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SUMMARY

The psychological stresses of Marine Corps basic training (BT) may
influence training outcomes. This study is part of a project undertaken at the
request of the Commandant of the Marine Corps to assess the actual effects of BT
stresses., Recruits are not all alike and how a recruit responds to BT stresses
may depend orn his social background and personality characteristics, Our
objective in this study was to identify recruit characteristics which should
help achieve a better understanding of BT stress effects. Taking recruit
characteristics into account can help evaluate stress effects by removing the
effects of background or personality differences on BT outccmes and by helping
to identify recruits who may be particularly susceptible to stress and who
therefore would b: most strongly affected.

Previous research findings led to consideration of five categories of

individual differences: Social background (e.g., past history of truancy,

parents' marital status); Coping mechanisms (positive styles of adapting to

stress and managing emctions); Defense mechanisms (negative styles of adapting

to stress and managing emotionw) ; Motivational measures (including perceived

motivational characteristics of the recruit role, locus of control, ari expected

success in the Marine Corps); and General cha.acteristics (age, race, and

General Classification Test scores).

The instruments for measuring the individual differences outlined above
were completed by 2,648 volunteers. BT outcomes were assessed by data from
Marine Corps records 1ncluding: performance during BT; health during BT;
attrition from B8T; and attrition 1in the first 27 months following BT,
Corceliatiora) procedures and stepwise regression were <sed to determine the
-elationship betveer. performance and health and the individual difference
measutes., Analysis of variance and discriminant function anralysis were used tc
ident: ; predictors of attrition.

Results indicated that: (a) GCT was the most impoi<ant predictor of BT
performance, but race, Chance locus of control, high schonl grades, and having
had to :epeat a vyear of scho¢l also predicted several of riie performance
measures. (b) Health duriry BT was not strongly related to any of the
Jauvv,duur uilfference measures., (c) The minimum set of predictors for BT

attrition would include one coping measure ,suppcession), one defense mechanism
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(displacement), one motivational measure (expectation cf success in completing
the enlistmer:), and one social background measure (high schcol grades), in
addition to GCT, and age. (d) Recruits possessing the psychosocial profile that
characterized BT attrites were less likely to be rapidly promoted or retained in
the FMF. (e) FMF attrition depends upon factors other than the BT attrition
risk profile. More specifically, fewer years of education and greater frequency
of havinc been expelled from school predicted FMF attrition even after
accounting for the BT attrition risk profile.

The object of the study was to identify a small number of individual
differences which were particularly likely to be important for understanding the
effects of BT stresses. On the basis of the combined attrition and per formance
findings, GCT, suppression, disp:lacement, enlistment expectations, high school
grades, and age should be included 1in BT stress studies. Suppression,
displacement, and enlistment expectations measures are of particular interest
because of their importance for thz2ories of stress and emotion.

The finding that the BT attrition risk profile is associated with less
success in the FMF indicates that BT attrition is eliminating some recruits who
would do poorly in the FMF. The additional importance of years cf education and
number of school expulsions suggests that in additicn to the BT risk factors,

mild social delinquency patterns contribute to FMF attrition,
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INTROICTION

Marine Corps Basic Training (BT) transforms young men and women from

civilians into Marines. The transformation process subjects recruits to
performance demands and psychological =stresses which are similar for all
servires (1-3)., However, the stress :nay be most intense in Marine Corps basic

training (4). The Naval Health Reosearch Center was tasked with identifyving the
specific stresses in Marine Corps basic training for males and determining the
positive and negative effects of those stresses (S5). This paper describes the
relationship between recruits psychosocial characteristics and BT performance,
health, and attrition to identify recruit characteristics which might influence
reactions to BT stress,

Research Approach

A recruit's psychosocial characteristics are those demographic, social
background, or personality attributes which describe him when he enters BT. Our
concern with psychosocial characteristics was motivated by two possibilities,
The primary concern was that a recruit's psychosocial attributes might determine
how BT stresses affected him. A secondary concern was that recruit difterences
might obscure tne effects of BT streczses, Both possibilities had to be
addressed to ensure that our research program produced a meaningful description
of BT stress effects.

Psychosocial characteristics may modify reactions to BT stresses. Marine

recruite who adapt well to BT will not be affected by stresses as much as
recruits who have less ability to adapt (6-9). BT stress-outcome relationships
should be stronger in the second group than the first, Statements describing
the average effect of stress may hide the fact that some recruits were
substantially affected by stress and others totally unaffected. Therefore,
psychosocial factors should be examined in stress studies to achieve a more
precise picture of strezs efrects.

Individual differences between recruits also can directiy affect BT perfor-

mance. 1f so, failing to take psychosocial causes of performance differences
into acccu.:t will also lead to imprecise estimates of stress effects, For
example, suppose BT stress impairs academic performance. If a groug of recruits

undet f1ign stress 1s compared with @ groubl under 10w stress, tne low sStress

group may perform better 1if all other things were equal, However, the high
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stress group could be compcesed of recruils with greater learning ability. The
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stress effect wouid be offset by the effect of ability on performance,

Therefore, it would be improperly concluded that stress did not affect academic

performance. Similar logic can be applied to other psychosocial -1
characteristics, such as motivation, and to any outcome that is affected by one A
or more psvchosocial characteristics. "3
The possible impact of psychtosocial characteristics on BT outcomes can be ;;

-

examined by including appropriate psychosocial measures in BT stress studies, ,1

Characteristics which may be important include age, intelligence, prior
schooling, motivational variables, emotional reactions to training, ability to

cope with stress, and a past history of antisocial behavior (10-23). This list

"nl.,v.l‘ :

was too long to include each of these psychosocial factors in our entire series

_:;lwr-,r,T‘ {vllh"" —_——
]

cf stress studies. The present study was designed therefore to select key pre-

dictors from this initial 1list for use in our later studies of BT stress

effects. The c¢riterion for identifying an important characteristic was 1its

‘,7-1
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usefulness in predicting either BT performance, BT health, or BT attrition.

o

To simplify the presentation of our hypotheses and findings, psychczoclial

R
NN

characteristics will be discussed in terms of five general categories described

below with hypothes~s describing the general pattern of expected associat:ions.

The hypotheses were based on prior rvesearch findings (10-23).

Social background included 15 items representing specific social behaviors

T
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(e.g., truancy) or exposure to a specific social: background (e.g., urban vs, —i
L

rural childhood homre), The background items chosen were known to predict BT ;;
outcomes (10,13). It was hypothesized that prior evidence of poor social -A
adaptation (e.g., truancy, poor school performance, 1limited participvation 1in 51
social activities) would predict ne :tive BT outcomes. }i
Coping mechanisms included 10 scales representing psychological ﬂ%

t

characteristics which should facilitate effective adaptation to stress and

o u

control of emotions (6,7). High scores ¢ coping scales were expected toc be
associated with pnsitive BT outcomes.

Defense mechanisms comprised 10 scales representing psychological
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characteristics that should interfer with effective adaptation to stress and

control of emotions (6,7). High scores on detense mechanism scales were




Motivational factors included measures of 11 psychological factors which

should atffect how hard recruits tried to achieve high performance. These scales
included measures of the expected motivational characteristics of cthe recruit
role, personal motijvation reflected in locus o©of control measures, and
expectations regarding Marine Corps success. It was hypothesized that
perceiving the recruit role as motivating, having a high expectancy of success,
and feeling high internal control/low external conttol would predict positive BT
outcomes.,

Other characteristics were age, race, and GCT. Although these three

variables are sometimes regarded as social background, they were treated
separately because they do not represent specific social behaviors or exposure
to a specific social environment. It was expected that higher GCT scores would
be related to better performance. No specific predictions were made for race or

age.

