
P AD AO77 825 MILITARY ACADEMY WEST POINT NY OFFICE OF flit DIRECTO~—ETt F/s 5,~ o
CHANSES IN SELF—EVALUATION OF CADETS. (U)
.AJN 78 C F BRIDGES

UNCLASSIFIED no.00—78—016 NL 

~:L I.! fl
— END

DATE
FILME D

I -80
DOC

II



i . ~ 

~~~~~~

~~ 
~~~ ~

22

I I

11111 1i25 11111th 4 HM~
6

~~~~~~~~~ IL SI I J \ I ~’ I

L~f



- -

p 
78-016

UNITED
!~ STATES
LJ _~t~d M I L I TA RY

_ ACADEMY
I~ ~~~~~~~~I. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ WEST POINT •NEW YORK

1.
/ DEC ~:, 

~~~~~~

-

r > 
[~ Tflj L!L ~~HAN(;Es IN
A SEL~F EVALUATION

OF CADETSw ..-- - -

La— 
~~
. j 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
c_I , 

• 
1 •“ ;iy ,.~~~~nr

7 ~~ ~~~

‘ “ .

-
~~

0FF1(;I~ OF THI’
I)IRFC1OR 01: INS II Ft 1FIONAI. RIS I ARCH

DUTY•HONOR COUNTRY JUNE 1978

- L. _ - — - -~~~.~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~ —-~~~~~--—- - - -~~



CHP.NGES IN SELF-EVALUATION OF ‘ ADETS

Report  No. 4~ O.O 0— 78—0 l6
Project No. 202
Prepared by: Mr. Claud~ F. Bridges
Programmer : Gregory Warzala
Typist: Susan M. Griffiths
June 1978

ABSTRACT

‘
~~Comparisons of the self-evaluations by cadets in the Class of 1975 at entrance ,

and again shortly before graduation , indicate that in 15 of 21 personal traits ,
cadets ’ self-evaluations tend to increase during the four years at USMA . How-
ever, though remaining high , their self-confidence typically drops significantly
in their academic and mathematical abilities , in popularity with the opposite
sex, popularity/general , and in cheerfulness. Self-rated leadership, public
speaking, and athletic abilities significantly increase. At entrance , a larger
percentage of cadets than of other college freshmen are higher than average in
all traits except defensiveness , sensitivity to criticism , political liberalism,
and artistic ability. Cadets ’ overall pattern of changes is not typical of
those normally occurring in college students , nationally . At entrance , cadets
who la ter separa ted dif fered significantly from those who later graduated . A - - -

smaller proportion of separa ted cadets than of graduated cadets perceived
themselves as being higher than average in academic ability, leadership ability ,
drive to achieve , and mathematical ability——a larger propor~..ion of separated ca-
dets were higher than average in stubbornness, sensitiy4t~y to criticism , polit-
ical liberalism , originality , and ar tistic a b i l i t y,  (~~bjective external data
indicated that, as a whole , the cadets ’ self_evaluat\oñ~- tended to be quite
realistic and valid . Implications for action are pre’~ented. ..

NOTE: Any conclusions in this report are not to be construed as officia l
U.S. Military Acade.y or I~~partment of the Army positions unless so desig-
nated by other authorized documents.

DISTRIBUTION : document is prepared f or 0 cia urposes only. S
contents in y t be eproduced r d tribut (in whole in wi thou t
specific lesion o the rintem , U.S.  Mi l i ta ry  Academy , in each
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‘
S

s hAH ; t : ;  IN  cLI . i -— E VA L U ATIO N Ut- ’ CADETS*

is - ks~round and Problem

A d in in i st  r U t  ion of t he  Amer l I a r !  s s w ~ I I s n  I u s d 1  1OrI s c t udei i t  In f o rm a t i on  11 3-nI ’ (AcE’ a
“S I F ” )  , t ~ e nt e r  i n~; :-SMA s,tdt ’  t , has , ‘t e . it t ’t  l y ShOWII t h a t  the i r u t ’ !  f — e v a l u a t i o n s  III

i t ’r s on a l  t r a l  t s s  ( i n c l u d i n g  e i Th t  abi l i t  i t s )  , iL ~~ ‘~ ‘i t .s i~ bly h i s j t i e r  than i r s ’  most of those
of t tie t y~ i ~~~~ 1 ~‘o I less, ’ f r e s h m e n .  i t s , ’  r t ’~ U t ,‘d magri l  t ude 1 ‘ ii 1st  i c ability, “ “do f e n —
siveness ,” and “selisit ivity to criticism ” 43-s ,il ou t  t he  ,,lm e t s r  new dets, and for lIttle!

malt students entering four—year -~ i ls”jss . i l y  in I , ’v t ’l  of “j*~1 i tical liberol  I urn ’ do c’i —
J et s ;  t y p i cal l y  ra te  themselves  l s t w t ’ z  t han  sb ‘1  s r  ,‘x ter i r ig collegt’ students (Houston ,

- 
- l ’~72 ~ 1 i ’7 )  . Concern  hj :; Iseen exi [t ’ s us ’ t U t  t t i e  j’os;s i It ii ty t h at  USMA may t ej id to under-

mine the hi gh s e l f — c o nf ider;ce tha t  s - ,t t e ’t s  I i i l l  y have when t hey  r u t  c i.  If so, possible
remedi a l  .ictions shou ld  be jx ;vt’s;t iqatest . Th is U! ~‘ is impur  tant a l u o  because a ler son  ‘ S

~el f—eut eern ti~o; bee n shown t (‘ sign i I  i c5int ly  r .‘d i t  1,’vs’l s t  ‘ r i  t !‘ifl,liIs s’ and i -rsonal
, it  x s t  . n- t  ion I e i t  by an ir id i  vi d u a  1 Ii sn h it s er f i  m . t s ,  - - s i t ’~ - stubs upon h i s  level of us’ i f —

t ’ s,teern ( s ;reenbia us  i. B at in , l t 7 4 )

The purpose s t  the present r e u r ,r r c t ;  is t s ,  dvt ~~r t n i i s s ’  w h at  , I s , t t  j~ ” . occur i i i  cadets ’ s e l f —
evaluations on t t le  .~1 t r a i t s  i n c l u ded  i T S  the Sir , ,rrid to ut udy the validity (accuracy) of
their s;t’lf—ovaluation rt’por te .

A1’i sr ss ,t5h

In 1971 , n ew cadets completed the ACt S SI t - ’. us’ set  of ques t ions  used f iv e — p o i n t  L iker t
Scales and asked t h e  cadet to rate h imself on 21 important personal traits “when compared
wi th the average student his own age .”

4 In the “First (‘Ic’,:;’ Questior:rtarre--l175 ,” a random sample of almost half the cadets still
in  the sam e USMA class were given t ar a l l el  quest ions  near graduation (Apri l  1975) . ** Then
the same sample ’s distribution of self-evaluations at entrance and again at graduation
were compared . Cadets ’ self-confidence in  each of the 21 areas at graduation reflects the
impact of t h e i r  experience:; since e x i t , ’ !  ing  West P o i n t  on their  personal characterist ics  at
entrance (including their initial level of self-confidence) , the results of their natural
maturation , and any chance factors when responding to the quest ions.  Statist ical  analyses
of these data identified the differences , and trends , and relevant correlates. For se-
lected abilities , the reported self-evaluations, both of cadets and of national samples of
college students , were also compared with external measures by standardized tests.

