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A CROSS SECTIONAL ANALYSIS AND GENERALIZABILITY
IMPLICATIONS OF A MILITARY ATTRITION MODEL

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

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

iv

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

realistic job preview experiment initiated in 1978; Horner, Mobley and
Meglino, 1979). Samples were chosen to highlight 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
individuals through the Marine Corps Recruit Accession Management System
(RAMS) file.




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 all 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 Parris Island (12% vs 10%, a temporal
comparison), marginal significance (p < .10) between 1977 Parris Island
and San Diego (10% vs 6%, a location comparison) 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 pre-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 attrites 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
satisfaction.

In order to examine the attrition process in multivariate terms, a

regression model was proposed and applied to each of the four cohort groups.

e —— T




Tests of homogeneity of slope and intercept for all possible ways of pooling
cohort groups revealed significant differences between the 1978 San Diego
sample 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 far erroneous entry
and decreased for physical disability and unsuitability - inaptitude.

Among the highest self-reported reasons for attrition for all four groups
were: missed family and friends, too much pressure, lack of personal freedom
and physical health. Rank order correlations between each sample for 30

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

What Kinds of Individual Changes Were Noted During Recruit Training?

Changes during recruit training were examined for graduates (pre-training
vs post-training survey) and for attrites (pre-training vs out-placement
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

vi




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 with 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
recruiting, selection, and possible 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.
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A CROSS SECTIONAL ANALYSIS AND GENERALTZABILITY
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 correlates
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 community. Subsequent manu-
scripts, currently in process, will address concerns of the basic research

community.

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-EAQS attrition represents a significant cost to the military




(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 military attrition research: has placed
relatively more emphasis on reenlistment than pre-EAOS attrition; has placed
relatively more emphasis on individual variables (e.g., education, mental
grade, etc.) than on organizational variables; has infrequently analyzed the
possible joint or interactive contribution to attrition of individual and
organizational variables; has infrequently utilized longitudinal designs;
and has infrequently used experimental designs. Also, 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-EAQS attrition using multivariate
analyses, a longitudinal design, and an enlisted sample selected after the 1973

shift to an all volunteer military.

General Model

The general model serving 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; Campbell, Dunnette,
Lawler, and Weick, 1970; Dachler 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.
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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 knowledge 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 variables
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 withdrawal from the Marine Corps may be related to more than

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

of alternatives.




Individual level variables such as education, age, mental grade, etc.,
héve been shown to be related to pre-EAQS attrition (Matthews, 1977; Lockman,
1975; Sands, 1976). In the present research program, such individual level
variables as age, education, mental grade, and marital status are analyzed
in terms of their relation to: values, expectancies, and role attraction;
changes in values, expectancies, and role attraction; perceived organizational
variables; and to attrition either directly or in combination with other
individual and organizational variables.

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

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

Summarizing 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 with a longitudinal design, it permits assessment of the
learning-socialization process.

It is believed that use of this conceptual model will contribute not

only to prediction of attrition ~ om individual and organizational variables,

but also to the understanding of the attrition process.




THE PRESENT REPORT

This report examines the generalizability of results previously obtained for

i &S i b e F At il D e bl e
3 )

f a sample of Marine Corps recruits which entered Parris Island during August, 1976.
1 These results, reported in an earlier technical report in this series (Mobley,

et al, 1978), found a number of significant pre-recuit training differences

N T O e M TTLRE TPy

3 between subsequent recruit training graduates and attrites. These differences,

?;i also summarized in the present report, were in the areas of intentions, role _
' expectations, role attraction, expected leadership, expected job content, expecta- ;
& tions regarding an individual's group and, expected overall 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 attrites. A

regression analysis was also reported which examined the prediction of recruit

Since the previous report examined attrition for a single sampling of
recruits (August, 1976 Parris Island accessions), similar analyses for additional

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

training attrition from pre-training survey and demographic information. r
analysis for recruits sampled in subsequent years and at an additional location.
!

METHOD

Basic Design

i
The basic longitudinal design is summarized in Figure 2. Survey measures %
1

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

k 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
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 post-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
additional 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
during January of 1978.

As depicted in Figure 3, the Summer 1976 and Summer 1977 Parris Island
samples were chosen to evaluate temporal generalizability while the Summer
1977 San Diego sample was selected to evaluate location generalizability.
Finally, the Winter 1978 San Diego sample was chosen to evaluate generalizability
with respect to both time and qualify of the recruit sample. Historically, a
greater proportion of recruits with a high school degree (and a lower propensity
to leave the organization) tend to enlist during summer (after the completion
of high school) rather than during 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 supplied identification numbers which corresponded to demographic records
contained on the Marine Corps RAMS file. Category 2 shows recruits with 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 closely 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- g
5 training survey. Specifically, Category 4 shows the number of reservists ;
!SE with both survey and RAMS data while Category 5 shows the number of these
X . reservists who gave consistent survey responses. Reservists were eliminated

from the analyses in this report due to their relatively small numbers and
the possibility that they, as a group, may be charactistically different from
= the non-reservists population with regard to the determinants of attrition.