METROD

Participants

Between 19 April ané 7 June, 1980, 2,648 male Marine Corps recruits
participated in this study. These recruits were drawn from 44 basic training
platoons with an initial total membership of 2,870 recruits. The sample
therefore consisted of 92.4 percent of the initial platoon strengths. The
temaining recruits either did not volunteer to participate or had conflicting
schedules which prohibited them from attending the testing session.

The average recruit in this sample was 18.9 years of age (S.D. = 2.0), had
11.7 years of schooling (S.D. = 1.0), and an average GCT score of 104.5 {S.D. =
16.6)} . The race composition of the sample was 69% White, 16% Bi.wc., 7%
Hispanic, and 5% other groups (e.g., Guamanian, American 1Indian). Of the
recruits, 63% were high school graduates, 8% had graduate equivalency degrees,
and 28% had not graduated from high school. Additionally,74% of the recruits
never repeated a school year and 23% repeated one or more years. The mejority
of recruits were single (93.3%), but a few were married (4.7%), and a small
number were divorced (1.2%). Fercentages do not sum to 100 due to missing data.

Data Collecticn

Recruits were tested in aroups of 200 to 400. Group size depended on the

number of recruits available for the session. During these sessions, recruilts
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compieted guesticnnaires designed to assess individual differences which might
influence how they would react to stress, The testing sessions averaged 2 hours
in length, including the time required to obtain informed consent. Performance,
health, and attrition measures were obtained from Marine Corps records after the
recruit completed BT. Specific measures are described below,.
Questionnaires

Questionnaires were administered verbally <o standardize sessions and
minimize the possible effects of reading problems. Except for the background
guestionnaire, recruits marked their responses on optical scanning forms after
each question was read over a loudspeaker system, Background Qquestions were
answered by marking the appropriate space on the guestionnaire. Specific
instruments included:

Social Background: The social background items reflect the type, amount,

or quality of some social behavior. All social background measures were

obtained from the Background Questionnaire (see Appendix A). This questionnaire

was based on earlier work by Plag (10) and La Rocco, Ryman, and Biersner (13).

Coping Mechanisms. Ten aspects of coping were measured with scales

developed by Joffe and Nadi:ch (29). These scales measure a range of
psychelegical attributec that may help one adapt to stress. These attributes
include effective use of <cognitive resources to solve problems, accurate
environmental perceptions, accurate self-perceptions, and appropriate control
of emotions (7). Definitions for the specific coping mechanisms are given in
Appendix B. These scales are composed of true-false items.

Defense Mechanisms, Ten defense mechanisms were measured with scales

developed by Joffe and Naditch (29). The defenses measured involve illogical
thought processes, 1inzccurate percepticons ¢f sSelf or the environment, and/or
inappropriate control of emotions (7). The uce of defense mechanisms is

generally expected to hinder effective adjustment, Definitions for the defense

mechanisms are given in Appendix B. These scales were composed of true-false
items.

Motivational Factors: Motivational measures were obtained with three
separate instruments. Job Motivation was measured using Section Two of the Job
Diagnostic Survey: Short Form (24). The 14 1items measuted the EEEESEXEQ
motivational characteristics of the recruit role. The standard form of this

instrument was slightly modified because recruits were instructed to describe
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what ey expected 1n BT rather thar beind 2as<o: te dacrpare 30 a0d thows
currently held. The l1tems were formulated as expectaticns by prefacirng oach
guestion with "I cxpect . . " and referring to "recruit trairing” where the
original gquestionnaire referred to the "job." Separate scores were compated for

the ceven subscales in this instrument. These subscales are defined in Appendix
5. Response alternatives ranged from "Strongly Disagree"™ ({1l) to "Strongly
Agree" (7).

The second type of motivational measure was enlistment expectations, Items

concerning these expectations assessed the recruit's belief that he would
complete his first-term enlistment and that he would reenlist. The items used
were those cmployed by Youngblood, Laughlin, Mcbley and Meglino (20). Response
alternatives were the same as those for the Job Diagnostic Survey.

The final type of motivational measure was locus of control. Beliefs about

determinants of task success are personality characteristics that affect task
motivation. These beliefs are frequently studied as “locus of control"
perceptions. Perceived locus of control was measurel with Levenson's Attitude
Statement Survey (25-28) which assesses the person's beliefs that what happens

to him or her depenis on his or her own actions (Internal control), on fate or

luck (Chance control), or on other people's actions (Powerful Others control).

The 24 items (8 for each of these three scales) were administered with the 7-
point response scale described above.

Other Recruit Attributes. The final category 1included age, race, and

General Classification Test (GCT) scures. These are attributes that did not fit
readily into any other category. Age and race are sometimes treated as social
background measures, but these are nct direct indicators of the type, gquality,
or quantity of any actual social Dbehaviors. GCT 1s a psychological
characteristic, but is not readily classifiad as coping, defense, or motivation
even though it may be related to a1l three. Age and race were obtained by self-
reports 1n the Background Questionnaire. GCT was obtained from Marine Corps
records.

Training Performance Measures

The following performance measures were obtained from treining records:

(a) Practical examination scores. Examinations c¢ovarina a range of

academic subjects were taken at the end of the rfirst two weeks of BT and during

the last two weeks. The first test provided one overall score while the second
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yiclded separate oral and written scorec. Maxirum onossibhle scorer were 100
points for the first test and S0 points for cach subtest at the end of BT.

() Physical fitness. Fitncess test: were comprised of the number of pall-

ups, number of sit-ups, and the tine f~r & 3-mile run. These tests were
administered at approximately the same tiwe as ti. academic tests.  The maximum
possible score was 300 points.

{¢c) Rifle marksmanship. The results of firing the M-16 rifle for

qualification were obtained. Qualification took place at the end of the fifth
week of BT. The maximum possible sccre was 250 points.

(d) Drill Instructor ratings. Ratings are made oy Drill Instructcers at the

end of BT. Conduct ratings indicate the extent of the recruit's adherenrce to
both the letter and spirit c¢f regulatiors during tra.ning. Senior Drill

Instructor Subjeccive Evaluation (SDISE) 1is an appraisal of the recruit's

initiative and skills in the performance of routine duties and nonroutine tasks
during tiaining. These ratings are made on a 5-point scale.

Health Measures,

Health records kept at the Marine Corps Recruit Depot Dispencary were
reviewed. Number of illness incidents was determined for three major categories
of illness: (a) upper respiratory infections and/or viral svrdromes (VIRAL), (h)
musculo-skeletal injury or trauma (TRAUMA), and (c) "other" diagnoses (OTHER).
The number of 1incidents 1in each category was a separate variable 1in the
analyses. 1In addition, a total illness incidents score was computed by summing
the values for the three categories, Other health measures were the total
number of dispensary visits, the number of days assigned to light duty, and the
number of days of bed rest. Health data were collected on a random 50% of the
recruits from each platoon because of time constraints and administrative
considerations.

