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A CROSS SECTIONAL ANALYSIS AND GENERALIZABILITY

IMPLIcATIONS OF A MILITARY ATTRITION MODEL

MANAGEMENT SLTh?IARY

Earlier studies in this series have examined the causes and correlates

of attrition among a sample of male Marine Corps recruits which entered

• 

-

~ Parris Island during August 1976. Since this sample, because of time of

accession and location, might not have been representative of the typical

recruit population, additional recruit samples were surveyed. These

additional samples were selected as follows: July, 1977 at Parris Island;

July, 1977 at San Diego; and January, 1978 at San Diego (1978 Parris Island

males were not included in the present report due to the concurrent but separate

realistic job preview experiment initiated in 1978; Hom er, Mobley and

Megl i no, 1979). Samples were chosen to highl ight differences due to year

of accession , location, and both the time of accession and the quality of

the sample. Four separate groups were examined in this study.

How Was The Study Conducted?

Recruits were asked to complete a survey after they arrived at their

recruit training location but before the actual start of training (pre-’
training survey) and again just prior to graduation (post-training survey).

Individuals who left the Marine Corps during training were also given a

survey (out-placement survey). Demographic information was obtained on

individual s through the Marine Corps Recruit Accession Management System

(RAMS) file.

----•-
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How Were the Groups Different?

Significant differences among the four groups were noted for racial

composition, marital status, mental scores , age, and years of education.

Compared to aN other groups, the 1976 Parris Island recruits had signifi-

cantly higher mental scores, and the 1978 San Diego sample was significantly

older with significantly fewer years of education.

There was a significant overall difference in attrition rates across

the four groups. Comparison of individual groups revealed no significant

difference between 1976 and 1977 Parri s Island (12% vs 10%, a temporal

comparison), marginal significance ( p <  .10) between 1977 Parri s Island

and San Diego (10% vs 6%, a location compari son) and a significant differ-

ence between 1977 and 1978 San Diego (6% vs 14%, a temporal and quality

comparison).

How Did Graduates Differ from Attrites

Recruit training graduates and attrites were compared on the measures

they completed prior to the start of training. The pro-training measures

which significantly differentiated graduates from attrites for all four

groups were: intention to complete enlistment, chances of completing enlist-

ment, and internal motivation. Measures that significantly differentiated

graduates from attrltes across three groups and were in the appropriate

direction for a fourth group were: intention to re-enlist, sum of the posi-

tive Marine role outcome expectancies , Marine role attraction, Marine role

force, Marine role force minus civilian role force, and expected overall

sati sfaction.

In order to exami ne the attrition process In multivariate terms, a
regression model was proposed and applied to each of the four cohort groups.
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Tests of homogeneity of slope and intercept for all possible ways of pool ing

cohort groups revealed significant differences between the 1978 San Diego

sampl e and the other three cohort groups. Specifically, demographic and

intention variables were significantly related to attrition for the pooled

sample, while age, satisfaction , and intention variables were

significantly related to attrition among the 1978 San Diego sample.

How Did Attrites Differ in Reasons for Attrition?

Reasons for attrition were examined in two ways: administrative and self -:

reported. With respect to administrative reasons, all four samples discharged

-
. 

- 
a substantial percentage of recruits due to unsuitability - apathy. However, —

Parris Island tended to have a higher attrition rate due to unsuitability -

personality. Since 1976 the attrition rate has increased for erroneous entry

and decreased for physical disability and unsuitability - inaptitude.

Among the highest sel f-reported reasons for attrition for all four groups

were : missed family and fr iends, too much pressure , lack of personal freedom

and physical health. Rank order correlations between each sample for 30

F possible self-reported reasons were relatively high , ranging from .66 to .80.

What Kinds 0f Individual Cha~~es Were_Noted During Recruit Training?

Changes during recruit training were examined for graduates (pro-training

vs post-training survey) and for attrites (pre-training vs out—pl acement

survey). Across all four groups, graduates exhibited a significant increase

in leader consideration, job autonomy, feedback from others, group proficiency

and growth need. Changes that were significant across three groups and were

in the appropriate direction for a fourth group were: increased intention to

re-enlist, increased chances of completing enlistment, increased force toward

I.

L
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the Marine role , decreased leader structure, and increased overall satisfac-

tion. The San Diego cohort appeared to have experienced fewer significant

changes during recruit training.

No significant changes were noted across all four groups for attrites.

Significant changes across three groups with a fourth group in the appro—

priate direction were: increased expectation of finding an acceptable

civilian job, decreased attraction to the Marine role, decreased Marine role

force, decreased leader structure, and a decrease in dealing wi th others.

What Conclusions Can Be Drawn from This Study?

The results of this study support the general conclusions of an earlier

study of Marine Corps recruit attrition (Mobley, Hand, Baker and Meglino,

- • 1978) although many of the variables measured were not consistently signif-

icant across all four samples. This is perhaps due to reduced number of

recruits in subsequent samples. An interesting conclusion of the study is

the presence of a significantly different prediction equation for the 1978

San Diego sample. This group was also significantly lower in overall quality

as measured by age and level of education.

The observation of certain consistent differences between graduates and

attrites prior to recruit training continues to have implications for

recru i ting, selection, and possibl e interventions prior to or during recruit

training. The observation of a different prediction equation for lower

quality recruits suggests the possibility of differential treatment for

higher risk recruits.

— -- - 
- 



A CROSS SECTIONAL ANALYSIS AND GENERAL IZABILITY

IMPLICATIONS OF A MILITARY ATTRITION MODEL

This report presents an analysis of recruit training attrition in the

U.S. Marine Corps across various cohorts. The analyses reported represent

a portion of a longitudinal study of individual and organizational causes

and correlates of attrition among first term enlisted personnel . Earlier

reports have dealt with pre—training values , expectations and intentions for

a 1976 sample of Parris Island recruits (Mobley, Hand, Logan, & Baker, 1977);

an analysis of recruit training attrition for this sample (Mobley, Hand, &

Logan, 1977; Mobley, Hand, Baker , & Meglino , 1978); and a cross sectional

analysis of this sample at advanced training and initial duty station (Griffeth,

Meglino, Youngblood , & Mobley, 1979). The present report analyzes correl ates

of recruit training attrition across four distinct samples of enlisted personnel .

Since support for this study was obtained through developmental funds , this

report is primarily directed toward the manpower conm~unity . Subsequent manu-

scripts , currently in process , will address concerns of the basic research

comunity.

Problem

Attrition among first term enlisted military personnel is a problem of

justifiable concern. Declining numbers of citizens in the primary recruiting

age groups, an Improving economy providing alternative employment opportunities ,

and increasingly technological sophisticated manpower requirements serve to

under-score the nature of the Problem . (See e.g., Matthews, 1977 ; Wharton EFA ,
1979). Pre-end of active obligated service (EAOS) attrition places additional
burden on the recruiting function which is already dealing with a diminished

labor market. Pre-EAOS attrition represents a significant cost to the military

___—--S - 



- ~~-

~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

2

(see e.g., Huck and Midlam, 1977) and a potentially significant cost to indivi-

duals who attrite (leave the organization). This does not imply that all

attrition is bad . Attrition of certain individuals at certain times may be

desirable from cost-effectiveness, unit-effectiveness , and individual per—

spectives .

Research on military attrition reviewed elsewhere (Hand , Griffeth, and

Mobley, 1977) indicated that mil itary attrition research: has placed

relatively more emphasis on reenlistment than pre-EAOS attrition ; has placed

relatively more emphasis on individual variables (e.g., educati on, mental

grade, etc.) than on organizational variables ; has infrequently analyzed the

possibl e joint or interactive contribution to attrition of individual and

organizational variables; has infrequently utilized longitudinal designs ;

and has infrequently used experimental designs . Al so , it should be noted that

the shift to the volunteer concept raises issues of generalizability of pre-

1973 research .

The present research program seeks to assess the contribution of indivi-

dual and organizational variables to pre-EAOS attrition using mul tivariate

analyses , a long i tudinal design, and an enl isted sample sel ected after the 1973
shift to an all volunteer milita ry.

General Model

The general model serv ing as a basis for this study is a role choice

model (See Figure 1). This model is a variant of the generalized expec-

tancy model of organizational behavior (Vroom, 1964; Campbel l, Dunnette,

Lawler , and We ick , 1970; Dach ier and Mobley, 1973; Lawler , 1973). For

reviews of the expectancy model , see Locke (1975) and Mitchell (1974). See

Graen (1976) for a discussion of role processes , and Wiskoff ( 1977) for a

multinational review of military career expectation research.

L -_  
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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The role choice model used here addresses the following kinds of

questions . Why do individuals choose a military role (in the present

case an enlisted Marine Corps role) as opposed to a civilian role? Why

do individuals choose to engage in effective role behavior (in the present

case behavior which will not lead to pre—EAOS discharge)? Why do individuals

choose to reenlist or not reenlist?