MEASURES

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

dual Tevel variables of age, mental score, education, race, marital status, and
number of dependents were collected from the RAMS computer file. ﬁ
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
asked 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
P outcomes, enlisted personnel were asked to rate, on a scale
of 0 to 1.0, their chances of attaining that outcome by
being a Marine.

; c) Role-outcome expectancies: Civilian: 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 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
enlistment on a scale of 0 to 1.0.

e) Role-expectancy: Civilian: enlisted personnel were asked to rate
their chances of finding an acceptable civilian 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: Marine: is the sum of the cross-products of

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

g) Role attraction: Civilian: 1is the sum of the cross-products of
the desirability ratings of the 50 role outcome and civilian role-
outcome expectancy ratings.

h) Role Force: Marine: 1is the Marine role attraction index above
weighted by expectancy of successfully completing the first term
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 survey 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) (Hackman 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 individual level measures of
internal motivation and growth need or the desire to obtain growth satisfaction
from one's work. A complete list and definitions of the dimensions of the
organizational measures is given in the Appendix of an earlier report (Mobley,

et al., 1977).
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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 (since they had not yet been exposed to military life).

Administration of subsequent surveys called for a descriptive rather than expected

response set.

Criteria data collected on all surveys included behavioral intentions to

complete first term enlistment, behavioral intentions to reenlist, and performance

3

goals. For attrites, self reported ratings of their reasons for attrition were
included. Criteria data collected 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 Carolina NROTC unit and second, using
a platoon of July, 1976 Parris Island recruits. Based on the pilot tests,
instructions were clarified, ambiguous items 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 voluntary; and that individual 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. A1l officers, non-commissioned

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

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

l
1
: 1 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
1 measure on an individual basis during the week of their graduation if they
l graduated within four weeks after their original platoon. Attrites were

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

kil s i s

before their separation. The same survey was used for pre-training, post-
training, and out-placement, with the exception that the out-placement

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
generalizability of such results across four separate samples.

Differences Across Samples

As Table 1 shows, attrition rates for Category 3 individuals varied from
6 percent (1977, San Diego) to 14 percent (1978, San Diego). A one-way analysis
revealed a significant difference in attrition rates across all four groups
(x?[3] = 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 conventioral levels. The comparison of
attrition between the 1977 Parris Island and San Diego samples (location
comparison) showed a marginally significant difference (z[1] = 1.87, p < .10). A
significant difference in attrition rates (z[1] = 3.55, p < .001) was noted between
the 1977 and 1978 San Diego samples (temporal and quality comparison). The
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sample of recruits that entered the Marine Corps at San Diego during the
Winter of 1978 had a significantly higher rate of attrition thar 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 with a high school degree

-

(x2[3] = 151.65, P < .001) race-percent caucasian (x2[3] = 9.78, p < .05), marital
status-percent married (x°[3] = 10.96, p < .05), mental scores (F[3] = 19.62, p < .001!
and age (F[3] = 6.21, p < .001). Post-hoc Newman - 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 attrites 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, significantly
higher mental scores and were less likely 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 significantly 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
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Table 2
Breakdown of Pre-Recruit Training Variable Means by Graduates and Attrites