Attrition,

Marine Corps records provided attrition data. Separate analvses were
performed for BT and the FMF to determine whether predictors of BT attrition
also predicted FMF attrition.

For the BT analvses, succescful recruits were those men still in the Marine

Corps at the end of BT. Subgroups within this category were requlars (n = 1896)

who had signed on for a standard duty tour and reservists (n = 405) who were
undergoing 1nitial active duty training. keserviste were distingiisted from
-6-
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tegulars because exploratory analyses showed these 1ecraits to be marked!ls
different from the average.
In the BT analyses, unsuccessful recruits wete these recruits  who

discharged prior to comrleting BT. This general category 1inciuded medical

attrites (n = 136) and behavioral attrites (n = 163). The first aroup was

discharged for medical problems and the second for fraudulent enlistment, poor
performance, unsuitability, miscorduct, or erroneous c¢ulistment, Erroneocus
enlistments (n = 11) werc grouped with behavioral attrites because this type of
discharge 1involved a past history of behavioral problems {(e.g., a Jjuvenile
record), BT actrition status could not be determined for 48 men; these men were
therefore excluded frcm the analyses,

FMF attrition analyses were based on the FMF status of the 2,301 BT
graduates 27 months after completing BT. Iin these analysesg, successful Marines
included regulars still in the Marine Corps at the time of follow-up (n = 1571;

and men discharged upon satisfactory completion of their opligated active duty

(n = 450). This later group included reservists who succe.sfully completed
their initial active duty tour (n = 425) ard a small number of discharges for
reasons such as return to school, family problems, etc. (n = 25).

Unsuccessful Marines in the FMF analysis again included medical attrites

(n = 42) and behavioral attrites (n = 198). The behavioral attrition category

included 29 men Jdischarued for miscellaneous reasoncg (e.g,, pseudofolliculitis
barbae, obesity). Analyses which assessed the effects of this classification
decision showed that: (a) The miscellaneous attrites had social and
psychological characteristics similar to those of the behavioral attrites. (b)
The conclusions from the FMF attrition analyses were not substantially altered
by the classification decision., FMF attrition data were missing for 50 men who
were therefore not included ir. the analyses.

rMF Advancement

Rank arfter 27 months of service was used to indicate rate of advancement in
the FMF for those participants still in the service at the time of follow-un.
The range of ranks at this time was E-1 to E-5,

Analysis Procedures

e ollowin rocedures were ca lec u o identify a r1inimum set o
Tt foll oced rried out t dentify t f

recruit characteristics which reliably predicted BT outcomes.

(a) The sample was randomly divided 1nto a 702 predicti~sn sample and a 30
replication sample.

| R

U U S

F PUE RIS * @ SETLPDPUVGFLTREY VI SUVDUURISAIEY T 3 WESr v

e dawl e el

P
_—t ot

Y SO SN IPU JPR

[P VU



{(by Irittial analyses considered one predictor at a time. Pearson product-

moment cortelations assessed the relationships between psychosocial
characteristics and BT performance and health measures. Race was coded White =
1 ard Nonwhite = 2. A one-way analysis cf variance (ANOVA) was used to identify

5:13nificant associations bhetween psvchosocial characteristics and attrition.
These analyses compared the reqular, reservist, medical attcite, and behavioral
attrite qronps defined in the preceding Attrition section. Separate attriticn
anatvses were carried out for BT and the FMF periods.

{c) A result was significant if its probability of occcurring by chance was
less than 5% (two-tai1led) in the 70% prediction sample and less than 10% ( ne-
tailed) in the 30% replication sample. The reglication criterion insured
adequate sratistical power to detect even small effects (30). Small effects
could be important for describing BT stress effects if the recruit population
consists of a nixture of some recruits who are strongly affected by stress and
others who are lacrgely unaffected (seec p. 1).

(dy Significant attrition ANOVA results were followed by examination of
four planned contrasts: (i) successful reccuits vs, unsuccessful recruits; (ii)
successful recruits vs. behavioral attrites; (iii) successful regulars vs.
ansuccnessful recruits; and (1v) successful regulars vs. behavioral at:rites.
These contrasts provided details describing the specific group differences that
led to the o¢overall significant attrition ANOVA, Behavioral attrition was
emphasized because psychological and social factors seemea likely to contribute
to the types of behavioral prcblems that led these recruits to attrite. At
lecast one contrast had to meet the significance criterion in (c¢c) for the ANOVA
esult to be accepted as signiticant. This additional) significance criterion
for the attrition analyses ensured that a variable was not accepted as a
significant predictor of attrivion status if the pattern of group differences
producing the significant overall ANOVA was totally dissimilar in the two
subsamples or if the 1initial significant finding dependec primarily on the
contrast between reservists and reqular recrnits. Analyses which will not be
reported here showed that the different attrition groups did not differ
significantly with respect to any psychosocial characteristic,.

(e} A reduced subset of siagnificant predictors was obtained from stepwise

multivariate analyses. The stepwise analyses identified a minimum subset of the
significant predictors which adequately portrayed the predictive power of the
full set. Forward stepwise multiple regression combined the background and

psychological rprecictors of performance and health into overall prediction
equations. Forward stepwise discriminant function analysis using Rao's V as the
selection criterion provided an overall prediction equation feor attrition.
Prediction weights were developed in the 70 percent sample and cross-validated
in the 30 percent sample. The 5% siqgnificance level was the criterion for
inclusion at each =tep.

The recsults of the rultivariate analyses have been emphasized in the
presentation of the results. This emphasis simplifies the description of the
firdinaos and is consistent with our objective of identifying a minimum set of
recruit charactzristics to ke taken into account in BT stress studies, Details

of the initial univariate analyses are available from the authors.

RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS

Performance findings are summarized 1n Tablie 1. The percent of variance 1in

a performanze measure accounted for by a given predictor indicates the strength

~f  the elfect of that variable considered alone, The squared multiple
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correlation (22; suuws how well performance differences car be explained by the
set of predictors., The R2 c.n be less than the sum of the individual e{fects.
This is true becususe predictors sometimes overlap. For example, people with
high GCT scores also tend to have higher grades. Therefore, both predictors
explain some of the same performance variation, 1In this case, R2 will be 1less
than the sum of the individual effects when the predictors are combined into onc
predictive equation. Major results were:

¢ significant associations were found with much greater than chance
f}eguencx. Correlations hetween each recrult characteristic and

eac performance measure were computed. If the results of this
analysis were due purely to chance factors, only 0.25% of cthe
correlations would be statistically signiiicant. Instead, signifi-
cant associations were observed for (1) 409 of the social
background associations, (ii) 34% of the coping associations, (iii)
49% of the defense correlations, (iv) 18% of the motivation
correlations, and (v) 47% of ¢the "other" correlations. The
statistically significant predictors from this initial analysis
step were then used in the stepwise regressions which produced the
results described belcw.

® The hypotheses presented in the introduction were supported. The
five hypotheses vyield specific predictions of better or worse
performance for 49 of the 57 associations reported in Table 1. Of
the 49 agsociations, 45 (91.8%) were consistent with our
hypotheses. Three of the four exceptions were the negative
associations between the predictor wvariable Skill variety and the
ner formance measures of Phase III pihysical fitness score, Conduct
ratings, and the Senior Drill Instructor Subjective evaluations,

® 1The predictive power Ot the recruit characteristics measures was
weak even though statistically significant., Except for some GCT
predictions, individual predictors consistently explained less than

9% of the wvariation in performance. Collectively, recruit
characteristics explained 3,2% to 24.0% of the individual
differences in performance. Researchers regard such associations

as small (30).