The model suggests that role choice can , in part , be understood and

predicted by knowl edge of:

a) The value individuals place on various role outcomes or

consequences , e.g., pay, learning new skills , travel , etc.;

b) The individual ’s perceived expectancy that a given role will or

will not lead to these various outcomes or consequences ; i.e., role-

outcome expectancy;

c) The individual ’s expectancy regarding being able to attain the role ,

i.e., role expectancy, e.g., perceived chances of finding an acceptable

civilian role or perceived chances of being a “successful ” Marine .

As will be described in the measures sections of this report, these variabl es
can be combined in various ways to generate , for each individual , role

attraction indexes for both civilian and Marine roles . The individual

variables and the various composite role attraction indexes can then be evaluated

as correlates of attrition.

Since the model is a choice model , it is important to assess the

individual ’s perceptions of both the Marine role and alternative (civilian)

• roles . (See Schneider , 1976 for a discussion of this important point.) An

individual ’s wi thdrawal from the Mari ne Corps may be related to more than

simply his /her perception and evaluation of the desirability and availability

of al ternatives . 

-~~ --_— -•-- • -~~~~~-—— .S--—S—~~~~~-- -—- -S - •S ____
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Individual level variables such as education, age , mental grade, etc.,

have been shown to be related to pre-EAOS attrition (Matthews, 1977; Lockman,

1975; Sands , 1976) . In the present research program, such individual level

variables as age , education, mental grade, and mari tal status are analyzed

in terms of their relation to: values , expectancies , and role attraction;

• - . changes in values , expectancies , and role attraction ; percei ved organizational

variables ; and to attrition either directly or in combination wi th other

individual and organizational variables .

Based in part on the Mobley , Gri ffeth, Hand , and Meglino (1979), Hand ,

et al. (1977) , and Porter and Steers (1973) reviews of variables related to

wi thdrawa l (attrition) behavior , the study includes measures of leadership,

job content , and group climate . These organizational variables , as perceived

by the individual , are assessed in terms of their direct relationship to

attri tion and to the various components of the role choice model .

It is assumed that outcome values , role-outcome expectancies , and role

expectancies are learned and are modified by experience . One advantage of

the longitudinal design is that it affords the opportunity to track the

learning-socialization process.

Sunm~arizi ng the basic role model :

a) It is a choice model which considers perceptions and evaluations

of both Marine roles and alternative civilian roles :

b) It considers both individual and organizational variables ;
• c) Combined wi th a longitudinal design , it permits assessment of the

• learning-socialization process.

It is believed that use of this conceptual model wil l contribute not

only to prediction of attrition om individual and organizational variables ,

but also to the understanding of the attrition process. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~i r _ .~~
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THE PRESENT REPORT

This report examines the general izability of results previously obtained for

a sample of Marine Corps recruits which entered Parris Island during August , 1976 .

These results , reported in an earlier technical report in this series (Mobley,

et a) , 1978) , found a number of significant pre-recuit training di fferences

between subsequent recruit training graduates and attrites. These differences,

L also sunDnarized in the present report , were in the areas of intentions , role

expectations , role attraction , expected leadership, expected job content, expecta-
4 tions regarding an individual ’s group and, expected overal l satisfaction . Dif-

— ferences in these areas were also found between pre and post-training measures

for graduates and between pre and out-placement measures for attri tes . A

regression analysis was also reported which examined the prediction of recruit

• - training attrition from pre—training survey and demographic information .

Since the previous report examined attrition for a single samp ling of

recruits (August, 1976 Parris Island accessions), similar analyses for additional

samples appeared warranted . The present report examines the results of these

analysis for recruits sampled in subsequent years and at an additional location.

METHOD

Basic Design

The basic longitudinal design is sumarized in Figure 2. Survey measures

were administered at the beginning of recruit training (pre-training measure) ,

again at the end of recruit training (post—training measure), or at the time
of recruit training attrition (out-placement measure). (Additional measures

were given near the end of advanced training and/or subsequent duty station

for the 1976 cohort. These were analyzed in cross-sectional terms [Griffeth

- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -
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et al., 1979] and will be analyzed longitudinally in the next technical report
r in this series).

The portion of the longitudinal study reported here deals with the pre-

training measure administered at the beginning of recruit training (Phase I),

- • the pos t-training measure (Phase II), the out-placement measure , and demographic

data from the Marine Corps Recruit Accession Management System (RAMS) file.

Sample

The four groups chosen for this study are shown in Figure 3. The original

cohort of first term enlisted personnel was surveyed as it entered the Marine

Corps at Parris Island during August, 1976 . During July and August of 1977 two

additiona l groups of entering recruits were surveyed, one at Parris Island and

another at San Diego. A fourth group was surveyed as it entered San Diego

duri ng January of 1978.

As depicted in Figure 3, the Suniner 1976 and Sunaner 1977 Parris Island

samples were chosen to evaluate temporal generalizability while the Sumer

1977 San Diego sample was sel ected to evaluate location generali zability.

Finally, the Winter 1978 San Diego sample was chosen to evaluate generalizability

wi th respect to both time and quality of the recruit sample. Historically, a

greater proportion of recruits wi th a high school degree (and a lower propensity

to leave the organization) tend to enlist during suniner (after the completion

of high school ) rather than duri ng winter months.

Table 1 shows the status of the four cohorts. The sample numbers shown in

Category 1 of Table 1 are those recruits who completed the pre—training survey

and suppl ied identification numbers which corresponded to demographic records

contained on the Marine Corps RAMS file. Category 2 shows recruits wi th both

survey and RAMS data who were non-reservists . Those non—reservists with both

survey and RAMS data who gave consistent survey responses comprise Category 3.

_________ —- - ---• •••--- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ • - - - - •-~~~~~ - ~~- - ---~-• - -- - — - - --- ~~~~~-•~~--- —-.- - - - - -
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The identification of consistent respondents was accomplished by recording

the similarity of responses on closel y worded pairs of questions on the

survey . The sample shown in Category 3 formed the basis for all analyses

described in this report.

Categories 4 and 5 show the status of reservists who completed the pre-

training survey . Specifically, Category 4 shows the number of reservists

wi th both survey and RAMS data while Category 5 shows the number of these

reservists who gave consistent survey responses . Reservists were el iminated

from the analyses in this report due to their relatively small numbers and

the possibility that they, as a group, may be charactistical ly different from

the non-reservists population wi th regard to the determinants of attrition.

MEASURES

The measures used in this study are sumarized in Figure 4. The indivi-

dual level variables of age , mental score, education , race , marital status, and

number of dependents were col lected from the RAMS computer file.

The component measures of the role choice model were collected via survey .

These components include the following :

a) Enlisted personnel were presented a list of 50 role outcomes and
as ked to rate them on a +2 to -2 scale of desirability -
undesirability . The role outcomes , generated from previous
research, interviews , and pilot tests , included such things as
“learning career skills ,” “separation from family,” “responsi-
bility,” etc . The term “outcome” refers to rewards , costs , and
conditions possibly associated with a job or role.

b) Role-outcome expectancies: Marine: for each of the 50 role
outcomes , enlisted personnel were asked to rate, on a scale
of 0 to 1.0, theIr chances of attaining that outcome by
being a Mari ne .

c) Role-outcome expectancies: Civilian: for each of the 50 role
outcomes , enlisted personnel were asked to rate, on a scale of
O to 1.0, their chances of attaining that outcome by being in
a civilian job . 

-—— -
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d) Role-expectancy: Marine: enlisted personnel were asked to rate
their chances of successfully completing their first term
enlis tment on a scale of 0 to 1.0.

e) Role-expectan:~~ Civilian: enlisted pers~nnel were asked to ratetheir chances of finding an acceptabl e civil ian job at the present
time if that were their goal , on a scale of 0 to 1.0.

Based on these component ratings, several composite index variables were

generated for each individual .

f) Role attraction: Mari ne: is the sum of the cross-products of
-; - • 

. the desirability ratings of the 50 role outcomes and Marine role-
‘
~ i outcome expectancy ratings .

g) Role attraction: Civilian: is the sum of the cross-products of
the desirabi lity ratings of the 50 role outcome and civilian role-
outcome expectancy ratings .

h) Role Force: Marine: is the Mari ne role attraction index above
weighted by expectancy of success fully completing the fi rst term

5 -  enlistment.

i) Role Force: Civilian: is the civilian role attraction index above ,
weighted by expectancy of finding an acceptable civilian job .