Findings

1. ç,~~~~ es in the Percent of the Class wi th  Higher than “Average” Self-evaluations.
Results of the analyses are summarized in Figures 1 and 2 , and Tables 1 and 2. A brief
explanation of each set of data , and the major findings are given in this and subsequent
sections of this report.

The percentage of cadets at entrance and again near graduation and of male four-year col-
lege students at entrance who perceive themselves as being higher than the average student
their age , in each of the eight abilities and in the 13 other personal traits, are de-
picted , respectively, in Figures 1 and 2. In an unselected , normally distributed sample,
31% would be “above average.”

Figure 1 shows that new cadets ’ self-confidence , in spite of being appreciably higher at

•A nontechnical  condensation based on a technical report , which is available in draft
form to requestors desiring such detai l .

~~~ entrance, the sample of graduates did not differ significantly from all graduates in
any of the 21 traits.

~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ , ,  ________
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s’ntl,tt:, s’ than that s t  ~‘th ~’r s I ~ l i , ’ s~ ,’ I r-e~ u iint’ri , tet:sb: , to  i r i s ! ,ut:,,’ marked l y l i t  six s t  i , ,

t igh t , t t i l i t i e s  du i ins ;  th~ tour v ed i  ‘ . at West l i n t .  ‘rh i s iuq t t  i s ’m a i r ; i r ; st  vety Iii ’;h , ty~ i—  
~~~

cal ly t h ’  it :;e I t  ~~s I ’ il I idets5 - s’ i i :  t h ej  z jcadtmis’ ~l’ i 1 i t  v . t t s , b  iii ttiei i m a t h e m a t ic a l  ~ b i  l i t  v
i”s t  ~ip l ’ies ’ 1 a ll y .  s ’o t : I l  dr ’ns ’s ’ i n  their .r t h let 1 s a l l i i  ty s ’x t i  i i i  t s d  t t s s ’  mo:; t mar Red i i ; —

s t  ‘‘a’,e It ma gn it u d e . lul l r - - :q’s’uk t r ig  u l i  i i  ty  and rtk’s tult: ls.I 1 ,tl’i ii t ’ j  t i ( ~ I s i  5 ,5 ’ s ,sisJ It ’
t i r rT~iqr i i tu d e  , ‘t s t s , i t ; s ~~ ’ ,

~~i ’;uis’ . -1 *:’ t hat in nine ~ t the 13 other l’ez us s rtal t r a i t s , c, b s ’t  typic ally ~ Xh ~~b i t r ’ s i
ir is ’ie uus’d :.elt—evaluat t or i : . , the ir~ ’st marked itIs ’tea:;es being in  t l t c i i  ;, ‘ t s s i t i v l t y  1 ’  s i t ~~

c ism .u.,t  p o lit ic a l cs t s - ,s ’ r ‘.‘ u t  1 silt . 1t i * most .ipi’r e1’ i~ hle sls’s’rcascs s I , s u l  i 5 ’d i t :  l’s ’ r s ’s’ I vest
il ~~r i t  y w i l t s  I i ,- ’~ 1 ’ ’’’ ~~~~~ sex , t ol lsswt’J by sj t ’t : ei  a! t’~q’ui .1! i t  y , t t : s t  s i s t r i  !;i l io n s .  Ci —

- b e t . ’ s ‘veiji 1 jut t i i  i;’; ‘t changes do not seem t o  be t yj ’  i cal  of those s ’c, i t r  r l i s t normally in
c l  legs ’ . t :1,5: - u t  - . , rut’ or s~~l II’ ; 1st the only Jib tt’ts’ric es t~~ i which  Is.ii,1 data are availab le
art’ in .1 ’ - ‘ m ar k e d  i r : , ’z t a n s ’ in t h e i r  l’s’l i t  i c a l  sou Se! ~‘at t u r n , wh ,  i s ’j :; :~t !t( ’i s ’s,s l  l~.’l J t ’ .t  1t
,t eu - s’nd I m a r k e d  i v  i n c r  eas, ’ i i  l o l l  t ic a l  1 t I e r  al ism and ;Ies ’2 cuss ’ in p o l i t i c a l  c o t l s i e ! V—
i t t  rn . -‘

At ,‘ :‘, r i , a ritar ks ’st l \ ’ l, Ws ’i t h a n  the “ s t , t t s , l a I s t ~~ 31% ‘‘1 s’ d st s ’t  t u r d  hi gh , ’z t han aver . tsU’
e’valua ’ 1 ‘: ( i . s ’, , wer  s ’ u i . ’ , t  i t ;  t he  I ‘w s t i r  , ‘c t  roi l ) it: t h e  l a s t. . t t’i  I i  (y  l i : s t  5’J in t t s i ; t r  s ’
1 .r:;51 i ,  I a t  t - r ~‘~~‘ trait. i i i  I i  gui , ‘  .‘ . By graduation , t hey were i t i  It 1 v, ’l y u s ’! oct in

hs ’ ls ’~ d i r  s ’ Ic,; ‘is! v in t hs~ i r I s ’ l  i t  i~~al  1. its ’ i a l  i sm arid Art i s - I  i s ’ A l t  l i t  y

In ‘i’ ’t ; , ’t .ii  , t h e  ;tdt i t  i, .,! lv l u s t  t i - .r t t , - t ~~r r 5 t t ’ . t , ’t ~ sls ’st t o  1’~’ in t h i s ’  s t i r  es - t 1, ’i: that in—
ci east ’S ‘. s. it uniqueness; i e l~~t ive to ~ t ti, ’t s’ntt’i t r i g  ~‘ s l i . ’ r . ’ s t  i i s t , ’ r : t  s. , r u s t  ;,‘ .‘m:; to move

n I t  t , ’w , r r J t~~,’ pa t t . ’r :, j x s l ’ i l s l y  t l ’ l ’ i s ’ . l l  of  Army o t t  i s ’s ’! ‘ . 5 ,

ij  ISe t we s t ;  CasIt tu ’ S s ’ l t— s ’ v , t l u a t i o i : u ,’.t l i s t  i ~ t i c , ’  ~ i s t , i t , t , j s i i i ~~t i o t i .  F i s U l i t ’s
1 aus t 2 s’:,’w.’,I wha t happened t o  t is. ‘‘ .itsove av e r  .srt ’ ’’ 1’,’~ 

c~~I:t ag, :. i i ;  l ist I ou r  ‘~‘s’ar  , r t  West
l i t  r r i .r t  tot: ‘is what t s , ~ 1 - 1 ’ , ’ i ss ’,( t o  ,,~ i t~~~, :s t i~ t s ’i;~ ’s’ at  all l,’v,’ls , t Is - s’bu aru qe  i t :  t i l t ’

rit a : .  - - 5 ’! s ’’ . ar i d  li t ’ ‘s i  i s ’ 1,t t is ’!: l , ’tws ’s’r: ,s’ l I —eval,uat i-ot;u it ,‘is t l U l l ’ s ’ dint t s l ’ i pris ’r to

