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U.S. Army Cadet Command

Fort Monroe, Virginia 23651-5000
Comparative Study of Branch Choices 

Analysis of survey responses of commissioning cadets on reasons for selection of branch with special emphasis on African-American and minority branch choices

Dr. Bert Huggins

8 September, 1998

Comparative Study of Branch Choices:  

Why Do African-American Cadets Select Combat Arms at a Lower Rate than White Cadets

Problem:  African-Americans do not select Combat Arms branches in sufficient numbers to meet Army objectives; therefore, cadets are being selected into CA branches despite their choice.

Purpose of the study:

· Identify what factors may influence African-American cadets to select or not select combat arms branches.

· Make recommendations about how to increase the desire among African-Americans to choose combat arms branches, thus lessening the branch dissatisfaction of African-American officers.

Methodology:  

The study was based on survey technique with a one-time sampling of the target population (recently commissioned lieutenants).  There was not an attempt to isolate African-American commissions, and the non-African-Americans in the study provided a comparison group.  The survey had an item that identified the ethnicity of the lieutenant.  

The study identified 24 schools and directed that they provide a survey to lieutenants commissioned this year (including fall commissions).  The schools were selected based on probable representation.   A higher percentage of African-American commissions was included in the selection criteria.  Therefore, a larger number of Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) were included in the study.  

Listing of participating schools:

	Northeastern University

Temple University

Norfolk State University

Virginia State University

Bowie State University

Morgan State University

Hampton University

Appalachian State University

North Carolina State University

South Carolina State University

Augusta State University

Georgia Southern University
	University of Puerto Rico-Mayaguez

The Ohio State University

Wright State University

West Virginia University

Central State University

Lincoln University

Auburn University

University of Alabama

University of Southern Mississippi

University of California-Los Angeles

University of California-Davis




There was a return of 158 surveys, a rate of 46 percent of the potential return.  Eight surveys were not included, six due to incompletion, and two arrived late.  Some lieutenants had left campus by the time the survey was provided, and some had commissioned early.  However, the return rate was not considered a significant problem in terms of validity.

Survey construction.

Surveys covered the following domains (areas of interest):

· The degree to which branch selections followed role model

· The degree to which branch selections followed PMS branch

· The degree to which branch selections were influenced by other people, or other events

· The degree to which branch selections were attributable to other factors (technology, future career, etc.)

· Satisfaction with branch choice

· The degree to which cadets selected role models of same gender, ethnicity

· Perceptions of cadets of combat arms branches

The domains were designed to capture the majority of variables that were postulated as potentially significant to the decision of branch selection, with the exception of the differences in branches themselves.  The overarching concept was to capture sufficient information about the new lieutenant to provide a background to the branching decision.  The survey focused on who acted as influencers and what factors the individual considered in making the decision.  These elements were compared based on demographic differences captured in the survey.  

Demographics of subject population.
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Figure 2

With the exception of technical and social science majors (figure 2),  majors were distributed similarly between African-Americans and other lieutenants in the survey.  There was no apparent correlation of major to the choice to branch in or out of combat arms.  At this point also, the reader may note that although the respondents were lieutenants, when they actually made their choice of branches, they were still cadets.  The terminology is that should we refer to post-commissioning behavior, the term lieutenant will apply, and pre-commissioning behavior, the term cadet will apply.  

Findings:

African-Americans tended to not select combat arms branches in similar numbers as the parent population.   Figure 3 describes the differences in selection rates of African-Americans and Non-African-Americans as a first choice combat arms branch.  The figure below defines this difference as being significant to above .95 CI.


Figure 3


Group Statistics



AF_AMER
N
Mean
Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

ALLCA

1.00

46
.2174

.4170

6.149E-02



.00

105
.4095

.4941

4.822E-02


Independent Samples Test





t-test for Equality of Means






t
df
Sig. (2-tailed)

Mean Difference


Combat Arms
    -2.301
149
.023


-.1921


Chart 1

Combat arms branch selection among African-Americans continued significantly lower for second choice (figure 4).  The difference was not as great but still was significant at the .90 CI level (chart 2).  The difference between African-Americans and all others continued but not at statistically significant levels for the third branch choice (figure 5).