The organizational level variables , as perceived by enlisted personnel ,

were assessed with standardized sl4rvey measures . The Leader Behavior Description

Questionnaire (Stogdill and Coons , 1957) assesses perceived leader “Consideration”

and “Initiating Structure .” Two group sociometric measures , attraction and

proficiency (Libo, 1953) , also were included . The short version of Job Diagnos—

tic Survey (JDS) (Hackma n and Oldham , 1974 , 1975) was also used. The JDS

assesses various dimensions of the perceived job content, e.g. , skill variety,

task significance , feedback, task identity, task autonomy from the job . This

measure also includes job satisfaction scales and ind ividual level measures of

internal motivation and growth need or the desire to obtain growth satis faction
from one ’s work. A complete list and definitions of the dimensions of the

J organizational measures Is given in the Appendix of an earlier report (Mobley ,

et al., 1977).

L _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _
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In the pre-recruit training administration of the survey, respondents were

instructed to respond to the leadership, group, and job content measures in terms

of what they expected (s ince they had not yet been exposed to military life).

Administration of subsequent surveys called for a descriptive rather than expected

response set.

Cri teria data collected on all surveys included behavioral intentions to

complete fi rs t term enlistment, behavioral intentions to reenlist , and performance

goals. For attr i tes , self reported ratings of their reasons for attrition were

included . Criteria data col lected from the Marine Corps Headquarters master

- 

— 

file included administrative reasons for attrition and re—cycle information.

Procedure

The survey measures were pilot tested twice: first using enlisted person-

nel assigned to the University of South Carol i na NROTC unit and second, using

a platoon of July, 1976 Parri s Island recruits . Based on the pi lot tests ,

instructions were clarified, ambiguous i tems were clarified or deleted, minimal

variance items were deleted, and several new questions were added based on

suggestions of pilot study subjects .

The pre-training measures were administered as a part of administrative

processing during the first few days after arrival at the recruit depot. The

survey was administered by the University researchers to groups of four platoons

at a time . Recruits were read the appropriate freedom of information passage

(which was also included in the survey booklet); informed that participation

was volun tary; and that ind~vidua1 responses were confidential. Survey

• responses were made on machine readable answer sheets. ID numbers were

requested for the purpose of matching subsequent administrations of the survey

and matching with the RAMS and master file. All officers, non-commissioned

officers , and drill instructors remained out of the room during administration

______ -S - 5  — —-5 ’--- — -- —
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of the survey.

- 1 The post-training measure was administered during the week of graduation

and in the same manner as the pre-training measure. Re-cycled recruits who

did not graduate with their original platoon were given the post-training

measure on an individual basis during the week of their graduation if they

graduated wi thin four weeks after their original platoon . Attrites were

given the out—placement survey while in the Casual Company in the few days

before their separation. The same survey was used for pre-training , post-

training, and out-placement , wi th the exception that the out-pl acement

survey included additional questions on self-reported reasons for attrition.

Results

An earlier report (Mobley , et al., 1978) addressed significant dif-

ferences between graduates and attitudes both prior to training, and at the

time of either graduation or attrition . The present report focuses upon the

general izability of such results across four separate samples.

Differences Across Samples

As Table 1 show s , attrition rates for Category 3 individuals varied from

6 percent (1977 , San Diego) to 14 percent (19 78, San Diego). A one-way analysis

revealed a significant difference in attrition rates across all four groups

(X2 E~
] = 14.2 , p <  .01). In terms of individual comparisons , the difference in

attrition rates between the 1976 and 1977 Parris Island samples (temporal

comparison) was not significant at conventional levels. The comparison of

attrition between the 1977 Parris Island and San Diego samples (location

comparison) showed a marginally si gnificant difference (z [l] = 1.87 ,2 <  .10). A

significant difference in attrition rates (z[l] = 3.55, 2< .001) was noted between

the 1977 and 1978 San Diego sampl es (temporal and quality comparison). The

_ _
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samp le of recruits that entered the Marine Corps at San Diego during the

Winter of 1978 had a significantl y higher rate of attrition than the sample

that entered San Diego during the Summer of 1977.

In addition to rates of attrition, the four samples exhibited significantly

different demographic characteristics. Specifically, one-way analyses across

all four groups showed significant differences for: years of education

(FL3 ] = 33.63 , p < .001), percentage of recruits wi th a high school degree
(~

2[3] = 151.65 , p< .001 ) race—percent caucasian (
~

2[3] = 9.78 , p< .05), mari tal

status-percent married (12[3] = 10.96 , p < .05), mental scores (F[3] = 19.62 , p< .001

and age (F[3J = 6.21 , p~ < .001). Post— hoc Newma n - Keuls analysis (p...= .05)
• revealed that the 1976 Parris Island recruits had significantly higher mental

scores than recruits in the remaining three cohorts and that the average 1978

San Diego recruit was significantly older and significantly less educated

than recruites in the other cohorts .

Pre-Recruit Training Differences Between Subsequent Graduates and Attrites

Table 2 shows comparisons between subsequent recruit training graduates

and attri tes on demographic variables and on survey measures taken prior to

the start of recruit training.

Demographic Variables. For the 1976 Parris Island sample, graduates

had a significantly greater number of years of education , signif icantly

higher mental scores and were less like ly to be married than attrites. These

differences , however , are not consistent across all four samples. Significant

findings were only evident across two of the four groups for any particular

demographic variable. Specifically, mental scores were s ignificantly higher

for graduates only in the two Parris Island samples. Graduates had a signifi-

cantly higher education level only for the 1976 Parris Island and 1978 San Diego

cohorts , and graduates were significantly younger only for the Parris Island 

-~~~~ -- — ---_~~~~~~~~~-—- --.- -~~~~~~~-—- -—-  ~~~~ S~-- - - - -  -~~~~~
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Table 2

- 1 Breakdown of Pre-Rec ruit Training Variable Means by Graduates and Attrites -

1976 Parris Island 1977 Psrris Island 1977 Sac Disco 1978 S-an Dingo
Mali Non- Reserve Male Non-R eser ve M ale Non -Reserve Male Non—Reserve

- I Recruit s Recrulti Rec evits Secruiti

Sraduat es Attrites tb Gra,iuates Att rite, t ;raduate$ Attrites t 6rid,vites ‘ttrites t
Oewngraphlc

EdutRilDil ~years) 11 .74 11 ,36 4.90” 11.90 11 .94 - .35 11.83 11 .71 .68 11 .47 11.00 3.38’’
Racp (9 C*ucasian) C 79 78 .00 76 72 .18 72 65 .54 79 75 .23
Marital Status (5 Marrled ) C 3.7 7 •4 4 43” 1.2 4 .4 1 .16 3.4 6.7 .19 5.5 5.8 .00

• Mental (AFQT) 61.61 58.59 2.12” 56.57 47 .72 3.l9** 56.56 54 94 .50 56.76 55.31 .74
Age (ysers) 18.92 19.12 .1.35 18.67 19 ,32 .3.88” 18.81 19.45 .1.81’ 19.18 19.00 .52

N 1344 176 435 47 449 31 329 52

Intent ions

inten tion to Complete 4 .44 3.86 5.6? ” 4.38 3 .91 2.92” 4.43 3.66 2.73’’ 4.37 3.40 46 8 ”
ln tentl os to Re-en li st 3.07 2.75 3.31” 3.09 2.72 2.33” 2.96 2.61 1 .40 2.88 2.39 2.55’•

Cha nces of coaupletiuig .87 .71 6.69 ’s .85 .71 3. 10” .R5 . 76 1 .82’ .05 .67 3.67’”
firs t term

- - I Chances If finding .52 .63 -4.08” .50 .55 -1 .01 .57 .59 — .32 .55 .59 — .70
4 acceptable c ix i lu in job

Swn posit iv. Marine Sole 29.95 25 .69 4 39*1* 29.09 24 .23 2.62” 29. 11 28.31 . 49 29.03 26 .33 1.68’
outcome enpec tancles
sinus negat ive nipectancies

Sum positive C i vilian Role 22.74 22.47 .29 22.12 20.79 .74 23 .16 25. 18 .1.17 23. 42 24.93 — 1.10
outcOnes expectancies minuS
negative expectancies

Sole Attraction

Attraction: Marine Role 39.30 31 .37 4.6l ’5- 36.27 27 .57 2.68” 37.35 36.21 .33 37.51 31.50 1.83’
A ttracti on~ C ivil i a n Role 29.59 27 .87 1.05 27.61 24 .00 1 .19 29.93 31.63 — .53 30.24 31.16 — .31
Force: Marin e Role 34.91 24.32 6.00” 32.32 22,42 3.59’’ 33.34 29.96 .94 33.28 23.68 3.36”
Force: Civilian Role 16.21 17 .74 —1.02 14.81 13,90 .39 18.51 20.16 — .50 18.39 18.54 - .06
Force : Marin e -Civili an Role 18.92 6.97 6.73* * 17.68 8.72 2.90”’ 14.76 9.04 l.~2 14.94 5.61 2.90”