- i i  ,ids;,rt 1 s t ;  ale ~ t:s’wts it ; -:‘ ,. o i . 1. The s’h .itiqs ’ss t roirt , : ; t  r tin ’.’ t s ’  t i  , i , t ; i .r t  i s : , :  it :  the l’’’t s’I ’t l t

Ut t st gi ,rslu,r t r i’; k -la 5 : ,  t h a t  1 5 ’! s ’o i t ’ s’d t h em s s ’ iv , ’ :; a:; I t t  t s r  thai; av ’’r  ag’ t ’ r  o v i J s’~ on l y
‘rs ’t :s ’r . t l  it : ‘‘ilrI ,rt 1,: :; as to t to’ d i i  s’ , - t ion and magnitude ci t ~~‘ s’tIar is !s’: ;  it’, s’,t c t i  ,,t ’ It —

t ’Vj l ~~~~t i s ’n  on ,‘,ich t r a i t .  The cadet , i : ;  the ‘‘to ! l~~~ ’’ grout’ I t  t n t !  . 0 1 s t ’  s ’s ’tl i st I l . I ’ s’ s ’ t i ~~~
creased markedly, and the cads’t :. i t s  t i:5 ’ “1’, ‘t torn I s~~ “ t r o u t ’  could have sit ’s ’! su~s;t ’d iii S t  i t  —

confidence , without influencing the data h, ’i e.  In s’ompu t ing  t h , ’ two itw’aris; t s r  s’,is , l i  it em ,
the r U t  j ns~ levels f rom “ lowest iC~~” to “hi ghest 10% ” were .15:5 1 ,i n,’ l ,

~‘~‘l s’ V.1 lues; s ; U s ’s’, ’’; —

sive ly , from “ I ”  to “S , “ so tha t the 1 ,ui gel the 55’ ,’! s’ , I lie I; t r u e r the so It —s ’Va I :ia t t o , :  i t t
that area. The scale levels should be s u f f i c i e n t l y  d oss’ to bs’irlq equal unit 5s’,IIs ’:, t o
provide use fu l  measures of centra l  tendency variance .in i c or r e l a t i o n , and l ’ i o t ’r d s ’ f u r t h er
eval ua t i on of the sign i I is ’anc e’ , order , and r e l a tiv e  magn i tude  of the lvi’ : s .il ch.ir:s;es; from
entrance to graduation.

In spite of the sharp drop it; the mean for perceived Academic ttl’iiity and Mathematical
Ability , the mean change in perceived ability was an iricreus” of ;t .154 in the mean for all
eight abilities combined . In fact , even with decreases , some of which may be s’or:slsis’zed
desirable, in the means for eight of the 21 traits , the near’, o ver a l l  change t~~r the 11 was
an increase of 0.079 points. Regardless of how the data at,’ org , i r : t : ,’d and analyzed , there
is no evidence that West Point can be considered to t’t’ dctrirn s’t ;tal t o  the general self-
confidence of cadets.

The correlation coefficients also presented in Table 1 itist Isulte that self—evaluations at
the beginning and at the end of the four-year interval have a relatively low to tnods’iu te
direct relationship. Firstclasiunen ’s level of sensitivity t o  criti ciSm was; the lea:;t pre-
dictable from new cadets’ self—evaluations , hut its correlation of .ls ’ st~~t is t ical1 y was
highly sigrrific~~ t (p ‘. .001) . The Fourth (‘lass and the First Class have less than 10% i t t

conunon (i.e., r ‘ .10) for evaluations on four different traits--sensitivity t o  s u I t ”
cism, political conservatism , leadership ahility , .ui i defensiveness.

• The most stable self-evaluations over the four-year interval were t,’r the other ss’v,’r:
abilities——with correlations of .50 for academic abil ity and mathematical ability, and ot