Second Choice Selection of Combat Arms by African-Americans


figure 4


Chart 2.  Independent Samples Test




     t-test for Equality of Means








     t

df
Sig. (2-tailed)

Mean Difference

ALLCA2

-1.740

149

.084

-.1267




figure 5

The percentages of choice are similar to the command experience for all schools, suggesting representativeness and generalizability to the parent population.  Further, the mild increase in African-American third choice selection of combat arms was expected given the direction of some battalion commanders that at least one of the top three selections of males should be combat arms.  For purposes of analysis, the first selection is most important and weighted appropriately higher than the second choice, or third choice. 

A further review of the data showed that Hispanics and other minorities also tended to select non-combat arms branches.  Although other minority groups were not as strongly opposed to combat arms branches, they were very dissimilar to white cadets in their selection.  Figure 4 encapsulates the differences between white and minority cadets’ choices.  For the purposes of this analysis, females were not included in the mix, thereby eliminating the covariance of female choices from the analysis.




figure 6


Independent Samples Test





t-test for Equality of Means









     t

   Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference

AF_AMER


-2.445


.016

-.1787

WHITE


3.112


.002

.2563

HISP_OTH


-1.984


.049

-9.6457E-02

Chart 4.


Although the operational research question was “why do African-Americans not select combat arms branches?”, the determination that the condition extends beyond combat arms is significant not only for the understanding of African-American branching behavior, but also for the future circumstances with which the Army may need to be prepared with other minority groups, particularly Hispanics whose representation in America is growing much faster than African-Americans.  The question itself also comes into focus as the understanding of branching is linked to issues of minority and majority representation.  Although the rest of the analysis will focus on African-Americans’ choices, the summary will deal with questions of how to apply the results to other minority groups and what recommendations may follow.

Demographics:


General descriptors of the lieutenants in the branching study included the lieutenants’ majors, ethnicity and gender.  The survey did not attempt to get more detailed information on the lieutenants, primarily because of concerns of subject identification and also because the study design did not include analysis by other variable types.  Majors of lieutenants follow:   



figure 7
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Figure 8

Predicted Results and Actual Results.


It was initially believed that the influence of the PMS at the school or a cadre role model would have the greatest impact on the branching decision.  This was based on the standing concept of role model emulation.  The survey had questions dealing with the influencing levels of parents, friends, cadre members, et cetera.  The postulated belief was that either the PMS would directly influence or indirectly influence the choice of branch.  The choice would be predominately associated with the branch of the PMS, e.g., an infantry PMS would have a disproportionate number of cadets choosing infantry as a first branch choice.  At least, it was postulated, a combat arms PMS would engender combat arms branch selection by the cadet.  Given that the role model could be another member of the cadre, the survey went further to identify the member, as well as the branch, ethnicity and gender.  At the time of the construction of the survey, the alternative issue of ethnicity and gender were thought to have a potential impact on the cadet’s role model selection.  Either the PMS or other cadre member was thought to be a large part of the decision process.

The results of the survey were that the PMS’s branch and role models branch had little effect on the selection process for all cadets.  For all cadets, there was little effect of either the PMS or the role model’s branch in the decision.  In effect, the value of either the PMS or APMS being combat arms has little affect on the decision of the cadet (see figure 7).  Further, lieutenants largely said that they did not make their branch choice based on the suggestion of their role model (figure 8).  Therefore, a principle hypothesis of the study was demonstrated as false.

If the role model’s branch and advice were immaterial to the branching decision of the lieutenant, then other questions of gender and ethnicity of role model would also be immaterial.  Therefore, the result of the study was not foreseen in the construction of the instrument, which begs the question of replication of the results.  This is a research theory question that can be best answered by subsequent sampling.  