® A small subset of predictors can be substituted for the full set.
At most 14 of the 49 predictors figured 1In any one reqaression
(Table 1). Of the 49 predictors, 5 (10.2% of the total) accounted
for 24 of 57 significant associations (42.1% of the total).
vVariables with more than 3 significant associations included: GCT
(¢ associations), White/Nonwhite (6 associations), Chance locus of
control (4 associations), repeating a vear 1in school (4 assoc-
iations), and high school grades (4 associations).

Implications. GCT should be included in any study of BT performance
because it significantly predicted 6 of 8 performance measures and was the only
predictor to produce correlaticns as high as r = .30. Race, Chance locus of
control, high school grades, and having to repeat a year of school each added
significzantly to GCT predictions for several of the performance measures. These
variables therefore can be considered useful, but probabily not critical, for
studies of BT stress effacts, Adding further predictors would provide very

little improvement in predictions of performance.



PERt ORMANCE
MEASURE

Phase | Practical

K Final Qral

Final Written

Phase | Physical Fitness
Test

TABLE |

PSYCHOSOCIAL PREDICTORS OF PERFORMANCE IN TRAINING

FREDICTOR’

GCT (5

Chance (4)

H. S. Diploma (1)
White;Nonwhite (5)°

H. S. Grades {1)

Ran Away from Home (1)
Years of School (1)
Repeat School Year (1)
Suppression (2)
Displacement (3)
Substitution {2)
Concentration (2)
Worked During Summer (1)
Objectivity (2)

Multiple RY

GCT (5)

Repeat School Year {1)
Task Significance (4)
H. S. Grades (1)
White/Nonwhite (5)°
Chance (4)
Rationalization (3)
Regression (3)
Suppression {2)

Multipic R’

GCT (5)

White/Nonwhite (5)’

H.S. Grades {1)

Worked During Sumner (1}
H.S. Diploma (1)
Displacement {3)
Rationalization (4)

Multipte R?
Participation in School Athletics (1)¢
Age (5)
Doubt (3}

White: Nonwhite {5)°
Chance {4)

Vultipic R

Gt it}
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- VARIANCE IN SUBSAMPLE

70%" 307"
205 218
40 2.7
0.7 1.3
58 39
2.1 09
03 1.4
04 1.3
29 3.5
3.2 34
1.2 1.2
14 1.7
1.0 2.6
11 08
15 0.6
2.0 23.0
9.0 8.7¢
18 1.0
06 18
18 1.3
24 1.7
06 3.2
11 08
0.2 2.2
23 3.1
11.6 7.3
185 21.2¢
54 55
24 7
06 1.8
0.5 7.1
0.7 0.7
11 05
20.3 221
49 2.9¢
1.0 0.6
1.9 2.0
05 0.9
0.6 0.3
N 0.

EFFECT"

Better
Worse
Better
Worse
Better
Worse
Bette:
Worse
Better
Worse
Better
Better
Better
Better

Better
Worse
Better
Better
Worse
Worse
Worse
Worse
Brtter

Better
Worse
Better
Better
Better
Werse
Worse

Better
Worse
Worse
Better
Worse

e

© emmmr 2 e 4 e s




TAulLE !

PSYCHOSOCIAL PREDM'CTORS OF PERFORMANCE IN TRAINING

PERFORMANCE

. VARIANCE 1ty SUBSAMPLE

__MEASURE _ _ . PREDICTOR- 00t T9el
Phase 111 Physical Fitness Substitution (2} 1.3 ‘\‘7-5'
Test / fartuicipation in School Athleties (1) 29 07
¢ White/Nonwhite (5)' 09 16
3kill Variety (4) 0.3 2
Subiimination (2) 10 03
Hult.ple R 4. 3.2

Ni-16 Score GCT (5) 6.1 8.0°

White/Nonwhite {5}’ 36 4.2
Played Hooky (1} 05 1.2
Reaction Formation (3) 08 06

Multiple /\)‘) 3564 116

Conduct Rating GCT (5) 33 59

H. S. Diploma (1) 29 0.7

Participation in School Activities {1} 21 2.6

Repeat School Year (1) 26 19

Skill Variety {4) 09 1.3

Multipie RY 6.8 10,9

Sr. Drli Instructor Sub- Powerful Others (4)7 34 0.9
jective Evaluation GCT (5) 36 59
Repeal School Year (1) 2.2 1.7

H. S. Grades (1) 2.3 08
Chance (4) 09 11

Skill Variety (4) 0.7 24
Participation in School Activities {1} 15 1.7
Multiple R? 9.6 2.6

EFEECT

Better
Bettev
Better

~. Worse

Better

Better
Worse
Better
Better

Better
Better
Better
Worse
Worse

Worse
Better
Worse
Better
Worse
Worse
Better
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CEfect indicatas wacther the e iclor wariatie was ass2asies wih “more” or eser hea!th protheins

- TABLE ? .
) PSYCHOCOCUIAL PREDICTORS OF HEALTH DURING BASIC TRAINING . ‘
= HEALTH ' _VARIANCE IN SUBSAMPLE
]' __ MEASURE PREDICTORY 700 3007 EFFECTS
. Total Sick Call Visits intellectualization (31 0.7 08 More
o Rationalization (3) 0.5 07 More
Skill Variety (4) 0.7 04 Moare
Internal (4) 0.7 05 More
l Multiple R” 2.9 26
i Total Days Light Duty Parents’ Marital Status {1) 05 RE Fewer
- Participation in Unofficial Athletics (1) 0.7 05 Fewer
- Multiple 82 n0 12
3 Viral tncidents Ran Away from Home (1) 18 1.2¢ More
Intellectualization {3) 08 05 More
N Multiple R? 26 20
Trauma Incidents Participation in School Athletics (1) 08 o7 Fewer
':'i White/Nonwhite (5)’ 05 1.1 Fewer
o Multsple R? 1.0 1.6
':. - -t
. YPBredictors inciude those varabics whic (1) voene svhcan® unmariste prodictors of the bealth messure oril (1) crieresd the . ;
o stepwise regression equation for the health meas (seec 2 2 otor detals) -
! bSF‘(,‘ 7 Ao anbgmple defiintinng 1
1
q
-
J

Ipredictors hove been groaped as (10 soncal Leckground measares, 127 Lojan) measures, (31 dJerinse muthami s g s,

\
. 1) molwvation measures, 2nd (5) ‘otber’ recrnt attnbutes {see po 210 Nambers in parenthases indicaie roae mambersing -]
- Detezils coneermng the predictors are green in the Nethod secian |
- 3
CEnthies are Laved on simple bivanate correlaticns o thendradia predictors. The muitipie Sorreiztion coefticient (R inch -1