Leadership

Expected leader cons iderat Ion 43.95 42.25 1.88’ 42.14 40.08 1.28 41.60 39.48 1.14 42.50 40.02 1.54
Expected le ader structure 64.63 62.90 2.90’~’ 63.95 62.57 1 .04 63.31 63.18 .40 64 .29 62.00 1.92’

Job Coctent

Expected skil l variety .3.32 3 .14 2.63” 3.29 3 .15 1 .12 3.17 3.32 - .98 3.27 3.33 - . 47
Expected tank identify 3.25 3.14 1.64 ’ 3.26 3.29 — .21 3.11 2.98 .87 3.17 3. 11 .51
Expected task significance 3.77 3.51 3.63’” 2.70 3.49 1.54 3.68 3.30 2.38” 3.6 3.52 .75
Expected autonomy 2.58 2.45 1 .79’ 2.60 2.63 - .21 2.60 2. 43 1.00 2.60 2.46 1.00
Expected feedback from job 3.44 3.22 3•49~.* 3.39 3.11 2.31** 3.36 3.22 1.10 3.29 3.12 1 .44
Expected feedback from others 3.10 2.97 1.77’ 3.04 2.91 .90 3.12 3.06 .37 3.01 3.09 - .57
Expected dealing with others 3.98 3.85 2 .17*1 3.89 2.83 .54 3.87 3.58 2.15’’ 3.90 3.74 1.38

Expec ted attraction ¶0 .51 9.94 3.61” ¶0.48 10.47 .04 10.59 9.97 1.73’ 10.28 10.18 .27
Expected prof icIency 6.82 6.55 2.21” 6.81 6.59 l.C0 7,04 6.60 .54 6.57 6.33 .85

Sat iif nct lon .__
Individual Difference

Expected overall ~at$s fa ct Io n 3. 45 3.04 6.00’ ’ 3.35 3.19 1 .11 3. 40 3.09 2. 10” 3.40 2.67 5.15’”
Internal not ivation 3.94 3 .67 4.21” 3.81 3.55 2.43” 3.87 3.44 2.55” 3.83 3. 45 3.54•”
Growth need Ctrenqth 

— — 

3.86 3.6 1 3.59’ ’ 3.79 3.36 3.44*” 3.81 3.62 1.31 3.76 3.6 1 l.l 9 j

•
~~~

. .~~~

••p *  .05

“9 - 0 1

aT,ie teep le s izes varied someshat scross variables due to missi ng values.
b
611 t-te9ts are two tailed and alien applicable use separate variance eSt~i,ates for the computation of the t statistic.

C Chi~~ lu4rn tes t tta tis tic yes used for Race and Marital Status.

SOURCE: 111-2 
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and San Diego samples surveyed in 1977.

In terms of directional consistency , graduates in all four cohort groups

had hig her mental scores , were more likely to be caucasian and less likely to

be married than attrites. In three out of four cohorts, graduates were

younger and had more years of education than attrites .

Two examples of directional inconsistency are evident from the demographic

data in Table 2. Compared with graduates , 1978 San Diego attrites were

sli ghtly younger and 1977 Parris Island attrites had slightly greater years oi~
- 

- 

education. One should note, however, that these inconsistencies occurred

wi thin the cohort exhibiting the highest value on the variable in question.

That is , compared to the other cohorts , the 1978 San Diego cohort was signifi-

cantly older and the 1977 Parris Island cohort had the highest number of

years of education . This educational difference was also evident when

measured by the percentage of recruits in each cohort with a high school

degree (these percentages were: 1976 Parris Island , 77.0%; 1977 Parris Island ,

91 .9%; 1977 San Diego , 83.8%; and 1978 San Diego , 58.3%).

As the above indicates , some demographic variables may predict attrition

only within a range of values . That is , when specific level s or values are

exceeded , as was the case for age and education described above, certa in

variables may lose their ability to accurately predict attrition.

Survey Measures. A number of pre-training survey measures distinguished

graduates from attrites in the 1976 Parris Island sample. As shown in Table

2, three of these measures (intention to complete enlistment , chances of
completing enl istment, and internal motivation) showed a significan t difference

- 

- between graduate? and attrites for all four cohorts. Prior to training ,

graduates in all groups had greater intentions of completing their enlistment,

saw greater chances of comp le ting thei r enl istment, and exhibited higher

- . - 
- -

~~~
-- 

--. -. - ., -- -
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internal motivation than attrites .

A number of additional pre-training measures were consistently signifi-

cant across three of the groups and were in the appropriate direction for

a fourth group. These measures were : intention to re-enlist , sum of the
positive Marine role outcome expectancies mi nus negative expectancies ,

Marine role attraction , Marine role force , Mar ine role force minus c iv ilia n
role force , and expected overall sa ti sfac tion.

Based on the results suimiari zed in Table 2, the pre-training measures

which significantly distinguished graduates from attrites were in the

categories of intentions , expectations , role attraction , satisfaction , and

individual differences. Significance was somewhat less evident in demographic

characteristics and in leadership, job content, and group measures. With a

few exceptions, most var iables were cons istent in terms of di rection across
all four cohort groups.

Multivariate Prediction of Attrition. Since many of the measures in

Table 2 were substantially intercorrelated , a mul tivar iate analys is was

necessary to adequately explain the attrition process. For this reason a

model of recruit training attrition was proposed containing four sets of

fac tors . Set I included demographi c and indiv idual di fference var iables .

Set II was composed of organizational level factors; specifically, job content,

leadersh ip, and work group variables . Expected satisfaction and net role

force (Marine role force minus civilian role force) were contained in Set III ,

and intention to complete enlistment comprised Set IV (the variables contained

in each set are listed in Tab l e 3). Each set was structured to include

variables that hare similar in terms of their causal priority to the actual

attrition decision . That is , demographic and individual difference variabl es

reflect factors in individual development and are therefore causally prior to 

.~~- - - .- - . .- -—- -- .- 
-
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~ab1a 3

Multip i. (egresajon ~~ ~~~~~~ rr,~ninq Att~ ,tjon’ on Pre—Recruit
trai ning Survey and Demographic Varka b lsa for Two

D~atinct Cohort Group s

.2. a 0 9lgid.p.ndant ft~ ra Skam F

Variable 50 2d L 1 2 1 2 1 2

Oemoqrapvi i.c/P.rsonal.

Age (years) ic _ el i,.ii — .01~ — .02 — .000 — .52 3
I 1.271 ( i.eai (.Oti 1.011

tducat iofl (ycaril 11.80 1 1 .4 7  .04” .0S .105 .225
I .701 1 .94) (.01) ( .0 2 )

Growth N..U Strength 3.06 3.77 .02 — .02 .053 — .049 -

I .00) I .77) i .O Ll (.0 31

int.rnat Mot ivation 3.94 3.02 .O4’~ .06 .085 .102
- 4  ( .6 9) I .741 1.011 1.031

M arita l Status0 .036 .256 .~ 09. .03 ..~Ø4) .020
I . 19) I .23) (.04) (.011

Menta l Scot. )AIQI ) 61.30 14.22 .5001 — .002 .009 — .077
(14 .65) (15.63) (.0004) (.00 1)

- - 
Ra,~,

2 .805 .a22 .01 .04 .013 .050 11.00k’ 5.03”
( .40) I .)Ii (.02) (.05)

SET 00

Job Content ,

56411 Variety 2.29 3.12 — .01 — .03 .0lI .OIS
I .03) I . 8 3 )  (.01) (.03)

Task identity 3 . 24  3 . 15  — .02 — .02 .045 .041.
- — ( .80) 1 .04) I (.01) (.0))

Task Significance 3.77 3.65 .01 — .04 .029 — .0~2
I . 5 3 1  .87) - (.01) (.03)

Autonomy 2.51 2.53 .0). .01 .034 .024
.93) ( .94) (.0).) (.02)

• Feedback from Job 0.44 3 .32 I — .0801 .0003 .000 .001
I .74) ( .76) (.01) (.03)

F.edback from Others 3.1). 3.04 .007. — .03 .004 — .017
.94i I .92) I .01) (.02)

Onali nu y xtO Others 3.99 3. 93 - - 
.003 — .002 .009 — .004

.71) 1 .71) (.01) 1.031

7.e.dershlpr
COnsid .r,eion 4 2 . 9 3  0 1 .0 6  ..0002 — .0100 — .004 - .915

(10.21) 1 9.69) (.001) (.002)

st ructure 64.77 64.50 — .002 .002 - .049 .047
6.09)  I 7 .14 )  (.00 1) (.00))

Work r.roup

Att raction 10 .05 10.30 .004 — .02 .026 . LOS
1 .44 )  1 2 .09 )  1.009) ( .01)

