTC cited

o &"
by high school seniors were friemb and sqhool acquaintances. School

-—

counselors and teacHers were another major informational source. Hou!Fer,

fewer than 15% of these groups listed these individuals as their major

' .

Fa - -

sources of ROTC gjformarion. Among the sample of high school seniors, .

any .single aspect of the recruitiné process, e‘g

‘

! .
_recruiting brochurés, ads, the mllitary recruiter B ‘sgg.ﬁtc. #The Ayer

survey ¥ found that 407 of high school seniors,labeled "patriots" reported -
p -

.
7 <. . +
-
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lm’

~more favorable than to the coursework perhaps indicating that ROTC course- .

or related to'milieary 1ife and that more challenging texts-were needed.

- Surrent survey also felt that the quality of coursewdrk was comparable to

-, .

- ~

-, .
an exposure to pamphlets, flyers, and bulletins advertising ROTC pregrams, r

Some 15% had been exposed to TV and radio comfercials for ROTC. Inlthe

L4

Ayer survey, personal sources of information about ROTC which were cited
. &

. . s

included guidance personnel, ROTC personnel, and parents, g

. . . ) .

Academic Qualitv or‘ROTG Inetruction and.Coursework : -, e
Most ROTC enrollees (45- 65%) reported higher grades.earned in ROTC . | 2.

courses than in their general college courses. These‘results may }Q@icate 4'..

that the ROTC coprsework'may be less difficult or graded more leniently "’//

‘than other college coursework in general. N e l'.‘ e T,‘ _:;;5

Fer the current survey, ROTG enrollees tended to rate their.instruc-
[ ¢ A . . . . T
tors as comparable‘to other faculty (51-62%). However, a substantial per-

centage (27~ 404) felt that the ROTC instructor was better than most other :b'.\\\

faculty members. In addition Griffith reported that 70-757% of Air Force

9

ROTC enrollees-believed thatwpkeir instructors were abave average or super-

v - . N -

~

ior when compared to the faculty in general. _ROTC enrollees fpr the

t

- Lt - J
-their other courses. However, the reaction to ‘the ROTC instructor was

, ¢ /o

. | T
work is less challenging and of more variable quality than ROTC instructor

ﬁ—

quality. Griffith, however reported that a majority of Air Fbrce ROTC

»
cadets felt that_the ROTC courses were of some value, but.no pore or less .=

- ]
important than their other college work.

When respondents were asked to provide %uggestions-for improvemenf”

of the ROTC coursework, 15% felt that ROTC coursework needed no improve-

ment. However,.approximately 10-15% of the students surveyed felt that o

A Y
ROTC courses should be geared to more practical application of information,
N .
=

o
" -
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«Basic Advanced,
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/ Scholarship
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Advanced
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To'gel .
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. BN ) k 0 . - ' + .
-.  USAF ROTC 0 > W 196 . -« 181 766
. 4 v - N - N .
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10a. ~

Q

INTERVIEWER:  @'s. 10A THRU 10D4UST BE ASKED OF ALL RESPONDENTS. HOWEVER., SINCE WE DO NOT WANT-
TO HAVE ALL RESPONDENTS ASKED THE QUESTIONS IN THE SAME ORDER, PLEASE STAR] WITH THE QUESTION
“X'£D" IN RED. CONTINUE SEQUENTIALLY THROUGH @, 10D THEN 60 BACK AND ASK THOSE QUESTIONS '’
WH1Cr PRECEDED THE QUESTION YOU STARTED WITH. i

——

o e

s : <L
P

SAY TQ ALL RESPONDENTS . . . Here 1s a’card (HAND RESPONDENT GREEN CARD "A") which describes a

certain type of military officer training program. Please read the card carefully to familiarize*

yourself with the program and then I would like to get your reaction. ‘

- 1

L3

v GREEN CARD "A" > .