' 1976 Parris [sland 1977 Parris [sland 1977 San Dieao 1978 San Diego
S Male Non-Reserve Male Non-Reserve Male Non -Reserve Male Non-Reserve
3 1 Recruits Recruits Recrufts Recruits
: Graduates Attrites [ |Graduam Attrites t Graduates Attrites t IGudu tes ‘ttrites t
1 1 tdueat!on (years) 11.74 11.36  4.90%**) 11.90 11.94 - .35 11.83 n.n .68 11.47 11.00  3.38***
| Race (% Caucasian) - 79 78 .00 76 72 .18 72 65 .54 79 75 .23
E | Marital Status (% Married) 3.7 7.4 3,43 1.2 4.4 1.16 3.4 6.7 .19 5.5 5.8 .00
& | Mental (AFQT) 61.8) 58.59 2.)2% 56.57 47.72 3.19***| 56.56 54.94 .50 $6.76 55.31 .74
o Age (years) 18.92 19.12  -1.35 18.67 19.32  -3.88***| 18.81 19.45 -1.81* 19.18 19.00 .52
3 l N 1348 176 435 47 449 3 329 52
| Intentions
> fntentfon to Complete 4.44 3.86 5.67***! 4.38 in 2.92%**! 4.4) 3.68 2.73***! 4.3] 3.40  4.64%
= a Intention to Re-enlist 3.07 2.15 3.31sew 3.09 2.1 2.33* 2.96 2.61 1.40 2.88 2.3 2.55
Expectations
{ » Chances of completing .87 n 6.69*** .85 Al 3,184 .85 .76 1.82* .85 .67 3.67%*
first tem
! Chances of finding .52 .63 -4.08%** .50 .55 -1.01 .57 .59 - .32 .55 59 - .70
| acceptable civilain job
| Sum positive Marine Role 29.95 25.69 4.88***| 29.09 24.23 2.62%* 9.1 28.31 .49 29.03 26.33 1.68*
outcome expectancies
minus negative evpectancies
Sum positive Civilian Role 22.74 22.47 .29 22.12 20.79 .74 23.16 25.18  -1.17 23.42 2493 -1.10
outcomes expectancies minus I
neqative expectancies
Role Attraction ;
! Attraction: Marine Role 39.30 31.37 4.61%** 36.27 27.57 2.68**+( 37.35 36.21 ek} 37.51 31.50 1.83*
{ Attraction: Civilian Role 29.59 27.87 1.05 27.61 24.00 1.19 29.93 31.63 - .53 30.24 3116 - .31
! Force: Marine Role 34.97 28,32 6.00** 32.32 22.42 3.59*++| 33.34 29.96 .94 33.28 23.68 3.36%
Force: Civilian Role 16.21 17.78 -1.02 14.81 13.90 .39 18.51 20.16 - .50 18.39 18.54 - .06
Force: Marine-Civilian Role 18.92 6.97 6.73**+( 17.68 8.72  2.90***| 14.76 9.04 1.52 14.94 5.61 2.90%*
Leadership
Expected leader consideration 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 leader structure 64.63 62.90 2.90***| 63.95 62.57 1.04 63.81 63.18 .40 64.29 62.00 1.92¢
Job Content
Expected skill variety 3.32 3.14 2.68**+| 3.29 3.1§ 1.12 .17 3.32 - .98 3.7 333 - @
Expected task identify 3.25 3.14 1.66* 3.26 3.9 - .2 3.1 2.98 .87 3.7 n .51
Expected task significance 3.77 3.51 3.63%* 2.70 3.4 1.54 3.68 3.30 2.38** 3.60 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 3.22 349 el 3.39 3.1 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%* 3.89 2.83 .54 3.87 3.58 15 3.9 3.74 1.38
Group
Expected attraction 10.51 9.94 3.61**¢| 10.48 10.47 .04 10.59 9.97 1.23¢ 10.28 10.18 .27
Expected proficiency 6.82 6.55 . 2.21°" 6.81 6.5 1.c0 7.04 6.60 .54 6.57 6.33 .85 |
Satisfaction, Individual Difference
Expected overall satisfaction 3.45 J.o4 6.00%** 3.35 3.19 1.1 3.40 3.09 2.10** 3.40 2.67 S.1500e |
Internal motivation 3.94 3.67  4.21%** 3.81 3.55 2.43** 3.87 3.44 2.55*% 3.83 3.45 J. e
Growth need strenqth 3.86 3.61 J.59%en 3.9 3.36 34400 3.62 1.3 3.76 3.61 1.19 1
'
*p< .10
**p < .05
.o'p < .0l

'Tne sample sizes varied somewhat across variables due to missing values.

DAII t-tests are two tailed an¢ when applicable use separate variance estinates for the computation of the t statistic.
CChi-5quare test statistic was used for Race and Marfital Status.

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

In terms of directional consistency, graduates in all four cohort groups
had higher 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
slightly younger and 1977 Parris Island attrites had slightly greater years of
education. One should note, however, that these inconsistencies occurred
within 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 levels or values are
exceeded, as was the case for age and education described above, certain
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 enlistment, and internal motivation) showed a significant difference
between graduates and attrites for all four cohorts. Prior to training,
graduates in all groups had greater intentions of completing their enlistment,

saw greater chances of completing their enlistment, and exhibited higher




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 minus negative expectancies,
Marine role attraction, Marine role force, Marine role force minus civilian
role force, and expected overall satisfaction.

Based on the results summarized 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 variables were consistent in terms of direction across
all four cohort groups.

Multivariate Prediction of Attrition. Since many of the measures in

Table 2 were substantially intercorrelated, a multivariate analysis was
necessary to adequately explain the attrition process. For this reason a
model of recruit training attrition was proposed containing four sets of
factors. Set I included demographic and individual difference variables.