Figure 9





Figure 10

If PMS and role model’s branches and guidance were not a significant contributor to the branch decision of the lieutenant, then what were the contributing factors?  The initial hypotheses pointed to the following influence sub-domains and variables:

Persons:

· Parents

· Friends

· Professor or instructor outside of cadre

· Fellow cadets

· Spouse or intended spouse

· Camp Cadre

Individual evaluation of branch in support of personal goals:

· Long-term career objectives

· Technology-related development

· Assignment locations

· Content of job assignments

Experiential influences:

· CTLT assignment

· Advanced Camp branch orientation

· Prior military experience

Expectational influences:

· Deployment expectations

· Branch preparation for Army 

· Belief that Army will be a career

Most of the above overlap in measurement, for example, belief that the Army will be a career, and, long-term career objectives have a strong interactive overlap.  The variables of camp cadre and branch orientation were expected to overlap somewhat, given that the camp experience would be several months old by the time of commissioning.  Technology should also overlap with long-term objectives, content of job assignment, Advanced Camp branch orientation, etc.  

The analysis of interaction of the individual variables as well as the influence sub-domains illuminated the conditions of response well beyond the individual question responses.  The following section describes the results of influence variables.

Persons influencing the branching decision:


Capturing data on the persons most influential to the branching decision was the first step in identifying the methods of remediation of the branching problem.  Influential persons would necessary include parents, friends, cadre members, and others in contact with the cadet.

Parents


figure 11

Friends & Fellow cadets













figure 12


Here the relative influence of friends and fellow cadets is higher than with the other groups.  A simple test of equality of means shows the difference significant at the .90 level (the reader should keep in mind that the variable is binomial and groups are strongly dissimilar in size, limiting confidence intervals).  Overall, African-American cadets seem to be unlike white cadets in less reliance on parents for information and more reliance on friends and fellow cadets.  More than any group, African-American cadets demonstrate peer group influence and identification not just by ethnicity, but also by age, relying on peers more than older adults in seeking information and decision-making assistance.

Other persons thought to be potentially capable of affecting the decision of the cadet were professors or instructors (outside of the cadre), camp cadre (noted on chart below as CAMPCAD), and spouses or intended spouses.  As the chart below clearly demonstrates, little or statistically insignificant differences existed on all non-cadre “influencers”, with the exception of a statistically significant difference in the amount of influence a friend or fellow cadet may have in the decision.  Essentially, African-Americans in this study were more apt to affected by the input of peers.  The implications for this finding are discussed later.


** Insufficient numbers from which to draw conclusions 

Individual evaluation of branch in support of personal goals.


The evaluation of personal goals in making the decision of branch choice was tested to determine if individual differences correlated to being of African-American ethnicity.  As noted, these broke down into supporting long-term career objectives, technology-related development, assignment locations, and the content of job assignments.  Overall, no directional hypotheses were developed for these variables with the exception of the belief that African-Americans may respond to the impact of branch choice on long-term career objectives.  The basis for this belief was existing marketing studies and focus groups where a tendency for ascription of non-altruistic motivation to join the military was evident among minority groups, particularly African-Americans.  This tendency was not empirically tested except for the cadet and cadre survey, where consistent differences in “service to country” between African-Americans and whites showed that motivations for enrolling varying between groups.  


The variables of technology-related development, which includes the technology of the branch as well as the potential for assimilating technology skills, and content of job assignments, which would increase the breadth of skills available to the lieutenant in terms of job marketability were also tested.  Neither were strongly felt to vary by ethnicity.

Long-term career objectives.  As shown below, African-Americans were more likely to select a branch because of long-term career objectives.  This is the first of the variables that begins to build a picture of what will appeal to African-Americans in branch selection.  Branches that appear to build skills and knowledge that will transfer to other arenas in the scope of career development would be favorable to a branch that did not seem to offer this capacity.  Combat arms, given this outlook, might be seen as not contributing to specific transferable skills when compared to Finance, Transportation, or Military Police. 




figure 13



figure 14

For the first two choices, African-Americans were significantly more interested in the branch supporting the long-term career objectives.  With the third choice, less difference existed between African-Americans and others in combat arms branching.  This tied to higher numbers of African-Americans forced selection of combat arms and the overall cadet statement that the third choice did not support long-term career objectives.