_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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• I .~~ts t o r mech an ical  a ij i t ty , athletic a b i l i t y ,  and aztistie a l i l i ty .  Even for these abili—

~~~~ there wU: , cons ;id , ’r , it is .  s h i f t  ing i r ;  : ;e l f— conf idence . In brie f , on most traits , ap—
• I r o x i m at e ly  half the s’ad, ’t s ,  (medians 4r~~) made exactl y the same self—evaluations at

s;raduatxori that  they did at entiance , . tt ;d the eth e i  cadets ten ded more towards an i n cr ease
i n s e l f — t a t  i u ; s ; s  ( 15 t r a i t s)  t t ;a is  t hey did toward a decrease (6 t r a i t s )

TI5 ’ ,~5 -s ’c i f i c  ct ; a t ;s ; s s s ’rs  r d i v u . du a l t r a i t s  ‘a! .~ more mean ing fu l  and useful as guides to pos-
sible act ion.  z ;esv , ’r al of t t ; s ’ d t ;a t ; s !t ’ss  seem to w ,t x  r a n t  special consideration . The major
strop was, m i  t h i s ’ cont  i j ,’i  c , ’ : !  t lit’ s;,’ , ,I : t s ’ t 5; i tt  t i t e i r  academic ab i l i ty  re lat ive  to others.
‘I l l s ’?  s’ i s  also a sma l l  h u t  s i g n t i  f i c a n ; t  dr ’ i - i t ;  the percent wi th  above average drive to I
a : t s i s ’vs’ that may be s~ t c, ’ r s s s ’ r t s . ‘ I ’ t s e i , -  is a cs ’t ;sidorable drop f0r  those i n i t i a l l y  very
s i gh , wh ich  i s only p a r t i a l l y  5s: r nj ’s ’i t s at ed  f o r  by the increase for those initiall y lower.
I’ ,’ : , - s t ’  t w: a t  ta: s t - t m t o  w a r  i at; t fur t s r  investigation in the f u t u r e ,

Th~ drop ii’, !t s1 c s i’~s’ si lo l u l a l  ity (loth “s;t’’;’~t dl ” and “with the opposite sex”) may be pri—
max’ily a realistic result of the anitim ili tari stic attitudes still very prevalent in the
mt i-70’s. This area would be of more’ cot;cern if it were not counter-balanced somewhat by
rh , m d - . m e ’ in sOcial self—confidence .

II, droj’ ii: ~‘t;e ’e z f~~lt :s ’s~ is in (-ot;:,ot,dr)cr’ w i t h  tue statement in the July 1977 Final Re—
ot West ,Eoint Stud  Grou (p. of the Department of the A rmy , “that a relatively

s u m s - n ess at m s sj - t :t . i c ’  seems t o  prevail. . . . A certain grimness marks many of the ca-
‘le ts; . i is ’wt ’Vs ’r , this change is also consonan t w i t h  the hypothesis that  i t  re f lec ts
seri,’u , :;es;~, of u r j  cue and perhaps maturation , more than it does a deficiency in humor .

i,,’ ot h e r  ,lrs’,m sf s j-s ’cial  s i g n i f i c a n c e  is the highly significant increase in political
cons e rva t i sm  and decre ase in l ibe ra l i sm.  This change is exactly the opposite of the
change c t s a r a c t , ’ r i s t i c  for  col lege s tudents  n a t i o n a l l y .  Gallup (1975) reported , “college
st udents stove shari ly to the l e f t  as they advance from freshmen to seniors. ” He .~ontin-
ues , “we f i n d  . . . across; the country there is the same progressing trend , a liberalizing 

‘t r e n d  in a t t i t u d e s  toward sex , drugs , al cohol , and so on. Students  change the i r  views
markedly  t ’t ’ t ueen f reshman and senior years. ” So do West Poin t cadets , but most t yp i ca l ly
in the’ opposite direction . It should not be surpris ing that , from the hundreds of varia-
I les analyzed in t t ; s ’ study of service academy attrition by the Government Accounting Of-
fm, ’,’ , the seven characteristics described in their “A Dropout Profile ” included the fol-
lowing : “It,’ tended to characterize his political attitudes as more liberal than those of

• the’ current student, and he took a more liberal stance on such controversial social is-
- • sues as marijuana legislation , divorce , abortion , and the all—volunteer force ” (GAO,

1976, Inclosure C , p , 7 6 ) .

3 . Relationships Between Self-evaluations at Entrance and Attrition. Because of the
• special concern that has been shown about attrition of cadets , Table 1 compares the per-

cent of entering cadets who separated f rem USMA with the percent of those who graduated
that, at entrance , had self-ratings higher than “average,” and provides other relevant
data. (Table 2 provides also for those desiring to make more detailed comparisons than
are convenient from graphs or who want to see the level-of-significance figures.)

The total pattern on the 21 traits for college men is more like that for separated cadets
(r = .910), than i t  is like the pattern for graduating cadets (r .800). As has been re—

• ported frequently in previous research (Bridges , 1975; and GAO, l~~7 6 ) ,  the cadets separat-
ing from the Academy tend to be like those retained , but also to be more like civilian
college students in interest, values , and capabilities than do those who are retained .
However , the general p~~tern on these 21 traits for separated cadets is even more similar
to that f or graduating cadets (r = .976) than i t  is to that for all college men.

Even more insightful are the specific differences revealed by the traits on which the two
groups differ significantly . On the four traits mi which cadets are highest , the sepa-
rated cadets were appreciably lower at entrance than those who later graduated.* The

More immediate implications arid relevance to admissions are indicated in T. Davidson ’s
MFR , dtd 30 Sep 77, subject : “Qualification of Candidates to USMA .”
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ex t s ’t , t  t~~ wh ich t h e : ; , ’  r e l at iveiy  lower self—evaluations reflect realistic perception
ot de ficm , r:cics should be determined h e foi - e’ efforts to develop measures of se l f -conf iden ce
mi apt ’cmfmc ait as are considered . Furthermore , unless a person is blocked by deep—seated
l C t : ; i t : a l i t y  problems , a cade t ’s u n r e al i s tic  se l f -conf idence  in desired areas can be cot’—
rec te ’d . EXs.’t ’j t for the t m aj t s  most re lated to academic success; , the graduating cadets
t e ’: 1t ssi t o  evaluate t l;emut’Ivs’:; even higher than they thd at entrance. Or-u four traits (Ath-
l e t ic  Ab i l i t y , i” :l u laz ’ i ty / - .er:e ’i a l , P o p u l a r m t y , ’~i~posite Sex , and Mechanical  A b i l i t y ) ,  ther e