Proficiency 6 . 00  6 . 5 7  .051 . 0)  .000 .049 ).05 1.41
I t OO ) I 1.40) 1.0061 (.01)

OFT 1)1

E!l ed Sat iet.ct Lon 3 .04  3.21 .007 .12’ s  .019 .3 2 0
I .801 I .97) (.01) (.03)

Net Role ?orcs 11.60 13 .02 .0005 .00002 .034 .001 3 d ”  14.17”
( 2 0 . 4 4 )  ( 0 1 . 6 5 )  ( . 0 0 0 4 )  ( a O L )

SF? TV ,

tntention to C x~p.!~~~ 0.45 4.21 .03” .06’ .090 .204 10.67’. 9 39”_____________ — I .93)  I 1.121 (.21) (.021

Intorcept 
______________ j .36 .11 _________________ _________________

Overall F 3.0R~~ 4 3 2 ~~N 1585 249
.0; .27

Mjusted ~2 .05 .21
Ot and ar d Frro r of
Est~.mata .28 .30

‘p ~ .33“p ~ .01
‘Dependent var abl . was cOded i if recruit ooepl.ted bas ic t rsL n t n O.  0 if no t. Att ri t Ion, vas I xnd 13
percent for .9:oups 1 and 2. respectively.
~0 e4n oP the independent - ‘ortabl a. Standard deviat ion appv..rs below fiqura in parentheses.

Or~op I ,onas.rs ,f 1976 Po rn , (i1.I r,4 and 1971 tarn , 111usd . and 0.0 Oia-qo male nonreserv. recruits .
2 cone xo ta of 1974 can 0(0.70 n4(a  .,onr.eer,o rn:ruIt. .

9aw regression eoe fftci nn t .
1itnn ,Iai- .(inq.l regrn s ,uton onff,ei.nt .
‘3~ vns.iv. P in rnport..( f~ r “ i ’.-~~ . ? ’ ,.. fo u r sni a ‘,‘ n.(— :x.ndpnt ‘r 5 ,5 no - Pet 1 eas •fltsr.d into
the o1.iatio fl t s r q n . 01 Ie. oo4 , ,,,l 

~. - b it S .
I • ,Mrr~~.-I . -( • not Mrr o.I .I • i.,r?. ,,, 0 • on n—CaiIc1,,,, i ,

____________________________________ _________________
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perceived organizational variables in terms of the decision to withdraw from

an organization. Organizational variables and satisfaction and role force

variables tend to represent factors that are progressively more inii~ediate in

terms of the actual attrition decision . Following from these factors, and
most ininediate in terms of the attrition decision , are actual intentions

regarding attrition (Mobley, 1977; Mob ley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979;

Porter & Steers, 1973).

The sets of variables described above were sequentially entered into a

regression equation wi th the dependent variable being actual attrition

during recruit training (1 = completed recruit training, 0 = attri te during

recruit training). Set I (demographic and individual difference variables)

was entered f i rst followed by Sets II, III , and IV , respectively. The

rationale for this ordering was to allow any set of variables the opportunity

to explain only the variance which remained after the effect of causally

prior variables had been removed. Therefore, since intention Is concep-

tualized as the most ini~ediate precursor of attrition , its unique contribution

to the attrition decision was assessed only after the effects of causally

prior variables had been accounted for.

The model specified above was separately applied to each of the four

cohort groups in the study. In order to determine whether the attrition

process operated in the same way for afl groups, an overall test of homo-

geneity of slopes and intercepts was conducted (Johnston, 1972). Results

indicated a significant difference among the groups (F[66, 1769] = 1.41,

< .05). Further analysis revealed that this effect was due to hetero-

geneity of slope coefficients (F[63, 1769] = 1.47 , p. < .05).

As a result of this analys is , tests of homogeneity of slopes and inter-

- 
- 
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cepts were conducted for the 10 remaining possible ways to combine the four

cohort groups. In all cases, significant differences due to slope were

observed only when the 1978 San Diego cohort was included in the analysis.

In essence , the 1978 San Diego cohort was singularly responsible for the

-
: 

heterogeneity observed in the prediction equations for the four cohort

groups . For this reason a single regression equation was estimated for

the pooled 1976 Parr is Island, 1977 Parr i s Island and 1977 San Diego

cohorts. A second regression equation was estimated for the 1978 San Diego

cohort . Both equations are reported in Table 3.

As Table 3 shows, with the exception of variable Set II, the contribution

of each set of variables was significant in the prediction equations . Overall ,

the model was significant (p. < .01) in predicting attrition for both groups.
- 

- 
Variance explained (adjusted R2) was 5 percent for the pooled cohorts and 21

percent for the 1978 San Diego cohort.

- - With respect to individual variables , five were significant for the

pooled cohorts: age, educa tion, internal mot iva tion, marital status and

intention to complete enlistment. Education , expected satisfaction , and

intention to complete enlistment were significant for the 1978 San Diego

cohort. Two s-gni ficant predictors , education and intention to complete

enlistment , were common to both equations ; however , the magnitude of the

standardized regression coefficients for these two varia b les was more than

double for the 1978 San Diego cohort than the pooled 1976 and 1977 cohorts.

Of the variables making a significant contribution to a particular

equation, three were unique to the pooled cohorts. For this group, graduates

were younger , had higher internal motivation and were more likely to be married

than attrites. For the 1978 San Diego cohort, expected satisfaction was unique

to the prediction of attrition . For this group, graduates initially expected

greater satisfaction in the Marine Corps than did attrites.
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1

Reasons for Attrition

Reasons for attrition were examined for recruits In each of the four

cohort groups who left the Marine Corps during recruit training. This was

done in two ways. Administratively recorded reasons were obtained through

codes available from the RAMS file. In addition , recruits who became

attrites were asked to describe their reasons for leaving by rating (on a

five point scale from strongly dtsagree to strongly agree) each item from

a l ist of 30 possible reasons for attrition.

- 

- Administrative reasons for attrition. Table 4 lists administratively

recorded reasons for attrition for each of the cohort groups. As is

evident from these data, all four groups discharged a substantial number of

recruits due to unsuitability-apathy. The Parris Island groups also showed

substantial percentages of recruits discharged due to unsuitability-personality.

The 1977 and 1978 cohorts show greater percentages of recruits discharged

due to erroneous entry, and decreased percentages discharged for reasons of

physical disability and unsuitability - inaptitude .

Self-reported reasons for attrition. As shown in Table 5, the four most

highly rated reasons for attrition across the four groups were: “there was

* 
too much pressure on me,” “I missed family/friends back home,” “lack of

personal freedom as a Marine ,” and “physical health reasons.i
~ It is interesting

to note that while ‘1physical health reasons” was the highest rated reason for

attrition for both of the San Diego cohorts, it was less prominent among

recruits at Parris Island.

In order to examine the consistency of self-reported reasons across the

four cohort groups, rank order correlations for the 30 reasons were computed

for each of the six possible pairs of cohorts. Correlation coefficients

ranged from .66 (1977 Parris Island with 1977 San Diego) to .80 (1976 Parris 

_ _ _
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f4ble S

Self.Osgorted Sea sons for ft.c ru)t Training Attritio n

S 19)5 Parnis TOl and - ~917 Por Ts I~ l~nd 1977 Ga. OIego 1975 San Diego
Male )on.2eservq Cohort Male 4On.9~ Sirv~ C0~~~ Mi), Non..S,~erv~ Cohort r Mile ion.Sesirve Cohort

no leaving 1150 iiirine Corps bICOS$e of~ 2ank lean sank Maan 3dM MeSA lank lea.’
P5y~ i44I 9911kb rpOSon$. I IG 2.30 4.5 3.10 I 3.33 1 3.48

Mante l IIeiltN reasons. J 13 2 .75 4.5 3.10 9 2.5~ IS 2.24

The poorl y tra ined leader, I had. 17 2.69 25 2.29 22 2 .11 24 2.10

The Inability to aj)., friends with other
I 

- Misuses. 22 2.57 9.5 2.56 30 1.78 19 2.~9

Family pr~bl~~ back howe. 4 .5 2.73 6.5 3.05 22 2.11 9 2.33

Thq lac k of personal freedom as a Mirine . 2 3.38 3.43 6.5 2.89 - 3 2.76

Other enhistees olcIced on we. 24 2.54 21 2.43 II 2.17 28.5 2.00

I had trouble learn ing . 25 2.52 19 2.52 14.5 2.22 19 2.19

Instility to complete a training school. 18 2.62 17 2.57 IS 2.25 24 2.10

-: 
-

~ A good j ab apportun ty as a civIl ien . l2 2.76 1) 2.76 11.5 2.44 12 2.29

Ina b il ity to pet prOs50ted. I 16 2.72 14.5 2.67 19 2.17 12 2.29

king s Marine is too phys ical l y desanding. 7 3.01 13 2.71 2 3.22 12 2.29

The •ssig,i.esits were too boring. II 2.84 14.5 2.67 11 .5 2. 14 15 2.24

Superiors treated we unfa irl y. 6 3.05 6.5 3.05 3 2.76 6.5 2.38

There 555 too wech pressure on we. 3 3.24 I 3.95 5 2.94 2 2.79

I ~isSe l ey famI ly/friends back Some. 1 3.42 3 3.20 - 4 2.94 4 2.50

Getting in trouble wai the onl y may I
COuld get out Of the Marine,, 23 2.55 23 2.30 - 16.5 2.22 21 2.15