Set II was composed of organizational level factors; specifically, job content,
leadership, 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 Table 3). Each set was structured to include
variables that were similar in terms of their causal priority to the actual
attrition decision. That is, demographic and individual difference variables

reflect factors in individual development and are therefore causally prior to




‘Table 3

Multiple Regression of Recruit Training Attrition® on Pre-Recruit
Training Survey and Demographic Variables for Two
Distinct Cohort Groups

h
Independent X 8 Beca’ _Step ¢9
Variable 1€ 2! 1 2 1 2 1 2
T
SET I:
Demographic/P nal: !
Age (years) 18.81 19.11 1 -.0l*  -,02 -.060 -.123
(1.27 (1.68) ; (.01) (.o
Education (years) 11.80 11.47 040 .00 .108 .225
« .70) « .94 (.ol (.02}
Growth Need Strength 3.86 397 .02 -.02 .053 -.049
( .80) e ) {.01) (.03)
Internal Motivation 1.94 3.82 .04 .06 .085% .132
( .69) ( .740) | (.0L) (.03)
Marital Status® .038 .056 | -.09% .03 -.06) .020
¢ <19y U .23x Y 0% (.08)
Mental Score (AFQT) 61.38 58.22 .0001 -.002 .009 -.077
(18.65) (15.6)) (.0004) (.001)
Race? .80s .822 .0l .04 .013 .050 11.00%e 5.03*
( .40) ( .38) (.02 (.05)
SET II:
Job Content:
Skill Variety 3.29 3¥e -.01 -.03 ~.018 -.065
( .83) ( .83) (.01 (.03)
Task Identity 3.24 3.15 -.02 -.02 ~.045 -.061
( .80} ( .84) (.o (.03)
Task Significance 3.77 3.68 .01 -.04 .029 -.092
( .8)) « .87 (.o (.03) ]
Autonomy 2.5% 2.53 .01 .0l | .034 .024
<92 « .94 .on) (.02)
Feedback from Job 3.44 3.32 | -.0001 L0003 | .000 .001 ‘
« .76) « .76) | (.01 (.03) :
Peedback from Others 3.11 3.04 | .001 -.03 .006 -.087
( .9%) ¢ .92) | (.ol (.02)
Nealina with Others 1.9 3.93 i .003 -.002 .003% -.004
U «T1y ¢ L) ‘l (.01) (.03) § i
|
Leadership: E:
Consideration 42.93 41.46 +».0002 -.0504 ~.006 =-.011
(10.21) ( 9.68) (.001) (.002)
Structure 64.77 64.50 -.002 .002 ~.049 .047
( 6.89) € 7.16) (.001) (.00))

Work Group:
Attraction 10.5% 10.30 004 -.02 .026 -.10%
( 1.84) (.2.09 (.005) «.on

Proficiency 6.86 6.57 .001 .0l .00S .049 1.0% 1.61
( 1.40) ( 1.60) (.006) (.o1)
SET IIl:
Expected Satisfsction 1.88% .27 .007 73 A .019 +320
( .80) « .87 .01 (.03
Net Role Force 17.66¢ 13.02 .000S .10002 .038 .001 3.61°%* 14,174
(20.44) (21.65) (.0004) (.00L)
SET 1V:
Intention to Complete 445 4.28 0)ee 06% .09%0 .204 10.87¢¢ 9.19¢
« .9 € 1.12) (.29) .o
Intercept .38 sid
Summary 3ratistics:
Overall F 5.08¢ 4.32°*
2 1588 269
R .08 .27
Adjusted R2 .08 .21
Standard Error of
Est.mate .28 .30
o ¢ .08
*4p T .01

*Ompendent var.able was coded | if recruit completed basic training, 0 if not. Attrition was % and 1)
percent for jroups 1 and 2, respectively.
L ean of the indepandent variable. Standard deviation appears below figure in parentheses.
Group | consists of 1976 Parcis [eland and 1977 Farris Island, and San Diego male nonreserve recruits.
"f;rmnp 2 consists of 1978 San Dieqo male nonceserve raccuits.
“Raw reqression coefficient.
"':umlanumd reqrassion ~oefficient.
'S!qrv-lu F 1n caported [(nr sach of the [our sets nf indspsndent virisbles. Set | was entered intn
the ~quatinn firaer, Sev [ second, od 10 forth.
L * marrimd, 9 = not macriod,
L = Caucsrsian, 0 « qon-Caucigian.

n
'
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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 immediate in
terms of the actual attrition decision. Following from these factors, and
most immediate in terms of the attrition decision, are actual intentions
regarding attrition (iobley, 1977; Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979;
Porter & Steers, 1973).

The sets of variables described above were sequentially entered into a
regression equation with the dependent variable being actual attrition
during recruit training (1 = completed recruit training, 0 = attrite during
recruit training). Set I (demographic and individual difference variables)
was entered first 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 immediate 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 ail 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,

p < .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 analysis, 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 Parris Island, 1977 Parris 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. Overal],
the model was significant (p < .01) in predicting attrition for both groups.
Variance explained (adjusted 5?) 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, education, internal motivation, marital status and
intention to complete enlistment. Education, expected satisfaction, and
intention to complete enlistment were significant for the 1978 San Diego
cohort. Two significant predictors, education and intention to complete
enlistment, were common to both equations; however, the magnitude of the
standardized regression coefficients for these two variables 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.

didiaie L rCe . e ke R 4 e e i e e T T —
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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 disagree to strongly agree) each item from
a list 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." It is interesting
to note that while “physical 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