i s c om ;smdt ’rab l t ’  con fidence that  the cadets who la ter  separated , and those who la ter  gradu-

F ated , could be , ‘ot’sidered as random samp les frost the same populat ion. On the othe r eig ht
t r a i t s , h i g h  c o n fx d t ’t t c, ’  Cannot be held either way as to whether those who la ter  l e f t  were
different from those who l a t e r  graduated .

~m nall y, all five of the traits on which lost cadets rated higher at e’ntrance than gradu—
.i t i r : ’~ cad e t s , were near the bottom of the list (Artistic Ability and Originality, S”nisi —
1 ‘.‘ it  v to sr i t  i ‘i sm , and s~t ui! - s r iuis ~:;:, , ,insl a I’ ‘lit i.’a I I.ibe ra l  i sn’m dimension )

TI,’ general tenor of these diftt .rt?r5ces l,’n,t:~ further support to a generalization that  has
l t ’ t . i S  made ,)Z tmp li s .d i l l  mo: ;t  intensive research reports on a t t r i t i o n - —a  primary cause of

i t  ict m~ d i  usor ian sce it’t wee ’s t he~ ~‘t’ r ’ soi,, il chat .mctt’r i sties of the cadet——his abilities ,
V U i S t s ’S , ,m: , s l  i z t , ’ r , ’ s f s - — a r i d t h e  demands s’I t h e ’ ~‘S MA envi ronment  (Bridges , 11 75;  and GAO ,
l !7t ’)

4 . The ~c c ur a c~ am id ;a l i t ht y  of c ’Jds’t ’ g Self-srvaluations, At graduation , a cadet ’s eval—
‘sas,io n of t s m s  A c a d em i c  A b i l i t y  r e s l a t i v s ’ to that  of o ther  college graduates is surpassed
o t s i . ’ by h ’, i~ c u n f i d es,ce in  h i s  I~ ’ads ’r sh i p  A b i l i t y ,  but the marked drop in h is  perception

h i s  r e I~~ t i v e  Academic  Abili t y r , m i ~~”s some important  questions . To what  extent does the
drop merely i t ’t leict  a , ‘o r re’c tj o n  or  an i n f l a t e d  se l f - eva lua t ion  at entrance? How accurate - ‘ -

ire these self-evaluations;? I,: a few areas there  are reliable external te st ,  data on ad-
t u,m l performance by new cadets ,  by o ther  college freshmen , and by nat ional  samples of high
school s t u~ls ’t1tS , t h a t  can be used t o  determine the general v a l i d i t y  of the se l f—evalu a—
‘mcI;;; in the t e u p s’c t i v e  groups. )
Btief ly , entering cadets typically tend to appr eciably  underestimate their actual mathe-
matical , and general academic a b i l i t i e s  relativ,’ to other students the same age. In self—
evaluation,; of ot h er  traits , entering cadets seem to be much store accurate when evaluating
themselves , relative to other students the’ same age.*

I , m t a  also are available , relat ive to cadets’ self—evaluations of their academic ability at
graduation . Shortly before graduation , only 77% of the Class judged their  academic abil-
m y  to be higher than that of other college seniors. Data on the Defense Officer Record
Ex amination  (DO RE ) and the s imilar  Graduate Record Examination (GRE ) provide some addi-
ti ou:,m l basis for determining whether the self-confidence of the Class in the academic
area tru)y has been undermined. A report , entitled “The Performance of USMA Graduates in
•5~., Cla-s.~es of 1967, 1968 and 1969 on the Defense Officer Record Examination ,” (Hecox ,
1970) provides considerable data on the comparability of the graduates of USMA and of the
other service academies wi th norms based ott national population of college graduates who
took the GRE as candidates for1 or students in, graduate schools. This is a much more
h i g h l y  select group , re la t ive  to the total college graduate population than is the
college-going group, relative to all high school seniors. It also provides 5ome useful
comparisons between total Army officer procurement, USMA graduates , and ROTC sources.

Among all  the Army o f f i c e r s  commissioned in 1969 , only 26% had GRE Quantitative scores
above 600 , but 88% of those frets USMA , and 28% of those from ROTC soui~ces , were in this
superior group . These are compared with the 42% of all male graduate school exanutimees ,
nationally, who had such high quantitative ability. In GRE Verba l Ability scores , the
percent of Firstcjassmen above 600 was not so outstanding, but unlike officers from ROTC
sources, still was not low , as compared to all male graduate school candidates , nation-
ally. The USMA ’s graduate mean of 550 was appreciably higher than the 511 mean made by
the national male group. This national norm group is so highly select that it does not

*The essential data for genie comparisons of levels on actual performance with levels on ‘ 
,. ~~~.

self-evaluations are presented in Parts A, B, C, and D of the Appendix.
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- v i d e ’ a L ne ’ , ’ i : e  add i t  i - n,, ! s t an dard lou a l l - u  a 1 s t  rnj  t he’ accuracy of the ’  gradual. it ; s ;  c a —
~~ , I s ’ t s , ’ e’v.t i t.i t l o t ;  ‘t t h e i r  rs l at i vs ’ . tc ,ts ls ’m i , ’ a b i l i t y .  }Ic’we’ver , the mean ;Pb qu a n it  i t a t i v , -

s~~- r , ’  ot c - s , 4  inn- t i’ ,’ r c , ’ n - , t t  1,’ r a n k  ‘1 74 , ,‘Ve ’t ; in s - s t -h a hi ghly -;,‘l,’4 -t national 910U1
,L , S ds.es, t s - i : , .l t o  l e n - ,! ,i lsl i t  i , i ; , j  1 cn  e’d, ’ i , ’e’ I, a ‘t. 1 us;  i n ;  t h a t  t h i s - g n -a d ua t  i n s t  - t O ot ; c ’ s—

‘es 1 ,4  1’,’ ;;t;st, ’t s ’ at i:’; , t 5 ’d ,lr re 1 a t  i t o  .i, - 0d, ’rn mc al i l i t  y in  1 c mat twma t lea  .ire ’a

1’ .. n - t - n , ‘v i , b e i i , .’s’ s ‘s . t ire. v i i  i i i  t y - ‘ t 1,’,;,’ :;e 1 1 — , ‘v ,, l i i i t i ’s,s and sin ; s it:, - 1 the cc ‘ n e  l a t e ’s ,
e’ L , t t c ’ s! o ha .  ii .j,-a ,jeIn, ic ‘ e l f  — ,‘va lu, 1 i.s. o.; p1 s’b’e ’— ; , a,, Fir- - t e lj s ; s , t s i s - i s  , and t s cbiat ;’rc’n , is

t - ’tt,h ’d b y n h ,  ‘ ‘ u n c - I t t  t n  t s e ’ l t — e ’ s ’ a l u a t t ; t s ,  s m t b ;  i , - I , ’ v u s , t  d e t n c s ’ s r i a i - h l c  d a t j , a rid  c x —
,-

~ .~l r~ nj i ~~~1,; .1 •,i :, t n  i c - n  t s ’ r tn ij nct ’ . I r s  - t s ’ i ; t - r . , l , I l l s ’ t i n  i i i  i s ’ s; t h a t  l o gical l y shou ld