' cates the combine:] predictize power of the set ot indndual prediciorns R? was computed tsiy) ragrossis waighis dovelora! N :
SN in the 707 subsample for coth subsarmpzles . “,
.. - R
Ve S FBace was aroitranly scored Whie' = 0 and Norwtite = 1 Theanmcated effect; thereiore retiect hiow weli Monwhites el ‘
\{O'n;:ar:z:l to Whites
- e N
LN -
v, . o
5. . -
p -
. .‘
R e
o o
Health \
- A
Psychosocial va2riables consistently explained less than 3% of the variation :

. » . o . A

!‘! in the health outcomes (Table 2). No individual predictor explained as much as |
. ) ) '__1
2% of the variance in any of the health measures. N

] ’
.. Implications. Psychosocial characteristics were clearly not major factors
. -
in health during BT:\\ There was no evidence that a failure to consider K
“ -

L psychosocial characteristYes wonlAd lead ta inaccurate cctimateos of the cffecis -
. RN o I .
NS .

of BT stresses on health in ?\\.1\\ .
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Basic Training Attrition

The BT attrition analysis compared four groups of recruits--reservists who
completed BT, regular enlistees who completed BT, recruits discharged from BT
for medical reasons, and recruits discharged from BT for behavioral problems

(see pp. 6-7 for group definitions). The analysis results showed:

® pPsychosocial characteristics differed significantly between
attrition groups with a greater than chance frequency. Univariate
analyses showed significant differences for 40% of the coping
mechanism scales (4 of 10), 70% of the defense mechanism scales (7
of 10), 1% of the motivation measures (2 of 11), 138 of the
social background measures (2 of 15) and 67% of the "other" recruit
attributes category (2 of 3; GCT and age). Each of these figures
greatly exceeds the 0.25% that would be expected to be significant
by chance.

® The differerces between successful and unsuccessful rteciuits were
consistent with our general hypotheses, As predicted, successful
recruits scored higher than unsuccessftul recruits on each of the
four coping mechanism measures that differed significantly between
groups. With regard to other significant differences, successful
recruits scored lower on S5 of 7 defenses, higher on 2 of 2
motivation measur2s, showed better social adjustment for 2 of 2
social background measures and had higher average GCT scores.
Overall, 14 of 17 (82.4%) significant differences were 1in the
predicted direction,

® The stepwise discriminant function included at least one predictor
from each of the five major categories. Significant predictors in
the stepwise discriminant function analysis included one coping
scale (suppression), one defense scale (displacement), one

motivation measure (enlistment expectations), one social
background measure (high school grades), and GCT and age (Table 3,
p.14).

® Reservists significantly affected the findings, The difference
between the reservists and the other three groups was the primary
reason why high school grades and GCT entered the discriminant
function, Comparisons between the regulars and the unsuccessful
recruits were nonsignificant for these two variables (Table 3, p.
14).

® psvchosocial characteristics do not accurately predict which
specific recrults will attrite foom BT, The differences between
groups were small even though statisticeally significart and
reliable. Thus, the results can be used to describe the
characteristics of attrites, but not to predict the success of
individual recruits (31).

The six variables listed in Table 3 shouid be included in studies of BT
stres: . Based on the theoretical nature of the variables, the conclusions from
the findings are:

(a) The ability to manage emotional reactions helps recruits succeed in BT.
Successful recruits scored higher on suppression and lower on displacement,
Both of these trends imply poorer management of emotions by unsuccessful
recruits (7). La Rocco, Ryman, and Biersner (13) reported that strony emotional
reactions predict BT attrition, a finding which has been replicated by other

-13-

PN PR

| FEPRRNT U U

Y

\
-

L-A. I GRS W W Y

. Lo
aat e e A dea

i ¥

a0t
- abnd o s A

;

e d

' .
Ao

¢ -
[ 7

1,\ P I PR

[y

R,



00 G 01 Q0 {1001y A0UL) 4D SH00G

N0 £ 0V 00 | Wouy obues 1o SHOIS

ey
LAY uempubis 1o vonap o)

AN an LOTIE P ot g bies g

G} Dylop a3

NIRRT

::...::::: VENESEAS 0 e GO0 gL (U e e RS N

AQUBLIRA JO SISACUR EIOnQ = Y sunsPdoT)

LU0 JO SHOIULYOP SO (G ) PIYLaEY G,

t
<r
—
690 0I0° SE0° €00 ENO g’z  8velL 961  Lp6L 961  v8BL SOl S9'8i %0€ _
ve0’ 110 610 SO0 L0 e vE6L 00'¢C 9Z'61 G8'L 06'81 6Ll 6/°31 %0L abv
XXXX XXXX {80 [XA0% SL0° €81 ¢8'66 9g'El 62 LOL 886Gl LPEolL 95741 SZ°901 %0E
XXXX XxXX 100’ 100’ 100 az'é6l 9L'L6 86CL 9.v0L  0Z'9L 8LE0L 9Ll ¥8°L0L %0L 31025 109
XXXX XX XX 800° 120 100 680 LLz 990 ZL'e 0.0 S0E 1£0 9zt %0€
xxok xxk §S0° L00°  Z00° 980 (67 L0 v6T  E€L0 YOt L0  ZTE %0¢ S3PID 100YIS YoM
Ze0’ 800 990’ z0 Y00 | AN Lh's 611 8589 980 06§ 880 LL'sS %0E
100 100 100° 100 100 59} L6’y €9t LE'S £8°0 £8'S v60 9.9 %0¢L \Mco_umuumaxw wuaunsyul
(90 010 €W 500 1200 It 9Z§ e €ZS vel €8y ZZl e %0E
100° LOY’ 100’ 100 100° LgL 0S8’ t4A % 9Zs° 3L’ 08y’ 8el’ ey’ %0L ;ludwade|dsiQ
vxxx (90  ¢EO' SO0 SO0 860 6Ly M L SOL 10§ SOL° 625 %0E
XXXX (10,03 {00 100’ 100 60L° [ 1oL 88y LoL° €06 oL 6EG’ %0L Luoissauddng
3 a 5 8 v _as  uwww  as  uwew  as veay Q'S uzay IaNvs 401010384
\\,wZOm_Cd«uEOU 30 3DNVYIIAINOIS 2S30L1BLLY pSILIKLILVY ASHYINO3Y + SLSIAY3S3Y

J(IO.><Iuw

AYOIO3W

NOILIYLLY SNINIVYL 2ISYE ¥0d4 SHOLIIQ3¥d 40 135S d3oNQ3yd
€ 37av.L




Cwal

P . & UL S

S [

(s}

W

P ovw
MR

SSrAmE v

!' l‘ I- " ‘.“

researchers (15,22). Negative emotions represent one type of response to stress
and may help translate stress into adverse behavioral or health outcomes {6-9).
Therefore, suppression and displacement may help 1link previous findings
regarding recruit emotionality to observations that imply BT stress is related
to BT attrition (11,21).