Bl i e e oo
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Table S
Self-Reported Reasons For Recruit Training Attrision
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| e e e | v o e | a1 s | e o e
I am leaving the Marine Corps beciuse of:* i Rank an WM
Physical nedith reasons. i 0 2.30 4.5 3.0 B 5. 1 3.6
: Mental neg!iN reasans. } n 2.7 4.5 3.10 9 2.56 15 2.2¢
| The poorly trained leaders i had. ! 7 2.69 25 2.29 2 an 24 2.0
i The inability to make friends with other
P | Marines. 2 2.57 9.5 2.96 k) 1.78 19 2.79
' Famly problems back home. 6.8 2.73 6.5  3.08 2 2.1 9 2.3
y The lack of personal freedom as a Marine. 2 3.38 2 3.43 6.5 2.89 . 3 2.76
| Otner eniistees picked on me. . % 2.54 2 2.4 19 .12 6.5  2.00
5 ' I had trouble learning. 25 2.52 19 2.52 6.5 .22 19 .19
{ tnability to complete a training school. 18 2.62 17 2.57 18 2.28 2 o 2.10
: 4 A good job opportunity 2s a civilian. 12 2.7 n 2.76 1.5 2.4 12 2.9
z Inability to get promoted. 16 .1 14.5 2.67 19 .17 12 2.9
Being 32 Marine is ‘oo physically demanding. 7 3.0 13 2.n 2 3.2 12 2.9
: The assignments were too boring. 1] 2.84 14.5 2.67 n.s 2.4 15 2.
i" ? Superiors treated me unfairly. 6 1.08 6.5  1.05 3 2.7 65 2.8
There was too much pressure on me. 3 3.2¢ 1 3.95 H 2.94 2 2.1
E . [ nissed my family/friends back home. 1 3.42 3 3.20 ; L} 2.94 4 2.50
L Getting in trouble was the only way !
3 could get out of the Marines. 2 2.5% 2 2.3 A 16.5 .2 21 2.1%
; The rules and regulations were too rigid. 4 316 8 2.95 10 2.50 8 2.3§
There wasn't enough giscipline. 30 2.28 22 2.35 R 2.n 10 2.30
3 { want to get married. 8 2.9 12 2.78 F] 2.3 19 2.19
: I just couldn't stay out of trouble. 21 2.59 2§ 2.29 4 2.1 H) 2.0
E A cnange in my religious values. 9.5 2.6 16 2.2 6.5 200 -~ 22 2.18
Minorities are discriminated against. 14.5 2.713 19 2.52 24.5 2.06 28 1.95
[ didn't get the Tocation [ wanted. 2% 2.48 27.5 2.2¢ 0.5 2.06 29 1.9
{ d4fdn't get the training [ wanted. 19.5 2.61 2.5 .24 29 1.8 17 2.20
[ g0t hung up on drugs. 29 .33 30 1.62 8 1.9¢4 26.5 2.00
[ couldn't get along with members of other
races. : 27 2.4 29 2.05 L] .17 24 2.10
] - There were t0o many "Mickey Mouse” rules j
; and requlations. 9 2.96 9.8 2.86 k] 3.00 18 .
[ was treated like a little child. S n 19 2.52 6.5 .89 6.5 2.38
i - I :oulth"t get in the unit | wanted. 28 2.8 25 2.9 2.5 2.00 30 1.86
; Max N 105 2 ; 8 2
E ¢ Note: Spearman rank order correlations .nn computed for each of the three possible pairs of cohorts for the set of ranks. The correlations are:
3 1976 Parris Island with 1977 Parris [sland, r « .80; 1976 Parris [sland with 1977 San Diego, r = .78; 1976 Parris Island with 1978 San Diego,
;,;':9: _!?;:"trrls Island with 1977 San Ofego, r = .66; 1977 Parris [sland with 1978 San Diego, r = .69; 1977 San Ofego with 1978 San
E aale s 1, Strongly Oisagree to S, Strongly Agree
.
: Source: YN-§




26

i | 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 individuals 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 with differences between
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 significant