I,- u s ’ l , , t , ’d F ; , , , , ’  hi .tF,ly s - t g s ; t  I h u n t  ‘e n  u t ,’ l . , t  i ’s, ‘ ‘ ,‘F fi;’i cs.ts. , . .s.be ’t s ’ 5’Ebh s,c s r s’ :, h u h  a
‘-t t e ’ l O  ion ;  w i t h  F t - u  acade ’mic a b i l i t y  s e l l  —t ’ v . i i ;; , *t l on ;S  -I .‘,li a.’; Fs’un thcl asunrc ’t; , ai d ot
52 ‘t~~ Fin s,t c l4s t i f l i , ’n . ‘l I t - i t  mti . t l -~ l’A - s n  r , ‘ l a t , ’,l .4 1  w i t h  4 s . s ’ l t — , ’v a lu a t  i s sns i  ,~~t ;d . e F-

— ; 1; 1
0 

5 : 5 , 5.  The r t ,-I at l ’s- W i t  ; , 4ve ’  . , , ;e ’  h i ;  ;F school qn a b s ’ s .  w er e  , 4 ’ )  fo r  4
5 

se ’l t —

t v , : : ; , ’ s ’ s :  s ; , , f  , te n - n  1 s ; s ’ i t — s - v , r l u a t  i s , ; , ; ~- r ~ ‘ , n b t -ms ~ ’ a b i l i ty .  1:l-d~’s cs ’x r s ’ l a t x on  b
7 2  w i t ,h 1 i ii ,i ,t , I s ’ t n m - ’ SVe’i age ’ i u ‘t’ ;,h’ . ,, ‘;s~~’d :;! , , s , d . it  0 l .‘n s ’ s c tiq at i SOn .

:Js ar  . ; t , i . h s i t  iot ;  c o n m t ’ l . c t s -d .1 3 w i t ~ ; s e l f— s ’v a l u a t  i s ’ S  Ot  t i l e - i t  issasIe ’i sh i ! ’  ab i l i ty  ,ct

en t  n’ .c,. ’ e- , a s h  n ot ,,’ iso . 31 w i t h  s i m i l a r  s e  it  — t ’va i uj t  iot ;s a t  - t n  ad;;,,t ion -u . S .t ; c s - th en ’s’ is
, s t s l ’,’ 12 %  -v t - n  i i i  , i t i s ;  clear n hs , i t -n t ., ,bu at  i s , ;  - a , I t ’ t ; ,  do t i o t  tents! I s ’  c o n s : - i d s ’r t h seit m i i i —  7

l b ; Is - h e  .t ‘‘ i i i . !  m e a s u r , - - n  t h e i r  s i c - s o - i d is- ~~ds- t J ;1 it i l i t y .

I I  v~’ n , ~g~’ u n , t d , ’  - on  n,I , ,t -O . i c  w i t h :  ‘ ,i t b ; i s ’ t  ie al ’i I i t v  - s i t  — s ’v a l ; t a t i s ’ns , an ;~t , 32

~~i th 1’ s t e ’,; t ’h s ’ m i  l A b  as! c r  r t ’ l . t t  t ot s, w i t h ;  a t h l e t ic  ab i l i t y  s e l f — e va l u a t i o n s  s r  .44
a ’ s ’n t n  .is - e , .~~.b , !2 at  - ; r  ,t~1ua t  I s i S . ‘IF Is ’ s ; , ’ cs’nnq’.it’ s ’ w i t h  PAF ., ‘r n  c - l i t  lots , ;  sit .33 w i t ? ;  I i n ’ra l
l b  oven ,r-;e , in , !  01 .18 w i t h  I~~S .

-c ’ne ’r ,t l , l ’s ’e ’t  V , i t  i ’s,;

Scm, ’ - ,‘nij - ci; - c t  u ng 1 1  u ct u a  t i  t ar , ’ ta be ’ t ‘‘lI e ’ s ’ t t b  in t t i e  s;e~ i.e — ‘ Va t, oat mess; ‘cC , ,tsi e’ t S ~~t s’n~
- t r,iz..’t - .n ..b i t  n r a ! s ~ t t  i s ’s. New - - .lds ’t S  F rs ’m t h i s ’ nsn~’rs’ s;, iect s,,’ ’,’ssd,cx V scF;s’ccls; s;bss ’uisi r i t e ’

ts;’ ’mr ,,’ l t’ t ’c 1 - ‘ w e t  in r , ’ i s ’v,~~s t  i a m b ,  that , IF; , ’ in - ‘‘ t r u e ’’ r e ’l at  it’ ,’ ,iI ’lii t \ ’ W , , l n i . t n t : - . ,‘s’Is

vs ’i s;e ly  , F , -- ;, - fr ’s:: ‘-e ’cs’t; iary S;bi ,x ’l , ;  w i t h  .c ~ t ,u ,Is ’n t  t’s”elv l ow,’: t t i n s  t h i s ’ S u i t  mor t a l ,tt’e’s a t,-

s ’t l  0 - I v,’s ; t u ,i i t  ,t r e ’ eX~ s’c t~~d to hi s,’, ,;c it — ‘  ‘vu 1 Sil t ~ s ’fl5 that am’,’ unreal m at  me a l  iv  l i s t ; ,

[‘bios ;s ’ n em ave r. ,~t s ’ bu t  smal l  sc h i s ’’ i s ;  1-i  oPal’ 1V te n d to tet l e e  t I he ’ lug f r o g —  i n s  —a — s m a l l —
-on .! ” ‘ ‘,‘t , h i  :‘rn, ’ , — -n a l l  of such -u cjd,’t,; , t he  c o m p e t i t i v e  eva luat  ion s  at  West l’ s ’l is t shoulsi

i n .  much m o t e  r e a l i s t i c  e v a l u a t i o n s  at  g r a d u a t i o n  than  at  en t r a n c e’ ,

~it iit~~’:’t t .ini!. per ,-;, ‘is,, l traits , West l’~’ j u t  cads ’t s; , at entrance , tend t o  d i f f e r  in the de—
sired d i re c t i o n s , f rom s t uden t , ;  en t s ’i’ i n i g  c m v i  h a n  colleges——those that dot-u ’ r tend to
change or leave’. By C ? ; , ’ t ime ’ t h e y  g radua te , .-adt ’ts ’ se l l— e v a l u a t ion s  have moved even;
f u r t h e r  in  the Os -s m i e ’~l s l i t , ’ c I ion ; sir; most ssf he mmps ’r ta t -u t  personal t r a i t s .  The major cx—
.‘,‘

~ 
-t  is ’S .il ’PO0~~t~ to b ’s ’ a ,;bi a i l  dcc neas ’.’ in l bs  i n  eva luat ion  of t h e ir  academic a b i l i t y.

This area needs much -u more r nh’S,; iV -.’ in v e s t  m J a t  ion and e f f e c t i ve  remedial ac t ion . The in—
l’or t.,n; t re lat  it ’s’ go.i 1 i5; not graduates with a ~~~~~ p ’ e ’i’ cs ’j ’t ion of their academic ability.
ltowe’v er , that USMA graduates have at le’aOt  reasonably accurate perception of , and cont i-

d s ’n ic e ’ in , t h e i r  academic ability does seen to be important . The c o l lec tiv e  import of
these data , and the other research meri t loSs’,! he re in , leads to once  important generaliza-
t ion--t’SF’tA i s  a sour ce of Army o f f i cer s ha v ing many desired characteristics.

Al though; t h u s report i n c l u d e ’,; da ta  only sit; the Class of 1975, data on the entering classes
for many years have been given -u regularly in ODIR reports from the ACE Student Information
Form . These indicate’ that , in general , entering classes can be considered comparable oti
the  2 1 t r a i t s  s tudied  i n  t h i s  report .  F luc tua t ions  from year to year in self-evaluations
,cru these trait a have tended to be re la t ively  minor .

This study provides a basis for evaluating the effects on cadets ’ sell-confidence of
chan ges in USMA ’s programs. The effect of the recent and imminent changes , in U SNA ’s
,ic,isle’mic and military programs, on the four-year changes in cadets’ self—evaluations
l-r ~’~’~hly can be determined by replicatio n of this study after several years. However ,
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nle ’ r e’ seems C s ’  be ns nns’ t 0 5, 1 5 !;’ r z e ’us , c ,n a l - l , ’  ,i n , a  iy s ;e ’~ and hypotheses, at least i n ;  t h i s ’  a c a—
1,-mi s ,in ,‘a. :‘bat , ’;e’s in tnt ’ grad m ti ’; procedure , ~it~h as substituting coarser unit I s : ;  the 

~~ II in t er units pm s ’ V i O U ~ ly  .iVe ’r aye’s! , m i g h t  x e’sl u ,2e ’  competit iveness and perhaps also the accu—
l acy of t ? s e s  pe r~ ’ e j t i sn ;  ot  cade ts ’ le’ve l ( ‘ I  academic success . Many such hypotheses could
l ’s’ e s n ; t e r  t am ed ,t t i j  analyzed . However , s~~ue data germanic to the academic area are a v a i l -
,t i ’ l e ’ . The t o n er of bj s cu s sj o n c s  (b~ F i r  ,; tc lassmen , ari d w i t h  g r a d u a t e s )  of Ute t.ISMA ’s aca-