 



Long-term career objectives were more critical to the African-American’s choices for first and second branch choice.  If combat arms branches wish to be more attractive to African-Americans, they need to change the image of relative benefit for a long-term career.  Additionally, combat arms branches need to understand and adequately address the issue African-Americans committing later to an Army career and the impact non-transferable skills and knowledge on the decision of the cadets.  Simply put, if the cadet is less committed to twenty years or more, they may be looking at the skills and knowledge provided by combat support and combat service support branches as more transferable to the private sector. 

Technology-related development.

Despite the lower percentage of African-Americans with technology-related majors, the branching decision for this group was somewhat more influenced by the available technology.  This was an interesting dichotomy and cannot be explained by the branch choice behavior or other characteristics of African-Americans in the study.   Apparently, this attribute is tied to the higher individual career-oriented goals of the African-American cadets.  Technology, regardless of major, is seen as a necessary aspect of preparation for future career development.  (The scale below describes all three choices such that a cadet choosing all three for reasons of technology would have a score of 3, and 0 relates to indifference to technology.) 


Assignment locations.



African-Americans were less concerned about potential assignment locations than others in their branching decisions, but the relationship was not significant.  Location of job assignment fell into the category of short-term goals, and was slightly more favored by non-African-Americans.  African-Americans are looking for longer term career rewards that will express themselves in future opportunities, in or out of the military.

The same relationship held with the content of job assignments (figure 18).  Initial job assignments were not held as critical for African-Americans.  Due to sample size, this element did not meet the .95 criterion.


figure 18


Thus far, a profile of African-American decision process began to unfold, with interests among African-Americans being more directed to potential for self-development and future goals.  African-Americans were more likely to look at long-term impacts, like long-term career goals, technology (transferable to other fields of endeavor after the Army) and less to immediate considerations, like assignment locations.

Experiential influences.

CTLT affected the overall decision only slightly; and, CTLT assignment had no difference by ethnicity in affect on branch choice.  Neither did prior military experience vary by ethnicity, despite prior military’s greater interest in combat arms.  One area did vary somewhat, and that was the affect of Advanced Camp branch orientation. 

Advanced Camp branch orientation had little effect on white cadets.  Those who considered information provided at branch orientation were slightly less likely to select combat arms.  This effect was more striking among African-Americans.  Essentially, the apparent effect of branch orientation was to influence the African-American cadets to not select combat arms.  Hispanics and other minorities did not follow this course, however, and the few who selected combat arms were very influenced by branch orientation.  Due to the sampling, this did not constitute a finding with too few Hispanics and others selecting combat arms to make a difference.

Chart 5.  Group Statistics

	ENTHICMX
	 
	Combat Arms Branch Choice
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	African-Americans
	 
	.00
	36
	5.6389
	3.0252
	.5042

	
	 
	1.00
	10
	4.5000
	3.1002
	.9804

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanics/Other Minorities
	 
	.00
	15
	4.7333
	3.1502
	.8134

	
	 
	1.00
	3
	7.6667
	1.1547
	.6667

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whites
	 
	.00
	47
	3.7660
	3.2917
	.4801

	
	 
	1.00
	40
	3.5000
	3.0128
	.4764



Coupling the effect of the relationship between branch orientation influence and selection of combat arms with the significantly higher level of influence that branch selection had with African-Americans (Chart 6) suggests a probable source for differences in selection between groups.  African-Americans not only were influenced by the orientation, it is likely that something about the orientation influenced them to chose combat support or combat service support.  Causality can only be inferred at this point, and should this element be explored further, it would be necessary to pre-test and posttest at the time of orientation.  


Caution is necessary, however since the information is from a snap-shot of branch orientation.  This implies only that during the year that is in question, the branch orientation had a high relationship with choosing other than combat arms.  The probability of continued effects is speculative, however likely.

Chart 6.  Independent Samples Test

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	African-

Americans
	-2.706
	89.570
	.008
	-1.4770
	.5459


Expectational influences.

Deployment expectations for combat arms branches were significantly higher among African-Americans.  The difference in expectation of African-Americans was surprising in that the same information should be available to both groups.  Secondly, African-Americans in the study were just as likely to have a combat arms branch PMS, and the reality of deployment should have been evident.  Overall, the belief that combat arms deployed more was highly correlated to ethnicity, and not just to African-Americans, but all minorities (chart 7, 7a, 7b.).