- . +
The Army, Navy, and Air Force each have College military oféficer training prograitfs
called ROTC* scholarship programs. The Services pay up to 4 Eears.'oﬁ tuition, fees
and provide money for eXpenses toward a college education. ese programs have
military courses on campus, ahd require military training. They also require you
to attend summer. camps for which you are pa'xd! T = choice of schools 18 restricted
to about 375 colleges with ROTC programs. You serve for 4 years as an officer in
the Service for which you were trained and ar®additional periad 1f you become &
pirlot or navigator.

s

~

* ROTC stands for Reserve Qfficer Train.ng Corr-

> T
(AFTER RESPONDENT HAS READ THL CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARD ;#17 A% s ) which of these' statements

would apply to.you as regards the prodram offered bt:nc%\u v (CHECK ONE ANSWER ONLY} (RECORD' BELOW)

wWhich statement would apply to you as regards the
' option? (CHECK ONE ANSWER ONLY) .
[

And how azout the program of fered by tne Air Force? (CuECY ONE ANSWER ONLY) ¢ -
£,

. . 1
. A
. . . e . _SERVIEE: v
R Army Navy + | Air Fbrce
. . A . ———
a. I would apply forj this program AR :, é 301 ‘ 31-1 . 32-1
b, I would not apply)for this progmxﬁ";’ .o Y S -2 2
c. Don't know 1f I wduld apply for'this pr?gram L. 3 3 3 .,
® hd : - = lo . .
7 - . 2L . . A - .
(IF "WOULD APPLY" FOR NAVY PROGRAM. ABX:) Wnf{ld you prgfersto gnter the MABIN% CORPS or the NAVY
-after graduation? - ¢- . ) - . )
. Marine Corps ig-l ' .‘sNazy L2 .
. \ - Lt - N . . 3 T .
SAY TO ALL RESPONDENTS . . Here 1s.4 card (HAN!f.RESPONDENT ELUI:_ CARD' "B") which describes a

certain type of military officer training program.” Please’rvac¢ the card carefully ‘to familiarize
yourself with the program and tFrp ] would like to get :our wctﬁn.
! A ) get pedl
. Al [

k] ok . A

< ¥ -
~—~BLUE CARR “B“% - . ———3
y T s R f
.

@
The Army, Navy, and Air: FStce eXch daveid Colle mﬁ ar i >
called ROTC subsxstencer‘l\llov{ance Progrén. " Theg:ervxc;s grgsfé?: :\;::;i;g & rﬂe'
) for the Junior and Semor years.  Usually, men enter these programs after c pleting
N 2 years of "Basic ROTC". in th€ir Freshmen 3nd®Sophomcre years.™ Thesé programs have
mLlitary courses on camous, and'require military trainrna.. They a require you
to attend summer camps for whichrycu are paid. The progragns-are only offered ‘at
375 schocouis wath ROTC programs: ‘You serve+2 years as a ficer 1n the Army after
o ) graduating. You scrvd, 3 yeand A% & Navy Bf€:cor. . You sifse 4 years as an Aar Force
officet. You serve an ‘additygnal perigd 1f YQU srcuTu_become a pilot or, navxqat-or.

(AFTER RESPONDENT HAS READ THE CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARC #15 MND ASK:) Which 6f these statements

would afvply'w' you ,a}x:eqard the, P‘r%ggam"ofi:ered By the A’rmy? (CHECK ONE ANSWER ONLY) (RECORD BELOW) '
P r f . » S— .

. %
Which statement would apply to fou as ged
option> (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) ' .}
. o

tthe ilavk-, whxoch inclules the U, S. Marine Corps as an
Al
A

dl N . ‘ -
fr Fo¥cg? | (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW)

. L - . SERVICE: '+ & .
. . e H] : B » -
. . "o \ P _Army ™ __Navy. =~ Air Parce
'y ! . (2 Years) * ‘ (3 Years) Years)
a. I would apply for this prograh . .. 24-1 v __35-] —d6-1
; P » ~ ‘
., b. I would. not agE“-lz for this program .r