(b} Failure may be a self-fulfilling prophecy for scme recruits, The :ost
important motivational variable was enlistment expectations, i.e., the
recruit's belief that he will successfully complete bhis obligated tour of duty.
This confirmed previous reports by others (20,21,23). Low 1initial expectations
of success may le:d to minimal effort in BT because the recruit either does not
believe he can succeed or does not think he wants to succeed. If the recruit
has the basic ability required to succeed, failure 1is then a self-fulfilling
prophecy, i.e., an outcome generated by the recruit's own predictions. However,
initial enlistment expectations may be modified by actual BT experiences.
Studies of BT stressesc should therefore determine how Stresses affect
expectations for success,

(c) GCT_and high school grades were useful primarily for distinguishing
teservists from other recruits, Reservists appear to be a special group of
recruits who shculd be distinguisned from others *o fully understand attrition
trends. This point has been overlooked in some prior research. At present,
this limitation on the discriminative power of GCT and high school grades
combined with the fact that there is no strong theoretical basis linking these
variables to BT stress reactions makes it unlikely they will be important for
understanding which recruits react strongly to stresses, Previous studies have
shown weak associations between these recruit attributes and perceptions of BT,
including BT stresses, and no evidence that they modify the effects of BT
stresses (33).

(d) The relationship between age and BT att ition has changed since the
1960s. Until the mid-1970s, younger recruits wecre more likely to attrite than
older recruits. Recently, the trend has been toward higher attrition among
older recruits (14,23). Age can be an indirect indicator of many types of
social or psychological differences. The age-attrition relationship may have
changed over time because changing social conditions have altered enlistment
patterns SO that age differencas now reflect different underlying
characteristics than they did in the 1960s. Although this interpretation is
speculative, the shift to an all-volunteer force is one way such a change could
have come about. 1In any event, two previous studies produced no evidence that
age differences affected either perceptions of BT stresses or reactions to those
stresses (34).

Implications. Displacement, suppression, enlistment expectations, and age
should be added to the list of psychosocial characteristics tn be considered in
studies of BT stresses. Plausible theoretical arguments lead to the conclusion
that displacement, suppression, and enlistment expectations have a high
probability of determining which recruits are more sensitive to stress (see
above) and thus are most likely to be adversely affected by BT stresses.
HYowever, the findirgs also made it clear that psychosocial charactervistics do
not provide precise prediction of which specific recruvits will attrite. These
psychosocial measures therefore would not be suitable for use as screening

instruments to reduce attrition rates.
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TABLE 4
MARINE CORPS OUTCOMES FOR HIGH AND LOW BASIC TRAINING RISK SCORERS

OUTCOME 70°- SAMPLE 30% SAMPLE COMBINED

CATEGORY HY L H L H L
Reservist 11.8% 23.6% 14.2% 28.0% 12.5% 25.0%
Fast? 9.7% 26.4% 10.2% 20.7% 999, 2. 6%
Normak 32.9% 33.6% 36.7% 28.7% 34.0% 32.1%
Slow” 8.8% 7.2% 5.4% 10.0% 7.8% 8.1%
BT Medical® 8.5% 2.8% 10.2% 2.7% 9.0% 2.8%
FMF Medical® 1.8% 1.3% 2.0% 0.7% 1.8% 1.1%
BT Behavior* 16.2% 1.3% 11.6% 3.3% 14.8% 1.9%
FMF Behavior* 7.9% 3.1% 6.1% 4.7% 7.4% 3.4%
FMF Miscellaneous’ 2.4% 06% 3.4% 1.3% 2.7% 0.9%

Toiil BT Atirition’ 24.7TH 414 21,83 6.0% 23.8% - TH

Tot:: FMF Atirition 1005 5.0% 11.5% 0.7% 11.9% 547

Totel Number 1. Group 340 38 P47 150 487 +68

P'H" and L’ refer to high and low BT fisk catezonies Classification is based on faiting in the upper or lawer 20%) of tise scoras
for the BT attr:tion risk function (see text for details).
R P FPEl ) Aot - cas P . e '
FYaiN g0 Lo ul Lo At s di dhig SEra e ol v L On noniuey U

CRank of £:3 and still in the service at the ume of foliow-up

YRank of £-1 or E-2 and st:ll 1n tre service ai the tims of follow up

CAUNHon Lategory 1or Lesic traming -871 and the Fieet Manne Force (FIME1 F R0 Riseelaresos s S50 500 on e 1l
dagon e ot We FRIF gtoauns Tated ghoe

'Sum ot BT Medicai and BT Benavior. Inciuded 10 show the discrimina®ine power of the BT risk score in Basie Traiming,

gt H

YSum ot FMF Medial, FRF Behavior, and =04 Dhseolianeaas,

Fleet Marine Force Attrition :
FMF attrition analyses asked: Does the psychosocial profile that predicts h

BT attrition also predict FMF attrition? If so, do any additional psychosocial

variables improve the prediction of FMF attrition?
A BT attrition risk score was created to determine whether BT graduates

with psychosocial profiles similas to those of BT attrites were at higher risk

of FMF attrition. The six variables listed in Table 3 were combined into an

overall risk score uzing woights for the firct function in the 27 diceriminant o

function analysis. This discriminant function accounted for 71% of the variance
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explained in that prior apalysis and differentiated the attrition groups from
the reservists and the regular recruits. For these analyses, the risk function
was scored so that BT attrites had higher scores than BT graduates. Results

were:

® Recruits falling in the lowest and highest 20% of the scores for
the BT risk function were classified as "low risk" and "high risk,"”
respectively. During BT, recruits falling in the middle tange Of
risk scores had an attrition rate very close to the sample average,.
The high-risk group was of most interest in our analyses of FMF
attrition and comparison to a low-risk group provided a sharper
contrast than comparison to all other recruits,

® The overall FMF attrition rate in the high risk group was 2.2 times
that 1n the low risk group (11,9% vs. 5.4%; see Table 4).

® The proportion of recruits who advanced faster than average was 2.5
times higher in the low risk group than in the high risk grou
{rable 4). Although our major conCern was with attrition, this
finding indicates that those high risk individuals who do not
attrite perform more poorly on the average than low risk
individuals.

® The average BT attrition risk score differed significantly when FMF
successes and fallures were compared, Miscellaneous FMF attrites
were combined with the behavioral attrites for this analysis (see
p. 7 for group definitions), because their BT risk scores suggested
that most were behavioral problems (se2 Table 4). Although the
between group differences in risk were not particularly pronounced
in the 30% subsample, the combined results for the 70% and 30%
subsamples showed a consistent tendency toward higher BT risk
scores in the attrition groups, This trend would undoubtedly be
stronger if a substantial number of high risk recruits had not
attrited during BT.

The usefulnoss of adding other predictors to the BT risk score to predict
FMF attriticn was determined as follows: (i) Univariate ANOVAs identified
significant FMF attrition predictors. (1i) A stepwise discriminant function
analysis was carried out entering the BT attrition risk score as the first
predictor then entering the predictors which were significant in (i). {iii) A
second stepwise discriminant function analysis was done with Jjust the

significant FMF attrition predictors from (i). Results were:

¢ The least effective predictor category for BT attrition was the
most effective for predicting FMF attrition. Unlvariate analysis
showed significant group differences for 7 of )S social background
measures, 2 of 10 defense mecharisms, 1 of 10 coping mechanisms, 1
of 11 motivation measures, and 0 of 3 "other" attributes, The
frequency of significant ascociations was therefore 47%, 20%, 10%,
9%, and 0% compared to 13%, 70%, 40%, 18%, and 67% for the same
predictor categories in the BT attrition analysis.
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® Fewer years of education and more school expulsions were the

significant predictors in the analysis_ that inciuded the BT risk
score (Table 5).