Chart 7.  Group Statistics

	
	AF_AMER
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Deploy more


	.00
	105
	5.3429
	2.6342
	.2571

	
	1.00
	46
	6.4565
	2.6808
	.3953


Chart 7a.  Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.278
	.077
	.071
	2.5921


a  Predictors: (Constant), ENTHICMX

Chart 7b.  Independent Samples Test

	 
	 
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	DEPLOY MORE
	 
	-2.378
	149
	.019
	-1.1137
	.4683



Belief that combat arms deploys more is mildly negatively correlated to selecting combat arms.  This means that as minority cadets believe that they would deploy more in combat arms, they will be less likely to chose combat arms as a branch. 

Chart 8.  Relationships between the belief that Combat Arms branches prepare an officer better for a career in the Army and choosing a Combat Arms branch.

(.00 indicates not selecting combat arms, 1.00 indicates selecting)

	ENTHIC MIX
	ALL Combat Arms
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	African-American


	.00
	36
	4.0833
	2.6659
	.4443

	
	1.00
	10
	5.0000
	3.1972
	1.0111

	Hispanic/Other
	.00
	15
	2.6667
	2.9196
	.7538

	
	1.00
	3
	6.6667
	3.2146
	1.8559

	White
	.00
	47
	3.6809
	2.7828
	.4059

	
	1.00
	40
	5.1750
	2.8274
	.4471


Minorities did not agree that combat arms branches prepared an officer better for an Army career.  Further, this belief was related highly to selecting combat arms as a branch.  In chart 8, the obvious relationship is evident between groups and within groups choosing and not choosing combat arms.  Chart 9 shows that the source of the extreme difference is not African-Americans, but white cadets.  The greatest difference in selection of combat arms was among white cadets, meaning that those who believed that combat arms prepared an officer better were strongly committed to selecting combat arms as a branch choice.  African-Americans were not as influenced in branch choice.

Chart 9.  Independent Samples Test

	 
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	ENTHICMX
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	African-American
	-.921
	44
	.362
	-.9167
	.9948

	Hisp/other
	-2.138
	16
	.048
	-4.0000
	1.8708

	White
	-2.478
	85
	.015
	-1.4941
	.6031


Figure 19 shows the disagreement between groups.  Minorities are significantly less likely to believe that combat arms prepares an officer for a career.  White cadets believe more in this concept.  However, white cadets’ belief in combat arms officer career preparation is less likely to affect their choice of branch.  This conundrum poses itself elsewhere in the analysis and is addressed in the summary.



Figure 19


*Scale of 0 to 4 with 0 indicating complete disagreement on aspect s of Combat Arms preparation.

African-Americans held the belief that Army will be a career in greater numbers than other groups.  This is in apparent conflict with the concept that African-Americans participate in ROTC to gain skills useful outside of the Army.  Chart 10 describes the difference in strength of belief that the lieutenant will remain in the Army for a career.  While not significantly higher, the possible conclusion that African-American cadets are more interested in careers outside the Army is refuted. 


Chart 10.  Will have a career in the Army

Descriptive Statistics

	ENTHIC MIX
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	African-American
	33
	6.1212
	2.4207

	Hisp/other
	12
	5.5833
	2.3916

	White
	65
	5.7692
	2.7487


Summary of influences.  Any one of the variables investigated can produce confusion concerning the decision process of African-Americans.   The difference by which African-American cadets viewed ROTC and branching choices differently than white cadets correlated to their decision in branching.  However, no one variable was dominant in predicting whether a cadet would choose combat arms.  What is know is that African-Americans were more likely to:

· Join ROTC to gain skills useful in a career outside the Army

· Perceive that combat arms branches deploy more

· Be influenced by branch orientation to not select combat arms

· Select branches based on long-term career objectives

· Believe that combat arms does not prepare for an Army career as well as CS or CSS branches

African-American were less likely to:

· Select branches based on job positions available in the Army

· Identify CTLT as an influence in branch selection

Although some exceptions were noted, Hispanic/Other and African-Americans tended to respond more similarly with each other.  White cadets seemed less concerned about long-range career development plans, career potential beyond the Army or even a career in the Army itself.  White cadets are less likely to be influenced by fellow cadets or friends, less likely to participate in ROTC for skills useful outside the Army and less likely to say that they plan on staying in the Army as a career.