demic ,‘oun:;e,; , e vent in mathematics , in d i c a t e s  t h a t  the i n t e l l e c t u a l  atmosphere at USMA is
sot ; e ’ r s t ’m v , ’ d  as p r o v i d i ng  adequate s t i m u l a t i o n  and oppor tun i ty for  grow th i t t  the academic
u c a .

An A 1 n i l  1~~7t ’ report , on, t b; ~’ exchange v i s i ts  by cadets of the three service academies ,
s-;hs swe’d tha t all groups of v i s i t or s f rom , and t’SMA cadets at , the USA}’A and the USNA per—
ce ’ i v, ’ : l  W e s t  Point as having the least mi t esilectua l atmosphere of the th r ee academ ies
(Priest , l’)7i-) . Will the changes completely correct the typical loss in; self—confidence

- : t  I ?;,’ cadet group in their mathematical and general academic abilities?

A few general pointts seem to stand out. First , as a rule , cadets generally know they are
good; but the y don ’t realize how good they actually are in; some areas. More inter-use
analyses along C h i c  line’s initiated by Butler (1977) should help throw some more light on
the f a c t  tha t , ,u t  e n i t r a t ;c e , cadets tend to underestimate their true mathematical and yes;-
er al ,i- ,- ,,ds’mic a b i l i t ie s ; , r e l a t ive to other students; and after four years at West Point ,
t n ; e m r  r e l a t i v e  undereva lua t ion  in these areas appears to have become more marked . I n .  st
i cu t le ’t t oot h t h a t , a l t hough  the Class of 1977 considered more than minimum “academic
,cb j l i t y ” C,: is ’ an “ i m por t a n t ” requirement  for graduation from USMA , 72% of the 47 per sonal

~u c 1 i t ie : l i s t e d  w e r e ’  rated a:; even more important .  Only 12 of this long list of personal
‘ual m t l c -:; were rated lower in importance than academic ab i l i ty. However , the f actor
structure an d factor scores are needed to determine more precisely the import of h i s  f i n d —

Incidentally, the data analyses for the current report suggest that, in general, students
‘:.t e ’nmn,q ‘SMA ten;d to be somewhat more accurate in evaluating their traits relative to .5
other students, than is typical of other 4-year college freshmen , nationally.

Summary of Major Findings arid Conclusions

1, F : t s ’ r i n g  West Poin t cadets typically have realistically higher self—confidence than
do men in other Freshman classes , nationally; but they still tend to underestimate their
excellence in some abilities important to success at USMA .

2 . As a whole, their self—confidence tends to increase while at West Point, especially
in the traits on which entering cadets are most different from four-year college men .

3. Entering cadets who later separate from West Point tend to be more like civilian col-
lege men than do those who later graduate .

4. More intensive analyses of the basic underlying structure of self—evaluations both at
entrance and at graduation , and of graduating cadets ’ perception of the characteristics

-
‘ important for graduation , should help provide a better understanding of the relevant dy-

namics involved in attrition , and in the cadet’s changed self-perception while at West
Point.

5. Even though cadet self-evaluations of their academic ability and mathematical ability
tend to be lower than their measured abilities at entrance , they still tend to drop ap-
preciably by the time cadets graduate-—further intensive study seems to be warranted .

6. The pattern of changes in these cadets ’ traits is not typical of those usually ocur-’
ring in the national college population . Characteristically, they are more conservative
than other college studen ts at entrance , and become even more conservative by graduation ;
whereas , typically , college students become much more l iberal. )
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1! Imp l i cat  i o n , a  t s i  A - b  t sr ;

i t  e ven; s~~re n s a l  i t t  m c  s,,, it — e ’v a lu a t  l o r i s ,  .ii e’ dtss, i n  t’s! , a - b  ion ;, ,  should b~- take n to me re-
s ’ t ! e : , ’ t i v e ’ l y  n ’V i d s ’  ‘ ,,5i s ’t s  w i t h  s - h ’ e . ’ i t ic  i n t t c ’ r m at io n ;  ‘ii the distribution sit  s e l ec t ’ s !  :,j’e -
cia 1 a t ’ i i  i t  t s ’ s ,  in ;  t b ; ,~ ,,‘, ‘ n i ’ s . ,  as s’ ’nng ’.ir s d  w i t h ;  t b ~5~ .t i st r ib ut  ion an~~n-ug tour — y e - a r  s i  i s-ge ’
- ‘ F ‘.t ds ’nt ~ , 5 :,tt iot a 1 ly  . Thi s  s’,bis ’uld n a t  be a s ’n w — s d u s ’t sleal  but should be n e l’s _ n t  s - sb at i R i t e ’  n —

V a I S  u , b - n s ’,! I s ’ I, ’, ’ m o at  e’t  t s ,c t  i V t ’ . To h e l l ’  ! ‘ X s ”,’ i . i s ’ ts ’r more i c _ u i i s , t  i s ’ s e l f — e v a l u a t i o n ;  ci
in t l i l y  in t h i s ’ :,, ’ l, ’ ,- t  s i  , i i  s ’ . is ,  , i s i t  orn~it ion -ulso should be 

~‘n ,‘v ids ’i  I s ’  the (‘‘i ps on the
S 

- s ’Ct l .* n . t t l s ’ . i i s - t r m t - ; i t i s s i ; : ,  s t  a l -i l i t  is ’s am on g st u d e - u ; t s  at  t h e  sn~ rs’ st ’le ’ct u n n i v e ’n s, i t 1,~’ - ,.
s’ ,: t t ’c! f r o m ‘b i B ’ ,; .iu;s,ual ,,‘ c’flh i’ _ ir 1,05;’; s t  Se ’S’ s ’ ,i,j e ’t: , a t  U SMA w i t ? ;  s t i l e ’ !  t S ; s ;

r eshme n ,nt  s s t b ; , ’  n couls ’ge’s , For’ this pun ~‘ e , s - , - .

2 . An .n~ - }- r ~‘~- n late n s’s .e ’ .trch design; should  bc sie ve ’ l ol’s’ sl , arid as ’l  t — e v . u l u a t  iOn ; :,  s t  aPi l i t  it’s
,,n:! .‘ t b ; s ’ n t r a i t s  s-.h. ’itl,l be o b t a i n ; , ’! m o m ,- ,nd,- t~ ~~ ‘~~ i s ’s 1 1 . , t I 1y  t , ’n a tew yea! S I s ’ monito r

— .tn . b evaluate the Ct t .- , i s  sit ,t.’tioris ,i ts d ,,‘h ;an ;g c , ,  s;,’w t a k i n g  I l _ u ’, ’ ,tt I’SMA .
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TAI3LE I

~ 1
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELl-’ -EVALUATIONS AT ENTRANCE

AN!) AT GRADUATION

Cor re -
% Whose S e l f —e v a l u a t i o n s :  Change l a t ion

- in Moans C r )Remained
Trait Increased Same Dec reased (10 

- 4
0 ) 10 

— 4
0

( 1) t ’k ’ctn an’i ic_ul A b i l i t y  4 %  4 2 %  16% 0 .363 .48

( 2 )  Publ ic  Sp e ak i ng  A b i l i t y  41 46 14 0 .356 .46

