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Personal i ty, Draft Status, and Military Service’

LT Steven F. Bucky, MSC USNR+
LT Darrel Edwar ds, MSC USN

CCR Newel I H. Ber ry , MSC USN

Specu lation abCUi the qualit y of personne l joining the Navy under zero—

draft or all—volunteer can be found not only in the daily newspapers (and the

weekly service journals ), but also in the scholarly period i cals of the sociologists

and the manpower economists. The conclus i ons of the Gates commission were opt i m-

istic; the resu l ts of British and other trials of all—volunteer forces in recent

years have led to pessimistic views of just how many really good men will be

Joining the forces.

One intri gu i ng way to look at character i st i cs of recent recru i ts Is to com-

pare those who presumably joined without any compulsion——those with hi gh numbers

in the draft lottery——w i th those who may well have been induced to enlist because

their low draft numbers assured their entry into some branch of the forces——the

Army.

For an Air Force sample, Valent ine and VItola (1970) showed that there were

fewer self—motivated enlistees (those enlistees with a high draft lottery number)

who had completed hi gh school , more who had dropped out of schoo l at an earl ier

age, and more who perce i ved the i r academ i c performance l ess favorab ly than d id

the draft—motivated group (enlistee s who entered the service with a low draft

lottery nunter). In addition, the sel f—mot i vated enlistees came more frequently

from minor i ty racial groups, f rom homes that were bi-lingua l , w i th one or both

parents having been forei gn born. Also, the i r parents had compe lted fewer years

of school Than the parents of the draft—motivated group. The self-motivated

group had a more positive att itude towards the military service, though Their

apt itude t•st performanc, was lower than the draft—motivated group. A study
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Bucky, et al 2

by Rhode, Delke , and Cook (1972) IndIcated that vo lunteers in the Navy generally

were younger in age and had less educat i on than those sal lors who were drafted.

Plag (1963 , 1971) and Plag and Hardacre (1965 ) demonstrated a direct relation-

ship between the quality of input (comp let i ng high school , pro—serv i ce disci—

p l in a ry record, and aptitude scores) for Navy recru i ts and the psych i atric m ci—

dence rate and administrative discharges. This study exami nad atti tudinal and

~ personality variables to further define the nature of the vo l unteer to aid in

develop in g procedures for sel ect i on of potent i al l y effective enlistees .

Method

• Recru it Temperament Survey (RTS). An analysis was made of self—reported

t attitudes, compla i nts, and history obtained from the Recruit Temperament Survey

(RTS), a standard i nstrument adm i n i ste red to a ll Navy recru i ts dur i ng recruit

• training in San Diego and Great Lakes Nava l Training Centers. The RTS Is a lit

Item yes-no test devised by Waite and Barnes (1968) in an attempt to I dentify

those recruits who m i ght become psych i atric casualties or have to be discharged

prematurely from the Navy. The Items focus on psych iatric symptoms, attitudes,

and past behavior of the individual. High scores are Indicat i ve of poor adjust—

mont potential and early discharge f rom the Navy.

Sample. The RTS responses from 7936 sailors who enlisted from January 1970

through December 1971 were studied. Of this initial group 5866 comprised The

draft—motivated group, which was defined as those individuals with draft lottery

numbers from I - 122, and 2070 men were in the self—motivated group with draft ~~~

l ottery numbers f rom 245 - 366. In addIt ion , 8010 men were randomly selected

from the availab le recruit samp le who entered the service from January 1967 lo 0

December 197 1 to provide a comparison group for contrasting responses to each

it m  (random group).
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Results and D i sc uss i on

The results were analyzed in two parts: (I) a comparison of the RTS

response patterns for draft—motivated , self—motivated , and the randomly gener-

ated comparison group of enlistees , and (2) an exam i nation of the distribution

of psychiatric incidence for self--motivated and draft—motivated enlistees.

Conparisons of Response Patterns. Of the in tiai 11 5 i tems, 25 si gnificant—

ly discriminated between at least two of the groups. These i tems fell into three

categor i es descr ibi ng (a) i tems on whic h the draft—mot i vated group scored higher,

(b) items on wh ich the self—motivated group scored hi gher, and (c) Navy re l ated

• attitudes and feelings . The results are summarized in Table I. It should be

noted that si gn i f i cant di fference s we re ach i eved, but the acuta l di fferences are

quite small. The consistency with which  the self-mot i vated and draft-motivated

groups answered the items, howeve r, lends plaus ib i l i ty to the argument that

These two different groups enter the service with differential attitudes toward

the Navy and their assessment of themse l ves.

(Insert Table I about here.)

Category A. The draft—motivated group reported back pains, sweat i ng, pa i ns

in the chest and worrying over trifles more often than the sel f—motivated group.

• In add ItIon, they reported that they wanted to quit and go home, and that their

feet hurt when they stand for an extended period of time more often than the

self—motivate d group.