The rules and regulations were too rigid. 4 3.16 8 2.95 - 10 2.50 I 8 2.35

There mean t enough aisc)pline. 30 2.28 22 2.35 22 2.11 10 2.3.0
ssant 5o get norried. 8 2.99 12 2.75 13 2.39 19 2. 19

C just coisldn t stay out of trouble. 21 2.59 25 2.29 14 2.33 S 2.40
A onence in ly religious ve h ues . 19.5 2.61 16 2.62 26.5 2.00 —~~ 22 2.14

Minorities are ~)Scrts,ina ted against. 14.5 2.73 19 2.52 24.5 2.06 28 1.95

C didn ’t pet the location wanted. 26 2.48 27.5 2:24 24. S 2.06 29 1.91
I ~idn ’t get the troin)ng I mInted. 19.5 2.61 27 .5 2.24 29 1.39 17 2.20

F I got hung up on drugs. 29 2.33 30 1 .62 28 1.94 26.5 2.00

I couldn ’t get alo ng alto mewbers Of Other
races . 27 2.44 29 2.05 19 2 .17 24 2.10

* Ther~ mare too nosy ‘Mickey Mause rules
and regulations . 9 2.96 9.5 2.66 3 3.00 15 2.24

I -wa s trea ted like s little child. 5 3 .11 19 2.52 6.5 2.89 6.5 2.38

• I touldn t get in the unit I wanted . 28 2.42 25 2.29 26.5 2.00 30 1 .16
Max 9 lOS 21 . 1$ 21

Mote : Spee rmin rank order correlations mere cowg uted for each Of the three possible pOirs of cOhorts for the set of ranks. IS, correlat ions ale:1974 Ps rris Island wIth 1977 Parrio Island , r • 30; 1976 Perils Island wit h 1977 San Olegs. r • .76; 1976 -P,rrls Island wI th  1978 Sen Diego ,
r . .69; 1977 Parris Island with 1977 Sin Diego. r • .66t 1977 Par is Island wIlls 1978 Sen Diego, r . .69; l977 San Diego with 197$ San
Diego. r • .71.

xcale • I . Strongly Disagree to 5. Strongl y Agree

Source: VM4 
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Island with 1977 Parris Island). On the whole , self-reported reasons appeared

to exhibit some consistency across the four groups.

As noted in a previous report, self-reported reasons for attrition were

rated at the time individu als were being out processed from the Marine Corps.

Despite assurances of anonymity and the use of consistency checks, such

ratings might easily be distorted .

Pre and Post-training Differences for Graduates

Analyses reported in Tables 2 and 3 have dealt wi th differences between
- I graduates and attrites on measures taken prior to the start of training . In

addition to these pre-training measures, recruits were also surveyed prior to

graduation from recruit training . A comparison of these pre and post-training

measures for each of the four cohort groups is shown in Table 6.

For the 1976 cohort all but four measures exhibited a signifi cant

change over the course of recruit training. While significant changes were

noted for subsequent cohorts, these changes were not as pronounced for the

other cohorts particularly for the 1978 San Diego cohort.

Measures that refl ected consistently significant increases across all

groups were: leader consideration , job autonomy, feedback from others,

group proficiency, and growth need . Changes that were significant across

three groups and were In the appropriate direction for a fourth group were:

increased Intention to reenlist , increased chances of completing enlistment, a

increased force toward the Marine role, decreased leader structure, and

Increased overall satisfaction.

On average, graduates appeared to be more confident, more attracted to

the Marine role, and more coni~itted to the Marine role at the time of graduation.

Compared to their initial expectations, graduates saw their leaders as more

considerate and less structured, saw their job as higher on certain job

dimensions , and experienced greater overall satisfaction . It should be noted 

- - - -~~- -~~-~~-~~~
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aole d

Coweariwn of 7re uxd Post Rec ru it ~rIini ng iesseres far Sonreserve Aecrj,c Training Graduates

, 1978 Parr i s sland 971 ‘arr is ;s ;ano 977 San Diego 1978 ~an Ofego
‘ Male iOf1.Re1~ r-s~ :oIlort - Ma~, lOn. he~~ r51 3iSer-t Mile SOn-Resar9e ussr’ Male Son-laser Ccwirt

7r,— Post. - Prt ~ Post. Pig’ Po~t• Pre- Post•
I Secruit Sec ruit t Recruit Rec rui t t Recruit Recruit t Recruit Recruit

‘en ab le Mean lean Main lean lean lean Mae., Mien
Intentions I
Tntentlon to c~~~lec.

~nhI$tm,~t 4.46 4.56 .3.13” 4.42 4,47 -.73 4.49 IS ? -1.51 4 . 42 4.37 .65
(.31) (.34 ) (.96 ) (.94 ) (.94) (.36) (.99) (1.02)

IntI,t$on to re-.ini lit 3.08 3.2l •4 .42’ 3.10 3.20 .1.31 2.99 3.17 .3.42’• 2.89 3.16 .3.73”
(1.00 ) (.93) (1.00 ) (1.34 ) (.95) (1.00) (1.02 ) (1.05)

2* pec titions
C.’sanc eS of completing

enlIstmen t .36 .93 .7.39 w .86 .59 -2.08’ .87 .31 -3.85” .36 .36 -.06
(.20) (.12) (.2 1) (.21) (.2 )) (. 18) (.23) (.23)

Chances ~f finding scc pl-
able :ivi ltan job I .52 -5 6 .4.38” .49 .59 4.43” .51 .60 1.66 .55 .S3 1.27

— (.33) (.33) (.31) (.31) (.32) (.33) (.351 (.33)

Sum po s iti v e vinus vega-
tine Marine to)’ Out . -
come expectancies 

( 7 . 6 0 )  ~~~~ -3.04” 29.37 30.83 3.23” 29.31 3L 64 ‘4.63” 

~t~
) 29.95 .51

Sia. onsit lve minuS ‘segi-
ti v e civ ilia n ‘ale out— —

Come expectancies 22.64 23.9 4 -4 .49” 22.3 4 22.88 — 1.09 23 .37 24 .13 .1.40 23.77 23.49 .46
(8.79 ) (9.42 ) (3.70) (9.56 ) (9.16) (9.96) (8.81) (10.01)

RO
t ~:~~arune Role 39.33 44.42 .9.71” 36.81 39.91 .3.42’ 37.76 13.13 —5.57” 37.72 37.90 .25

(16.75) (18. 12) (16.07) (13.25) (18.10) (18. 70) (17.72) 121.29)
Attraction : Civilian Role I 29 .58 32.36 ~6 38”. 29.15 22.47 -1.~ 7 10.40 32.01 -2.S7” 313.76 29.53 lOS

I (15.57) (17.41) (15.66) (17 .18) (17.29) (18.59 ) . (16.53) (19.37)
Force: Ma rine Ro l e 3s:z9 42.13 .11.57” 32 .84 36.72 .3.89” 34.27 4O.1~ .5.61” 33.51 33.81 — .23

— - Force: Civili an Role 16.25 20.03 .7.S5 • 14.97 19.12 -5.22 ’ i8.92 2~.2O •2.40’ 15:94 15:42 .46

Considerati on 43.94 50.71 .18.6)” 41.87 48.35 •9.S5’~ 41.37 47.91 .11.81” 42,36 50.24 .10.95”
(10.75) (9.09 ) (9.13) (9.68 ) (9.11) (8.96 ) (9.38 ) (9.30 )

Leader otruc~s,ne 65.03 63.74 1.12” - 64.65 61.16 6.91” 63.82 62 .94 1.86 64.86 61.45 5.68”
(6.91) (7 .50 ) (6.76) (3.63) (7.97) (1.77) (6.64 ) (9.35)

.300 Content
Ski ll variety 3.32 3.22 3.52” 3.30 3. 11 3,94~* 3.18 3.20 — .34 3.29 3.18 1.70

(.82 ) (.81) (.79) (.77) (.79) (.76) (.81) (.76 )
Task inde’Itlty 3.25 3.27 ..14 3.25 3.23 .23 3.13 3.31 3.S2’ 3. 15 3.13 .26