( 3 )  S e n s i t i v i ty  to C r i t i c i s m  43 37 20 0 .327  .16

( 4 )  A r t i s t i c  A b i l i t y  37 48 15 0.319 .48

(5) A th l e t i c  Ab i l i t y  37 48 l~ 0 .264 .48

( 6)  Leadership A b i l i t y  39 44 17 0 . 2 4 0  .29 ‘:

(7 )  Po l i ti ca l  Conservat i sm 37 39 24 0.190 .30

(8) Stubbornness  35 42 23 0.154 .33

C ’ )  Sel f—conf idence/ Soc ia l  36 41 23 0.143 .39

( l u )  Defens iveness  35 41 24 0.113 .27 ;
( 1 1)  Se i f — c o n f i d e n c e/ In t el le c —

t ;,il 29 48 23 0.091 .34

F U 2 )  Un d e r s t a n d i n g  of Others 28 51 20 0.048 .32

( 1 3 )  W r i t in g  Ab i l i t y  31 45 24 0.046 .41

( 1 4 )  O r i g i n a l i t y  27 48 26 —0 .0 15 .38

(15)  pol i t ical  Liberal ism 30 41 29 —0.03 1  .37

(16) Drive to Achieve 24 49 26 —0,061 .35

(17) Mathematical Ability 19 53 28 —0.094 .50

(18) Popularity/Opposite Sex 19 49 33 —0 .189 .46

(19) Popular i ty/General  17 50 32 — 0.1 92 .38

(20)  Chee r fu lness  21 45 34 0.200 .44

(21) Academic Ability 11 56 32 —0 .265 .50

Median Percent 31 46 23

Mean Percent 30 46 24

Standard Deviation 9.1 4.8 6.2
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APPENDIX

THE ACCURACY s i t’  SELF -EVALUATIONS ON SELECTED TRAITS

P,mzt A. Actu al  Performance on; SAT (External Evaluations Against National H .S. Population)

SAT - Verbal SAT - Mathemat ics
Na t iona l  Mal i ’  M~ 1e

11.5. N a t .  Cs , I l s ’ye ’-  Nat . College-
P o l n u l_ u t l s n n l  U . S .  P e t u r s ’ Bound IJSMA H,S. Score Bound USMALevels ~~~~~ Sen io r s  CL ‘75 Ran,g~ Seniors CL ‘75

Top 155% l;I~ 52~~—800 28% !“, * 10% 565—800 3 3 %  80%

Next 2 1 %  2 1 %  4 2 4 — 5 2 5  31% 12% 2 1% 453— 564  34% 18%

(High) (3 1%) (4 ,4 —N t IS ) ( ‘ s ’i ’i, ) ( ‘ 17% )  (31%) (453—800) U, 7%) (98%)

38% 2” 5—4 23 35% 3% 38% 320—452 27% 1%

([~~w ) (3 1%) (21)11— 2 )2) (6%) (0%)  (3 1%) (200 319) ( 6% )  (0%)

N 18 , 0(M) 523 ,758 l , 32’i 18 , 50U 523 , 700 1, 329

pc ;n r , ’ 368 454 554 402 505 622

Si’ 111 112 713 112 118 70

Part B. Self—evaluatjorts in Academic Area

Academic A b i l i ty  Mathematical Abili ty
USMA ACE 4-Yr. Col. Bd ,, USMA ACE 4-Yr .Levels CL ‘75 Co1. Males Srs . CL ‘75 Col . Males

Top 10% 37% NA 31% 27 % NA

Above Average 53% NA 28% 50% NA

(High) (89%) (57%) (59%) (77%) (40%)

Average 9% NA 32% 20% NA

(Low) (1%) (NA) (9%) (4%) (NA )

N 330 45,000 299,422 330 45,000
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‘ APPENDIX (Continued)

-
‘ 

Part C. Comparison of Participation in Athletics with Self—evaluations of Athletic Abil-
ity for Two National Samples and USMA . (College-bound senior participation data
obtained in 1973; other data in 1971.)

CEEB Self-rated CEEB Grads
Col. — ACE Entering Athletic Col. — ACE in

Participation Bound 4-Yr. CL ‘75 Ability Bound 4-Yr . CL ‘75
Level Srs. Col. USMA Level Srs. Col. USMA

2 or More Var-
sity Letters 18% * * Top 10% 32% * 20%

1 Varsity Letter 2 1% * * Above Avg. 31% * 44% 4
(1 or More (Higher than
Letters) (40%) (53%) (77%) Average) (63%) (49%) (64%)

Varsity ,  No
Letter 16% * 9% Average 31% * 32%

— 
( Lower than
Average) (6%) * (4%)

Only Individual/
Intramural 31% * 6% Below Avg. * 4% 2

No Participation 13% 9% Bottom 10% * * —

N 384,948 45,000 1,329 299,422 45,000 330 ‘

I

*I~~ta not available.

Ii-
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APPENDIX (Continued) I P

Par t D. Comparison of the Uistributions of Self—ratings by 330 USMA New Cadets in 1971
who Later Graduated , with Self-ratings by Two National Male Populations.* (Per-
ct ’n t ~ of Group R a t i n g  Self at Each Level , as Compared with Others the Same Age.)

Art

CEEB ACE Mechanics Writing Leadership
Levels sir Col, 4-Yr. 

USMAOther,; Bd. Col.
Same A~ e Srs. Fresh. 4° CEEB ACE USMA CEEB ACE USMA CEEB ACE USMA

Top 10% 11 NA 3 20 10 19 7 32 24

Above Avg.
(2 1% )  19 NA 13 29 30 30 39 34 58

(High 31%) (30) (16) (16) (49) (32) (40) (49) (30) (46) (66) (44) (82)

Average
(38%) 42 NA 30 39 40 40 44 31 16

Less Than - 
-

Avg. (31%) 28 NA 54 12 20 11 10 3 1

_ _  

(
~ )

*Data based on 299,442 “College-bound Seniors , 1971-72,” who completed College Entrance
Examination Board ’s Student Data Questionnaire , and of 45 ,000 for Mser ican Council on
Education ’s s t r a t i f i ed  sample of four-year college Freshmen .

_ _ _ _  - 
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Comparisons of the self—evaluations by cadets in t h e  i’lan ;n; of 1’~75 at entrance ,

and again shortly before graduation , indicate that in  1’~ of $1 I’t’~ ,s unn ,41 tr ,ii t s ,
cadets’ self—evaluations tend to increase during the four years ,tt IISMA . Slow-
ever , though remaining high , thei i so 1 f—conf  idenc,’ tyh’ic,s 1 ly ctrc ’t’o nU ‘Inn S t~ i ca n t  ly
iii their academic and mathematical abjljtis’a . in popularity wit h , the si~’p~,n c . i t s ’

sex, popularity/general, and in cheerfulness. S e l f — i a t o d  lt ’.i,hs’nn ;tijp , public
speaking , and athletic abilities significantly L n n c ’rs’aoo . At s’t n t  I .ssnce , a lai -qei
percentage of cadets than of other college freshmen are higher t han  ,mves  as,’ in
all traits except defensiveness, sensitivity to critici sm , politi cal liberalism ,
and artistic ability. Cadets ’ overall pattern of changes in ; not t y p i c -a l  sit

those normally occurring in college students, nationally. At entrance , cadets
who later separated d i f fe red  s i g n i f i c an t l y  from those who later graduated . A
smaller pro~~r tion of separa ted cade ts tha n sit graduat ed cadets perceiv ed
themselves as being higher than average in academic ability , leadership ,tt ’ il ntv ,

drive to achieve , and mathematical ability--a larger ~~~~~~ isitn of sit~!’a r ated ca-
dets were higher than average in stubbortinness , s e n s i t i v i t y  I t ’  c r i t i c i sm , p o l i t -

ical l iberal i sm , orisi~nal ity , and artistic ab i l i t y .  Objec tive ext e rn a l data
indica ted t h at , as a whole , the cadets ’ self—evaluations tended t o  In,’ quite

reali stic and valid. Implications for action are In i s ’ S c n u t s’s l .
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