2 2 2
" ‘3 "i
E CORPS or tihe NAVY
-

c. Don't know 1f I wo'ufd apply for this program *
. < N : b
(IF "WOULD APPLY" FOR NAVY PROGRAM, ASK:) Would you prefer to enter th ?ﬂﬂ‘N
. 2 -

—3

after qraduatxor‘
v ! Maring Corps 37& : Navy

.
N o~ »
. . - .
v .
- " . ¢ '
. 3 [t .o s ‘ ( v ]

-
?'}3 »:
e - ’ A
- N .
. ,

vy, whict i1ncludes the U. S: Marine Corps ag an

*

1




, SAY TO ALL RESPONDENTS . . . . Here 18 a card (HAND RESPONDENT YELLOW CARD "C") which describel a
certain type of nIIItxry officer training program. Please read the card carefully to familiarize yourself
with the program and then I woula like to get your reaction.

T z p
o - YELLOW CARD "C” .

. PR -
The Marine Corps has & College military officer training progran,called PILC
(Platoon Leader:z Class). FPor their last three years in college, a studént
may choose to receive a montlly subsistence allowance. Students dre also
paid td attend two 6-week summer camps, usually between the Freshmen-Sophomore
years and the Junior-Senior years,” ‘There 18 no military course work on campus
and no military training on campus. You gtteﬁa any.accredited college of
yoir choice. You serve 2 1/2 to 4 years as an officér after graduating from
college, depending on how many school years you received subsistence
allowance. (Pilots and flight officers’ serve for longer per@ods.) ‘

- -

~»

.

§R RESPONDENT HA% READ THE CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARD #10 AND ASK: } - ¥hich of these statAents <
woul apply fo you as regards the PLC Program, requiring 2 1/2 to 4 years of service as an uiricér atrter
graduating? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) L .

- /
Which statement would apply to you as regards the PLC Pilot Program, rdfuiring 5 to 1? years of service as
an officer after graduating? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) -
And how about the PLC Flight Officer Progilas .requ1r16g 5 to 6 years of service as an officer after
graduat1ng? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW)

- l" R

PLC
PLC (FLIGHT
¢PILOT) OFFICER)
5-6 "rars 5-% Years

would apply for-thais program . ' 39-1 . - 40-1
I would not apply fqr thas program . 2

3 v
c. ‘Don't Know if I would Qpply for this
Program . . B

1

. N . .
EAY\TO ALL RESPONDENTS . . . Heres is a card (HAND K RESPONDENT PINK CARD "D") which describes a
certain type of military of£1cer training program. Please read the card carefully to familiarize yourseli_
with the program and then I would like to get your reaction.

8
”

10a4- o PINK cmnn
The Navy has two “of f-campus”™ College gilitary officer trawuning programs.
They "are called ROC (Reserve Officer Corps) and AVROC -(Aviation Reserve
Officer Corps). In, both programs, the Navy pays college men to attend

“two summer camps, one between the Junior-Senior years and the other upon
completion of cpllgge. There is no military course work on campus and no
military training op campus. You “attend dny school of-your choice. In
ROC, you serve ears as a Navy non-flight officer after graduating from
college. In A » YOu, serve as a Navy pilot for 4 1/2 years, or as a.

¢ Navy navigator for 3 1/2 years -~ after you fimish flight training.

~ . - .

. e

s - v .
i:FTER RESPONDENT HAS READ THE CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARD #10 AND ASK:) A Which of these statements
uld apply to you as regards the ROC Program? (CHECK ONE AMSWER BELOW) *

¥ .
Which statement would apply to y~iVac regards the AVROC (Pilot) Program? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW)

v - ofr/"" ' ‘ .
And how about the AVROC (Navigat Program? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) ,

a

-~

~ 2

4 . ¢ '
ROC *AVROC .
(Pilot) . (Navigatorj

(3 Years) (4% Years) | (3% Years)
‘ . A »
I would apply for thas program 41-1
would not appily for this program y 2
. S

n't Know if I wbuld apply for,
this program

e a




APPENDIX C

THE EXTENT OF DRAFT MOTIVATION BY PROGRAM PREFERENCE
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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