( . 6 1 )  ‘(.75) (.76) (.71) (.76) (.77) (.03) (.67)
Task significance 3.79 3.63 5.43” 3.71 3.52 3.52” 3.71 3.77 —1. 13 3.61 3.57 .86

(.64) (.04) (.87) (.84) (.34) (.79) (.83) (.80)
Autonomy 2.58 2.35 .9.07’s 2.60 2.89 -5.44” 2.59 ‘.98 -8.03” 2.57 2.31 -5.37”(.92) 1.78) - (.89 ) (.73) (.83 ) 1. 76) (.80 ) (.69)
Feadheck fro.’ ~ob 3.46 3.50 -1.29 3.38 3.39 - .12 3.33 3.52 .2.98” 3.28 3.33 — .86( .78 )  ( . 7 1 )  ( .7 5 1 (.70) (.69) (.61) (.75) (.70)
F,,*ick frc. oChers - 3 .11 3.39 ~~~~~ 3.02 3.28 .4.57•• 3.12 3.42 —5.88” 3.02 3.23 -3.40”( .95) (.80 ) ( .92 ) (.78) (.89) ( .76 ) ( .91) ( .75)
Dealing with ~thers 1.38 3.84 6.12” 3.94 3.73 4.41” 3.91 3.96 ‘.98 3.91 3.74 3.01

( .72) (.66 ) (.70) (.72) ( .71 ) (.69) (.76) (.71 )

~~~~naction 10.56 10.69 -1.32 10.59 10.45 1.05 10.59 10.84 .2.10t 10.24 10.49 1 .s5(1.30 ) (2.02) (1.94) (2.27) (1.91) (2.04) (2.03) (2.01)
Proficiency 6.83 7.16 .6. 42” 6.81 7.15 -3.26” 7.04 7.35 .3.48” 6.59 7,11 .4.65”

Other 
(1.31) ( 1 . 44) (1.40) (1.61) (1.40 ) (1.13) (1.51) (1. 44)

‘ ‘
~~~rall satisfaction 3.47 3.63 -5.09” 3.35 3.50 —2.70” 3.41 3.52 —2.5 6~’ 3.41 3. 42 — .03

(.84) (.73) (.76) (.00) (.73) (.75) (.79 ) (.73)
Internal wetivetion 3.97 3.97 - .09 3.84 3.76 1.26 3.92 3.93 - .27 3.81 3.74 1.40

( .69) ( . 7 1 ) (.69) (.76) (.67) (.70) (.70) (.74)
Ormeth Need 3.9 1 4.137 .6.O7* 3.34 3.93 -1 .93’ 3.83 4 .05 -3.59” 3 .76 3.90 .2.08’(.78) (.76) (.11) (. 79) ( . 14) (.73) (.76) (. 75)

9 1113 364 393 270
p i .03 two .’ai led test
“p .01 t w O - t h u d  tes t
Mote: The present aOle i5 based in paired t-tas ti for the pre- trltn,ng survey (Phase I) and the POst-’riinl survey (Ph~s. PSrequIres 3 or Fewer consIstenc y checks a., Sot?, surveys (0C091 and 1C1392J; therefore, a l,~~r s ij avaii ’201e In thIs ta~t~. ‘VS, n,~~ ensin pe rqul tftexe, Or, sta ndard dev iations.
Source: FM- 6



~ 
-
~ 

28

that the post measures used to compute the above changes were all collected

during the final week of recruit training . It is quite possible that changes

were positively distorted due to recruits anticipating graduation.

Pre and Out-Placement Differences for Attrites

As previously mentioned , recruits who left the Marine Corps durin g

recruit training also completed a survey as part of their out—processing .

The differences between pre and out-placement measures for attrites are

-

, 

- shown in Table 7.

Al though a number of significant changes were evident within each cohort,

no changes were consistently significant across all four cohort groups. Those

changes that were significant across three groups with a fourth group in the

- - appropriate direction were: increased expectation of finding an acceptable

civilian job, decreased attraction to the Marine role, decreased Marine role

force, decreased leader structure and decreased dealing with others. Just

as changes for graduates may be positively affected it should be noted that

changes for attrites may be negatively affected due to completing the second

questionnaire after the decision to leave .

DISCUSSION

As pictured in Figure 3, the cohorts included in this study were selected

to highl ight temporal, location, and combined temporal and quality differences.

Based on the results presented in this report it appears that the most signifi-

cant of these is the joint temporal and quality difference as reflected In the

1978 San Diego cohort.

This group appeared to be different from the others In a number of respects.

Demographically, 1978 San Diego recruits were older , had fewer years of education ,

were less l ikely to have a high school degree, and more likely to be married.

~. 
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~ab1, 1

Comparison of Pre and Out-placement Maa,ures ~or Ma le Non -ever,, Cecruit ~‘raining Attrlt,s

1976 Psrris Island 1977 Pirris Island 1977 San Diego 1978 San Oiego
Ma le Ion’4es.rve Mali ion-Reserve M ale ion-.Rever’,e Male Non-Reserve

- 
-

Pr,-. Out- Pre- Out- P78- OUt- Prc- Out..
Recruit Placement Rec ruit Placement t Rec ruit Plac.~ nt t Rec ruit Placemen t

Mean Mean t Mean Mpan Mesa lean Nun Mean

- - LAiectatlons-RoIe attraction 
I

~,o,ctat1Ons ~
f ‘unding - .61 .70 -2.79” .58 .76 —2. 7*’ .51 .78 .2.38~ .63 .72 .1.04

uCCepta ble c ivi l i an job ( .29) ( .251 . ( .36) ( .26 ) ( .33) ( .25) ( .36 ) ( .33)
$,~ p~~j~ive einu~ negative 1Marine R~Ie outcome 25.13 23.54 L 79 24.96 23.58 .54 30.49 25.75 l a S  I 26.25 24.02 lIP
enoec:anci,s ( 9.67) (11.33) 1 9.22) ( 8.97) 3.21) (10.87) (10.11) (l0.o9)

Si. p~~ itive minu s negative
civil ian role outcome 22.39 23.30 - .80 22.74 23.86 -1 .54 24.86 26.63 - .81 23.15 23.54 1.09
,spec tanci.s ( 9.93) (10. 93) ( 7.76) C 1.37) (10.94 ) ( 9.80 ) (10.52) (10.09)

Attraction: M~nine Role 23.61 22 )6 3.23” 28,49 22.54 1.36 41.23 30.24 2.1)’ 31 .88 23.60 7.74”
(18.24) (18.09) (16.38) (17.02) (16.19) (26.18) (21 .67 ) (20 .30)

Attra ction : Ci v il ian Role 26.11 23.38 1 .08 21.35 26.40 .24 33.10 32.52 .14 31.98 23.53 2.34 ’
(17.52) (17.9 3 ) (15.93) (15. 12) (20.45) (25.23) (20.51 ) (19. 43)

rorce: Marine Role 21.92 9.09 6.44 ’ 23.91 8.13 3.27” 32.79 14.99 3.54” 20.04 15.57 .96
(18.32) (15.03) (19.28) ( 9.43) (19.06 ) (25.78 ) (16.26) (21.25)

~arcs: Ci,fltj., Role 16.92 15.12 - .71 13.71 20.16 -1.61 21.43 29.47 .1.81 20.86 18.18 .63
(15.79) (15.09) (11.05) (14 .51) (22. 42) (26 .00) (18.63) (18.25)

Leederosip - - -
Leader consideration 41. 14 42.93 .1.64 39.84 42.63 -1.20 38 .84 44.79 .2.89” 38.16 45.44 -4 .14’

(12.26) (11.37) (11.08) (11.43) (10.24) ( 8.68) (10.62) ( 9.44)

Leader itructu78 62.69 37.70 5.41” 65.39 57.17 3.82” 63 .00 60.42 .31 63.13 55.04 2.99”
1 7.34 ) 1 9.691 1 6.08) (11.02) ( 8.92) (13.62) ( 9.82) (14.13)

jQO Content
30111 variety 3.07 2.81 2.11* 3.35 3.05 1.14 3.52 2.82 2.96” 3.26 3.03 1.27

( .79) ( .70) ( 1 .01) ( .74) ( .60) ( .81) .63) ( .74)

las k identity 3.12 2.97 1.51 3.~ 7 3 .37 - .01 2.38 3. 02 — .67 3.07 3.28 —I.??
.77) ( .71) ( .70) ( .70) ( .72) ( .82) 1 .17) C .56)

Task significance 3.46 3.12 3. 43” 3.60 3.12 2.33’ 3. 47 3.26 1.06 3.55 3.54 .01
.92) ( .13) ( 1.00) 1 .80) ( .74) 1 .10) ( .88 ) ( .83)