Category B. The self—motivated group was significantly higher on the Items

in Category B. That is, they reported more often that people take advantage of

them, and that they don’t care what happens to them. In addition, a higher pro—

portion of the self-motivated group failed two or more grades.

Category C. The four Items In Category C Indicate that The self-motivated

group enlisted in the Navy b cause There was no work. The reported that they

- — 4! ‘
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Bucky,et ai 4

also had a clearer idea as to the ship on wh ich they would like to be stationed

than did the dr~.ft-motivated group. The i tem that most discriminated between

these two groups of enlistees indicated that the self—motivated group, w i t h  much

greater regularity than the draft—moti vated group , expected “to enjoy the next

twe lve rT onths as much as The last twelve months. ”

Comr~ent. These results suggest that the self —mot ivated enlistee has had

more d i f f i cu l ty  at home, i n  schoo l , and has led a less socia l ly  oriented exis-

tence ( reported characterologica l symptoms) than the draft—motivated group.

Their attitude toward the Navy was much more posit i ve, they had thought about

the service for a longer period of t ime, and were relatively opt im ist i c in terms

of their future in the serv ice. The draft—motivated group was more anxious and

depressed than the se lf—mot ivated group, reporting more neurot ic—like symptoms

(anxiety , depression, and sleep disturbance ) than the self—motivated group.

Comparisons with a Random Group

It was felt that what we have been cal l ing neurotic symptoms or character—

olog ica l problems may have emerged because of the way in wh ich The groups were

defined. Both groups we re a restr icted sample from the tota l Navy recruit popu—

Idiom. Classically, subjects who report characterologica l , behaviora l problems

do not report neurotic symptoms. It is conceivable, therefore, That The draf 1—

motivated group looked more “neurotic” only becasue they were compared to a very

NunneurotIc~ group of subjects. As a result the data described above were com-

pared to another group of 8010 recruIts from the general population (random

group).

Category A. On every one of the items in Category A, the random group

admi tted to significantly fewer complaints than both the draft—motivated and

sel f-motivated groups. That Is, there was less anxiety, depression, and sleep

dlstrubancs symptoms for the random group Than for both the others .
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Category B. The pattern was less consistent for the items in Category B.

The random group corpleted less schooling and fa i led  more grades than both of

the other groups. They admi tted to less of a need to be by oneself and more of

a preference to go to parties than to watch TV than the other two groups. The

random group also admitted to car i ng more about what wi happen to them in the

future than the other two groups.

It should be noted that there were two i tems on wh4ch the random group fell

in between the draft—moti vated and self—motivated groups. The draft—motivated

group was significantly l ower and the self—mot i vated group was si gnificantly

h igher than the radnorn group on the Items indicating that “people often take

advantage of me” and “I had to quit school because of fami ly problems.”

Category C. The results in Category C indicate that (I) the random group

was si gn i f i c a n t l y  lowe r than both of the other groups in terms of the frequency

• with which they entered the service because no other Job was avai lable; (2) the

random group was si gn ifi cant ly hi gher than the draft—motivated and self—motivated

groups in terms of the frequency with wh i ch they knew what ship they would like ;

(3) the random group was signifIcantly lower than the self—motivated group though

no si gnificant difference was obtained between the random and draft—motivated

groups in terms of frequency with which the subjects had thought about the future;

and (4) the random group was significantly higher than the draft—moti vated group

though si gnificantly lower than The sel f—mot i vated group in terms of their opti-

mism about the next 12 months In the Navy.

Comment, In general , these results Indicate that the random group reports

fewer somatic, anxIety, and sleep disturbance synpto.ns than the self-motivated

and draft—motivated groups, while leading a more sociable type of existence.

They have conçl.t•d fewer grades in school and have f.I led more grades. They

seem to be more future oriented. They ha~e given more Thought to their stay in
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4
the Navy.

Psych i atric incidence. The self—motivated and draft—motivated enlistees

assessed themse l ves differently on the RTS. Are the difference s obtained during

the recrui~~
7
~fir st weeks in boot camp reflected in his future performance? One

way to arswer this question is to l ook at the rate with wh i ch the self—motIvated

and draft—mot i vated groups are admitted to the psychiatric sick list and more

specifically to look at their respecti ve diagnoses . The draft—motivated and

self—motivated recru i ts were followed through December 1972. In order to test for

clinica l differences , the incidence rates and the distribution of diagnoses for

the two gro~ips were examined. The results were summarized in Table 2.

(Insert Table 2 about here.)