Whites tended to be more divergent in their views.  For this reason, the study accounted for 57.9% of African-American branching decision behavior, 55.7% of Hispanic and other branching decision behavior and 42.6% of White branching decision behavior despite fewer African-Americans and Hispanics in the study.  The study suggests that white cadets are more drawn to the aspects of the Army that are more immediately rewarding and are not fixed on long-term goals to the degree that minority cadets are.  Therefore, they are less serious about the long-term impact of their branching decision, less interested in future marketability of their skills and less likely to see combat arms as deploying more than other branch groups.

Recommendations.

Given what is known:

· African-American perceived that combat arms did not prepare well for career inside or outside the Army.  

· African-Americans did not follow role models branch or suggestions. 

The appropriate approach to increasing interest in combat arms branches is to :

· Inform cadets of the benefits of combat arms service. 

· Information must be delivered directly, and at a peer level, to influence the decision. 

· The method of information delivery should include peer (newly commissioned minority CA lieutenants’ testimonials), data on long-term career value of CA, and utility of CA commission in private sector.  This could be accomplished with CD-ROM.

· The command should consider deletion of branch orientation at camp.  If the goal is to encourage combat arms selection, the results of the study run contrary to that goal.  

Also, it is recommended that the survey be conducted again next year, not to validate, but to expand the range of results and recommendations.  The sampling used in this year’s study was sufficient in size but raises questions concerning respondents versus non-respondents.  Essentially, since the response rate was half of the potentially available population, the concern is whether those not responding did so for a reason, or, was the respondent group representative of the overall population.  The next iteration may either be universal, all minorities with a comparison group, or selected participation.  The effect of knowledge of participation may limit the honesty in response, making a census the preferred technique; however, costs of conduct might escalate with census, so the preferred technique would be to identify, by ethnicity all minorities and create a comparison group from the same schools. 

Validation of the Study.

There was no prior instrument of the type developed at appendix A.  Prior validation of the instrument in pilot form, could not be accomplished within the time parameters.  The instrument was internally validated concomitant with the study.  The results of the Cronbach’s Alpha is below.  The .716 result should be considered as indication of high internal agreement, particularly since the number of items and the sampling limited the  coefficient.


External reliability

· As with the general population, African-American cadets in the study selected non-combat arms branches at a significantly higher rate.

· Subject majors were similar to overall population.

Internal reliability

· Cronbach’s Alpha shows high agreement

· Item analysis shows consistency.

Emphasis on minority representation in the study led to more HBCU representation than exists generally.  Selection criteria changed the group and limited generalization of responses.  A census survey would fix this of course, or future samplings could attempt to approximate randomization by selecting from the entire population.    

Appendix A.

United States Army

Cadet Command

Branching Survey

Branching Survey

The survey below was designed to help Cadet Command understand decisions on branch choices by commissioning cadets.  Please feel free to answer questions fully and honestly, as the information will be kept confidential.

1.  What was your major field of study?

	· Liberal or fine arts
	· Business

	· Engineering
	· Education

	· Social Sciences
	· Nursing

	· Sciences
	· Medical other than nursing

	· Technical (not engineering)
	· Other  ____________________


2.  What was your exact branch selection (check one from first choice, one from second choice and one from third choice).