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 reflected 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,
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 committed 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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‘1573 ,a;:s Lsland ) . 1977 Jarris g 1977 San Olego T978 3an Jiego
Male Non-Reserve 33: .__va'a NomResery Mal ) & Male Non-Reserve Corrg
*- ost- ; re- 9st- re ost- o 7re Post- o
Aecruit Recruit ¢ | Recruit Recruit ¢ Recruit Recruit ¢t Recruit Recruit t
lariabie Mean Meon I Mean Mean Mean Mean h 3
Intentions {
Intention %o camplete |
enlistment 4.36 4.5 -3.13* 4.42 4.47 -.78 1.49 4.57 -1.8 4.42 .7 .68
(3 (.34 | o1 (30 (34)  (.36) (98 (1.02)
Intention to re-enlist 3.08 3.2)  -4.42% 3.10 .20 L3t .99 3.17  -3.42°* 2.89 3.16 -3.78°**
(1.00) (.93) (1.00) (1.04) (.95) (1.00) (1.02) (1.05)
'i!gm
Qances of completing
enlistment .38 93 -7.39%* .86 .89 -2.08* .87 31 )85 .86 .36 -.06
(.20) (.52) {.21) (.21 (.21) (.18) (.23) (.23)
Chances of finding accept-
able civilian '}3. .52 .56 -4.38** .49 .59 -6.43%* .57 .50 1.68 .55 .58  -1.27
(.33) (.33) (.3 (.31) (.32) (.33) (.35) (.33)
Sum positive minus nega-
4ive Marine role out-
tancies 29.97 31,23 -8.04° 29.97 30.85  -3.23* 9.3 31.64  -4.63* 29.28 28.95 .9
it (1.50)  (1.) (1.58)  (8.70) (8:53)  (8.19) (8:01) (10.06)
Sum positive minus nega-
tive ctvilian role aut- >
tancies 22.64 23.94  -4.49° 22.34 22.88  -1.09 3.7 .13 -1.40 23.17 23.49 .46
A (8.78)  (9.42) (8.70)  (9.56) (9.16)  (9.96) (8.81) (10.01)
Role Attraction
ttraction: Marine Rol 33.33 44.42  -9.71° 36.81 39.91  -3.42¢%¢ 37.76 43.18  -5.57* .72 - 31.%0 .25
Attraction: Marin e (G678 (8.12) (16.07) (18.25) (18.10)  (18.70) (17.72)  (21.29)
Attraction: Civilian Role 29.58 32.36  -5.38°*.| 25.15 23.47  -1.57 10.40 32.21  <2.87e* 30.76 29.53 1.08
racti BERIAIESS (15.57) (17.81) (15.66) (17.18) (17.29) (18.59) . (16.53) (19.37)
F : Marine Role 35.29 42.12 -11.57** 32.84 36.72  -3.89* 34.27 40.14  -5.61°** 33.51 33.81 -.23
orce: Marine (18.06)° (19.35) (17.41)  (18.96) (18.77) (19.87) (19.06) (21.31)
Fi : Clvilian Rol 16.29 20.03  -7.55%¢ 14.37 19.12  -5.22** 18.92 21,20 -2.40° 18.94 18.42 .46
AL L (14.98)  (17.25) (14.97)  (16.46) (17.98)  (19.13) (1.5 (171.02)
Leadershi 3
Ceader consideration 43.34 50.71 -18.61** 41.87 48.35 -9.55°* 41.37 47.91 -11.87** 42.16 $0.2¢ -10.95
(10.75) (9.09) (9.13) (9.68) (9.18) (8.96) (9.38) (9.30)
Leader structure 65.03 63.74 §.12* | 64.65 61.16 6.91** 61.82 82.94 1.86 64.86 61.45 5.68*
3 (6.91)  (7.50) (6.76)  (8.63) (2.9 (7.1) (6.64)  (9.35)
Job Content
Skill variety 3.2 3.22 3.52% 3.3 N 3.96%¢ .18 3.20 -3 3.9 3.18 1.70
(.82) (.81) (.79) C.17) (.79} (.76) (.81) (.76)
Task indentity 3.26 .27 -.14 3.25 3.23 .23 .13 3.31  -3.52% 3.15 3.13 .26
(.81) +(.76) (.76) (.n) (.718) .m (.83) (.67)
Task significance 3.9 3.6 §.43%* n 1.52 3,520 wn 3.77  -1.13 3.61 3.57 .86
(.84) (.84) (.87) (.84) (.84) (.79) (.83) (.80)
Aytonony 2.38 2.85 -9.07** 2.60 2.89 -5.44% 2.59 “.98  -8.03 2.97 2.91 <531
(.92) (.78) : (.89) (.73) (.83) {.76) (.99)  (.69)
Feedback from job 3.46 .50 -1.29 3.38 1.9 -.12 3.38 3.52  -2.98** 3.8 3.13 -.86
(.78) (.7) (.78) (.70) (.69) (.65) (.75) (.70)
Feeddack from gthers N .39 -8.85** 3.02 3.28  -4.57°* 32 3.42  -5.88** 3.02 3.2 -3.48*
(.95) {.80) (.92) (.78) (.89) (.76) (.9 (.79)
Oealing with Ythers 4.9 3.4 §.12¢® 3.94 .1 4,410 3.91 3.96 -.98 3.9 3.74 3.q*
(.72) {.66) (.70) (.72) (.n) (.89) (.78) (.n)
gttrut!on 10.56 10.69 -1.32 10.59 10.45 1.06 10.59 10.84 -2.10% 10.24 10.49 -1.55
(1.20) (2.02) (1.94) (2.27) (1.91) (2.04) (2.03) (2.07)
Proficiency 6.83 7.18  -6.42%* 6.81 7.1§  <3.26** 7.04 7.35 -3.46° 6.59 7.1 -4.65**
(1.38)  (1.4¢) (1.40)  (1.61) (1.40) (1.43) (1.51)  (1.44)
r
Eon" satisfaction 3.4 3.6  -6.09** 3.35 3.50 -2.70** 3.41 .52  -2.56** 3.0 3.8 -0
(.84) (.73) (.76) (.80) (.73) (.75) (.79 (.73)
Internal motivation 3.97 31.97 -9 J.84 3.78 1.26 3.92 3.93 -2 3.8 3.4 1.40
(.69) (.n) (.89) (.76) (.67) (.70) (.70) (.74)
Growth Need .9 4.07  -6.07e* J.8¢ 3.93  -1.93 3.83 4.05 -5.58* .78 3.90 -2.05*
(.79) (.76) (.81) (.79) (.74) (.73) . (.76) (.79)
_Maximum N 113 84 393 210
°D < .05 two-'ailed test
**p ¢ .01 two-tailed test
Note: The present table fs based on paired t-tests for the pre-training survey (Phase | d “trai {
requires ] ar fewer consistency checks on doth surveys (ICON] M”: 1CON2) ; mu’or)c.mn ltxtrm’l“hr:n"!'l”o l’:'r:':ﬁ(:“:':o 0) "“-t nusbers
in parantheses are standard deviations.
Source: TM-6
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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 Qut-Placement Differences for Attrites