Autonomy 2. 41 2.18 -3.36” 2. 46 2. 9 7 -2.20’ 2. 47 2 .65 .70 2.40 2.95 .2,60’
.94) C .77) ( .73) C .74) C .83) 1 .82) ( .37) ( .92)

feedback From job 3.11 3.09 .20 3.25 3.47 - 3 . 15  3.30 2.87 2.28’ 3.25 3.36 — 57
.85) ( .63) ( .74) .64) ( .66) ( .79) ( . 77) C .59)

teenback From others 2.98 2.39 - .09 3.10 3.17 - .28 3.02 2.85 .78 3.2? 3.32 - .21
.36) .80) ( 1.09 ) ( .70) ( .64) 1 .90) ( .94 ) C .66 )

Oeil inq with others 3.64 3.38 S.60” 3.98 3.63 2.07w 3.73 3.55 .92 3.85 3.42 3.31”
-. - 

( .72) ( .62) ( .58 ) ( -68 ) C .73) 1 .82) ( .66) ( .63)

‘ rout
Rj iractlen 9.90 9.52 i.03 10.5$ 9.11 2.80’ 30.15 9.85 .58 10.10 10.24 - .22

1.97) ( 2.3?) ( 1.92) 1 2.26 ) C 1.93 ) (2 .78) C 2 .32) 2.52)
Proficiency ‘ 6.48 8.37 .57 6.10 6.30 1.02 7 .10 6.45 1 .29 6.43 6.70 - .84

( .45) ( 1.91) ( 1.17) ( 1.49) ( 1.17) ( 1 . 7 9 )  ( 1 .83 ) ( 1.62)
Other
~ Tr.II satisfaction 2.61 2.88 - .14 3.24 2.80 3 . 54 3. l8 3.25 — .22 2.57 3.03 .3.33”

.86) ( .75) - ( ‘ .00)  ( .~ u) C .93) ( 1 .08) ( .79) ( .56 )

Internal motivation 3.63 3.25 3 9 6  3.68 3)7 2.68’ 3.59 3.41 .15 3.52 3.39 .93
.70) ( .64 ) ( .68 ) ( .87) 1 .87) ( 1.0?) ( .17) ( .56)

~3rowtii need 3.59 3 .42 3 .61 3.53 3 35 - .31 3.69 3.64 .19 3 . 48 3 .25 1 .17
.84) ( el) ( .71) ( .64 ) ( .18) ( .82) ( .92) (105)

Meoi.~ ‘I 112 21 22 30
p v  05

.01
Mote :  rnq prisent table Ii biiid on ~aIrad t.tasts or the pra—ricrijit survey slid the attr ite survey. Lack ~bservitiOn most ieve 3 or Fevuer

consistenc y checks on boIls sunv,~5, (x C~ il and 4 CC NA ) , therefore. a løwer N Is available In this table. The vueb ens n parenthe ses ste
standard deviati ons.

source: (hi.? 
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Therefore, these recruits were more likely to have dropped out of school and to have

spent time in the civilian labor market. Their motivation to enlist tn the Marine

Corps might have been due to inability to find acceptable permanent employment,

or failure at a particular job.

In tems of attrition, a significantly greater percentage of recruits

were discharged from the 1978 San Diego group than from a sample of recrtjits

surveyed at the same location six months earlier. This result is not sur-

prising since demographic variables , particularly education, have consistently

been shown to be predictors of military attri tion (Hand, et al., 1977) and

are currently used to screen appl icants for military service.

In addition to demographic and attrition differences, the 1978 San Diego

cohort exhibited fewer significant changes duri ng recruit training (see Table 6).

In terms of absolute numbers , significant pre-post changes were noted in eight

survey measures for this group compared to 16 changes for both of the 1977

cohorts and 20 changes for the 1976 cohort. Of greater interest, however, is

the pattern of consistency among these changes, that is , the extent to which

changes in one group are different from changes in other groups. In terms of

consistency of change, the 1978 San Diego cohort appears to be the most unusual

of the four. Six measures exhibited consistently significant pre-post differences

for three of the cohorts but showed no significant differences for the 1978

San Diego cohort. These variables were: chances of completing enlistment , sum

of the positive mi nus negative Marine role outcome expectances, Marine role

attraction, Marine role force, civ ilian role force, and overall satisfaction.

In effect, the recruit training experience caused recruits in three of the

cohorts to: see greater chances of completing their enlistment , view the

Marine role as more attractive, view the civilian role as more attractive, and

experience greater satisfaction than expected. These changes, however, were

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . 
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not significant and , in some cases, were reversed for the 1978 San Diego

cohort. Therfore, this group did not experience many of the changes which

occurred in the other groups as a result of completing recruit training . In

addition , graduates in this group had lower intentions to complete their

enlistment than when they began recruit training .

it is difficult to speculate about the long term effects of the changes

described above. On the one hand , consideri ng the importance of these variables

in predicting attrition during recruit training , it is reasonable to believe

that the 1978 San Diego cohort will experience higher rates of attrition after

recruit training. If , however, the lack of dramatic change during recruit

training refl ects accurate expectations regarding everyday life in the Marine

Corps, one might suspect that this group could experience less subsequent

attrition than the other groups . The changes that occurred during and after

recruit training and their relationship to attrition for the 1976 Parris

Island cohort will be the topic of a forthcoming technical report.

The final way in which the ~78 San Diego cohort differed from the other

cohorts was in the prediction of attrition from measures taken prior to the

start of training . As Table 3 shows, separate regression equations were

estimated to predict attrition for the combined 1976 and 1977 cohorts and for

the 1978 cohort.

For the prediction of attrition from pre-training measures, the most

sal ient predictors were demographic/individual differences variables , expected

satisfaction, and Intentions . Measures that appeared to have little incremental

utility for prediction purposes were expected job content, leadership and group

variables . The Marine minus civilian role force, which distinguished graduates

from attrites in three of four cohorts , was not significant in the prediction

equations for attrition. This was due primarily to a high Intercorrelation wi th

expected satisfaction .



The most sHnthcant attrition prethctors for the po&ed 1976 and ~97~
cohorts were demograpHc/ind4-v idua l variables , whi le expected satisfaction

was mos t significant for the 1978 cohort . In effect, when compared wi th

individuals in the pooled cohorts, 1978 San Diego recruits were more likely

to leave recruit training when they anticipated less satisfaction. This

propensity to withdraw in the face of anticipated negative consequences may

be characteristic of poorer quality recruits and could explain why this group

was less likely to have completed high school .

It is important to note that intention to complete enlistment was a strong

predictor of attri tion for recruits in both groups . This result is consistent

wi th previous findings in attitude research as well as research or employee

turnover (see Mobley, Griffeth, et al., 1979). In effect , prior to the start

of training, new recruits with lower intentions to complete their enlistments

had a lower probability of successfully completing recruit training .

The separate equations sh~~n in Table 3 exhibited substantial differences

in explai ned variance: 5 percent for the combined 1976 and 1977 cohorts and

21 percent for the 1978 cohort. Perhaps the most obvious reason for this

difference is variation in the dependent and independent variables. The

values for percent attrition (9 percent for the combined cohorts vs 14 percent

for the 1978 cohort) allows a greater range for the 1978 cohort. Al so, for

all significant independent variables , greater variance was present for the

1978 cohort. Finally, expected satisfaction, which was most significant in

the prediction of attrition for the 1978 cohort, is capabl e of taking on a

wider range of values than the relatively homogeneous demographic variables

which were most significant in predicting attrition for the combined 1976 and

1977 cohorts.

a - — — — — —  -~~ 
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Although results from the 1976 Parris Island cohort were not consistently

significant across all cohorts, the findings of this study generally support

those of an earlier study of recruit training attrition (Mobley , Hand, Meglino ,

& Baker, 1978). Significant pre-recruit training differences distinguished

graduates from attrites and generally simi lar results were obtained for other

analyses conducted.

Perhaps the most interesting conclusion of this study is the presence of

two significantly different prediction equation for samples which diff.ered

in overall quality as measured by age and level of education . Since different

variables were responsible for predicti ng attrition in these distinct groups,

experimental studies which alter entrance and discharge criteria may yield

- 
- useful strategies for maintaining staffi ng level s in the future. Such studies

should evaluate the long term effects of such strategies.

The observation that graduates and attrites differed on measures taken

prior to recruit training continues to have impl ications for recruiting . Al so,

these results raise the possibility of differential treatment, counsel ing, and

other interventions directed at recruits representing high attri tion risks.

Finally, self reported reasons for attrition suggest a number of possible

interventions aimed at all recruits. Providi ng individuals wi th ways of

coping with the pressure of training and methods for dealing wi th homesickness

and the lack of personal freedom could prove helpful in reducing voluntary

attrition.
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