	First Choice (check one only)
	Second Choice (check one only)
	Third Choice (check one only)

	· Field Artillery
	· Field Artillery
	· Field Artillery

	· Adjutant General
	· Adjutant General
	· Adjutant General

	· Air Defense Artillery
	· Air Defense Artillery
	· Air Defense Artillery

	· Aviation
	· Aviation
	· Aviation

	· Armor
	· Armor
	· Armor

	· Engineer
	· Engineer
	· Engineer

	· Finance
	· Finance
	· Finance

	· Medical Service Corps
	· Medical Service Corps
	· Medical Service Corps

	· Infantry
	· Infantry
	· Infantry

	· Transportation
	· Transportation
	· Transportation

	· Ordnance
	· Ordnance
	· Ordnance

	· Chemical
	· Chemical
	· Chemical

	· Military Police
	· Military Police
	· Military Police

	· Nursing
	· Nursing
	· Nursing

	· Military Intelligence
	· Military Intelligence
	· Military Intelligence

	· Quartermaster 
	· Quartermaster 
	· Quartermaster 

	· Signal Corps
	· Signal Corps
	· Signal Corps

	· Other _____________
	· Other _____________
	· Other _____________


3. Who had the most influence on your branch selection outside of the cadre at your school?  (Check one)

	· Parents
	· Friends
	· Professor/instructor

	· Fellow cadets
	· Spouse or intended
	· No one


4. Who had the most influence on your branch selection among the cadre at your school?  (Check One)

	· Professor of Military Science
	· Other Officer

	· Asst Professor of Military Science
	· Non-Commissioned Officer


5. Did you consider a cadre member as a role model or mentor?

	· Yes
	· No (if no skip to question 8)


6. Was this person the same as the one indicated in question 4?

	· Yes
	· No


7. If you answered yes above, what was the branch of this person?  (Check one only)

	· Field Artillery
	· Finance
	· Military Police

	· Adjutant General
	· Medical Service Corps
	· Nursing

	· Air Defense Artillery
	· Infantry
	· Military Intelligence

	· Aviation
	· Transportation
	· Quartermaster 

	· Armor
	· Ordnance
	· Signal Corps

	· Engineer
	· Chemical
	· Other _____________


8. I will be going active duty.  

	· Yes
	· No


Answer the following using the scale provided with 0 = disagree completely and 9 = agree completely.  Circle the correct number.

9. I believe I will remain in the Army as a career.

Disagree Completely




      Agree Completely

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10.   I joined ROTC to gain skills for use in a career outside the Army.

Disagree Completely




      Agree Completely

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

11.   The commission I receive from the Army will make me more marketable in the private sector.

Disagree Completely




      Agree Completely

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

12. I am happy with the branch that I will be going into.

Disagree Completely




      Agree Completely

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

13. The Combat Arms branches prepare officers better for a career in the Army than Combat Support or Combat Service Support branches.

Disagree Completely




      Agree Completely

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

14.   I believed that I would be a career officer when I joined Army ROTC.

Disagree Completely




      Agree Completely

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Please answer all of the following.

15.   The board gave me my:

	· First Choice of Branch
	· Second Choice of Branch
	· Third Choice of Branch
	· Neither my 1st, 2nd, or 3rd Choice of Branch


16. The race or ethnicity or gender of my role model is the same as my own.

	· Yes
	· No


17. The gender of my role model is the same as my own.

	· Yes
	· No


18.   My ethnicity is:

	· 1 …Black/African American
	· 5 …Mexican American/Chicano

	· 2 …White/Caucasian
	· 6 …Puerto Rican American

	· 3 …Native American
	· 7 …Other Hispanic

	· 4 …Asian American
	· 8 …Pacific Islander

	· 9 …Other ____________________


19.   My gender is:

	· Male (0)
	· Female (1)


20.   Do you have prior military service (before commissioning)?

	· Prior active Army enlisted
	· Prior Army Reserve or National Guard

	· Prior Active other service enlisted
	· Prior other service reserve or guard
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Parental influence was not large factor in branching decisions, and no significant differences existed between the responses of the three ethnic categories.  By inference, we can assume that it would not be a useful approach to provide information on the benefits of combat arms branches to parents, since their influence on the decision of the cadet is not robust. 
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RELIABILITY ANALYSIS   -   SCALE  (ALPHA)





Statistics for       		Mean      	Variance     	Std Dev


      SCALE       		83.5933   	295.6657    	17.1949       


Reliability Coefficients


N of Cases =    		150.0                    	N of Items = 27


Alpha =            		.7155
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