As previously mentioned, recruits who left the Marine Corps during
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.

Although 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 highlight 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 likely to have a high school degree, and more 1ikely to be married.

.
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Table 7
3 ] Zomparison of 2re ang -‘Jul-plac'-ont Measures ‘or Yale Nonreserve Recryit Training Attrites
\ ‘ 1976 Parris [sland l 1977 Parris [sland 1977 San Dleqgo 1978 San Oiego
g 1 i Male Non-Reserve ‘L Male flon-Reserve Male Non-Reserve ! Male Non-Reserve j
! ]
| Pre- Qut- Pre- ut- : Pre- “ut- i pre~ ut- P
Recruit Placement Recruit Placement t | Recryit Placement t | Recruit Placement t ,
1 Mean  Nean ¢ Mesn  Mean [ Mean  Mean | Mean  Mean
{
'; Expectations-Role Attraction ‘ X
guuccui‘lons of vinding ;. .81 .10 -2.79% .38 .78 <2.78e .57 .18 -2.)8* .63 AL -1.04
E acceptaple civilian job ‘i( 29 (.28 . ( .36 ( .26) ( .38 ( .29) { 3y L .5
', : . Sum pasitive minus neqative |
L;lf { “’.urme Role outcoa:q | 25.43 23.54 .79 24.96 23.58 .54 30.49 25.75 1.8 26.2% 26.02 1.49
| axpectancies {9.67) (11.33) (9.22) ( 8.97) ( 8.21) (10.37) (10.17)  (10.39) - A
E 1 Sum positive minus negative ‘
: - civilian role sutcome 22.39 23.36 - .80 22.74% 25.86 -1.5¢ 24.86 26.6) - .81 25.15 23.5¢ 1.09 :
B 1 expectancies ( 9.93) (10.45) {7.76) (7.87) (10.94) ( 9.80) (10.52) (10.29) 3
1 _‘ Attraction: Marine Role 29.61 22.16 3.23** | 28.4§ 22.54 1.36 41.28 30.28 2.1 31.88 23.50 2.74%> 3
(18.24) (18.09) (16.38) (17.02) (18.19) (26.48) (21.67) (20.80)
A Attraction: Civilian Role | 26.11 23.38 1.08 7.36 26.40 .24 33.10 32.52 .14 31.98 23.53 2.840*
. (17.52) (17.91) (15 98) (15.12) (20.45) (25.23) (20.51) (19.43)
1 Force: Marine Role 21.92 9.09 6.44%* 23.97 8.53 3.27°¢ 32.79 14.98 3.54**| 20.04 15.57 .96
: (18.32) (15.03) (19.28) ( 9.43) : (19.06) (25.78) (16.26) (21.25)
~
3 Faorce: Civilian Role 16.92 18.12 -.1n 13.77 20.16 -1.61 21.43 29.47 -1.86 20.88 18.48 .63
(15.79) (15.09) (11.05) (14.51) (22.42) (26.00) (18.63) (18.25)
Leadersnip ’ . 2 .
Led consideration 41.14 42.93 -1.64 39.8¢4 42.63 -1.20 38.84 44.79 -2.89**| 138.16 45.44 -4, 14
(12.26) (11.27) (11.08) (11.43) (10.24) ( 8.68) (10.62) ( 9.44)
Leader structure 62.69 57.70 §.41**| 65.39 s7.17 3.82**| 63.00 60.42 3 63.13 $5.04 2.99**
(7.34) (9.89) (6.08) (11.02) (8.92) (13.62) (9.82) (14.13)
<00 Content
} TSR variety 3.07 2.87 2.1 3.3 3.05 1.1¢ 3.52 2.82 2.96%* 1.26 3.3 .
I { M9 ( .20} (ra) ( .78) { M) -8 ( .63) ( .78) k)
Task identity 3.12 2.97 1.51 3.37 3.37 - .0 2.88 3.02 - .57 3.07 3.28 -1.72
(.77 ( .79 ( .70 ( .70) ¢ 22} (B U - (s8]
Task significance 3.46 3.12 3.43ee 3.60 3ate 2.36* 3.4 1.26 1.06 3.55 3.54 .0
( .a) ( .73 (1.000 ( .80) ( .24) ( .70) ( .88) ( .83)
Autonomy 2.4 2.78 -3.86%* 2.46 2.9 -2.20* 2.47 2.65 .70 2.40 2.95 -2.60*
( 9 ( .17 ( .73) ( .74 ( 83 ( 82} ( .87 ( .%2)
Feedback from job n 3.09 .20 3.25 3.4 -1.18 3.3 2.87 2.28* 3.2% 3.36 - .57
( .86) ( .63) ( .78) ( .s4) ( .68) ( .79) ¢ 2 { 89)
Feecback from others 2.38 2.39 - .09 3.10 3.0 . .28 3.02 2.85 .18 3. 27 3.32 -2
( .3) ( .80) (109 ( .00 ( .64) ( .90) ( .94) ( .66)
Oealtng with others 3.84 3.18 5.60°° 3.98 1.8 2.07¢ . 3.55 .92 3.85 3.9 3.31e
y . ( .72) ( .82) ( .58) ( .68) ( 73} ( 38) ( .66) ( .83)
Sroup
| ttraction 9.80 9.52 1.0 10.58 9N 2.80* 10.15 9.85 .58 10.10 10.28 . .22
3 (1.97) (2.37) (1.92) (2.26) (1.93) (¢2.78) (2.32) (2.82)
‘ Proficiency 2 6.48 6.37 .57 6.70 6.30 1.02 1.10 6.45 1.29 6.43 6.70 - .84
(1.45) ( 1.€1) (1.17)  (1.49) (a7 (19 (1.83) (1.62)
Other
Overall satisfaction 2.8 2.88 - .14 3. 2.80 1.54 3.18 J.2s -2 2.57 3.03 23,330
( .86) ( .79) (1.000 ( .9) ( .93) ( 1.08) ( .79) ( .s6)
Internal motivation 3.8 J.28 1.98°* 3.68 3.7 2.68° 3.99 3.4 15 3.52 31.39 9
( .70) ( .64) ( .68) ( .87 ¢ 4 1) ( . ( .56)
Growth need 1.59 ). 1.6} 3.8 31585 - .n 3.68 J.54 19 3.48 3.2% .
( .84) ( .81) « .n ( .64 { @€ 1 &) ( .92) ( 1.09)
Maximum ¥ 118 21 22 30
*p < 0§
**p T .0I
Note: The present table is beased on paired t-tests for the pre-recruit survey and the attrite survey. Each observation must have ! or fewer