L] When BT risk was excluded from the analysis, supntession was added
to the predictor set. Suppression 1s apparently the key element
of BT attrition risk for predicting FMF attrition. For this
reason, suppression has been included in Table 5, but it should be
kept in mind that the equation for discrim -atina FMF attrition

groups included either BT risk or suppression, “h.
Implications, Cne 1important conclusion 1is thas ,cores identif
implications p Ly

recruits whose FMF performance will be below average. Compared to low risk

recruits, high risk recruits advanced less rapidly and were more likely to
attrite., These trends probably would have been stronger if BT attrition had not
eliminated some of the extreme risk 1individuals. BT attrition may remove
marginal performers early in their careers prior to major investments in their
training, 2tc. This conclusion  has important implications for the
interpretation of BT attriticn, so our findings should be replicated to ensure
their generality.

A second conclusion 1is that the psychosocial profile describing PMF

attriters includes factors beyond those that characterize BT attriters. In

particular, FMF attrition is associated with fewer vyears of education and
greater frequency of being expelled from school. These added predictors suggest
marginal social adaptation in the recruit's only previous experience with a
major social institution. Thus, the added predictors may indicate a general
tendency to adapt poorly to the demands of social institutions.

Ditferences in BT attrition and FMF attrition are of interest because they
may help to wunderstand overall patterns of Marine Corps attrition. In
particular, attention should be given to isolating factors which identify
recruits in the high BT risk category who subsequently perform effectively in

the FMF. Two possibilities which may be worth further study are:

(a) A recruit's score on the variables which predict BT attrition can

change over time. For example, expectations regarding success 1n completing
one's enlistment change during BT (20). Similarly, changes in personality are
not unreasonable in young men exposed to major new life experiences, The
recruit's Marine Corps experiences and normal maturation may therefore alter his
initial risk of failure.

(b) The FMF and BT environments differ substantially. BT 1s highly
structured and of short duration. Psychologically, BT 15 probably viewed as a
brief period of challenge and stress. 1In contrast, the FMF is less structured,
Oof l1onger duration, anad more routine. rnese diiferences may maxe dliferent
psychosocial characteristics important for success in the two environments.
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CONCILUSIONS

Our study objective was to identify a small number of psychosocial predic-
tors which were especially important for understanding BT stress effects., Two
types of predictors were expected. The first type consisted of psychosocial
variables which determine how strongly a recruit reacts to BT stresses. The
second type included all psychosocial variables which directly affect perform-
ance, If these variables are not taken into account in stress studies, the
precision of stress effect estimates will be reduced. We hegan with five major
categories of possible predictors: scocial background characteristics, coping
mechanisms, defense mechanisms, motivational factors, and "other" attributes,

The study broadly replicated previous research showing that better BT
outcomes were associat:d with: (a) A pvast historvy of good social adjustment:
(b) Greater ability to cope with stress; (c) Less defensiveness; (d) Hiogher
motivation; and (e) Higher GCT scores. Success was also more 1likely among
younger recruits. This result is contrary to research findings prior to the
mid-1970s which showed younger recruits to be less successful, However, the
finding is consistent with trends reported in several more recent studies.

The analyses which related recruit character.stics to BT performance chould
be most useful in identifying variables which directly affect performance. The
results from those analyses showed that GCT was the most useful predictor of BT

per formance and should be included in studies of BT stress. Race, Chance locus

of contrecl, having had to repeat a school year, and high school grades were

weaker and less consistent predictors of performance, These variables may be
worth including in studies of BT stress because of their effects on performance,
but they are not as critical as GCT.

3T attrition 1is a particularly interesting and important criterion for
identifying recruit characteristics which mav determine reactions to BT
stresses. Previous research has linked BT attrition to BT stresses (l1,21) and
to negative moods which may be responses to those stresses (13,15,22). Also,
the most commor types of discharge for BT attrites (misconduct, unsuitability)
imply behavioral problems that represent more than just poor perfor ance.
Behavioral problems that lead to BT attrition may be habits learned in prior
social settings, but they could also be reactions t¢ the stresses in BT.

Analyses relatinag recruit psychosocial characteristics to BT attrition

identified three variables which, on the basis of stress thecries, may uetermine
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whether a recruit responds strongly to BT stresses, These variables included

emotioral control factors (specifically, displacement and suppression), and

motivation (expected succesc in the Marine Corps). Emotional control and moti-

vation are particularly likely to promove an understanding of BT stress effects,
because strong emotional responses and low motivation are frequently assumed tc
be major effects of stress.

Age, GCT, and high school grades also predicted BT success and therefore

may be factors which modify BT stress reactions. However, it is more likely
that these variables affect the probability of attrition in some other way.
Stress theories do not predict that these variables will influence either how
stressful the recruits feels the situation is or how he reacts to that stress.
Furthermore, prior studies have not shown substantial relationships between
these three variabies and either reported stress or effects of stress (34).
Overall, the the minimum cet of psychosocial variables which should be
considered when studying BT stress effects includes GCT, displacement, suppres-
sion, enlistment expectations, high school grades, and age, Race, Chance locus
¢f control, and having to repeat a year of schoo) can be regarded as optional
variables for studying BT stresses. A report describing the effect of these
psychosocial characteristics on reactions to BT stresses is in preparation [35).

Aanulher important finding was that BT graduates who possessed characterist-

ics associated with BT attrition were 1less .‘uccessful in the FMP than recruits

who did not possess these characteristics. BT attrition therefore way effect-

ively remove some recruits who would be marginal performers in the FMF. This
possibility has important implications for the evaluation of BT attrition.

However, these findings must be replicated before they are aiccepted as reliable.
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K| BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE
Name: SSN: [ .
Today's Date: _ / / Platoon: _.__ . Squad: o — . X
Oay Month Year "
i untructions: The {alicwing \.l‘C\lIu S ai € aUOUL vour Backgroand prion (o endistment. For eadci QUEsSLGn, wi.le - ook the
ISt el e g
1. Age:_______yrs. old. 2. Bixhoate: ___/__ / _ 3. Birthplace (City & State):
Doy Mo Year .
4. Marital Status: [ single (rever married) £. Race: _J Caucasian i: Asian A
I . married (Z 8lack 2] American Indian
- separated, divorced, or widowed 2} Cuaumanian or Filinino [} Chicanc/Latino
1 Other (specify):.__ _
; 6. Education: 7. High School Digloma? ] No 8. Did you ever repeat a school year? — No
- {total years completed) 7] Yes ] Yes
‘I 0 GED
K 9. On the average, how were your grades in high school? b
- {3 oceasionai failures 1) above average .
: L below average [ excellent -
. L. average
: 10. During high school, how many times did you. . . ? Never Once Twice 3 Tumes 4 or more .
N a. runaway fromhome . . . . . . . . .. . .. O ) _ (. a t
- b. play ‘hooky’ from schoot. . . . . P 3 () (i = (. =
. c. get suspended orexpeHedfron1schoo| e - dl C iJ [ ‘
- d. get in trouble with or arrested by the police (other .
- than for trafficviolations) . . . . . . . . . . . (] ] — L =
- 11. On the average, during high schoo!, how many hours per .
I week did you work atajob . . . ? None 1.10 1.20 21-30 31 or more ‘-
. a. during the schaol year . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -] M 3 0O x
b. during summer vacation . . . . . . . . . .. . [ 3d (- a C
: 12. During high school, how oftendidyou . . . ? Rarely Once in 8 while  Somatimes Pretty often Frequantly .
‘j a. participate in schoul activities {e.g., clubs, dances, .
< band,etc) . . . . . T (] {J (] 0
l b. participate in activities outs ude of school (e.g4, church, \
- YMCA, Scouts, etc.) . . . . . - [ | C: 3 0
N ¢. participate in official ath'«tic events (e g., school )
" teams, Leagiie teams, etc.) . . . . . . . L2 J (- - ] -
- d. participate in unofficial athietic events {e.y., nelghbor
2 hood games, sandg lot,etc) . . . . . . . . .. . [ cl ] J a
! 13. | spent most ot my childhood in a: 14. Are your parents still iving? No Yes )
. a. =  Farm, rural area, emall town {(pop. under 5,000} a. Mother . . . . . . . . ) o .
b. 1) Town (population 5,000--50,000) b. Father . . . . . . . . . .| 3
: c. 1 City (population 50,001 -500,000) .
= d. .t . arge city (population over 500,000)
:f 15. My pa.entsare . . . 16. Before joining the Marine Corps | was living with: S
.g a. _. married and still living together a. ] Mother and Father
b.i i separated b.!.. Mother only -
c. ... divorced c. ._1 Fatheronly
d.: Other {specify):. . d. .Z Mother and Stepfather
e. . Father and Stepmotaer
. f. i Alone
; d- -] Other {specify). . __ . . .