The overall  i nc id ence rates for the two groups were not stat i s t i c a l l y  dif fer-

ent. These data suggest that the expected casel oad for psychiatry and the sub-

sequent psychiatric ineffect i veness for enlistees under an all—vo l unteer system

will not change. However, It should be noted that the men In the self—motivated

group who became psychiatric patients were diagnosed psychotIc or neuro~~c almost

tw i ce as often as the draft—motivated group, but they were diagnosed wiTh drug—

related problems half as often as The self—motivated group. Characterologica l

problems and traosient, specific, organic, or psychophysi ca l problems were relative-

ly stable. It would appear that the all volunteer force may be faced with fewer

drug cases and somewhat fewer characterological problems, In general. This may

be accounted for by The nature of self-selection screening out Those problem

cases who would not choose to Join the service if the option was theirs. Some

margina l ly effective men might b expected to enter the service.

These results are somewhat contrary to The impress iOn gIven by The RTS

response difference s for the self—motivated and draft—motivated groups. Although

th. self-motivated group reported more symptoms which conform to psych i atr Ic
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descr i pt i ons of characterologlca i prob lems, they recei ved the diagnosis of neur—

osis or psychosis more often than the draft—motivated group. In addition , there

was no difference between the self-motivated and dra ft—motivated group in terms

of the frequency wit h wh i ch they were given the diagnosis of a character dis-

order. The self—mot ivated group had si gnificantl y fewer men with drug—re l ated

prob l ems. Perhaps , the self—mot i vated responses are indicat i ve of greater poten-

tial for severe pathoiçgy than the draft—motivated responses, while the

“Neurotic” report indicates potential for anx i ety reduct i on through drug i nvo l ve-

ment. These specu l ations merit further considerat i on for discovery and under-

standing of high risk enlistees .

Summary and Conc lus i ons

The seif—motivated enlistees tend to have completed less school , have fa i led

two or more grades, and report more difficulty at home and in re l ating to other

peop le than draft—motivated enlistees do. The draft—motivated eniistees tended

to report be i ng more anx i ous an d depressed, w i th more sleep d isturbance symptoms,

coming from families who might be described as being more overprotecti ve than

The self—motivated group. BOth the self—motivated and draft—motivated groups

reported more complaints Than a randomly chosen group of Navy enlistees. As a

• result, it is felt that the all volunteer force may change the clinical psychia-

tric picture for the armed servi ces. While the results of this study only de—

scribe response differences, the responses and incidence patterns suggest That

the RTS may assist in defining special populations in the Navy and That clustering

or scoring techniques may i dentify psychiatric or administrative high—risk eniis—

The results described above have focused on the difference between groups of

en listee s who Joined the service under two spelcei condItions. It is impo~tant

to look at these results with The understanding that the significant differences

-
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between the self—motivate d and draft-motivated and the random groups were much

more imp ressive than between the self—motivate d and the draft—motivated groups.

he results sugqest that indiv i dual s coming- into the service under these special

(onditions rot only differ on attitudhial variables and their eventual psychiatric

ncidence rates , but that both of these special groups are more al ike in their

- - imission to psychiatric symp toms than when a more extensive Navy sample is

conside red.

Bucky, et al • e

- Footnotes

*This study was supported by the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, Department

of the Navy under Research Unit MF5I.524.002-5OI4DX5F. The opinions expressed are

those of the authors and are not to be construed as official or as necessarily

reflecting hte views of endorsement of the Department of the Navy.

~~ the Navy Medica l Neuropsychiatric Research Unit , San Diego,

Callforr.ie 92152.
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Tab le 2

A Distribut i on of Selected Diagnoses for inpatient
I Psychiatric Cases Among Self—Motivated

and Draft—Motivated Enlistees

Se I ~ —mot I voted
8 Oral t—mot i voted8

Dionnosis (N = 56 , 1 = 2 12)b (N = 127, I = 2 80)b

Psychosis ll ~ 5

• Neurosis 3O~ Ii

Characfer Disorder 41 50

Drug-re l ated 7* 14

I Other (transient , specific ,
organic, psychophysiolog i cal ) Il 14

- 
aFigures are expressed in terms of percentage of the psych i atric cases for each

group.
I 

• 
b 1 is the incidence of men in the sample suffering psych i atric crisis expressed

in percentage. No si gnificant difference (p ‘ .50)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ difference (p < .05)
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• ~ I’he purpose of the present study was to determine whether attitudinal and
personality variables discriminate between those subjects who entered the Navy

• with low draf t lottery numbers (draft—motivated group) and those who entered
• with high draft lottery numbers (self—motivated group). There were 7936 sailori

all of whoa were given the Recruit Temperament Survey (RTS) during their first
week of boot camp. The results indicated that the self—motivated enlistees had
had more difficu lty at home and in school, they were more nptimistic about thei~

& stay in the Navy than the dr a ft—mo tivated groun .. The draft—motivated £~ OUD va&
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“ b more anxious and depr essed than the self—motivated group. In terms of the psychi-

4 atric incidence of the two groups , the self—motivated group , when compared to the
draf t—motivated group , had twice the incidence rate for psychosis and neurosis
and half the incidence rate for drug—related hospitalization . The results were

discussed in term s of the effect that the all—volunteer force will have in psychi-

atric facilities in the U .S. Navy .
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