| consistency checks on both surveys, (XCON! and XCONA), therefore, a lower N is available in this tadble. The numbers n Darentheses ire
| standard deviations.
jource: (M7
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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 in the Marine
Corps might have been due to inability to find acceptable permanent employment,
or failure at a particular job.

In terms of attrition, a significantly greater percentage of recruits
were discharged from the 1978 San Diego group than from a sample of recruits
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 attrition (Hand, et al., 1977) and

are currently used to screen applicants for military service.

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

e b e

cohort exhibited fewer significant changes during 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 ‘ﬂ

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

of the positive minus negative Marine role outcome expectances, Marine role
attraction, Marine role force, civilian 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 q

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, considering 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 reflects accurate expectations regarding everyday 1ife 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
IsTand cohort will be the topic of a forthcoming technical report.

The final way in which the 878 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
salient 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 with

expected satisfaction.
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The most significant attrition predictors for the pooled 1976 and 1977
cohorts were demograpl-ic/individual variables, while expected satisfaction
was most significant for the 1978 cohort. In effect, when compared with
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 attrition for recruits in both groups. This result is consistent
with 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 Tower probability of successfully completing recruit training.

The separate equations shown in Table 3 exhibited substantial differences
in explained 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. Also, 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 capable 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.




Although results from the 1976 Parris Island cohort were not consistently
significant across all cohorts, the findings of this study generally support E
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 similar results were obtained for other
analyses conducted. i

Perhaps the most interesting conclusion of this study is the presence of
two significantly different prediction equation for samples which differed

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

variables were responsible for predicting attrition in these distinct groups,
experimental studies which alter entrance and discharge criteria may yield
useful strategies for maintaining staffing levels 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 implications for recruiting. Also,
these results raise the pos;ibi1ity of differential treatment, counseling, and

other interventions directed at recruits representing high attrition risks.

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

interventions aimed at all recruits. Providing individuals with ways of

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

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

attrition.
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