11ND NHRC €6500.3 (4-80}
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CPERATTONMAL DEFINITIONS OF THLC MEASURES USED TQ ASSESS RECRUITS'
PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS
The following pages provide brief def{initions of the attributes measured by
the psychological gcales used in this study. The definitions have been phrased
to Jdescribe the characteristics of the person who scores high on the scale in
question. More detailed discussion of the theoreticzl models and methods used
in developing the measures of coping processes and defensive processes can te
found in Joffe and Naditech (29). Similar information for the locus of control
scales can be found in Levenson's work (25-28) and for the Job Diagnostic Survey

in Hackman and Oldham's (24) description of the development of these scales.

Coping Processes:

Objectivity: Separates ideas and feelings as required by the situations. Can
be conscicusly of two minds.

Intellectuality: Can detach self from affect-laden situations to give impartial
analysis, but still articulates and symbolizes feelings so they contribute
to decisions and behavioi.

Logical 2nalysis: Systematically analyzes causal aspects of situations, includ-
ing motivational explanations.

Tolerance of Ambiguity: Can make qualified judgments and deal with cognitive
and affective complexity and uncertainty,

Empathy: Puts self in the other person's shoes and can imagine how they feel;
takes others' feelings into account in making decisions.

Regression in Service of the Egn: Utilizes feelings and ideas that are not part
of the practical requirements of the situacion to give better insight into
problems and situation.

Concentration: Sets aside disturbing or attractive feelings or thoughts to
concentrate on task at hand.

Sublimation: Finds self-satisfying, socirally acceptable means of expressing
"primitive™ affect

Substitution: Expresses tempered, domesticated feelings that are appropriate,
flexible, metered, and purposive.

suppression: 1Infeasible, inappropriate affect and feelings are controlled until
time, place, and okject are proper for expression.

Defensive Processes

Isolation: Affect is not related to 1ideas, or seems unable to put ideas
together. Unable to generalize, synthesize, or integrate meaningfully.

Intellectualization: Fetreats from affect into formulations of words and ab-
straction at a lievel lnappiopriate to the setting.

Rationalization: Ofters superficially plausible reasosns for behavior that omit
crucial aspects of situation; needs to offer causal explanations, rc.q.,
"It's fate."

-B-2-




Doubt: Unable to resolve ambiguity or chouse a ccurse of action; hopes problems
will soive themselves; worries about past decisions and behavior.

Projecction: Attributes objectionable tendency of self to another and does not
recognize it as part of self.

Regression: Resorts t» evasive, wistful, demanding, dependent, ingratiating,
behavior that is not age-appropriate c¢o avoid responsibility, aggression,
or unpleasant demands.

Denial: Denies present or pist facts oc feelings that would be painful in order
to focus on benign or pleasant ones.

Displacement: Tries to control affects or impulses in relation to original
object, then expresses them inappropriately in a more tolerant situation.

Reaction Formation: Appears to have transformed "primitive" impulses and feel-
ings into opposites, but expression of both is excessively civilized, and
soretimes breaks down.

Repression: Unconsciously and purposefully forgets, and is unable to remember
past, or cannot elaborate.

Levenson's Locus of Control Scales

Internal Control: Believes that what happens to him or her in life in gereral
and in specific situations such as making friends, driving a car, ot
achieving leadership positions, depinds on his or her own actions or per-
sonal attributes.

Powerful Otner Control: Believes that what happens in the situations described
above is determined by the actions of other people who have ‘he power to
determine his or her fate.

Chance Control: Believes that what happens in the situations described above is
due to fate, chance, circumstances, etc.

Job Diagnostic Survey Scales

Skill variety: ©Perceives job as requiring a variety of differnt activities to
carry out the work; sees job as reguiring a number of different skills and
abilities,.

Task Identity: Perceives the job as requiring the completion 2f a whole,
identifiable piez2 of wrk, i.e., doing a job with a visible outcome from
beginning to end.

Task Significance: Perceives the job as having a 3substantial impact cn the
lives or work of others either in his immediate organization oc¢ in the
external environment.

Autonomy: Perceives the job as providing substantial freedom, independence, and
discretion to the employee with respect to scheduling work and determining
procedures to be used to carry out these plans.

Feedback from the Job: Perceives the activities of the job as providing direct,
clear information about the effectiveness or adequacy of his or her per-
formance.,

Feedback from Agents: Perceives the job as one in which the cmployee i1eceives
clear feedback about performance from supervisors or from co--workers.

Dealing with Others: Perceives the job as requiring tke employce to work close-
ly with other people to complete work activities.
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vaolunteors., Univariate analys=is identificd =significant predictovs of per-
formance in 23U, health during BT, and attrition durinag 56 or in the first
27 months following BT. Maltivariate procedurcss reduced the set of signifi-
cant predicrtars- o the minimar regaired to predict cach outcomn,

Results weore: (a) GCT o was the primary predictor ot performance; race, Chance
lucus 1 control, high school arades, and having had to repeat o year of
school were secondaary predictors, tb) Health was not strongly related to
any individual difference measure. (c) BT attritiorn was related to suppres-
s1on, displacement, expected success 1n completing the first term of enlist-

ment, intelligence {(GCT scores), and age. (d) Recrults with psychosoclial
profiles similar to these which predicted BT attrition were less successful
in the FMF, {e) FMF attrition was also associated with less education and

more frequent expulsion from school.

isplacement, suppression, enlistment expectations, age, and GCT scores repre-
soent the minimum set of individual differences which must be considerced to
ensure an accuratce assessment af BT stress effects. ' Because they are concep-
tually linked te motivaticn and cifective management of emotions, the f{irs!
three of these may be particularly useful for understanding previously
reported relationships between BT success and stress and emotion.  In gencral,
Harine Corps atirition was linked to persorality characteristics suggesting
limited ability to adapt 1o stress and poor motivation and to a behavioral
history suggesting mild social delinquency.
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